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Textual Introduction
by Claudio Moreschini

THE manuscript tradition of the Poemata Arcana falls into two main
groups, one comprising the direct tradition of Gregory's poetry, which
in turn forms two families Q and W,' the other the ‘Fourteen-
Paraphrase Corpus’ of Nicetas David (IT). This corpus, the object of
previous scholarly investigation,” consists of fourteen poems (seven-
teen in the arrangement of M. 37), accompanied by a paraphrase, or
rather commentary, by the Byzantine commentator Nicetas David
(ss. ix—x). The poems on which he wrote are (in Migne's numeration)
I. I. I~5, 7=0; L. 2. 9, 14, 15+16, 17(+2. 1. 2), 31, 33. Nicetas gave them
the title of ra dwéppnra; we do not know whether he invented it or
found it already in use. In the sixteenth century it was translated, in
circumstances we shall consider in due course, as Arcana. The title
Poemata Arcana used in the present edition for Migne’s 1. 1. 1~3, 7-9,
in our numeration Arc. 1-8, is therefore derived from Nicetas, even if
strictly speaking it applies not only to this collection but also to the
other poems noted above. All the same, our Poemata Arcana, the first
part of Nicetas’ corpus, must have constituted a homogeneous group-
ing even before his day, since they stand together in the same order in
the manuscripts of the two families Q and W, albeit with the addition
of 1. 1. 11. Nicetas may have omitted this latter and added the other
poems, which are on moral subjects.?

This introduction summarizes the findings set out in C. Moreschini, ‘La tradizione
manoscritta dei Carmina Arcana di Gregorio Nazianzeno’, Atti della Accademia Pon-
taniana, NS 44 (1993), gg—120.

' These symbols have been in general use ever since they were first proposed by L.
Sternbach, ‘Cercidea’, Eos, 30(1927), 347-60, in connection with his projected edition of
Gregory of Nazianzus’ works for the Polish Academy of Sciences in Krakow, on which
see now M. Plezia, L'incompiuta edizione delle opere di Gregorio Nazianzeno progettata a
Cracovia (Naples, 19q1): cf. e.g. Gregor von Nazianz: De vita sua, ed. Ch. Jungek (Heidel-
berg, 1974), 39; Gregor von Nazianz: Carmina de virtute la/lb, ¢d. R. Palla, tr. and comm. M.
Kertsch (Graz, 1983), 30.

* See Fr. Letherz, Studien zu Gregor von Nazianz: Mythologie, Uberlieferung, Scholiasten
(Bonn, 1958), 161-8 et alibi; Palla, edn. g.

* His commentary on Arc. 1-5 is available in the recent edition by C. Moreschini and
L. Costa, Niceta David: Commento ai Carmina Arcana di Gregorio Nazianzeno (Naples,
1992), that on the rest in the older edition by E. Dronke (Gottingen, 1840), reprinted in
M. 38. 681-842.



TEXTUAL INTRODUCTION

1. The oldest manuscript in the Q family is Bodleianus Clarkianus 12
(C), s. x, fos. 151"—166°, which owing to the loss of one leaf lacks Arc. 1.
1-24. It divides the longer poems into sections: thus it breaks Arc. 4
into (a) vv. 1-88, entitled wepi kéopov, and (b) vv. 8g—100, entitled mepi
dyyéAdwr, and similarly Arc. 8 into (a) vv. 1—30 wepi Siabinrav, (b) vv.
31-81 mepi émdaveias Xpioroi, (¢) vv. 82—qQ mepi Banrioparos.

The same division of Arc. 8, into the same sections with identical
titles, is found in Neapolitanus Graecus 24 (N), ss. xiv-xv, fos. 148"~
1657, but this manuscript does not divide Arc. 4.* Like C and N, Vat-
icanus Graecus 482 (Va), s. xiv, fos. 79'-g6%, divides Arc. 8, into wv.
1-30, 31-81, and 82—gg, but not Are. 4; it omits Are. 7.

Marcianus Graecus 82 (Ma), s. xii, also belongs to the Q family. It
includes our poems (fos. 86*~127%), accompanied by a paraphrase (not
Nicetas David’s), but omits Arc. 8. 19-33, so that we cannot tell
whether it exhibited C’s first break, between vv. 30 and 31. The second
is indeed indicated, but in a later hand (possibly s. xiv), which adds a
marginal note wepi Tov Beiov Bamrioparos; however, the beginning of
section (c) at v. 82 constitutes the first line of a new pericope.

Within the €2 family we may observe a series of agreements in error
between Ma and N Are. 2. 1 8¢] 8%; 2. 51 puw] pew advov (an inter-
linear gloss entered into their hyparchetype); 3. 7 uévos] afévos; 5. 67
prius Te om.; 6. 44 uév] puyv; 7. 58 ovpavés] ovpavei MaN™E; 7. g1 évi]
év; 7. 1206 &s fjueis] ds xai jueis. The tradition from which N derives
appears from its readings to be radically contaminated from the W
tradition of Laurentianus vi. 10 (L), a manuscript to be examined
later: Arc. 5.39 76 uév... 70 8" év] ra uév. .. ra 8 év LN, corr. N%; 5.
70 dvipev SVa*N"? |dvoper alii, dvwoper CMaVa, fouev LN; 6. 69 €5i-
dafev [ILN] éfedidatev CMaVa; 7. 6 ye IILN] re CMaN? (Va deest).®
Furthermore, N seems to be contaminated from a tradition detectable
in Va™s: thus only N and Va know the title wepi rpiddos for Arc. 1 mepi
dpy@v, which is found both in the rest of the € tradition (Ma and Va
itself; C deest) and in one branch of the manuscripts containing
Nicetas’ commentary (the other, like W, omits the titles): Arc. 4. 36
éyw [TVar*N] e‘gvge CMaVal; ibid. éumedos I1LVar*N] éumedov

* N is a composite MS, of prime importance for the Arcana, but for other poems of
Gregory’s embodying no independent tradition; cf. in greater detail Palla, edn. 54 ff. Cf.
also C. Moreschini, ‘Studi sulla tradizione manoscritta di Gregorio Nazianzeno: la
Gedichtgruppe 11, in Miscellanea in onore di Giovanni Tarditi (Milan, 1993), 1235-55.

* Cf. Palla, edn. 61.

* Cf. Palla, edn. 61-2. It is probable that contamination by a MS of the W family took

place in the exemplar from which N was copied.
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CMaVa; ibid. ovxér’ [ILVa”N] ovdev CMaVa; 5. 33 4 vap 87 feos
[TVa*N] 767 yap feos CMaValL.

Agreement between C and Vais found in Arc, 2. 41, where both read
véov instead of 8éos as in the other manuscripts, and in Arc. 8, where
both transpose v. 26 to follow v. 28. Moreover, in both manuscripts
v. 66 is omitted, and then added in the margin by the scribe; which
indicates that the hyparchetype of C and Va, designated » by Palla,
exhibited this line in the margin. However, for the Poemata Arcana, as
for Gregory’s other poems, Va appears to be akin to L..” In Arc. 3. 77
both L and Va (like IT) read edre instead of the otive of CMaN, and
pvijorw instead of their pviiorov; in 4. 6 égav (with [1L) against the
other £2 manuscripts’ éav;in 1. 1. 11. 2 (not part of the Poemata Arcana)
both L and Va read ov oéBer’ iooféws ovpaviov Aéyov contra metrum.

Va also presents a certain number of readings derived from the I1
family; but Palla has observed, precisely on the basis of certain of the
Poemata Arcana (3. 31, 8. 98), that the marginal readings and correc-
tions inserted into the text of Va over erasures in a different ink derive
specifically from 8, the hyparchetype of S and Mb, to be examined in a
moment.® At all events, to complete our demonstration that the
marginal readings and corrections in Va derive from the IT family, we
may adduce the following instances: Arc. 1. 19 7e om. Q, add. Va*; 1. 26
perémerra IILVa*] perémober Q; 2. 10 om. MaNVa, add. Va*™s; 2. 19
dvapyos Q] avdpyov I1Va? 3. 36 avros émeAfav [TVa™] éAbav émi-
kovpos Ma, éAG émicovpos CNVaL,; 3. 63 8¢ I1] om. 2, add. Va*™s; 3.
68 drpodos TIN"Va*] drpomos MaNVa; 8. 14 rpédare IIVa?]
orpépar’ MaNVa; 8. 35 Aevoowr [INVa*] Aevowr CMaVa. We may
also cite the two passages indicated by Palla to show the derivation of
Va* from 8, Arc. 3. 31 cawmjp Va (with the other Q@ MSS)] dwmip
SMbVa?*; 8. 98 a8’ dipia kiikAos éAiocoe Vacett.] dua 7 feldiew aeArjvy
e SMbVa™s,

2. In the second family of manuscripts, that designated W, the Poemata
Arcana are present only in Laurentianus vi. 10 (L), s. xi; this is one of
the most authoritative witnesses to the tradition, and the one contain-
ing the largest number of Gregory’s poems. The Arcana are found on
fos. 45¥-53*. However, L shows closer kinship to € than to IT in that

" Va, as Palla, edn. 46 observes, is a particularly contaminated MS, with a corres-
ponding disorder in the sequence of poems; proof lies, so far as the Arcana are con-
cerned, in the omission of Are. 7, mepi Yuyis. CL. Moreschini, ‘Studi’, 105-6.

* Palla, edn. 48-30.

xi
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(i) it adds 1. 1. 11 after Are. 8, (ii) after Arc. 8. 30, 81 it signals the begin-
ning of a new poem (albeit without inserting headings), dividing Arc. 8
into three parts like C, N, and Va. For the rest, L (i.e. W) agrees in turn
with € and I, as is evident from the apparatus criticus. A further
characteristic of L, already noted by previous scholars,” is that it
demonstrates a marked reworking of form and grammar. So far as the
Poemata Arcana are concerned such scholarly revision is evident in L
from the following examples:

Are. 4. 97 bvprés] dBirés NC?, Bporés L, Bvarés Caillau; 5. 5 émaryduevor]
éAtaodpevov L; 5. 22 duds pépos) duéomopos L; 5. 39 fuiv] duuw L; 5. 50
éroloel] éAiooer L; 6. 5 Avouévoioi] Svouévoioe L (or is this an error in tran-
scribing from capitals?); 6. 44 uév IT] priv Q, 71v’ L; 6. 50 peydrod] peyddov L;
7. 38 {éiovos kixAowow I ifiovos xixAov T’ Q, (flovés Tiva kikAov L; 7. 42
o8¢ Bdauvov] o Bdauvov L; 7. 49 768¢€] rdde L; 7. 53 dpiorov] dpiore L; 7. 78
8éats] dvaws L; 7. 112 madaiopacv] kakédpovos L; 8. 4 émetral perémera L;
ains] yains L; 8. 85 épeider] u” épeider L.

A further feature of L should perhaps also be ascribed to a similar
learned initiative: the insertion on fo. 52 of sixty lines, not found in
the rest of the manuscript tradition, within Arc. 8, after v. 18. They
have been transcribed by Bandini,'” again by Var,'! and most
recently by Wyss;'? the last-named has sought to demonstrate their
authenticity by comparison with other poems of Gregory’s, and by
the observation that he habitually repeats himself or reuses in differ-
ent contexts passages, phrases, or syntagms already employed else-
where. But in that case, why should Nicetas and the € hyparchetype
independently omit these lines? Indeed, I am quite ready to believe
that this substantial insertion, stitched together in cento fashion
from other poems by Gregory, was also due to scholarly activity of
this sort.

3. By virtue of its antiquity a considerable significance also attaches to
an ancient Syriac translation of some of Gregory’s poems," preserved

* Cf. e.g. Jungck, edn. 39.

" 'A. M. Bandini, Catalogus codicum manuscriptorum Bibliothecae Laurentianae, i
(Florence, 1764), 219-20.

"' R. Viri, ‘Sancti Gregorii Nazianzeni codicis Mediceo-Laurentiani celeberrimi col-
latio’, Egyetemes philologiai kizlony, 20 (1896), 759—72, esp. 770-2.

¥ B. Wyss, “Zu Gregor von Nazianz’, in Phyllobolia fiir Peter Von der Miihll (Basel, 1g46),
153-393, esp. 150—72.

* This translation appears to be the work of Theodosius, later metropolitan of

Xil



TEXTUAL INTRODUCTION

in Vaticanus Syriacus 105.'* As regards the disposition of the Poemata
Arcana, however, the translator seems to have allowed himself remark-
able freedom. Thus he singled out only a short section of Are. 7 (vv. 1-
25) to form poem 129 (p. 164). Moreover, in order to give the poem a
coherent sense he altered the text of vv. 24—5 as we read it in the rest of
the manuscript tradition, namely Yvyn mAalopévy e 8¢" Hépos. w8’ dv
opoin | maot mélot, rendering instead ‘anima pervadens per aerem
eum qui ei similis est.”" In other words, his Greek text is something like
w & dv duoin mélor, and wdo: appears to be left untranslated; of
course we cannot say whether the change was his own, or was already
present in the Greek source he was using. Ar. 1 (‘Aliud Sancti
Gregorii Theologi e libro poematum de principatibus’) and 2 (‘Aliud,
de Filio’), are moved elsewhere (pp. 8 ff.). The translation seems to be
by turns very free and extremely literal, not that I am in a position to
assess the potentialities of Syriac for translating in accordance with
criteria we generally define as ‘literal’, ‘free’, or ‘paraphrastic’. It is
therefore difficult to judge the readings that we should call isolated in
the Greek tradition, among them Arc. 1. 6 moAAdris om. Syr.; 1. 13
pnyviuevor ~ cadentes; 1. 32 povdratos ~ solitarie; 2.7 feov | deus; 2. 32
ayévros sive dyévwnros] ingenerationis; 2. 45 Beoio om.; 2. 53 éu’] te; 2.
59 wAeiov om.; 2. 63 cawparos) carni.

One of the hardest passages to interpret is Arc. 2. 6, where the
manuscript tradition gives us dmjopos oidev [IMaNVa] dmjopos
ovdév CVa’Ll (Uméprepov ovdév Caillau). The Syriac translation reads
(vv. 5-7) ‘nihil [sc. erat] quod praecederet Patrem magnum, hic enim
omnia tenet, et alienum a Patre etiam nihil’, giving the overall sense
‘nothing is detached, separated from the Father. He who is begotten of
the Father (is) the Logos of the great God.’ The translator presumably
read dmjoporv neuter, agreeing with ovdév, and in his understanding
of this rare word gave the prefix d=- more weight than the verb aipw.

Edessa, c8o4: cf. A. Baumstark, Geschichte der syrischen Literatur (Bonn, 1g22), 276. On
Syriac translations see Sebastian Brock, “The Limitations of Syriac in Representing
Greek’, in Bruce M. Metzger, The Early Versions of the New Testament: Their Origin, Trans-
mission, and Limitations (Oxford, 1977), 83—98, and the articles reprinted in the Variorum
collections Syriac Perspectives on Late Antiguity (London, 1984), nos. II-1V and Studies in
Syriac Christianity (London, 1992), no. X.

' Sancti Gregorii Theologi liber carminum tambicorum: Versio syriaca antiquissima ¢ cod Vat.
CV, i, ed. P. J. Bollig, S] (Beirut, 18g53).

* We quote the readings of this Syriac version according to the translation kindly

supplied to us by Fr J. Guirau of the Istituto Patristico Augustinianum, Rome, whose
help we are very glad to acknowledge.

X1i1
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This points to agreement between Syr, L, and C(Va®): nihil = 058¢év. In
other instances too the Syriac version agrees with L against Q: Arc. 1.6
&' TILVQ?, guidem Syr] om. MaNVa (deest C); 2. 10 habent
[MLVaSyr.] om. Q; 2. 80 dodpxov ITLN?, incorporei Syr.] dvdpyov €2;
7. 16 dAéyowow] dAdyoro L, harmonia. . . formae non rationalis Syr. This

last, an agreement in error, leads us to suppose that the W family is
older than €.

4. The commentary on Gregory's Poemata by Cosmas of Jerusalem
takes us back to a very early stage of the tradition. It was published
by Mai from the codex unicus Vaticanus Graecus 1260, s. xii as Col-
lectio et interpretatio Historiarum quarum meminit Divus Gregorius in
Carminibus suis tum ex S. Scriptura tum ex profanis poetis atque scriptoribus:
Opus Cosmae Hierosolymitani cognomento Philogregorii = M. 38. 341-680.
The part that interests us here comes in cols. 452-66 (fos. 78-87" in
the Vatican manuscript)."® The Arcana group, however, is incom-
plete, for Cosmas does not comment on Are. 4 and 6 (which is not to
say he did not have them at his disposal). The title is wepi dpydv;
the regrettably few textual pericopae, comprising very few lines or
passages, are:

Arc. 1. 11-13 (12 Aapmopévov Cosmas cett.] Aaunduevor L); 2. 62-3; 2. 65-6
(65 pev codd. ~ pév Cosmas); 2. 67-8 (Umépoyefe &' s Cosmas
CMaNCuCoMb] dmdvoyelfle 8" ws S, vmépoyel’ ws LVa); 2. 68-g (68 duerfe]
dvdpenpe Cosmas); 2. 70-1 (mvedpar ~ mvedparos Cosmas); 2. 72; 2. 73—4
(yoive xduev] yovvara uév Cosmas); 3. 30-1 (31 67 éx] é7¢ Cosmas); 3. 37-9;
5. 27-33 (29 € 8¢ Il e uév QL Cosmas; 30 éAifers Cosmas; 31 mis] =
Cosmas); 5. 32-40(33 7 yap 87 [INVa*] 8y yap CMaVaL Cosmas; 40 vjs om.
Cosmas); 5. 53—7 (56 oowv] 6owv Cosmas); 7. 38—9.

More remarkably, he too makes three poems out of Arc. 8, just like the
Q manuscripts CNVa (see §1 above). Thus Cosmas’ commentary
affords us a series of isolated readings (most likely attributable to the
copyist of Vaticanus Graecus 1260) and general agreement with the Q

family. Significant agreement with L, by contrast, cannot be estab-
lished.

% Mai’s edition is, like all his editions, very much wanting from a philological
standpoint. Despite the labour involved, a new edition of the text would be extremely
useful.
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5. Even earlier is the anthology generally known as Doctrina Patrum de
incarnatione Verbi, which goes back to c¢.700. It includes two excerpts
from the Poemata Arcana: 1. 25-35 (= Doctrina Patrum 1. 3, p.2
Diekamp), 2. 47—50 (= 40. 16, p. 302). In 1. 26 the Doctrina Patrum
exhibits the reading perémofer as in €, instead of perémerra as in
Nicetas and L.

6. The oldest manuscripts in the Il family number two: Vaticanus
Graecus 488 (VI), s. x, which includes our portion of the Arcana
together with Nicetas’ paraphrase at fos. 1°-63", and Cusanus 48 (Cu),
also s. x, 1-124.!7 They are two completely independent copies, each
showing isolated readings not shared with the other. Those in Cu
include Are. 1. 14 doe] wooe; 1. 32 om.; 2. 22 péyav]| péya; 3. 39
TexTds | TikTds; 3. 38 pilav] pilnv; 4. 52 kpatepoio] kaprepoio; 5. 29
fleis] Bedv; 7. 16 kai] Te kai. In V1, note e.g. 1. 17 mdpoibe] mdpos; 2. 71
vidgs|] marpés; 3. 55 feioto] Beiots; 5. 61 1épos] fpeos; 6. 31 xai om.; 8.
33 épynaoct] épupaot.

A relationship can also be established between VI and the manu-
scripts Marcianus Graecus 494 (Md), s. xiii (as Palla has demon-
strated), fos. 203"~206",'® and Parisinus Coislinianus Graecus 262 (Co),
s. xii, fos. 164"-175", each of which contains a short paraphrase. Co’s
text is incomplete, breaking off abruptly after Are. 7. 12. It is above all
the paraphrase that links Co to Md: however, it is not Nicetas’, even
though Md attributes it to him. This leads us to believe that Co and
Md descend from the same hyparchetype, which, moreover, may be
derived from the source of VI (Palla’s v), on the basis of agreements
between VI, Md, and Co, as in the following instances: Arc. 2. 71
vids]| marpés; 4. 70 dr’] an’; 6. 11 rewdpecha] rewwuefa VICo,
rewduefa Md. Agreement between Co and Md can be found in
many other places as well: 3. 43 7piooois] Tpioiv; 3. 55 Betoddporawv]
feoddpoiow; 4. 67 Aevoogwv)] Aevowy; 6. 2 meprwyais] meprwmais; 6.
41 71v’] 7e; 6. 55 T6a0v] T6000v; 6. 98 ad Beds] adbis; 6. g9 rocodTiov]
roodTiov; 7. 1 8] 8é.

For this group we must also consider another manuscript of the
same period, Monacensis Graecus 488 (Mn), s. xiii, fos. 160"~162",
which, however, exhibits only Arc. 1. 1-3. 68, all set out continuously
as though in prose. This manuscript has no paraphrases; it must
belong to the class whose earliest representative is V1, for like Co and

'* On these IT MSS cf. Palla, edn. 1-17. '* Ibid. 27.
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Md it contains the error Arc. 2. 71 viés] matpés. Since, moreover, Mn
shares certain isolated readings with Md and Co (Arc. 1.6 §’ om.; 2. 32
dyévnros] dyévwyros), it may be taken to derive from the same
hyparchetype. Indeed, it seems to have more in common with Md
than with Co, as appears from the following instances: Arc. 1. 2 7repv-
yeoot] nrepvyeot; 2. 25 peoonyv] peonyv. For all that they are in-
dependent copies, we have not relied on Md and Mn because their
texts are so poor.

To II also belong Marcianus Graecus (Mb), written in 1327, fos.
88¥-108", which omits Nicetas’ paraphrase, and Oxoniensis Baroc-
cianus gb (S), s. xiv, fos. 1"—42", which retains it. These two manu-
scripts have a common bond in a series of errors and isolated readings
that set them apart from the other manuscripts in the I'1 family. Shared
errors include Are. 1. 17 dvdpes] i8pes; 2. 59 dyn7és]| dyamnris; 2. 66
dwpoddpoi] Swpoddpos; 3. 31 cawmip] dwTip; 4. 49 dvdpoddvoro]
idpodivoro; 0. 2 avrouévn| avrouévmv; 8. 98 @’ dpia kiikAos éXiooet]
dpa 7" jediw cedrjvy Te. Among the isolated readings in S are 2. 12
pepémeoow] pepdmeav; 2. 17 €l] €l ye; 2. 19 6 ypévos] ov xpovos; 2. 67
vmépoyefle] vmdvoyele; 3. 42 drmiorov] dxrirov; 4. 10 Siéxpver] &'
éxpwev; 5. 46 {woddpovs] Lwnddpovs; 7. 22 8¢ om.; 8. 45 dvdpo-
péotot] ddpopéorar; among those in Mb are 2. 37 émdéferar] émdé-
Enrar; 2. 53 éu’] éudv; 2. 8o el keiva] éxeiva (ut VaCo); 3. 20 wvpds]
7p6s; 3. 30 0M.; 4. 9 dypoov] dxpovov; 5. 13 xopds] xods; 6. 58 dAeoev]
wAeoas; 7. 103 tixe] Oijxe Se.

We follow Palla in employing the symbol & to indicate the
hyparchetype of S and Mb."” Palla was obliged to admit that there
were only a few conjunctive errors in y and 8 opposed to correct read-
ings in Cu.*® On the basis of an error common to y and § in 1. 2. 3. 47
(dvijdbw] dvigdbwr), he postulated a genealogy along the lines shown
in the stemma in Fig. 1.

Parisinus Graecus 1220 (Pj), s. xiv, fos. 191"-202", lacking the para-
phrase, also belongs among the § manuscripts, concurring in its errors
(e.g. Arc. 1. 34 vwpevs] vouevs; 2. 59 dyntés] dyamnés; 4. 49 dvdpo-
¢6voro] (dpoddvoro), and within it generally agreeing with Mb rather
than S (2. 53 feds] Oeoi; Eu’] éudv; 2. 80 el keiva] éxeiva; 3. 20 mvpés]
7pds; 3. 30 OM.; 4. 9 dypoov] dxpovov; b. 58 dAegerv] dAeoas. On the
other hand, the absence from Pj of many of the errors in Mb (e.g.
Arc. 1. 2 mrepiyecol] mrepiyeot; 1. 28 povvoyevois] uwovoyevois;

% Palla, edn. 26 ff. % Tbid. 3e.
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FiG. 1. Stemma of I family according to Palla

4. 22 éyeipewv| dyeipew; 4. 53 avToddikros| avroddixrov; 5. 12 olT
dv] oliT" dp”; 5. 13 xopds] xods) proves that it is not descended from
Mb, but probably from the same manuscript from which the latter
was copied. In his editio princeps of the Arcana, published in Paris in
1575, Billius is known to have made use of a manuscript belonging to
Cardinal Sirleto (the ‘Codex Sirletanus’), now lost; he compared it
where necessary with the ‘Codex Reginae Matris’, no further iden-
tified.”! Palla has demonstrated that we have very good grounds for
taking Pj to be the Codex Reginae Matris used by Billius to correct,
so far as possible, the errors in his copy-text, the Codex Sirletanus.”

However, the reading dé6i7os at Arc. 5. 55, common to Pj and the
Codex Reginae Matris, merits attention: it is typical not of I1, which is
agreed on dypovos, but of Q (W has dypovos like IT). Influence from Q
on Pj may also be detected in Arc. 4. 36 éyo I1] éywye QL, éya Pj, ye
yp. S.V.; 4. 67 Aedaoer LVa] Aevoer CMaN, Aevoowr I1, Aevooew Pj; 6.
2 avropévy QLCuVICoPj] davropérmy SMb; 7. 97 revée véov Q2Pj]
revfer éov TILN? and, significantly, the omission of Arc. 2. 10 from Pj
and the entire  tradition. At all events Pj is of mixed origin; we have
not made use of its readings in establishing the text, since it adds
nothing new with respect to Mb.

There is another sixteenth-century edition, that of D. Hoeschel, 5.
Gregorii Nazianzent, Theologi, Arcana; seu de Principiis, versus CCCC

I Palla, edn. 32 ff. gives more details on the Sirletanus and its place in the tradition.

“ This results from Palla’s own recent researches, ‘Alle fonti della prima edizione
billiana dei carmi di Gregorio Nazianzeno’, in Polyanthema: Studi di letteratura cristiana
antica offerti a Salvatore Costanza (Messina, 1g9go).
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XXCIH cum Paraphrasi Graeca. Eiusdem Carmen contra Apolinarium. Item
. . . Graece nunc primum publicata studio et opera Davidis Hoeschelij, AM.. . .
Lugduni Bataverum . . . MDCXT, this rests on the I1 tradition, but on a
different branch from Billius’ text. Palla has recognized that the
pericopae of Gregory’s text and the accompanying paraphrase in
Hoeschel’s edition are very similar to those in Md.” It is unlikely,
however, that Hoeschel used Md or a manuscript closely resembling
it, since the paraphrase is there explicitly ascribed to Nicetas, even
though falsely. Hoeschel, by contrast, attributes it to him with hesita-
tion, and even then not on the title-page (‘cum Paraphrasi Graeca’)
but in the preface (‘Hunc tractatum, cum perspicua paraphrasi, quam
Nicetae arbitror esse’, 7; my emphasis). Probably, knowing the exist-
ence of a paraphrase by Nicetas, he attributed to him the paraphrase
he had discovered, which he could not have done unless it had been
anonymous. Now the same paraphrase is given anonymously in Co, a
manuscript of the same subfamily as Md. There are several other
factors besides that persuade us to attach Hoeschel’s edition to the Co
tradition:

(i) Like Co, Hoeschel’s edition contains only Arc 1-6. To be sure,
Co includes the first twelve lines of Arc. 7, which Hoeschel did not,
but there is a logical explanation: he did not see fit to publish a mani-
festly mutilated poem.”* He occasionally splits a pericope in two, but
that was one of the licences permitted to an editor; the fact remains
that none of his pericopae is longer than in Co. That is to say,
Hoeschel felt entitled to a degree of licence only within a pericope
already extant in his model.

(ii) Co and Hoeschel agree in a great number of errors, against dis-
crepancies attributable easily enough to a sixteenth-century editor.
Chief among the errors is the omission within Arc. 1. 38-g, which
makes the text run fucdaeis dlovepoi e, Avyvos oxoriois évi kéAmots.
Another, to be attributed purely to a false reading found in Co, is the
saut du méme au méme in 5. 62—3, reducing the two lines to ‘Efpaiwy
réxvys. Other shared errors include Arc. 1. 3 dvadaivewv] dudaivew;

4 Edn. 24 n. 22.

* This also explains why Hoeschel published a total of only 482 (continuously
numbered) lines of the Arcana, as stated on his title-page. By adding up the lines in Arc.
1-6 we obtain 485 lines; from this total we deduct those omitted outright (3. 71, 5. 31) or
reduced from two to one (1. 38~g, 5. 62—3), which brings us down to 481 lines. But in the
printed text, Arc. 1. g is misnumbered 1o, so that an extra line is assigned to that poem;
we thus arrive at a total of 482 lines.
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2. 73 mapérois] mapéras; 4. 13 éorduev] éordvar; dvdiya mavra om.;
6. 71 om.

Hoeschel frequently used another manuscript (‘alter’) to correct the
text he was printing, or to indicate variant readings. Since as a rule he
was extremely scrupulous and precise in his work, it should be
possible to identify this supplementary ‘alter’. At Arc. 3. 67 Hoeschel
notes in the margin ‘Hactenus alter recentior’; this remark is very
valuable, directing us at once to Mn, which as we have seen breaks off
precisely at Arc. 3. 68. This hypothesis is confirmed by the agreements
in isolated readings or in error between Mn and the alter codex in the
margin of Hoeschel’s edition, e.g. Arc. 1. 31 xwovuéry in textu, ov
xwovuévn alter (= Mn); 2. 7 éxmeduvwis in textu, éxmeduxas alter (=
Mn); 2. 8 yewvrjropt iom in textu, yemnmipos ion 7e alter (= Mn); 2. 17
yevwijotes dAdac In textu, yewrjoies dAdac re alter (= Mn); 2. 21
dxpovov In textu, dvapyov alter, mendose (= Mn); 2. 55 moAAdv in
textu, moAAw alter (= Mn).

Nevertheless, we cannot set down Hoeschel’s edition as a straight-
forward transcript of Co, for a certain number of the latter’s errors
have not passed into the printed text. We may of course ignore those
obvious mistakes in grammar or metre that should (and above all
could) have been corrected by a modern editor. Hoeschel would, how-
ever, have found it difficult to correct certain errors in Co such as the
following, which are not found in his edition: Arc. 4. 61 éorv Hoeschel
cett.] om. Co.; 5. 23 ovwvédnoav dudv édos ov Hoeschel cett.] om. Co;
6. 24 émoraciny Hoeschel cett.] émoraciav Co; 6. 54 76 7pitov
Hoeschel cett.] mpirov Co. From this it follows that Hoeschel used a
manuscript closely akin to Co, but not identical with it; furthermore,
he states (p. 66) that he used a ‘codex Augustanus’. His edition is in
any case of no value in establishing the text of the Arcana.

7- The Poemata Arcana were published for the first time together with
others by Billius (Jacques de Billy) in 1575. They occupy a separate
section within his edition; it may be noted that he published not only
Are. 1-8, but also the remaining poems in the Nicetas corpus, in the
same order as indicated in §1. It has been rightly inferred, therefore,
that the manuscript used by Billius for this part of the edition—that
given him by Cardinal Sirleto, now lost—belonged to the IT tradition.
This has been demonstrated by Palla, who has allocated the Codex
Sirletanus to a class within this tradition created during the human-
istic era. Billius himself informs us that where necessary he has
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corrected unsatisfactory readings in this manuscript from another
copy, the Codex Reginae Matris, which Palla has shown can most
probably be identified with Pj. The origin of the editio princeps in a
manuscript of the Nicetas tradition explains why the text of the
Arcana, as we have read it so far, is essentially a I'1 text; it also explains
why this group of poems bears the title of Arcana, the Latin translation
of ra améppnra. No subsequent editor, indeed, has made systematic
use of manuscript sources, which is why the text most often cited up to
now, that in M. 37. 397-429, 438-64, preserves the same character-
istics, departing only slightly from Billius. The next edition, by Morel-
lus, is merely an aggregate of the sixteenth-century editions and
reprints; the textual modifications are few and insignificant, for the
most part suggested by Billius’ own notes. Caillau, the last editor of
Gregory’s poems, relied, so far as the Arcana are concerned, on certain
manuscripts from the Bibliothéque nationale, and then only spor-
adically (Parisinus Graecus gg1, a late and worthless apograph, and
also Co), and probably also Va.

The apparatus criticus presented here in support of our edition is
selective: the isolated readings are omitted, except for those in L,
which as indicated above may often be interpreted as the result of
scholarly revision during the Byzantine era. We have ignored other
manuscripts that were not in the strict sense descripti, if they offered
what was clearly a mediocre or interpolated text (e.g. Pj and MnMad).
Besides the isolated readings, we have omitted variants of spelling,
accentuation, or punctuation.



Conspectus Siglorum

Ex familia Q2

C

Oxoniensis Bodl. Clark. 12, saec. x

Ma Marcianus gr. 82, saec. xu
Va  Vaticanus gr. 482, saec. xiv
N  Neapolitanus gr. 24, saec. Xv
Ex familia W
L Laurentianus pl. vii. 10, saec. x1
Ex familia I1
Cu Cusanus gr. 48, saec. x
VI  Vaticanus gr. 488, saec. x
Mb Marcianus gr. 83, a. 1327
S Oxoniensis Bodl. Barocc. gr. g6, saec. xiv
Co Parisinus Coislin. gr. 262, saec. xu
Syr interpretatio Syriaca
Doct Doctrina Patrum, ex recensione Fr. Diekamp (Monasterii,
1907)
Cosmas Cosmas Hierosolymitanus, ex Vat. gr. 1260
Bill. editio Iac. Billii (Lutetiae, 1575)
Morel. editio Fed. Morelli (Lutetiae, 1611)
Caill. editio A. B. Caillau (Lutetiae, 1842 = M. 37. 397-429, 438-

64)
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1. On First Principles

I kNow thatitis upon a flimsy raft that we set out on a great voyage, or
upon frail wings we hasten towards the starry heaven. On these the
mind stirs itself to proclaim a Divinity which not even heavenly beings
have power to worship fittingly, nor can they revere the ordinances of
great Divinity and its governance of the universe. Yet (for often God is
pleased not with a gift from the hand of a wealthy man so much as with
the offering of a humble and loving giver), I shall break into confident
speech. But get you far away, any who are sinful. This discourse of
mine is meant for the pure or for those moving towards purity. As for
the profane, like wild beasts, when Christ coming from the peak
clothed in light wrote the Law for Moses upon tablets, let them be
crushed by the rending of rocks. That is how the Hebrews acted and
that is how the Word drove from our assembly rascally men with
hearts set against God. But [ shall set this word upon the page as a
prologue, a word which before now godly men have uttered to bring
fear to a harsh-minded people, those two witnesses of divine sayings,
Moses and Isaiah (I shall address the perceptive), the one when he
gave the newly enunciated law, the other when it had been broken:
‘Let heaven hear and earth receive my words!’ Spirit of God, in your
truthfulness, come rouse my mind and stir my tongue to be a loud-
sounding trumpet, that all who are fused with the fullness of Godhead
may heartily rejoice.

The one God is without beginning, without cause, not circumscribed
by anything existing before or in time to come. He encompasses
eternity, he is infinite, the great Father of the great and excellent Son,
his only-begotten, the Father who experiences through the Son
nothing corporeal, since he is Mind. There is one other who is God,
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1. ON FIRST PRINCIPLES

though not other in point of Godhead, the Word of God. He, the livigg
image of his Father, is alone Son of the one who is without beginning,
unique Son of the only God, equal in excellence, so that the one
should remain entirely Father, while the Son should be the founder of
the universe who steers its course, at once the strength and under-
standing of the Father. There is one Spirit, God from the good God.
Be gone, all you on whom the Spirit has not left his mark to make you
proclaim his Godhead, those who are instead evil to the core and who
sport an evil tongue, only half-enlightened, full of ill-will, minds
taught merely by themselves, like a hidden spring or a lamp lost in
dark recesses.

2. On the Son

WE shall sing first of the Son, revering the blood which cleanses our
passions. For it is needful that even a mortal man should assist
heavenly beings, because of a tongue at war with Godhead, a
malicious and self-destructive tongue.

Nothing ever existed before the great Father. For he who contains
the universe and is dependent on the Father knows this, the one who
is sprung from the great Father, the Word of God, the timeless Son,
the image of the original, a nature equal to his who begot him. For the
Father’s glory is his great Son and he was manifested in a way known
only to the Father and to the Son made known by him. For there was
nothing which came close to Godhead. Yet this is as clear to all mortal
beings as it is to me, that it is wrong to ascribe to Godhead anything
relating to human birth, like flux or shameful sundering. For if I
experience passion in the act of generation (being bound to flesh), one
who is totally uncompounded and bodiless is quite free of such
passion. Where natures are so far apart, is it surprising if modes of
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2. ON THE SON

generation also differ? If time precedes my human existence, time is
not prior to the Word whose begetter is timeless. When there existed
the Father who is without beginning, the Father who left nothing
beyond his Godhead, then there also existed the Son of the Father,
having that Father as his timeless beginning, as light originates from
that beautiful great circle of the sun (though all images fall short of the
great God), lest interposing anything between Father and Son, both
everlasting beings, we should sever the royal Son from the royal
Father. For what is prior to God, be it time or will, is to me a division
of Godhead. As God, as progenitor, he is a mighty progenitor. But if it
is a great thing for the Father to have no point of origin for his noble
Godhead, it is no lesser glory for the revered offspring of the great
Father to come from such a root. So do not sever God from God. You
have not recognized the Son apart from the Father. The expressions
‘ingenerate’ and ‘generation from the Father’ do not constitute two
different forms of Godhead (who invented that notion?), but both are
externals around Godhead. But to my mind, the nature of Godhead is
indivisible. If the Word indeed experiences generation, the Father,
who is free of flesh, will take on nothing which pertains to flesh.
(Never would a human mind be foolhardy enough to imagine such a
thing.) Then you have God the Son also, a worthy source of pride to
his Father who begot him.

But if idly seeking to find favour with the Godhead of the mighty
Father, meaning to strike into people’s hearts an empty awe, you
should deny generation and consign Christ to the realm of creatures,
dishonouring, empty-minded person that vou are, the Godhead of

both Father and Son, then you have robbed the Father of his Son,
while the Son is not God, if he has been created. For everything which
once lacked existence is subject to dissolution again into nothing, even
if it should maintain some place in the mighty plans of God and were
to be firmly established. For what reason would you, my friend, having
a creaturely origin, hereafter become God through the sufferings of
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2. ON THE SON

Christ, should you throw him in chains and call him your fellow-slave,
one respected by the privileges of servitude rather than of God? If the
great God created him later in time to be his reliable instrument (as a
smith might fashion a hammer merely to make a cart), that he might
have me as his own, made by the hand of the divine first author, then
creation would be far superior to the heavenly Christ, since the Word
would have been brought into existence for its sake, rather than
creation for the sake of Christ. Who would fabricate such a tale?

But if his reason for submitting to a body was to help vour sinful
passions, you will subject to limitation even the Godhead in all its
glory. Was it an offence that he showed mercy to you? I find him the
more admirable. For he stripped off none of his Godhead in bringing
my salvation, a physician who descended to the world of evil-smelling
passions. He was mortal, vet God, of the seed of David, but still the
moulder of Adam’s form. He bore flesh, yet existed outside a body. He
is son of a mother, yet she is a virgin. He was subject to limitation, yet
beyond measure. A manger received him, while the Magi were led by a
star, as they came bringing gifts and bending their knees in worship.
As a mortal man he came to the struggle, yet unconquered he
prevailed over the tempter in the threefold conflict. Food was laid
before him, yet he it was who fed thousands and turned water into
wine. He was baptized, but himself cleansed sins and was proclaimed
Son of the Eternal by the thundering voice of the Spirit. As a human
being he took sleep, while as God he lulled the sea to sleep. He bent
his knees in weariness, but to the knees of the palsied he restored
strength. He prayed. Yet who was it who heard the supplications of the
weak? He was both sacrifice and High Priest, an offerer of sacrifice,
vet God. He dedicated his blood to God and cleansed the whole
world. Even when a cross raised him up, it was sin which was fixed by
its nails.

But why should I review each detail? He mingled with the dead but
was raised from the dead, raising some who had previously died. If
those are aspects of mortal poverty, here is found the wealth of the
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2. ON THE SON

incorporeal one. Do not use these mortal traits to dishonour his
Godhead. It is that Godhead which makes glorious the earthly form
which the everlasting Son took upon himself in gracious love for you.

3. On the Spirit

Mixp, why do you hesitate? Sing also the praise of the Spirit and do
not in a form of words divide that which inherent nature has not
dissevered. Let us bow in awe before the mighty Spirit, who is God in
heaven, who to me is God, by whom I came to know God, and who in
this world makes me God. All-powerful, manifold in gifts, theme of
the hymn sung by the heavenly choir, giving life to heavenly and
earthly beings, seated on high, coming from the Father, divine might,
a self-determined being. He is not the Son (for there is a single good
Son of the one supreme excellence), nor is he outside the invisible
Godhead, but is of equal glory.

Whoever desires in the tables of divinelv inspired law to understand
the divinity of the heavenly Spirit will see, if he is willing, many
manifold ways converging on one point, if he draws anything of the
Holy Spirit into his heart and his mind enjoys clear perception. But if
what he longs for is a plain word concerning lovely Godhead, let him
know that the expression he seeks is unwise. For it was not fitting,
when the Godhead of Christ was not yet clear to most mortal men, to
impose upon feeblest minds a burden of what was not credible. Nor is
the more complete account appropriate for beginners. Who ever
exposes the full beams of fire to eyes still weak or overstrains them
with excessive light? You would do better to introduce gradually the
glowing beams of fire, in case you should damage in any way the
body’s sources of sweet light.

For, just as in former times teaching brought to light the full God-
head of the sovereign Father, while enlightening only a few wise
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3. ON THE SPIRIT

mortals by showing the great glory of Christ, so later, when revealing
more clearly the Godhead of the Son, it manifested only half-hidden
gleams of the shining Spirit’s Godhead. Gradually the Spirit began to
shine for these people, but he reserved the greater part for us, for
whom in later times he was divided in tongues of fire, bringing a token
of his divinity when the Saviour had leapt up from the earth. For |
know that God is fire to the wicked, as he is light to the good. This is
how I sum up for you the case for Godhead. But if you are astonished
to hear that the Son and one who is not Son are of one Godhead and
trust in neatly turned contrary arguments, God himself will come to
my help in giving me utterance at this point also.

His wife and Seth came into existence from Adam, the one progen-
itor, she cut from Adam’s side and he the offspring of a couple joined
by the laws of marriage. Eve was not begotten, while Seth was, yet both
were equally human. With these in mind, refrain from dishonouring
Godhead in any way, bearing in front of you this analogy drawn from
below. There exists a single nature, beyond measuring, uncreated,
timeless, excellent, free, and to be worshipped equally, one God in his
three gleaming facets keeping the universe on its whirling course.
Through these I am raised to a new and different life, when in baptism
I spring again into light after the burial of death. For the threefold
Godhead has made me shoot up as a bearer of light. No, I shall not
deny vou, dear cleansing power of baptism. If, being washed by
Godhead, I should tear asunder that shining Godhead, then it were
better ... But I tremble at the dreadful words which would follow,
relying on the hope of divine grace in baptism. If he has cleansed me
fully, then God is to me a single whole calling for my worship. It would
be a just recompense for any mortal who gives way to sin that he
should divide his own Godhead, God’s gift.

But if we hear anything about the Son or about the good Spirit in
Scripture or among inspired writers, to the effect that they hold
second place to God the Father, then I bid you recognize the words of
profound Wisdom which show that that which goes back to the
unoriginate root does not divide Godhead, that you may have one
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3. ON THE SPIRIT

single power not worshipped in plurality. Trinity comes from unity
and unity again from Trinity. It is not a case of an underground
passage, a spring, and a great river, one current directed down into the
earth in three forms. Nor again is it like a torch from the pyre return-
ing to its point of origin, nor like the word proceeding from the mind
while remaining within it. Neither is it to be compared to some glint
from the sun’s rays moving off the water, reflected on a wall in its
ceaseless motion, fleeing as it approaches and approaching in advance
of its flight. For God’s nature is not unstable, in flux, having to
reassemble itself. Stability belongs to God. In thinking thus you would
be offering a pure sacrifice in your heart.

The single nature is firmly established in three lights. It is not a
unity unrelated to number, since it consists in three excellent forms.
Nor is it a Trinity to be worshipped as plural, since its nature is in-
divisible. The oneness inheres in Godhead; those to whom Godhead
belongs are three in number. Each of them is the one God, when you
mention only one. Again, the one God is unoriginate, whence comes
the rich quality of Godhead, when there is any reference to three, so as
to bring about among mortal men a reverent proclamation of the three
lights and also that we may glorify the clear-shining unity of rule,
rather than finding pleasure in some Babel governance by a host of
gods. For, as I see it, the rule of many in their strife amounts to no rule
at all. Contest involves separation. Separation rushes towards dissolu-
tion. Thus, I think, the rule of many must be banished from all thought
of Godhead. Let people call three gods those who are divided from
one another by time or understanding, power, or will. For each would
never be at one with himself nor free from strife. In the Trinity I teach
there is one power, one understanding, one glory, one might. That is
why the unity is beyond flux, possessing great glory in the single
harmony of Godhead. So great is the splendour which the Trinity has
revealed to my eyes, from the wings of the cherubim and within the
veil of the temple, under which the sovereign nature of God is hidden.
If there is anything beyond this, it is for choirs of angels. What is
beyond, let the Trinity have knowledge.
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4. On the Universe

CoME, let us celebrate creation by the mighty God, opposing lying
opinions with contending argument. There is one God. It is a feeble
tale to suggest, as was thought by some wise Greeks, that matter and
forms should be conceived as sharing his unoriginate status. Such of
those revered shapes as they imagine to be gods never were so, but
came into existence through the will of the mighty God. Now who has
ever seen matter without form or an immaterial shape, even if he has
toiled over many concepts whirling about in his mind? I have never
discovered a body devoid of colour, any more than a disembodied hue.
Who has made a distinction where nature does not, but firmly unites?
But suppose we do make a division. Consider, I ask you, if things were
once totally separate, how did they ever come together in a unity, or
what world order came to stand in respect of a totality of things utterly
divided in two? But if the elements were mixed, how did they come to
be mixed? Who brought about the mixing, apart from God? Ifitis God
who combines them, then accept that he is also the creator of the
universe. Even the potter imparts form to the clay when he whirls his
wheel, as the goldsmith with his gold and sculptor with his stone.
Allow to God something more than our human mind, you who favour
uncaused principles. Matter amounts to something more when joined
to forms in motion. God exercised his mind and objects came into
existence complete with their forms. It was divine intelligence, the
subtle mother of the universe. For it is not likely that God, as if he
were some painter, should produce a form resembling some other
form, while observing before him objects which his mind alone did not
paint.

As for you, evil Manichaean darkness, you were never originally a
rival for the throne of supreme light. If God was in existence, darkness
was not. For it is not fitting that evil should set itself against God. If
you recognize darkness, vou do not recognize God. Any agreement
spells an end of order. If powers are in conflict, the better opponent
will win. But if they are equally matched, what third force is there to
bring unity through its wisdom and resolve the conflict? It would
surely be very surprising, when once you had roused this deadly strife,
if you should then restore agreement and forget the battle. I am made
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4. ON THE UNIVERSE

up of soul and body; the one is a particle of the boundless light of
Godhead, while the other, you would have it, has been formed from
the root of darkness. You have brought together into a unity elements
which lie far apart. If | am a common nature, then I resolve conflict. If
there is dreadful and unremitting conflict, then I am no longer a
nature interwoven of both these elements. For there is no common
offspring of two warring elements; rather must it come from mutual
love. Such is the murky state of your mind. But I hold that there is one
God, who is without beginning, bevond reach of strife, one perfect
light, the strength of simple and composite minds, those moving
swiftly on high in heaven and others here on earth. But darkness came
late on the scene, not a self-existent nature with its own boundaries,
but evil on our part. Now evil comes with breaching of the command-
ment, as night comes with the setting of the sun and feeble age with the
fading of youth and as the sun’s course in the north brings awful
winter. But he who was first among the heavenly lights and who by his
insolence forfeited his glorious light maintains constant hatred of the
human race. For it was through his murderous agency when he fanned
my human flame by his trickery that the first mortal came to taste evil
and death.

This is the nature of evil born late in time of which he is the father.
[t is the contagion rust brings to strong iron. In acts of self-destruction
[ have produced the contagion of evil, deceived by his cleverness into
falling in with my envious enemy’s tricks. World, if you had been in
existence as long as the Trinity, being close to the glory of the God
who has no beginning, how is it that men inspired by Christ and those
endowed with knowledge of divine matters have assigned you a place
so far distant from it that no great number of circling vears can be
counted since the mighty Word of God established you? If then you
were at that point established, let us ponder to what concern divine
reflection was stirred (for I believe that God is neither idle nor ineffec-
tual), before this universe stood in place and had been ordered by visible
forms. He who was ruling in highest power over empty ages was active
in contemplating his own splendour of beauty, one equal gleam of
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4. ON THE UNIVERSE

excellence expressed in the threefold light of Godhead, as is manifest
to that Godhead alone and to those whose God he is. The world-
creating Mind was stirred and gazed within his mighty thoughts upon
the forms of the world to come into existence later, a world present to
God. All things stand before God, future, past, and presently existing.
For me, time has created division between events which come before
and after. But where God is concerned, all things come together into
unity and within the arms of his powerful Godhead they are
supported. Therefore, I ask vou, my listeners, to be aware of the point
my mind has reached. It was Mind which brought forth the universe
when later, at the right time, the fruit of travail burst into existence, the
mighty Word of God revealing it. He willed to establish intelligent
nature, both heavenly and earthly, a translucent mirror of the primal
light. The one nature gleams above, servant of the heavenly King,
great and full of light, whereas the other has its glory in this world. He
poured forth from its source his own Godhead, that it might rule over
more numerous heavenly beings and reach to more beings as the bliss-
ful gift of light. For it is the nature of my Lord to bestow happiness.
But lest a created being in approaching God should yearn for a nature
like God’s and thus lose the light and glory already granted (to keep
within set bounds is best and the worst conduct is to stray beyond
them), for this reason the lofty Word, with kindly thought for
generations to come, firmly placed at a distance from the Trinity
whatever light surrounds the throne, separating human nature from
the angelic choirs. The angelic he set at a lesser distance, to assist him,
whereas our nature was placed much farther away, since we came into
existence out of earth mingled with Godhead. Uncompounded nature
is better. Of the worlds, one is older, that is heaven, the place visible to
minds alone, occupied by those who possess God, the world, full of
light, to which the mortal who belongs to God journeys when he leaves
this world to become God, once he has cleansed mind and flesh. This
world of ours, however, was established as mortal for mortal beings,
when the beauty of heavenly lights was intended to find its place and

21



A. ITIEPI KOZMOY

orjoeolal paéwv Te ydpis kiipv € Te Ocoio,
kdAA€l Te peyélel Te, kai eixdévos éuPacidevua:
npdTos 8 vordTids Te Beod peyddoto Adyouo. 100

4244 g. Ilepl ITpovoiog

(23¢ pnév evpvbéueirov émifaro kéouov dmeipwy
Novs péyas, évros dmavra dépwv kai mavros tmepBev
avTos €y 7i 0€ pixos dywpijroto Aaféobar;

avrap émei pv érevéev, dyer mpTns Vo pumis,
7Anyts ws Umo pouBov émeryduevov orpoddAiyée,
ki evoy peydAotow drwiTolot Adyoiaw.

Ln

oUT€ yap avToudT™) PUOLS K6ONOLO TOTOUTOU

kai Tolov, 7@ undév duoiiov éoTt vorjoar:

(1} Tégov avtopudrotoy émTpéYnTe Adyolat.

Tis 8¢& dduov moT dmwmey, 6v ov yépes éferédeaaay; 10
4255 7is vavv 7} Boov dppa; Tis domida kai TpvddAeay;

oUT av TéoUOoV Euetlvey €mi xpovov, €iTep Avapyos,

kal xopos av Anjietev dvmyepdvevtos €uorye.

oUT’ dAAov Tiv’ €oikds Exewv onudvTopa TavTos

1€ Tov 65 v érevéer. 6 8’ doTépas Nyeuovijas 15

nuerépns yeveis 7€ Biov § dua mavros omdlwy,

avTois doTpdot eime Tiv' ovpavov dAdov éAifeis;

xail T 8" ab wdAw dAdov, dei 7" én’ dyovaw dyovras;

eis Baoideds mAedreool ouvdoTepos, wv o puév éabldos

6s 8¢ kaxds, pymip Tis, 6 8" Eumopos, 65 8’ dp’ dA¥ms, 20

Tov 8¢é dépet Bpdvos aimvs vmépdpova. év 8¢ Te mévTw

xai moAépw mAeéveaay 6uds uépos dAAoyevéBAos.

doTépes olis ouvédnoav, Sudv Tédos ol ouvédnae,
426a  keivous 8’ oUs éxéaooav, 6 ouvédnae TeAevm.

g8 onjoeotar Cu*Q] omoeioba: [TVa™ 100 &' I1L] & Q, 4
VE mepi xéopov Adyos 8° VICu, subscriptionem omittunt ceteri

5 tit. wepi mpovoias MaNVaSMb, mepi mpovoias 8" émawv C, mepi mpovoias Adyos €
CuVICo, E’ [1epi mpoveias Caill., inscriptionem om. L 1 ebpuvféuefior N
dmeipov N?, dmeipw L 4 érevfev] Emplev N, corr. N* 5 émeiyd-
uevov| éAicaduevor L 6 xovipevor §* 8 roiov 7@ TINL] row0if’ &
MaVa, rowovr" @ €, rowovirov r@ Co 10 éferédecaar C*MaValNVIS] éferédecav
CuCoMbC 15 ne] 7 L 16 ¢ om. L 17 atrois QL] avrois §°
Mva* 18 én’ dyovaww MaNCuS®] érdyovaw cett. 22 Guds pudépos) dud-
omopos L

Z2



4. ON THE UNIVERSE

to be God’s herald in its splendid expanse, a royal palace to house
God’s image. But the first world and the last are alike based on the
counsels of the great God.

5. On Providence

THus did the infinite great Mind set the world on its broad
foundations, bearing the universe within himself, while being himself
above it all. What means is there to lay hold upon what cannot be
contained? But when he fashioned it he drove it with initial impetus,
as a top spins, urged on its whirling course by a whiplash, the world
thus set in motion by his great unmoved counsels. For it is not the
nature of such a great and wonderful world to be self-generating, a
world whose like cannot be imagined. Do not commit such a world to
theories of chance causation. Who has ever seen a house without
hands to bring it to completion? Or a boat? A swift chariot? A shield or
a helmet? The world would not have lasted so long if it had lacked an
originator, as [ believe a choir would cease without a conductor. Nor is
it likely that the universe would have a governor different from its
creator. But you who assign stars to be directors both of our birth and
of our entire life, tell me what other heaven will you set in motion for
these very stars! Again, to what further heaven do you supply a
director, for ever piling leader on leader? The sole king shares his star
with many of his subjects, one a fine man, another a rascal, this one an
orator, that a merchant, yet another a vagabond. But he is the one
borne up in pride on the lofty throne. At sea and in war a single death
overwhelms many who are born under different nativities. People
bound together by a common star are not conjoined in a common
death and those the stars held apart at birth are bound together in a
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5. ON PROVIDENCE

single moment of death. If some primary necessity is supposed to hold
in each case, this is nonsense. But if there is some superior necessity in
common taking precedence over this necessity, then the signs in
heaven are in conflict. Who then has combined them? For the one who
bound them together has also by an act of will loosened the bonds. But
if it is God who does this, what becomes of the first argument, which, |
think, expelled him? Unless of course you will make God himself
revolve under the influence of these stars of vours. But if there is no
one in control, how will this world stay in existence? This is something
I cannot see. I presume those who think this way would exclude God
by such arguments. For either God directs or the stars do.

But this much I do know: it is God who steers the course of this
universe, the Word of God guiding here and there what his designs
have placed above and below. To the world above he has granted
concord and a fixed course lasting firm for ever. To the lower world he
has assigned a life of change which involves many varying forms. Some
part of these he has revealed to us, the other he preserves in the hidden
depths of his wisdom, willing to prove empty the boast of mortal man.
Part of his design he has placed here and now, part will encounter
later times. The farmer cuts all the crop in its season, as Christ is also
the superlative judge of life. This then is my account, uninfluenced by
the stars, going its own independent way.

Now you must tell me about ascendant signs and fine degrees, the
circle of the Zodiac and the measurement of the path of heavenly
bodies. Let us have no more, I beg you, of laws governing life or fear in
the heart of sinners or hope which will come later to good men. For if
it is the circle which carries all along, then I am whirled in its rotation
and the circle will impose the very act of willing, nor is there any

inclination on my part towards a better course of counsel and under-
standing. Rather is it the orbit of a star which makes me roll upon my

course.

Let us have no talk of that great glory of Christ, the star in the east
giving its message to the Magi, leading them to the town where Christ
shone forth, the timeless Son as child of a mortal. For this is not the
kind of star dealt with by expounders of astrology, but rather a star
without precedent which had never previously appeared, though
foreseen in Hebrew scriptures, from which certain Chaldaeans had
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5. ON PROVIDENCE

learnt in advance, men whose lives were given over to concern with the
stars. They observed this star alone out of the many they kept watch-
ing, a star newly shining, coursing through the air from the east till it
reached the country of the Hebrews and they judged it to betoken a
king. It was at this very time that the cleverness of the astrologers’ craft
came crashing down, when astrologers joined heavenly beings in
worshipping the King. But the stars pursue their own path which
Christ the King has assigned to them, the fiery stars, constant in
motion, immovably placed, fixed, wandering or, as they put it,
retrograding, whether their nature is the self-nourishing one of fire or
whether there is what is called a ‘fifth body’, stars following a circular
course. We shall take our upward path. For we are hastening towards a

rational and heavenly nature, albeit one now bound to earth.

6. On Rational Natures

EvVEN as a sunbeam, travelling through rain-heavy, calm air, en-
countering clouds in its refracted, revolving movements, produces the
many-coloured rainbow curve; everywhere around, the upper air
gleams brightly with many circles dissolving towards the edges; such
is the nature of lights also, the highest light always shining brightly
upon minds which are lesser beams. There is one who is the source of
lights, a light inexpressible, eluding capture, fleeing the speed of a
pursuing mind whenever it approaches, for ever outstripping the
minds of all, that we may be drawn by desires to a height which is ever
new. There are others who are second lights after the Trinity which

holds the royal pride of precedence, shining angels without visible
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6. ON RATIONAL NATURES

form, moving around the mighty throne, as they are nimble intel-
ligences. As fire and divine spirits they run swiftly through the air,
eagerly obeying God’s great behests, being simple, intellectual,
radiant, emanating not from flesh (for flesh when once compacted is
afterwards destroyed), nor again coming into relationship with flesh,
but rather remaining in their original state. I might have wished them
also quite unyielding. But restrain the horse, for all its impetuosity,
checking it with the curb of the mind. Some are attendants of the
mighty God, while others use their powers to maintain the whole
world, holding from the sovereign’s hand varying offices, overseeing
men, cities, and all nations, acquainted with the sacrifices reasonable
for mortals to make.

My heart, I ask what you will do now. Reason trembles to enter
upon the beauties of the heavenly world. A mist has come upon me. |
do not know whether to advance my speaking or to withdraw. [ am like
a traveller attempting to cross a raging stream who is suddenly borne
upwards by the current and is held fast for all his eagerness to cross.
His heart is in a great swirl because of the current. Necessity stiffens
his courage, while fear constrains his urge to go on. Often he raises his
foot upon the water and as often he falls back. With emotions in
conflict, necessity overcomes fear. This is my case, as I come closer to
the Godhead which lies beyond visible form. I fear to ascribe sin to the
attendants of the pure one who rules on high, them who are a form of
being sated with light, in case I should somehow pave a way to evil for
still more beings. I am also afraid to set down in my account the idea of
changeless good, as long as I see a crooked being holding sway in the
realm of evil. For it was not the way of a good being to plant in us the
nature of evil and to produce strife and hatred in creatures he loves.
Nor would he later establish evil upon a rival throne nor allow it an
eternal nature, as if it were sovereign. Such was the thought God
planted firmly in my distressed mind.

The primary pure nature of Godhead is always unchangeable; there
are never many realities in place of one. For what state is superior to
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6. ON RATIONAL NATURES

Godhead into which it might change? Anything added would be a
departure from absolute being. Second come the great servants of the
highest light, as close to the original good as the other is to the sun. We
human beings are the third rank, the air. The nature of God is change-
less in relation to all. Angelic nature is hard to change towards evil,
whereas we who occupy third place are easily susceptible to change, in
as much as our distance from God brings us close to evil. Thus it was
that first of all Lucifer, raised on high (for he aspired to the royal
honour of the mighty God, though already granted outstanding glory),
lost his radiant splendour and fell to dishonour in this world,
becoming total darkness, rather than God. Although of light composi-
tion, he yet slipped to this lower earth, from where he displays hatred
against the wise and, fired by anger at his own ruin, tries to turn all
others from the path which leads to heaven. He has no wish that the
beings fashioned by God should approach the place from which he
fell. He conceived a desire to share with mortals the darkness of his
sin. Therefore, the envious one cast out of paradise also the beings
who sought glory equal to God’s.

Thus did Lucifer, originally exalted, descend from the vault of
heaven. But he did not slip alone when his pride ruined him. In his
crash he brought down the many companions he had schooled in evil
(like some wicked man detaching an army from allegiance to the
Emperor), through envy of the godly host which serves the God who
rules on high, possessed by desire to lord it over a great number of evil
beings. This is the origin of the evils which sprang up on this earth,
demons, associates of the evil king who slays humanity, feeble,
shadowy phantom shapes of the night, portending evil, liars, insolent
wretches, teachers of error, deceivers, hard drinkers, lovers of foolish
laughter, rousers of revelry, soothsayers, dealers in ambiguity, conten-
tious, murderous, hellish beings skulking in dark corners, shameless,
sorcerers, coming on summons, vet full of hatred for those they lead
oft. They take the forms of darkness or light at will, acting openly or
lying in wait.

Such is their army, such their leader. Christ did not by any act of
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6. ON RATIONAL NATURES

will hold him in destruction, that will by which he had also created the
whole world. Had he willed it, he could have annihilated Lucifer
immediately (for it is hard to escape the anger of God). Yet it is not that
he left my enemy in total freedom. Rather did he dismiss him to a
midpoint between good and evil men. He provoked a dreadful
struggle between Lucifer and humanity, that he might incur further
awful shame, inasmuch as he was warring against a weaker opponent,
whereas his human adversaries, striving through the exercise of
goodness, might gain their everlasting glory, being purified like gold
in the melting-pots of life. Perhaps also might Lucifer, for all his
stubborn resistance, hereafter pay his penalty, his substance con-
sumed, when there is requital by fire, though indeed he was to a great
degree subdued before in the persons of his harried minions. These
truths the Spirit has taught me concerning the radiance of angels,
whether in first or later state. | have discovered even in this world a
standard, and that standard, moreover, is God. The closer a man
comes to the King, the more he is light and represents a correspond-

ing glory.

7. On the Soul

THE soul is a breath of God and, for all its heavenly form, it has
endured mingling with that which is earthly, light hidden in a cave, yet
divine and immortal. For it is not right for the image of the mighty
God to be dissolved in an unbecoming way, as happens with reptiles
and senseless beasts, though sin has tried its hardest to render this
image mortal. Nor is the soul’s nature that of raging fire. For it is not
plausible to suppose that that which consumes should be the core of
what is consumed. Nor is its nature that of air exhaled or breathed in,
for ever unstable. Nor again is the soul a flow of blood coursing
through the flesh, nor yet the harmony of bodily parts coming together
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7. ON THE SOUL

to form a unity. For flesh does not have the same nature as an
immortal form. But, we may ask, what raises the better above the
worse, if it is only the process of mixing which has pieced together evil
and superior people? Why do not irrational beasts also have rational
nature? For the harmony which belongs to mortal flesh and form is
present no less in irrational creatures. According to this account, those
of good temperament make up all who are superior.

Such are the versions these people produce. They reason that what
departs when life leaves the body is soul. Never was your soul a fodder
without which it is incredible that a human being could live at all, as
food is the source of his strength. I know of yet another account,
though again not one I shall ever accept myself. For I could not believe
in some common soul separated into parts for me and everyone else, a
soul which wanders restlessly through the air. It would thus have to be
the same for everyone, breathed in and out. All who live by the process
of breathing would be present in all the others. It is the nature of air
to flow at different times from one to another. But if the soul is
permanent, what has it occupied, what is it that was already alive in my
mother’s womb, if she drew me in from outside? If you suppose a
mother to have several children, the reward you give her is more souls
in process of destruction. This is the fantasy of foolish men, the kind of
trifling found in books. These people allot to the soul the fate of a
constantly changing succession of bodies to correspond with their
former lives, whether good or bad, either as a reward for virtue or as
some form of punishment for wrong-doing. It was as if in an undig-
nified way they were changing a man’s clothes, exerting themselves
pointlessly in putting them on and taking them off. Dragging in some
wheel like the arch-sinner Ixion’s, they have concocted tales about a
wild beast, a plant, a mortal, a bird, a snake, a dog, and a fish. Often
each state comes round twice, when the cycle requires it. How long
can this go on? I have never heard the discourse of a wise beast nor
listened to a bush talking. For ever the crow does nothing but caw and
always in silence the fish swims through the flowing sea. But if there is
a final punishment for the soul, as this view asserts, this circular
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7. ON THE SOUL

motion of souls becomes pointless. Punishment of a soul devoid of
flesh would be a great surprise. But if the soul is punished along with
the flesh, then which of the several manifestations will you assign to
the flames? Now this would be the most surprising point. Since you
have bound me to a considerable number of bodies and this binding
has given me awareness of a great many, why is it that the one thing
that escapes my mind is consciousness of the skin in which I was
previously contained, which comes next, in how many bodies have |
died? For the power which binds me would seem not to have such a
wealth of souls as of bags to put them in. Itis surely a great aberration
to suppose that I undergo forgetfulness of a previous life.

Now | want you, picking up at this point, to hear my excellent
account of the soul, and I shall mix a little enjoyment with my poem.
There was a point in time when the lofty Word of Mind, following the
intention of the mighty Father, framed the structure of the world
which before did not exist. He spoke, and his whole will was accom-
plished. When everything, earth, heaven, and sea, cohered to form the
world, he sought a being to be acquainted with wisdom, mother of all
that is, to be also a godlike ruler of earthly affairs, speaking these
words: ‘Already pure and eternal servants inhabit the broad heaven,
holy minds, singing hymns they celebrate my unending glory. But
earth as yet rejoices in nothing more than senseless creatures. It is my
will to compact from both sides a race partaking alike of things mortal
and immortal, a man endowed with a mind set between the two
worlds, taking pleasure in my works, an intelligent initiate of the
heavenly realm, a great power upon earth, another kind of angel
coming from earth, to sing the praise of my mighty purposes and my
Mind.” With these words he took a portion of the new-formed earth
and established with his immortal hands my shape, bestowing upon it
a share in his own life. He infused Spirit, which is a fragment of the
Godhead without form. From dust and breath was formed the mortal
image of the immortal. For it is the nature of mind to rule over both
parts. Thus I have affection for one of the ways of life because of my
earthly component, while I have in my heart a longing for the other life
through the divine part in me.
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7. ON THE SOUL

This is how the parts were bound together in the original mortal.
But thereafter body comes directly from flesh, while the soul is
mingled in an unseen way, falling from outside into the form originally
moulded from dust. It is he that mingled the elements who knows how
first he imparted breath and bound the image to earth, unless some
one, seeking to assist my exposition, should boldly propose a view
which he has derived from many others. This claims that, as the body
first mixed for us from earth later became the means by which human
life flows on, constantly producing a succession of mortals from the
source originally formed, so also soul, breathed in by God, is thence-
forward joined to human forms as a newborn entity, being distributed
to many recipients from the first origin, maintaining a continuing form
while enclosed in human frames. In this way it has been granted
intellectual sovereignty. Just as a powerful breath sounds pinched and
out of tune on a small flute, however skilled the player may be, yet
when an instrument of wide bore comes into his hands it then pours
out a more acceptable sound, in the same way the soul is weak when
housed in weak limbs. When they achieve strength, the soul shines
along with them and displays the whole intellect.

But when the eternal Son created mortal man as a new creature,
in order that he might have a new glory and, exchanging earth, might
in the last days travel hence as God to God, he did not send him out
entirely free nor yet did he totally bind him. Placing law in his
nature, writing good injunctions in his heart, the Son set man in the
vales of an ever-flowering paradise, waiting to see how this being
who wavered in the balance might incline, one who was naked and
devoid of evil and deceptive appearance. The life of heaven is, I
think, paradise. Here the Son set him as a labouring farmer to
perform divine commands. He forbade him only the one more
perfect tree which contained perfect discrimination between good
and evil. For perfect judgement is truly valuable to those who are
growing up, but not to those who are merely at the start of their lives.
It would be harmful in the way in which more adult food is indigestible
to infants. But when through the tricks of his murderous, envious
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7. ON THE SOUL

enemy and trusting in the beguilements of a woman’s advice, he tasted
prematurely the sweet-flavoured fruit and clothed his now heavy flesh
in coats of skin, becoming his own corpse-bearer (for Christ cut short
the course of sin by death), he emerged from the grove on to the earth
from which he had sprung and received a life of heavy toil. For him
Christ set up his fiery anger to bar him from the precious tree, in case
any Adam (I mean the first Adam) should prematurely enter and,
before coming to avoid the destructive food of the sweet branch, might
approach the tree of life in a state of evil. As a seafarer, driven back-
wards by wintry squalls, returns to port, having again spread his sail to
gentler breezes, or has completed his voyage by laborious rowing, so
we who have fallen far from the mighty God complete our own return
voyage only with some effort. Such is the woe newly sprung from our
first parent which has come upon wretched mortals and from this

source has sprouted the crop of evil.

8. On the Testaments and the Coming
of Christ

CoMmEe then, enquire into the reason for the two Laws, the one older,

the other revealed in its newness. At first law was for the Hebrews, as
they were the first to recognize the God who rules on high, and later it
extended to the ends of the earth. For God does not govern mortal
man by decrees which are at variance, as if he did not know what he
was doing, since the Word knows everything, nor does he rule by
decrees betraying second thoughts which is a reproach even to
mortals. But this is a loving God’s way of helping me.
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8. ON THE TESTAMENTS AND COMING OF CHRIST

When his madly raging enemy first drove Adam from paradise, cheat-
ing him by the destructive fruit of the tree which brought death to the
human race, he acted as one who attempts to strike an army when its
general has been killed by a spear, seeking to plant in Adam’s
descendants also evil and death. By violently dividing them from the
God of heaven through his scheme to mislead their minds he turned
the eyes of mortal beings to the starry heaven, rich in radiant objects of
beauty, and directed them to the shapes of dead men to which their
desire had given visible form and which fable had come to worship, a
fable to be trusted only to bring evil on his own kind, a lying tale not
likely to be refuted, growing in potency with the passing years. The
race of holy Hebrews came to ruin by not submitting to prophets who
lamented their fall, besought them to repent, and never ceased to
proclaim the anger of the divine King. Indeed, they actually killed
prophets. Not even their kings feared God, most of them worse than
their people, refusing to abandon the groves and mountain tops and
the demons demanding blood. Therefore they attracted the fierce
anger of the mighty God and were displaced. As a Gentile I entered in
their place on the path, drawing them on to feel jealousy, that they
might be brought back and might come to accept the holy faith in
Christ, at last reversing their course, when they had had their fill of
distress, by experiencing envy of a newcomer people for which they
had been exchanged.

But this belongs to a later time. When the Hebrews came to hold
their Law in dishonour, the whole human race at last gained its share
in this great honour, by the will of the eternal Father and the deeds of
the Son. Christ, seeing that whatever heavenly portion he had
deposited in the human body was being devoured by the evil which
consumes the soul and seeing the crooked dragon ruling over human
beings, in order to raise up his own possession, no longer left the care
of human disease to other physicians. For it was insufficient to supply
a trifling cure to major ills. Rather did he empty himself of the glory
which he shares with the everlasting God, his Father, and as Son with-
out a divine mother he was revealed to us, a strange kind of son born
without a human father. Yet he was no stranger, since it was because of
me that this immortal one came in mortal form, born through his

43



H'. TIEPI ATAGHKQN KAI EINNIPANEIAZ XPIZTOY

mapfevikiis dia unTpds, 6Aov u’ 6Aos bgpa vaday:

kai ydp 6Aos ménTwrey Addp did yevow dAirpiiv.

rotvexev dvdpouéolot kai ot Bporéotat vépouoy, 45

oeuvois év omAdyxvoLow dmeLPOYdELoto YUVALKOS

capkwleis (& BduBos ddavpordroiow dmorov)

NAfe Beds Ovmrés e, dvaes dvo els év dyeipas,

v pév kevBopévmy, v 8’ dudadiny pepémeaory,

wv Oeds 1) wév gy, 7 & JoraTov duuw érvyby. 50

els Oeos dudorépwler, émei Beé™Ti kepaobeis

kai Bporos éx Bedtyros dvaé xai XpioTos vméamn:

s xev Adap véos dAAos émxbovioiol dpaavleis

Tov mdpos éfaxéaatro, merdopartt 8’ dudikadvebeis
461a  (o¥ yap énv xwpn7os éuois mabléecor meAdooar),

L
N

kal mvvTov dokéovta O@w odrjAcier déAnTws,
ws pév Adap meddoovra, Bed 0€ Te dvridoovra,
70 wépt kdpTos EneAdev és dfew kakdmTos,
Tpnx€Einy mepi mérpav dAikTvmov @s 7€ BdAagoa.
ws éddvn, yain 8¢ kai ovpavis dudi yevéldn 60
oeleTo. ovpavin uév Uuvovs katémeume Yopein,
domyp &' dvroAinfe Mdyots 606v fjyendveve,
Swpoddpois AdTpiot venyevéos BaagiAijos.
oUtos éuov Xpioroio véns Adyos éoti yevéliAys.
aloyos 8’ ovdév émeorwy, émel povov aloyos duaprds: 65
1) 8’ ok aloyos émeorwy, émel Adyos avrov émnfer.
4621  ovdeé puoel Bporén PpoTis EmAero, éx 8’ dpa oapkds,
v Iveou’ fyvice mpéobev, dvoudéa unrépa kedviy,
avromayis Bpotis JAbe, xabijparo 8’ eivex’ éueio.
kai yap mdvl’ vmédexto, vopw Bpemrmipia Tivwy, 70
7 kal yalopévw wmeumnjpia, Womep Oiw.
avTap émel peydAoio ddovs éptAauméi Avyvw
knpuyBeis mpobéovre yévov, mpobéovr 8¢ uibov,
Xpiorov éuov Bodwrrt Bedv peodm €v éprjpw,
éfeddvy, Aadv uév éBn péoos 6s 7' dmo THAE, 75
6s e médas (fvvos ydp én’ dudoTtépols dkpdywvos

44 yevow] Bpwoww NVa 48 dvais edd. 50 dupev QL] Buiv I (Fppev
Mb) 55 wmeddooat [TCN] meAddoac CMaVal 57 meAdoovra . .. dvTi-
doovra [1] meddoavra . . . dvnidoavra QL 50 dAixrumov T1IL] dAikrvmoes Q
fddacoar L 6o yain QL] yaia I1 8¢] ve Caill. yevé@Anyy Val
61 odpaviy. .. yopeiy Bill. xarémeume 1] karémeupe QL 64 éuov QL] éuoi
I 70 Tivawv [1] reivewr QL 73 ydvou . .. piflov [IL] yéve . . . pibw Q,
pudpw N 75 mAe CMaNL] maiou [TVa

4“4



8. ON THE TESTAMENTS AND COMING OF CHRIST

virgin mother, that in his wholeness he might save me wholly. For the
whole of Adam had fallen through the sinful tasting of the fruit. For
this reason, following laws at once human and alien to mortal men, he
took flesh in the holy womb of a woman who had no knowledge of
marriage (a miracle incredible to feeblest minds) and came as both
God and mortal, bringing together into one entity two natures, the one
concealed, the other obvious to human beings. The one nature was
God, the other formed at the last for us. He is one God on both sides,
since imbued with Godhead and as a mortal, it was out of Godhead
that he existed as King and Christ. This came about that a new and
different Adam appearing to the inhabitants of earth might heal the
former Adam, being hidden by a veil (for because of my ills I was
unable to approach), and that, against all expectations, he might
overthrow the seemingly wise serpent. This creature, approaching, as
he thought, Adam, but encountering also God, was planning to deploy
his evil around him, as the sea surges round some jagged wave-beaten
rock. When Christ appeared, earth and heaven were shaken because
of his birth. A heavenly choir sent down hymns of praise, while a star
from the east guided the Magi on their way, Magi bringing gifts to
worship the new-born King. Here is my teaching about the novel birth
of Christ. There is no shame involved, since sin alone is shameful. To
him no shame attaches, as the Word formed him. Nor was he mortal
with a mortal’s transience, but came from flesh which the Spirit had
previously made holy, that of a noble mother, unwedded, and as a self-
formed mortal he came and underwent purification for my sake. For
he undertook all obligations, paying to the Law a due return for his
nurture, indeed, as I see it, a parting gift to the Law as it withdraws
from the scene. But when he had been heralded by the brightly
shining lamp of great light, the lamp which preceded him at his birth
and preceded him in his teaching, proclaiming Christ my God in the
midst of the wilderness, then was he fully revealed and went as inter-
mediary to those peoples who were afar and those who were near,
being a cornerstone joining both. He bestowed on mortals the twofold
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8. ON THE TESTAMENTS AND COMING OF CHRIST

cleansing of the everlasting Spirit who purged for me the former evil
born of flesh and made pure my human blood. For mine is the blood
Christ my Lord poured out, a ransom for primal ills, a recompense for
the world. If [ had not been a mutable, mortal man, but of inflexible
purpose, all I should have needed was the command of the great God
to be caring for me, saving me, and exalting me to great honour.

But as it is, God did not create me a god, but formed me prone to
incline either way, an unstable being, and for this reason he supports
me by many means, one being the grace of baptism given to mortal
men. For just as once the Hebrews escaped destruction by the
anointing blood which purified their doorposts, at a time when a
whole generation of first-born children in Egypt died in a single night,
so what corresponds for me is the seal of the God who wards off evil, a
seal indeed for infants, but for those who are coming to maturity a cure
and, flowing from God, the finest seal of Christ the giver of light, so
that, avoiding the depth of grief and raising my neck a little from its
burden, I may walk the way of return to life. For I am like a traveller
who regains breath after his exertions and picks up his step anew.
Common to all is air and common the earth, common too is the broad
heaven and the seasons which the circle of the years brings round in its
course. Common to all mankind is the baptism which gives salvation
to mortals.
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Introduction

I. THE TITLE ANOPPHTA/ARCANA

I'T must be conceded that there is an ambiguous, not to say arbitrary,
element in this title. It is that which was given by Billius to designate
the eight hexameter poems appearing in the Maurist-Migne number-
ing as Carmm. 1. 1 (= Poemata Dogmatica) 1-3, 7-9 (M. 37. 397A-4294,
438A—-4644).! It is convenient to refer to the poems by this title, but
only in a conventional way. Nicetas signified by ‘Andppnra a wider
selection of poems, nor is there any reason to take the title back to
Gregory himself.? Though the restriction to these poems is no more
than useful, ‘Anéppnra is a fitting title. For fundamental Christian
truths are, in Greg.’s view, ultimately ‘ineffable’, only to be adum-
brated in words, however elevated their intention.

II. CONTENT AND STRUCTURE

(a) Outline
Arc. 1: On First Principles

1-24  Introduction to the eight poems as a whole.
Not even angels may fully proclaim the Godhead. Yet the poet
may humbly beg the Holy Spirit’s inspiration in his task.
25-39 Godhead
There is one eternal God, Father, Son, and Spirit.
Heretics are warned to depart.

Arc. 2: Onthe Son

1-56  The reciprocal relation of Father and Son

1-4  The poet must defend the Son, man’s Saviour, against detrac-
tors.

5-39 The Father is above all. The Son is his image and glory,
begotten outside time and without division of the Godhead.

! See further D. A. Sykes, “The Poemata Arcana of St. Gregory Nazianzen’, in 7T, xs
21 (1970), 32—42; | no longer hold that the 6o lines given in L are integral.
* Cf. F. Letherz, Studien zu Gregor von Nazianz (Bonn, 1957), 1771T.
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40-356

57-83

-9

10-23

24-36
37-53

54-70

71-93
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To lower the status of the Son to that of a creature is a dis-
service to the Father’s Godhead. A creature-Son could not
effect man’s salvation.

The Incarnation

The Son took a body without losing his Godhead. He was
God and man, bearing flesh, yet outside the body, victim and
priest. He died to raise the dead. Honour the human form the
more for his having taken it.

> Onthe Spirit

Do not hesitate to honour the Spirit as God, distinguished
from the Son, but of equal honour.

In not explicitly stating the divinity of the Spirit the Scriptures
accommodate to the weakness of human understanding,
which had still to be convinced of the Son’s divinity.

The Spirit, like the Father and the Son, has been revealed in
progressive stages. ‘

The three Persons are undivided in Godhead, though distin-
guishable.

To say that the Son and the Spirit hold second place to the
Father does not imply division. Analogies like ‘source, spring,
and river’ are dismissed.

‘Monas’ and ‘T'rias’ are not conflicting terms. In “Trias’ there
is no suggestion of tritheism.

Arc. 40 Onthe Universe

1-23

24-54

55-74

False views of creation must be countered. The One God
created in an absolute sense: he did not use pre-existent
matter.

Manichaean views are to be totally rejected. God precedes
darkness and is its master. Man is composed of soul and body,
but is not a battle-ground of Manichaean light and darkness.
God is without beginning. Darkness has a beginning, for it is
merely absence of light. Evil is not an eternal principle but
springs from specific denial of good, through Satan in the fall.
Religious writers agree that the world was formed com-
paratively late in time by the Logos of God. Before the
creation of the world the Trinity was occupied in self-
contemplation and in contemplating the forms of the world to
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75-92

Q3—100
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be created. ‘Past’, ‘present’, and ‘future’ are eternally present
to God: time makes no division.

The creation of angels and human beings. The divine Mind
willed to create two orders of intelligent beings, angels and
men. But to prevent them from overreaching themselves and
seeking equality with God, they are kept at appropriate
distances from the divine glory. Man, being of earth mixed
with divinity, is farther away.

There are two created worlds, one heavenly, to which deified
man may rise, the other mortal. But both alike are of divine
creation.

Arc. 50 On Providence

53-71

It was Mind, not chance, which founded the world and set it
on its course. (Examples follow the Cosmological Argument.)
‘The founder of the world is the one who maintains it and
continues to guide it. The claims of astrology are refuted. God
controls the harmonious order of the universe and it will take
many forms not yet revealed. God provides for freedom, not
astral determination, which would obliterate moral distinc-
tions.

The star seen by the Magi is quite different from the stars of
the astrologers. This was a completely new star, unforeseen by
astrology. Christ has allotted ways for both stars and men to
follow. But they are independent of each other.

Arc. 6: On Rational Natures

27-46

47-55

As with the rainbow, so with rational beings: the degree of
‘illumination’ depends on closeness to the source of light,
God. Angelic beings are closest, beings uncompounded with
flesh, and they are assigned functions of authority over men
and nations.

The mind hesitates to approach in contemplation pure
Godhead and fears to suggest the fallibility of angelic beings.
Yet Lucifer fell and it is he who is responsible for evil in men.
There are three grades: God, angels, and human beings. God
is one and unchangeable. Angels suffer change, but only with
difficulty. Man is very much subject to change.

When Lucifer fell, he had to be despatched far from the divine
light. Sinking to earth, he shows hatred of man in seeking to
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67-81

82-95

18-31

32-52

53-77

78-96
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prevent his rise to heaven. In his envy he drove him out of
Paradise.

Lucifer brought with him in his fall other angels, and thus a
great host of evils entered the world.

Christ did not destroy Lucifer outright, as he might have
done. The devil has a place in the process of refining men. He
may be punished through the defeat of his minions and in his
OWIN person.

This is the Spirit’s teaching. Nearness to the divine light is the
true standard of judgement.

: On the Soul

The soul is the breath of God and immortal. It is not to be
equated with fire, air or blood, nor is it simply a bodily
harmony.

The soul is not merely that which gives life to the body. The
individual soul is not part of some common soul.

The doctrine of transmigration is rejected in all its forms. In
which of the supposed successive bodily states would final
punishment take place?

The true teaching about man is that he was formed by the
Logos of the newly created earth and the spirit of God. He is
the image of God, at the mid-point between heavenly beings
and the animals, a being which loves the earthly state and is
vet drawn to the heavenly.

Human bodies reproduce by natural processes, but souls are
joined to bodies in a mysterious way, unless there is truth in
the view many hold, that souls are transmitted from parent to
child in a way similar to physical characteristics. It is true that
a soul’s activity may be affected by the state or quality of the
body to which it is joined.

97-129 Adam was created to progress to divinity. He was not given

absolute freedom nor yet was he completely restricted. In
paradise he was forbidden only the tree reserved for his
maturity. After the fall he became subject to death and was
driven out, Paradise being sealed off to prevent later genera-
tions from entering upon an eternity of sin. Man is to return to
Paradise, like a sailor to port after a stormy vovage.
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Arc. &8 On the Testaments and the Coming of Christ

-8

9-30

31=59

7296

97-99

The Old Covenant for the Jews and the New for the whole
world are not at variance: both show God’s care.

As a consequence of the sin of Adam, all kinds of false worship
came into the world through the devil, with many forms of
idolatry. Israel, too, defects, paying no heed to prophets and
led by kings in apostasy. God’s anger calls in the Gentiles to
provoke the Hebrews to jealousy and repentance.

(But this anticipates.) Because the Hebrews dishonoured the
Law the Incarnation was necessary. For Christ saw that the
divine element in man was being destroyed. In his Incarnation
he was completely human that he might completely save man,
uniting divine and human natures, one hidden, one visible.
The new Adam foiled the serpent.

Heaven and earth proclaimed the birth of Christ, a birth in no
way shameful, being the work of the Word through the Spirit.
Christ pays the Law a parting gift as it leaves, its work over.
The redemptive work of Christ was heralded by John the
Baptist. Christ is the stone which joins Jew and Gentile. He
brought twofold cleansing through baptism and the shedding
of his blood, human blood shed to deliver man from ancient
sin. As man was made mutable, he needs baptism as a means
of grace, baptism which corresponds to the ‘seal’ of the
Exodus.

Like the natural gifts of creation, baptism is common to all.

(b) Structure

What we call these poems is less important than recognizing that they
fall into a clearly distinguishable group. This is Keydell’s contention,’
though he surely went too far in treating them as a single poem, rather
that what Werhahn called ‘eine Gedichtgruppe’.* While it is true that
particular poems may give fairly complete treatments of individual
subjects, there is to be found a coherently developing pattern of
interrelated themes which build up in sequence. Poems on, say, “The
Soul’ or “The Son’, in a sense detachable, fit also into a wider pattern.

* ‘Ein dogmatisches Lehrgedicht Gregors von Nazianz', BZ 44 (1951), 315~21.
' Stud. Patr. 7 (= ‘Dubia und Spuria bei Gregor von Nazianz’, TU, gz2; Berlin, 1966),

33747 at 338.
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 tried to show previously® how Greg. develops his ideas about human
nature and the person and work of Christ. Though the early poems are
primarily concerned with the Three Persons of the Trinity, the con-
trasts which they draw with divinity give clear indications of the
writer's understanding of key characteristics of the human state:
dependence, inability to comprehend fully, composite nature, need
for redemption. The fourth poem gives man a place below the angels,
in the fifth he is left poised between earth and heaven, while the next
poem again sets him in third place below God and angels. When,
therefore, we come to Arc. 7, 2 more formal approach through theories
of the soul, we already have a background of thought which prepares
us for the final introduction of Adam as a figure in history. Similarly,
Greg. sets out his teaching on the person and work of Christ. The
second poem is the formal treatment of the Son. But all the others are
needed to complete our understanding. We are taken beyond the
eternal relationship with the Father by considering his revelatory role
as Logos, his place within the Trinity, his function in creation and
providential ordering of the world. Again, we are prepared, this time
for the incarnation and for exploration of the Lord’s humanity, in a
context of the developing theme of the human condition.

The poems then remain eight and distinct, yet by interrelating ideas
in an allusive way Greg. is able to produce a more complex pattern,
not that of a highly integrated structure but a more discursive assem-
blage of themes, as he comes at them from different directions.

This claim to integrity of the Arcana is broken by the Maurist-
Migne insertion of the iambic poem 1. 1. 6 (M. 37. 4304-4384) between
Arc. 5 and 6, for no better reason than similarity of subject-matter.
Caillau, in 1840, was going against his better judgement (cf. n.
reprinted in M. 37. 4294 f)

The unity of the poems would be broken in a different way if we
were to the follow the suggestion of E. Dubedout.® He wanted to
separate the ‘theological’ poems, Arc. 1-3, 6, and 8, from the ‘philo-
sophical’, 7 and 9. He claimed that the latter were aimed at a wider
audience, appealing rather to the pagans than being addressed to the
heretics of the ‘theological’ verse. But this distinction is of doubtful
value. Each category contains themes which belong to the other. Such
a dichotomy would not have seemed natural to Greg. and his

* “The Poemata Arcana’, 34.
* De D. Gregorii Nazianzeni carminibus (Paris, 1901), 38 ff.
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contemporaries. For the subjects of the ‘philosophical’ poems, though
they approached from the side of pagan philosophy are, without
exception, directly relevant to Christian theology. Moreover, the
answers to the ‘philosophical’ questions are frequently in direct
theological terms, as in Arc. 4, where it is the doctrine of the Fall
which is invoked to account for the origin of evil (vv. 46—50). Greg.
shows the close connection in his mind between philosophy and
theology in carm. 1. 2. 10. 181 ff. (M. 37. 6934 ), asking how people can
be called sodoi who do not recognize God, 76 mdvrwv aiTiov mpdTov
rkaAdv (v. 184). He advances the claims on the philosopher’s attention
of the theologian’s view on the worlds of 6pdueva and voovueva on
providence, astrology, and mythology. Greg. would have ascribed to
that conjoining of divina and humana which is found in various Stoic
definitions of philosophy and would have given both a specifically
Christian content. For the Stoics cf. e.g. Aét. Plac. 1. proem. 2 (Dox.
273. 11): Beiwv e kai avlpwmivwy émomjuy. Cic. Tusc. 4.26. 57: ‘rerum
divinarum et humanarum scientiam cognitionemque quae cuiusque
rei causa sit.’ Greg.’s words in or. 30. 20 (p. 139. 13—14, M. 36. 1294A) are
close to Origen’s in Cels. 3. 72 (p. 263. 25-6, M. 11. 1013C). It is
precisely this interrelation of divina and humana which is found in the
Arcana, interwoven in such a way as to make separation pointless.

III. PLACE IN LITERARY HISTORY

The question has several times been asked: “‘What made Greg. turn to
the writing of verse?” The question has been directed not so much to
the elegiac and to some of the personal verse which, for all its repeti-
tions, contains elements of spontaneity, as to the bulk of the personal
poems and the corpus of theological and moral writings which make
up books 1 and 2 in the Maurist order. Why, in particular, did he write
the Poemata Dogmatica of which the Arcana form a part? Greg. himself
gives a general answer to the question of his taking to verse composi-
tion. In carm. 2. 1. 33. 39 ff. (M. 37. 13314 ff.) he explains his purposes:
to benefit from the discipline verse imposes, to provide a repmvov. . .
ddpuarov for young readers, to rival pagan poets, to gain personal
solace. We may further question whether there was any Christian
tradition into which poems of this kind might be fitted.’

" Cf. “The Poemata Arcana’.
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There are of course hymns and straightforward versifications of
scripture and Greg. shows how tedious mnemonic verse can be in his
carmm. 1. 1. 13~27. There turns out to be little of significance in earlier
Christian Greek verse, examples found in Irenaeus, Clement of Alex-
andria, and Methodius offering little parallel.® Yet, while there is no
Christian tradition, there are superficial examples of influence on
Greg. in the hexameter verse of the Oracula Sibyllina; but they are no
more than verbal reminiscences and the same may be said for mera-
phrases in Psalmos, questionably attributed to Apollinarius.” There is no
sign of real influence.

Yet while stressing the antiquity of the didactic tradition in which
Gregory stands, we should not forget its continuance down to Greg.’s
time. He should not be thought of as an antiquarian who was seized by
an eccentric notion of writing ‘Homeric’ hexameters. Surely a mis-
leading impression is given by what Brooks Otis has written of Greg.
as a poet: ‘In one sense he is mainly imitative, like the Renaissance or
English public school Grecians, showing a clever mastery of a meter
and diction to which he was not really native.”’° There is undeniably a
strong imitative element in Greg.’s verse but it is imitation of a kind
long accepted as appropriate to this kind of verse. If one is going to
write didactic, this is the way to do it. Whether within his chosen style
Nazianzen writes well or badly is another issue. He may be a good
poet, he may be a bad one. The examination of the question demands
a detailed study in itself, a study which cannot be taken up at this
point. But we cannot begin to form a literary estimate of Greg.’s
didactic verse unless we accept it for what it is, a form of contemporary
verse, and not a purely academic pastime. Of course the world of
didactic is a somewhat esoteric one. The man who could follow
Greg.’s orations might have to make some cultural adjustments if he
was to feel at home with the Arcana and their like. But there is a clear
link between the Greek of the reasonably well-educated church
attender in Constantinople and the language of the didactic poems.
The second is fundamentally the same language as the first. To com-
pare Greek verses written by Italian- or English-speaking scholars is
quite unhelpful. It is one thing to compose verses in a dead language
but quite another to write for a select segment of one’s contemporaries
in a carefully stylized genre, using language which is accepted as a

* Refs. “The Poemata Arcana’, p. 38.

* For discussions of authorship see ibid. 39 n. 8.
' “The Throne and the Mountain’, Classical Journal, 56 (1961), 146-63 at 160.
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form of their own tongue. A degree of dependence on the past is part
of the didactic tradition. In drawing vocabulary, forms, and direct
reminiscences from his predecessors, both remote and comparatively
recent, Gregory is doing no more than showing that he understood the
conventions of his chosen form."

It is in the well-established line of Greek didactic verse that we may
hope to find a relevant tradition. This was a genre which went back to
Hesiod and extends to the second and third centuries Ap in the works
of Oppian and Ps.-Manetho. The range of acceptable content was
very wide indeed: mythology, moral teaching, cosmology (in the
Ionian philosophers of the sixth and fifth centuries Bc), astrology, even
hunting and fishing. All that Greg. needed to do was to appropriate
the tradition and extend it to include specifically Christian tenets and
interpretations of standard philosophical views. By this form of
adaptation Greg. may be thought at once traditional and original.

Nor is it necessarily helpful to invoke prose models of invective and
sermon when considering the Arcana.'* Werhahn showed the clear
influence of diatribe on the Ziyxpiois Biwv,'® where there is ample
evidence from content and the method of presentation. But polemic as
such was always at home in didactic verse and there is no need to look
for a shadowy prose model. Again, the contention of Keydell that
there is direct dependence of large sections of the Arcana on the
structure of the Theological Orations" is overstated. A detailed side-by-
side comparison shows no more than is to be expected when similar
subjects are being discussed. This in no way inhibits the verse from
finding its own development.

IV. LITERARY CHARACTERISTICS

(a) Language

The poems are written in the accepted style of didactic, with epic
vocabulary and grammar diversified by expressions drawn from other

" This paragraph has been reprinted from “The Poemata Arcana’, 40. Cf. further D. A.
Sykes, ‘“Gregory Nazianzen as Didactic Poet’, Smd. Patr. 16/2 (= TU 129; Berlin, 1983),
433-7-

'* As done by R. Keydell, ‘Die literarhistorische Stellung der Gedichte Gregors von
Nazianz’, At dell'VIII Congresso internazionale di studi bizantini (Rome, 1953), 1. 13443

¥ Gregorii Nazianzeni Zoyxpiois Biwv (Wiesbaden, 1953), 75 fi.

14 See above, n. 4.

' M. 36. 12 ff; ed. A.]. Mason (Cambridge, 18gg), J. Barbel (Diisseldorf, 1963),
P, Gallay with M. Jourjon (Paris, 1978), and FF. W. Norris (Leiden, 19g91).
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sources. Adaptation of epic meanings and the incorporation of expres-
sions from totally different sources is central to didactic tradition.

Most of Greg.’s use of epic language is in the straightforward
didactic line of quarrying for words not necessarily intended to recall
their original provenance and not infrequently occurring in a quite
different sense. (Examples of remoulding are noted in the com-
mentary.) Epic language frequently provides the basic, unobtrusive
pattern against which key ideas are made to stand out in words with a
different origin.

Much of the interwoven language is drawn from other styles of
Greek verse, as was normal didactic practice. As Aristotle had said,
heroic verse appears able to assimilate with ease rare words and meta-
phors (Po. 1459°34 ff.). It is not surprising that Greg. draws on tragedy.
The elevation of moral tone and the concern for divine-human rela-
tionship would have a natural appeal. The reminiscences of Pindar
convey a similar feeling. Again, traces of Callimachus carry with them
a certain air of elevation.’® Other didactic poets may influence the
variegated style and there are similarities with poems in Anthologia
Graeca."’

The style of the Arcana is further diversified by the inclusion of
words which might appear to have a more natural habitat in prose. To
find contrasted eiea with §A» might seem to take us into the prose
world of Aristotle, despite the epic ending of eidea.”® Yet it was good
didactic practice to allow ‘prose’ words as technical terms of direct
communication, in preference to cumbersome ‘poetic’ periphrases.
When, for instance, Empedocles wanted to talk about a membrane he
introduced into his verse the prose word pijviy€." A major source for
Greg. is naturally the vocabulary of LXX and NT. Though derived
from prose, many of these biblical words must have conveyed some-
thing of the elevation of language traditionally coming from poets.

Greg. himself seems responsible for certain new coinages, for some
of which he is the only known authority. They are quite a marked
feature of the poems.”

* Cf eg Arc. 7. 123.

' There is a good survey of literary influences on Greg. in B. Wyss, RAC, xii (1983),
835—30, verse being considered at 839 fi.

® Arc. 4.3

¥ Fr. 84; DK i. 342.

*" The opening words of Are, 1. 34, xoouobBéms vwpeis, are both coinages.
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(b) Grammar
Accidence
The eclectic nature of the vocabulary is in some degree reflected in the

accidence. Homeric forms are found side by side with those of later
times, as is the case in earlier didactic writers.

Syntax

The feature of Greg.’s syntax which has attracted most attention is his
use of the optative, in particular through the work of Sister R. de L.
Henry.?! She shows that this is a distinctive feature in his writing, in
both prose and verse, reflecting developments of the literary side of a
spoken language, rather than mere adhesion to earlier models. It is,
however, notable that in the Arcana the majority of optatives are in line
with epic patterns. This must surely be intentional, perhaps as an
indication that Greg. thought this conformity marked the grand style
of epic to which he aspired.

(c) Metre

As I have suggested,”’ one of the ways in which Greg. maintains a
place in a developing, rather than a static, form of didactic verse is in
his use of metre. While generally following Homeric quantities, he
allows himself the kind of variation which later writers of epic verse
thought acceptable, similar to those found, e.g., in the Orphic Hymns.
Sometimes, one suspects, he simply makes errors,”* though there may
have been a view that epic convention sanctioned quite arbitrary
changes, as in Martial, Epigr. 9. 11. 15. In another way, however, it is
clear that Greg. was not arbitrary, but following developing trends.
The hexameter was not a static form. Later writers introduced
variations, for example in allowing hiatus, and Greg.’s practice may be
paralleled in Quintus and Apollinarius Metaphrastes.”® Similarly, in
caesura and diaeresis he follows later practices, as he does in his

't The Late Greek Optative and its Use in the Writings of Gregory of Nazianzus (Washington,
1043).

2 “The Poemata Arcana of St. Gregory Nazianzen: Some Literary Questions’, BZ 52
(1979), 6-15 at 14—15.

2 Cf. A. Wifstrand, Von Kallimachos zu Nonnos (Lund, 1933), for a full account of
development.

HArc 1.5, 5.7

¥ Cf. W. Quandt, Orphei Hymni (Berlin, 1953), 41°.
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placing of long monosyllables.” However, the most obvious technical
change came in later writers in the proportion of dactyls and spondees
in a line and here it may be claimed that Greg. has a recognizable
place in a changing tradition. In Homer and Hesiod the proportion
was 2; : 1 dactyl to spondee. In Quintusitis 4 : 1, in Nonnus 53 : 1. The
Arcana show the same proportion as Davids discovered in his
examination of Greg.,” 5 : 1, some indication of awareness of literary
movement.

(d) Word-order

Once again, we find that in framing word-patterns within a line Greg.
shows an awareness of literary tradition.”® A simple pattern is the
chiastic

nv Bios, dpyiepevs 0é- fupméAos, dAAd Beds mep  (Are. 2. 75),

where two syllables and four are balanced by four syllables and two:

Bios dpyrepevs Bunmédos Oeés. Variants occur, as in Nonnus,” in
these lines:

a (¢ b b a
dybos dyew xpadipowv ddavpordrowow dmoror (Are 3. 18)
a b b (¢) a
oins kai peydAoto Oeov xpijilov éderusis (Arc 8. 83)

In a third example Gregory reinforces the 4 element:

a b b b a
daiuoves dvdpoddvolo kakot Baagidijos dmmdoi  (Arc. 6. 74).

More often he adopts the simpler ‘frame’ pattern, e.g.:

a a
éAmwpiiy 7" dyabloiow és GaTepov dvnidwaoar  (Arc. 5. 48).

More characteristic of Gregory however is the pattern aabb, as in

a a (c) b b

Sepparivovs 8¢ yiTavas édéooaro adpra Bapeiav (Arc. 7. 115).”

% Cf. *Some Literary Questions’, 15,

T H. L. Davids, De Gnomologieen van Sint Gregorius van Nazianze (Amsterdam, 1940),
143 ff. * ‘Some Literary Questions’, 11 ff.

* e.g. D. 15. 39. Cf. Wifstrand, Ven Kallimachos zu Nonnos, 133 ff.

¥ Cf. Arc. 5. 64, 6. 66 and, for a variant, 7. 128.

Cf. Arc. 1. 2, 4. 63, 4. 65, 8. 10, 8. 63.
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Again, an alternating pattern is found in Arec. 2. 61

a b a b

inmp dvobduoitow émnias malléeoowv

However, while clearly able to fit into an accepted style, Greg. is
sparing in its uses, being equally capable of employing such devices as
enjambement where they suit his subject-matter better.

(e) Imagery

I have suggested* that, whereas Greg. can be tasteless and tedious™
elsewhere in his verse, the imagery of the Arcana is generally con-
trolled and pointed. Similes in extended form, following some way
behind Homer,* are quite frequent. Of the examples I chose, one or
two may suffice here. Greg. draws on nature in the picture of a danger-
ous river crossing as an image of hazards of attempting to penetrate
divine mysteries,” while human life is drawn in when the disaster
experienced by the human race at the Fall is likened to the confusion
of an army with the loss of its general.?* Metaphors are less frequent®’
but, as in the words ddos omjdvyyt kadvdfév,* they may be striking.
Here we have a summary of the relationship of body and soul which
the rest of the poem fills out.

V. PLACE IN GREGORY'S LIFE AND THOUGHT®

The Arcana, 1 hope to show, may be placed early in the last decade of
Greg.’s life, at the end of his brushes with activity within the structures

** ‘Some Literary Questions’, 7 ff.
* Ajustifiable contention of M. Pellegrino, La poesia di S. Gregorio Nazianzeno (Milan,

1932), 52 ff.
* Cf. V.A. Frangeskou, ‘Gregory Nazianzen's Usage of the Homeric Simile’,
‘EAAnvixd (Thessaloniki), 36 (1983), 12-26. ¥ Arc.6. 30 ff.
* Arc. 8. 11. ¥ ‘Some Literary Questions’, 10. ¥ Arc.q.2.

¥ Greg.'s own account, De vita sua, carm. 2. 1. 11 (M. 37. 10294 fT.) has been admirably
edited by C. Jungck (Heidelberg, 1974). Full discussion of his life and work is found in
C. Ullmann, Gregorios von Nazianz, der Theologe (Gotha, 1866); A. Benoit, Saint Grégoire de
Nazianze (Marseille, 1876); P. Gallay, La Viede saint Grégoire de Nazianze (Lyon, 1943); and
J. Plagnieux, Saint Grégoire de Nazianze Théologien (Paris, 1951). Among shorter versions
may be mentioned J. Mossay, TRE xiv. 164-73, and B. Wyss in RAC xii. 794-869 (both
with full bibliographies); H. von Campenhausen, ET The Fathers of the Greek Church
(London, 1963); R. Ruether, Gregory of Nazianzus (Oxford, 196g); F. Trisoglio, San
Gregorio di Nazianzo = Rivista lasalliana, 40/1-4(1973); R. P. C. Hanson, The Search for the
Christian Doctrine of God (Edinburgh, 1988), 699 f.; and F. W. Norris, Faith Gives Fullness to
Reasoning: The Frve Theological Orations of Gregory Nazianzen (Leiden, 19g1).
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of public church life. Born in 329 or 330, son of the elder Gregory,
Bishop of Nazianzus, he benefited from an extended education, at
home in Cappadocia at Caesarea, before going on to rhetorical educa-
tion at Caesarea in Palestine. Following a period in Alexandria he
reached Athens, at the age of about twenty, for a ten-year period of
rhetoric and philosophy, a time notable for his association in personal
friendship and intellectual debate with Basil and for the teaching he
received from Prohaeresius, who was a Christian, and Himerius, who
was not. Basil was the first to leave, around 336, to set up a monastic
life, while Greg. delayed his return to Cappadocia by three years,
undecided whether to follow a career of rhetoric or to turn to a life of
asceticism and contemplation. What came initially was neither. In 361
his father felt that he needed his son’s help and ordained him as a
rather unwilling priest in the day-to-day ministry of his see. Basil,
however, now Bishop of Caesarea, also believed that he needed his
friend’s help and persuaded him to be consecrated Bishop of Sasima,
by Greg.s account a wretched collection of hovels not worth calling
a village,* in support of an episcopal dispute in which Basil was
engaged. Greg. expressed his disappointment and disillusion by never
visiting the place. He sought a solitary life for a time, before again
giving way to persuasion, this time to return to Nazianzus to work with
his father. Further pressure was put to him following the death of the
elder Gregory in 374. He resisted and again chose seclusion, this time
in Seleucia. The pattern of his life, however, was to be changed when
it seemed possible that the Arian hold upon Constantinople might be
broken following the death of the Emperor Valens. Greg. took on the
modest task of preaching the Nicene faith in the tiny Anastasia but
soon began to attract wide attention. The five Theological Orations*
in 380 quickly became a talking point and an encouragement to
Nicenes reviving with the support of the Emperor Theodosius. That
revival was greatly assisted by his action in expelling Arians from the
churches of Constantinople and summoning a Council to settle the
doctrinal affairs of the church at large. Almost at once the Council
recognized Greg.’s place in the Nicene cause by declaring him true
Bishop of Constantinople, rather than Maximus, who had played a
dubious power game there for several years. As if this were not prom-
inence enough for a supposedly retiring man, on the death of Meletius
he was appointed president of the Council, only to resign in an
¥ Carm. 2. 1. 11. 439 fT. (M. 37. 10594 fTL); or. g—11 (M. 35. 817a f1).

1 See above, n. 15,
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atmosphere of controversy and acrimony. He did not at once abandon
episcopal activity, returning to Nazianzus until a regular successor
could be found, none too soon for Greg.’s tired sensibilities. From 383
he lived in retirement till his death in 389 or 3g0.

This brief outline has referred only in passing to Greg.’s work as a
writer. The orations with which we have to deal concern specifically
controversial areas of doctrine (like the Theological Orations) but also
high points in the church year, such as Epiphany or Easter, or they
celebrate the lives of contemporaries like Athanasius or Basil. Others
again refer to occasions in his career. In or. 2, for instance, he allows
defence of his conduct in moving in and out of office to develop into a
full treatment of the duties of priesthood.*’ Less creditably he attacked
the Emperor Julian after his death.¥ Throughout most of this writing
Greg. employs a widely allusive style and one which shows awareness
of accepted literary standards.* His letters equally demonstrate an
awareness of style which qualify them for publication.” They are not,
however, set-pieces, but engage correspondents in a personal way,
revealing many of the writer’s interests and preoccupations, while
individually approaching each reader. A small number fall outside the
personal category, using the form to present the substance of doctrinal
debate.*® Finally, there is the verse, diverse in content and variously
judged, largely emerging in the years of retirement.*” Some considera-
tion has been given above to the didactic genre into which the Arcana
fit. But much of Greg.’s verse is rather different.

It is true that the remaining poems which are grouped as
Dogmatica®® contain, alongside tedious versified catalogues, several
treatments of specifically theological subjects, like an iambic poem
parallel in subject to Arc. 5* and one directed at Apollinarius.’® There
is in the hymns, however, a more personal element which is found
extensively elsewhere, in, for instance, the series grouped as De

2 M. 35. 408 fT; ed. J. Bernardi (SC 247; Paris, 1978).

Y Orr. 4=5 (M. 35. 5324 fT); ed. J. Bernardi (SC 309; Paris, 1983).

# Cf. D. A. Sykes, ‘Gregory Nazianzen as Didactic Poet’, 433 fI; id. “The Bible and
Greek Classics in Gregory Nazianzen’s Verse’, Stud. Patr. 17/3 (1982), pp. 1127-30.

¥ M. 37. 214 fT;; ed. P. Gallay in Budé edn. (Paris, 1964—7) and GCS 53 (Berlin, 1g6g).

* Epp. 101-2 (M. 37. 176A f1.); ed. P. Gallay with M. Jourjon (SC 208; Paris, 1974).

Y7 M. 37. 197a ff,, 38. 114 ff. Cf. M. Geerard, Clavis Patrum Graecorum, ii (Turnhout,
1974, nos. 3101-25; Wyss, RAC xii (1983), 808 ff. Studies of Greg.’s verse include M. Pel-
legrino, La poesia di S. Gregonio Nazianzeno, R. Keydell, ‘Die literarhistorische Stellung
der Gedichte Gregors von Nazianz’, F. Trisoglio, San Gregorio di Nazianzo, ch. 14.

* M. 37. 39745224

Y 1. 1.6 (4304 fT).

% 1. 1. 10 (4644 ).
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seipso.’' While some aim at relative objectivity in giving an account of
parts of Greg.’s life, notably in the long poems De vita sua** and De
seipso et de episcopis,”® others express feelings of fervour, aspiration, or
despondency.* Much of the remaining verse fits into the pattern of
the more objective treatment. The Poemata Moralia® cover a range of
standard subjects like cwdpoovvy® and dpemi®” or analyse the evils
of anger,*® while others look at the place of virginity in the life of the
church®® and, outstandingly in Comparatio vitarum,*® the ‘life of the
world’ and ‘the life of the Spirit’. The Poemata quae spectant ad alios®
include pieces written in the character of others, like sons putting
their viewpoint to their fathers. Finally ascribed to Greg. are a number
of epigrams and epitaphs which cover the conventional range of such
verse while revealing something of his personality.*

Much of this verse production is hard to date and is often ascribed
in a general way to the last decade of Greg.’s life. Can we be more
specific with the Arcana? 1 have argued that a reasonable approxima-
tion is possible.*’ T. Sinko® placed them after 380 and this is an
acceptable starting point if it is agreed that 1. 14-15, on how the Logos
‘drove from our assembly very evil men with hearts set against God’,
refer to the action of Theodosius in expelling the Arians from the
episcopal church of Constantinople in order to install Greg. under
military protection (27 Nov. 380). A similar idea is found in Carm. ii. 1.
11. 1305 ff. (M. 37. 11194 f.), where Christ is held to be the direct parti-
cipant in the conquest of heresy which made Greg. bishop. I further
suggested that it would be unwise to put much weight as evidence on
the forthright declaration of the Holy Spirit’s divinity. Greg. may well
have been cautious about expressing this conviction as explicitly in a
sermon before the spring of 380, but a poem could well have enun-
ciated a view he had held privately as early as 372-3.%° Again, anti-
Manichaean legislation in the early 380s might have affected the

T M. 37. gbga—14324, ¥ 2. 1. 11 (M. 37. 10294 fT). 20112 (11664 fF).

¥ Examples are 2. 1. 22 (12814 £), 2. 1. 38 (13252 f1); 2. 1. 45 (1353a ).

# Carm, 1. 2 (M. 37. 521a-¢68a. Cf. D. A. Sykes, ‘Gregory Nazianzen, Poet of the
Moral Life’, Stud. Patr. 22 (198¢), 69—173.

* 1. 2.6 (6434 ff). 7 1. 2. 9 (6674 fT.), 10 (6804 ).

¥ 12,25 (8134 1), ¥ 120 1=7 (5214 fT).

* 1. 2. 8 (6494 ff). Itis well edited by H. M. Werhahn.

' Carm. 2. 2 (14514-16004). Cf. D. A. Sykes, ‘Reflections on Gregory Nazianzen's
pﬂﬂmlm quae spectant ad alios’. Stud. Patr. 18/3 (198g), 351-6.

* M. 38, 11a-1304. * “The Poemata Arcana’, 36 fi.

* ‘Chronologia poezji sw. Grzegorza z Nazjanzu', Sprawodzania z C.._rnnnm i
Posiedzen Polskiej Akademii Umiejgtnosci w Krakowre, 48/5 (1947), 147-56 at 151.

* Ep. 58 (M. 37. b f).
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fourth poem, but earlier laws may be cited.” It is perhaps Greg.’s
approach to Apollinarius which allows closer approximation. Between
379 and 382 he moved from characterizing his difference from Apol-
linarius as {vyouayiav ddedduciiv® to the hostility of Ep. 101 (M. 37.
176 ff.). The theology of the Arcana offers no encouragement to Apol-
linarian views, but it is Eunomius, not Apollinarius, who is attacked in
the second poem. (Cf. the introduction to that poem.) There is a clear
contrast between the language of Arc. 2 and the precise anti-
Apollinarian polemic of Carm. 1. 1. 10. 4644 ff., with its expressions
like Huiovs Bpords and 9 oapé dvovs.®® This gives reason for suggest-
ing that the Arcana might have been written in 381 or early 382, before
Greg. found it necessary to attack Apollinarius in hard-hitting precise
terms.

VI. THE THOUGHT OF THE POEMS

A primary question in Greg.’s mind, one which runs through the
poems, concerns the status of his knowledge. How is he to have con-
fidence in the truth of the teachings he is putting forward? He has no
doubt that there is a fundamental difference between divine and
human knowledge, a gulf which separates the infinite great Mind, the
‘uncontainable’, from human comprehension. Even if angels know
more, they too are subject to limits. Knowledge of the Godhead exists
only internally, within the complete and ever-present contemplation
of the Three Persons. Human knowledge, by contrast, exists within a
created mind and is derivative, limited, and subject to error. These
natural features are subject to further erosion through the eftects of
the fall of Adam when the deceptions of Lucifer and his minions pro-
liferate. Yet there is a strong positive strain. Human beings are distinct
from God by their created status, but the purpose of that creation is
beings who may share divine rationality, cognate if far from equal in
wisdom, made in an image which is marred by the fall but not
destroyed. The possibility of knowledge of God is God’s choice and
the intention is never rescinded that men and women should grow up

* e.g. Cod. Theod. 16. 5. 3(372).

" Or. 22. 13 (M. 35. 11454). The SC ed. (no. 270; Paris, 1980) by J. Mossay with
(5. Lafontaine questions (pp. 201 ff.) the ascription to 379, arguing that the oration could
be as late as 381. This, however, would still place the ‘brotherly internal strife’ before

Greg.’s marked hardening of atitude.
% Carm. 1. 1. 10. 35, 47 (M. 37. 4684).
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into understanding of the divine. The means of reaching this know-
ledge are of God’s choosing, stages of revelation accommodated to
human understanding. Real knowledge may be imparted through the
law and the prophets. Supremely it comes in the Incarnation, yet in
such a way that there remain stages of comprehension to develop in
the life of the Church. Only when the Son’s divinity is fully recognized
can Christians think seriously of the Godhead of the Spirit. Greg.
believes that a degree of true knowledge is possible because God wills
it and thus what is designedly limited is still to be highly valued. There
is always the element of hazard, as the human mind is prone to error,
whether it be from pagan thought, heretical distortion, or acqui-
escence in false analogy. The Spirit however works truly within the
Church to give correct understanding to those who meet the condi-
tions of humility and purification and what unfolds is authentic. It is
this conviction which allows Greg. to feel assurance for the genuine-
ness of his teaching. Ultimate knowledge is not granted to the human
mind, but the measure of truth is none the less real.*

When therefore Greg. propounds his doctrines of Godhead he
writes with commitment and belief in his insight. Yet he is careful to
distinguish what is true for human understanding from the ultimate
truth comprehensible to the divine Persons alone. The Trinity exists
in indivisible unity. The Persons may be expressed as ‘three lights’,
but not three Gods, for that is to misunderstand a true distinctness.
The unity is one of equality in rule, understanding, power, and will,
being infinite, unoriginate, a stable harmony in which each Person is
God. This is a harmony of purpose which leaves no place for chance
and no place for rival power, the ultimate standard by which all else is
judged. Essential to the goodness of God is the creation of upper and
lower worlds, for this is a sharing designed to bring happiness and
fulfilment through the unbroken manifestation of providential care.
All that has come from nothing depends upon the creator. The Trinity
has chosen modes of revelation in human history to take human minds
to the limits of their powers of comprehension and Greg. is prepared
to offer analogy and to seek confirmation of Trinity in the revealed
practice of threefold Baptism.”

In writing specifically of the Father Greg. stresses that he is utterly
without beginning, eternal Mind, the ‘root’, the original of whom the

¥ Among the main passages are 1. 1-24, 3. 10=23, 5. =33, 6. 29=46, 7. 55=77, 100-4, 8.
72-84.

® Teaching on the subject infiltrates the whole sequence, as will be seen from II(a).
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Son is the image, while the Father remains ‘timeless beginning’. In the
economy of revelation his Godhead is the first to be recognized. In the
Incarnation he remains unaffected in any corporeal sense as would
result from human generation. Father and Son share in equal honour,
while only within Godhead is the relationship understood.

Over the eight poems Greg. is careful to build up a cumulative
teaching on the person and work of the Son.”* A fourfold division may
be imposed for summary review: essential being within the Godhead,
activity before the Incarnation, the Incarnation itself, and the work of
redemption. The Incarnation is given careful preparation in the
presentation of the timeless relationship of Father and Son. He is
alone Son, the Word, the Image, unique, equal, timeless, the Father’s
understanding, sprung from the Father, dependent, yet not subord-
inate. He is sprung from the Father as everlasting light without divi-
sion from the unoriginate root, united in generation quite unlike
human generation, united in nature and manifest in a way known only
to Father and Son. Greg. is no less eager to show the activity of God
the Son bevond the Godhead. He is central to the foundation and
providential government of the universe. In the fullness of Godhead
he takes part in creation from nothing, assigning paths to the stars, and
having a precise function in revelation. He it is who enunciates the
divine purpose in proceeding from the creation of the world of
heavenly beings to the creation of human beings who can participate
on earth in the divine purpose. Yet it is part of that divine purpose that
an understanding of the Son’s Godhead should come as second phase
of revelation to the human mind. The Son’s relation to man, as
distinct from a full knowledge of the Son, is emphasized in the account
of the Fall. The Son had placed human beings in paradise and on their
expulsion showed care for their ultimate return. Greg.’s teaching on
the Incarnation takes up the relationship to the Father and to human-
ity. The human birth in no way divides the Son from his Father, as he
does not emerge as a creature. While emptying himself of the glory he
shares with the Father, the Son retains the essential Godhead which
gives him the power to act as the supreme physician. Mortal charac-
teristics do not diminish Godhead, rather are they glorified by it. The
birth of Christ involves no shame, no sinking into mortal transience,
for he is Word self-formed of flesh made holy by the Spirit, under-
going purification solely on man’s behalf and fulfilling human obliga-
tions. Heaven and earth witness to the glory of the Birth. Greg. tries

I Cf. especially 1. 25-39, 2. 5 f. 2 Cf. *The Poemata Arcana’, 34.
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hard to hold together in unity the two natures, presented as they are in
‘double column’ contrasts at some length. The sharing of human
weakness and dependence is balanced by the divine strength and
governance: it is the High Priest who offers himself as sacrifice, the
one who penetrates the world of the dead, who raises from the dead.
The one Person is revealed in two natures, yet the revelation may
come with equal force to the human observer who finds it difficult to
go beyond the surface characteristics which he shares to the full power
of divinity which may remain concealed. But the reality remains of
‘one God on two sides’ and this is central to Greg.’s understanding of
the atoning purpose of the Incarnation. Only the full power of God-
head could be adequate and only the full participation in the whole
Adam could have meaning. Throughout the range of images that con-
viction recurs. There is equipoise of natures in the physician who
heals the whole Adam, in the overthrow of the serpent in which God is
encountered in place of the supposed Adam, in divine cleansing
through human blood, in the language of ransom and recompense.
Victory is won, but not the defeat of Lucifer through an arbitrary exer-
cise of divine power from which the human nature would be excluded.
It is the whole Christ, God from eternity, fully revealed in the
economy of revelation as the corner-stone to join Israel and
Gentiles.”™

Into this same economy of revelation comes the Spirit, later in
recognition by human minds but equal in essence within the indivis-
ible Godhead, uncreated, self-determined, acknowledged in his divin-
ity by the heavenly choir. He is to be distinguished from the Son in a
way at which analogy may hint, as Greg. suggests that of Adam, Eve,
and Seth. Though hesitation was understandable in Christian past,
that time is over. The acceptance of Christ’s divinity makes possible
the emergence of further truth: the Spirit need no longer remain *half-
hidden’ but must be proclaimed as God. The evidence of Scripture
converges on this point, as does the threefold formula of baptism. The
functions of the Spirit become clear: to reveal God in unity and
Trinity, to infuse divine life in human beings through knowledge and
purification, especially through the cleansing of baptism. In contrast
to these habitual manifestations of life-giving power is the specific and
unrepeatable action within the Incarnation pattern, where the Spirit
makes pure the body of the Virgin who is to give birth to Christ. Again
it is he who brings purity to the human blood of Christ poured in

3 Again Il(a) will show the development.
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sacrifice. Every function coheres with divine being, to the point where
the Spirit may be said to bring deification in baptism.™

Great as is Greg.’s concern for deepening an understanding of the
nature of the divine Being, he finds an inevitable correlative in a
doctrine of creation. For in positive terms it derives directly from his
conception of Godhead. God alone enjoys absolute existence, but his
will in creation gives value to what he has made, yet without affecting
his irreducible separateness. Creation involves Godhead through will
and the generous love of sharing existence, but always remains
outside, above. All creation is the result of timeless contemplation in
which everything which in human terms would fall into categories of
past, present, and future is constantly present to the divine Mind. The
Three exist eternally and bring into existence two worlds. The first is
more closely cognate with their being, an immaterial world ‘above’,
stable and harmonious (or at least relatively so), consisting of spiritual
beings, angelic, a ‘second light’ after the Trinity. The second world
below is later in creation and, involving as it does matter and existing
within time, is subject to change. It comes out of nothing and is
dependent on its divine creator both for its origin and for its continued
existence. All this Greg. finds it necessary to state in opposition to
views of a very different kind. A fundamentally irreconcilable
approach attributes the world we see to causeless chance. A dualism
on Manichaean lines which assigns matter to negativity and evil is no
more acceptable. Nor will Greg. give any credence to a creator who
shares existence with forms and matter; his creator is absolute. The
forms of the world to be created exist in his mind and he brings things
into being by simultaneous combination with matter produced from
nothing, all planned and cohering. Nor again has Greg. anything but
incredulity for the notion that the world itself is eternally existent. Its
being depends on benevolent action outside itself, expressed through
the divine will.”

A major interest of the poems is the creation and history of human-
ity.”® We find discussion of theory, the nature of man over against God
and angels, activity within the temporal processes of history and the
final destiny of human beings. Central to Greg.’s understanding is
God’s purpose in creating man, a clear link with the exposition of

* Main passages, apart from Are. 3 itself, are 1. 25-39, 6. gb—g, 8. 6o-71.

* Though Are. 4 ostensibly contains the central discussion, the building-up of ideas
Is constant in, e.g., 5. 1-15, 34-44, 6. 8 fF, 7. 53 £

* Cf. “The Poemata Arcana’, 13-4
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intent in the creation of the angelic world. Man is placed in the
physical world to share its physicality, while granted a share in divine
being through genuine participation in the image of God. The affinity
with God gives man the ultimate purpose of travelling to God. He is
represented as possessing an intellectual nature, the human soul being
a breath of God, enjoying freedom from determinism, as befits a frag-
ment of Godhead, infused with divine Spirit, potentially an initiate of
heaven, on earth meant to resemble God in exercising rule. Greg.
opposes traditional views of the soul as composed of fire, air, or blood,
or as being a harmony of physical parts, together with any approach to
transmigration, because he believes that none of these contains the
truth of God’s direct creation. His mortal qualities, though contrast-
ing him with God, are not dishonourable but are appropriate for
Christ’s acceptance in the incarnate state. Yet this strong affirmation
of affinity is balanced by an equally strong awareness of man’s differ-
ence from God. The human soul is not in essence divine: the whole
human being is created and thus dependent, subject to change. His
mutability is a concomitant of his composite nature. It makes him
unstable, subject to dissolution. He may not be bound in determinism,

but he is still not totally free. He is not free from passions and his long-
ing for the divine, real though it is, may be thwarted by his ignorance
and tendency towards the purely earthly. Man may be called ‘another
kind of angel’, but the adjective is no less important than the noun. For
he is set in contrast with the simple essence of angels and, for his own
good, kept at a greater distance from the divine. Within history the
human being exercises false choice in the Fall and becomes subject to
sin and death. Forfeiting his place in paradise, he must contend with
the temptations to evil put in his way by the prior fall of Lucifer and
his comrades. The history of Israel shows a particularly poignant
failure, in resistance to law and prophets. The Incarnation is the
supreme acknowledgement of the worth of the whole human person,
Christ coming as God to a state which does not demean him, as it is
part of divine creation itself.

In redemptive purpose is to be found final and complete affirmation
of the unchanging intent of human creation. Human life continues in
history and Greg. concentrates on life in the church which, while not
exempted from the fundamental human state, is the primary locus of
divine insight and activity, in true teaching and sacrament.”

7 Notable passages Arc. 7 passim, 2. 40 ff.,, 4. 32 ff, 75 ff,, 6. 52 ff. Arc. 8 sets man in
history.
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The question of evi/ is a recurring one, considered both in its
theoretical aspects and through the consequences of its occurrence
within the created order. Evil has no existence in its own right within
any dualistic system. Rather is it to be thought of in one traditional
way as the absence of good. Nor can evil be attributed to such an
agency as astral influence. It is something which occurs when created
beings, in either world, who are created good, reject the fullness of
their creation. First Lucifer in the heavenly world loses through his
insolent choice the goodness of light, punished by banishment, Yet his
evil choice does not set him up on a rival throne. In the earthly Fall
human beings are deceived into evil and their successors come more
and more into the power of demonic fraud. Yet what is evil is the
breaking of divine commandments, not the nature of the men and
women who infringe. Their composition may make them mutable,
unstable. But that does not make composition bad. The rust on the
iron does not produce fundamental change. The damage to humanity
is not total. As God’s goodness, goodness remains to be taken up in
final redemption, in cleansing and cure.”

This then is one way of setting out the main ideas of the poems. As
the commentary should show, some of this thinking would be
regarded by Greg. as direct exposition of biblical material as devel-
oped in a traditional way in the Church. At other times he makes clear
his polemical intentions, whether directing himself against what he
takes to be heretical interpretations within the church or attacking
notions which he identifies as anti-Christian in pagan writers.

VII. SOURCES AND AFFINITIES

Greg. clearly writes in an acceptably allusive way; in line after line it
becomes clear how much he owed to other writers, verbally and in
thought-forms, while attempting to shape his verse with some degree
of originality. Literary allusions, it has already been observed,
frequently stop short at the verbal level and are not necessarily
expected to carry over the original ambience.

The Scriptures clearly form a primary area of reference. Generally in
the Arcana Scripture is used in a narrative or illustrative way, rather
than for the purposes of detailed argument: contrast, for instance,

* Much, of course, overlaps with the teaching on humanity. Arc. 4 raises questions of
theory, while 5 tackles the fall of angels and men.
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Or. 29. 17 (pp. 99 f., M. 36. gb8 ff.), with its detailed exegetical polem-
ics. We do find the Magi story being defended against astrological
interpretation in 5. 53 ff. and events in the life of Christ support the
proposition v Bpotds, dAAa Beds in 2. 62, Scripture is appealed to for
the threefold baptismal saying (3. 47). Again, it is the Bible which
supplies the central argument on the nature of the soul, infused by
God (Are. 7) and the fundamental view of creation in Arc. 4, while the
analogy of Adam, Eve, and Seth is used to support an interpretation of
Trinitarian relationships (3. 37 ff.). Typological use of the Bible is
restricted and standard, as in the correspondence of the blood
sprinkled in the Exodus story with the blood of Christ (8. 87 ff.), while
allegory is little used, though the ‘coats of skin’ instance in 7. 115-16
has significance. Greg.’s overall understanding of Scripture is one in
which inspiration is assured but only gradually making itself felt
through accommodation to human understanding in progressive
providentially appointed stages. Sometimes he works into his pattern
blocks of biblical material, like the Adam passage which follows
theories of the soul (7. g7 f.). But equally he infiltrates language drawn
from LXX or NT in a glancing way, similar to his use of classical
expressions, without invoking an original context,”

A reading of these poems will quickly reveal indebtedness to, or at
least parallels with, a number of patristic writers. The commentary
refers frequently to Irenaeus, Clement, and Origen, for instance. But
the Arcana show also something of Greg.’s independence. As early as
358 he had joined with Basil in producing the Philscalia, a selection of
Origen which reveals as much by what it omits as by what it includes.
Similarly in these poems alongside a degree of dependence will be
found instances of divergence or modification. Among his contempor-
aries we find that passages from Athanasius cited in the commentary
invariably support Greg.’s position and those of his Cappadocian col-
leagues usually do. To Basil’s views he shows deference (cf. e.g. the
introduction to Arc. 4), while his relationship to Gregory of Nyssa may
be more ambivalent. (Cf. n. on 4. 82—go.)

When it comes to Greek philosophy, Greg.’s knowledge as shown in
these poems is fairly wide-ranging, though the scope of the work does
not allow very profound discussion. Presocratics and Epicureans
make their appearance to be refuted. The Cynic influence, prominent
in other parts of Greg.’s writings,¥ is not noticeable here. Aristotle is

* Cf D. A. Sykes, ‘The Bible and Greek Classics in Gregory Nazianzen’s Verse’,
Stud. Patr. 17/3 (1982), 1129~30. % Cf. above, n. 13.
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perhaps more a source for other people’s views (cf. especially the com-
mentary on Arc. 7) than a philosopher who is treated in his own right
in the poems. But the value of Aristotelian logic was not lost on Greg.
As J. Focken showed,*' a number of the arguments used may be
reduced to basic logical forms; he points out (p. 4) that even Platonists
who would acknowledge little debt to Aristotle’s metaphysics make
good use of his logic. Traditional syllogisms and enthymemes occur
with some frequency and it may be claimed that these forms con-
tribute something to economy of argument and clarity of structure. It
is, however, on Plato and later Platonists that most stress must fall.*
Reminiscences abound, starting with the opening lines of the first
poem, which recall Phaedo and Phaedrus. However, reminiscence does
not carry with it acceptance of the thought of an original passage.
Where parallels are cited from Plato or Plotinus they are to seen as
having passed through Greg.’s mind with varying degrees of accept-
ance or set out for complete rejection. Levels of influence must be
assessed in individual instances, rather than assumed in some general
way. At times Greg. will make clear his profound differences, as when
he will have nothing to do with independent eternal Forms and pre-
existent matter in Arc. 4 or with any with any form of metempsychosis
in 7. At other times he uses language which has parallels in Platonic
thought but gives it specifically Christian content. The purification
which must precede any genuine knowledge of God is directly linked
with baptism (3. 47). That God is ultimately unknowable is certainly a
view which Greg. would share with Platonists, but his expression of it
is distinctively Christian.** The creation of ‘upper’ and ‘lower’ worlds
naturally recalls voyrés and aiofiyrds, but they are to be placed within
a Christian concept of creation (Arc. 4). When we examine the
language which Greg. applies to Godhead we may find expressions
which may be paralleled in Platonic usage but which need to be inter-
preted within the pattern of Greg.’s development of Trinitarian

"' De Gregorii Nazianzeni orationum et carminum dogmaticorum argumentandi ratione (Diss.
Nuremberg, 1912).

* The influence is set out clearly in C. Moreschini, ‘Il platonismo cristiano di
Gregorio Nazianzeno’, Annali della Scuola Norm. Sup. di Pisa, 3rd ser., $/4(1974), 1347-92.
Earlier discussions include J. Draseke, *Neuplatonisches in des Gregorius von Nazianz
Trinititslehre’, BZ 15 (1906), 141—60; C. Gronau, De Basilio Gregorio Nazianzeno Nys-
senogque Platonis imitatoribus (Gottingen, 1908); R. Gottwald, De Gregorio Nazianzeno
Platonico (Berlin, 1906); H. Pinault, Le Platonisme de Saint Grégoire de Nazianze (La
Roche-sur-Yon, 1923); E. von Ivanka, Hellenisches und christliches im frihbyzantinischen
Geistesleben, 43 f1.; CHLGEMP 438—47 (1. P. Sheldon-Williams).

® Cf. Moreschini, ‘Platonismo’, 1370 .
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thinking.* Reference is constant, but so are adaptation and reworking.
As for Stoics, it is possible to see some influence in the terminology of
piéis applied to man.* But much is in opposition, on cosmology and
providence, for instance, and there is nothing to correspond to the
kind of reminiscence which Werhahn found in his edition of Zvy«p:-
oS ,Bimu.“

VIII. TRANSLATIONS

The early editions have been dealt with in Professor Moreschini’s
introduction; otherwise only A. B. Caillau’s edition of 1840, reprinted
by Migne, need be noticed. It remains only to mention a small number
of translations. In English J. A. McGuckin has translated Arc. 2 in
Saint Gregory Nazianzen: Selected Poems (Oxford, 1986), 1—5. The French
translation of P. Gallay gives extracts from all but Are. 8, some 139
lines in all, in Poémes et lettres choisies, reprinted by E. Devolder, Saint
Grégoire de Nazianze: Textes choisies (Namur, 1960), 66 ff. In Italian a
translation of Arc. 2 was made by R. Cantarella in Poeti bizantini
(Milan, 1958), ii. 6—7 and F. Corsaro translated 6 and 7 in MSLC 3
(1955), 1-42. Recently we have all the poems in a version by
C. Moreschini in Gregorio Nazianzeno: i cinque discorsi teologici (Rome,
1986), 231—52, 258-73, with footnotes.

# Moreschini, ‘Platonismo’, 1382 ff.

¥ Cf. F. X. Portmann, Die gittliche Paidagogia bei Gregor von Nazianz (Sankt Ottilien,
1954), 63 ft., 109 ff.

% Pp. 86—g4.



1. On First Principles

Title and purpose

The varying titles given to this poem in the MSS indicate the doubt
felt about its purpose. Caillau, in preferring ITepi rov ITatpds, sees in
it the first of a group of three poems dealing respectively with Father,
Son, and Holy Spirit. But the content shows little more concern with
the Father than with the other two Persons. The title is an attempt to
fit the first three poems into too neat a pattern. The title [Tepi dpyav
favoured in this edn. shows an awareness that the poem has a more
general function. For the purpose is two-fold. Vv. 1—24 form an intro-
duction to the Arcana as a whole, while vv. 25-39 lead into a discussion
of the Trinity (cf. Va). The notion of ‘First Principles’, if correct,
would certainly be influenced by Origen’s work.

This poem is fully discussed in a recent article by C. Nardi: ‘Note al
Primo Carme Teologico di Gregorio Nazianzeno’, Prometheus, 16 (19go),
155—-74. Cf. also R. Keydell, BZ 44 (1951), 318.

1-24. The Conditions for Knowledge of God

Notable discussions of Gregory’s teaching on the nature and extent of
human knowledge of God and of the means of attaining it are to be
found in H. Pinault, Le Platonisme de saint Grégoire de Nazianze, chs. 3 ff.,
J. Plagnieux, Saint Grégoire de Nazianze théologien, 81-113; V. Lossky,
The Vision of God (London, 1963), ch. 4 on the Cappadocians (pp. 67-70
on Gregory); R. Williams, The Wound of Knowledge (London, 1979), 64—
6, A. Louth, The Origins of the Christian Mystical Tradition: From Plato to
Denys (Oxford, 1981), for the whole background of thought; and
Moreschini, ‘Platonismo’, esp. 1370ff. See also I.P., Sheldon-
Williams, in “The Cappadocians’, CHLGEMP, ch. 29 (pp. 438—47 on
Nazianzen).

1-5. The gulf between man and God

Gregory begins by stressing the negative side of the relationship
between God and man. (Cf. Plagnieux, 279-80.) Complete knowledge
of God is impossible for man, however intense his intellectual striv-
ings. For all his knowledge of God man is dependent upon God. The
futility of human wisdom in pursuit of divine knowledge is a subject
treated in or. 28. 21 (p. 52. 11 ff., M. 36. 534) where a figure parallel to
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those found in the present passage occurs: xai olov dpydvew uikpd
peydda dnuwvpyoiuer, k.7.A. See further M. Schubach, De b. patris
Gregorii  Nazianzeni  Theologi  carminibus commentatio  patrologica,
(Koblenz, 1871), 18; Portmann, Die gottliche Paidagogia bei Gregor von
Nazianz, 60o-1). As in the passage from or. 28, Greg. may have
Eunomius in mind, Eunomius with his claims to precise knowledge of
God (see Arc. 2. 32b-35 n.).

Nardi 156—7 points to the poetic tradition, in both Greek and Latin
writers, of perplexity and feelings of insufficiency in the face of great
subjects.

1. olda pév: this is the reading accepted by the majority of editors
and it is supported by Nicetas. The uév is to be taken as an instance
of uév inceptive (cf. J. D. Denniston, The Greek Particles, 2nd edn.
(Oxford, 1954), 382—4), a usage found in both oratory and verse.
Denniston notes that five of the seven extant plays of Aeschylus
begin in this way, and we should have a suitable introduction to a
poem opening a sequence if this were the correct reading. But oida-
pev, the reading of Hoeschel, found also in the scholion he prints
on p. g, is not implausible. A number of Greg.’s poems begin with
similar asyndeton, e.g. carmm. 1. 1. 10. 1 (M. 37. 4644), 1. I. 12. 1
(4724), 1. 2. 1. 1 (521C). Yet Greg. may equally well be cited for uév
inceptive, as Arc. 5. 1 shows. It could also be argued that there is
here genuine pév ... 8¢ opposition. The ‘nevertheless’ element
(éumns) could support this.

oyedin here looks to the flimsy nature of a raft, asin H. O4d. 5. 33
and elsewhere. In later poetic use it comes to mean any kind of craft.
In Pl. Phd. 8501 Simmias compares the best available teaching to a
raft on which to brave the hazardous voyage of human life: Gomep
éni oyedias kivduvevoovTa.

2. Here the bird’s wing is the symbol of fragility and weakness. Else-
where Gregory uses the Platonic imagery (cf. Phdr. 2468-C) of the
winged soul soaring towards heaven,; cf. e.g. carmm. 1. 2. 1. 6 (M. 37.
522C), 1. 2. 9. 26—7 (6694A), 2. 1. 23. 13—14 (12834). Nardi compares
Anacreon fr. 52 E Diehl for the figure of feeble wings attempting to
reach Olympus (p. 158).

Any attempt to reach heaven without divine aid might well
suggest to Gregory the foolish pride of Icarus. (Cf. RE ix/1. ¢85 ff., ii
1994 ff.)

aorepoevra: for the Homeric reminiscence cf. Introd.
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3. Oeomr’ avagaivery: the words are picked up in 36 below. Though
no human mind can adequately proclaim Godhead, the Holy Spirit
may inspire such proclamation. Human reason is transcended.

4. The notion of the limitation of angels is picked up in Arc. 3. 92-3. A
full discussion of angelic faculties is reserved for Arc. 6.

5. 0govug: Nicetas glosses: avmijs mjs godias va éoyara. The angels
cannot grasp the bounds of Godhead because Godhead is
boundless. Billius (cf. Introd.) in his verse tr. gives ‘dogmata’ and
in his n. writes: ‘doctrinae divinae per certa capita traditionem’.
This understanding is followed by Caillau’s ‘decreta’ (mistrans-
lated ‘décrets’ by Gallay, Poémes et lettres choisies, 126). Though
Nicetas’ interpretation is quite possible, the balance of judgement
inclines towards a tr. like ‘decreta’ which forms a good parallel to
oLaKa.

otaxa: for the quantity cf. Introd. IV (¢). As a figure of govern-
ment oiaé occurs, e.g. in A. Th. 3, Ag. 802. The use of the word for
divine government may be parallelled in Anaxandrides Comicus (iv
BC), fr. 4. 4 Kassel-Austin, where Saiuwv is the subject of the
sentence. Heraclitus uses olaxilewv for the power controlling the
universe (fr. 64; DK i. 165), with xvBepvdv in a similar sense in fr. 41
(DK i. 160); cf. Greg.’s xuvBepvd in Arc. 5. 34. Nardi 160 compares
mdvrwy oinxa in Orphica, H. 58. 8, 87. 1. The astrological use of the
word is not without significance when one considers that the poem
in which Greg. develops the idea of divine government (Arc. 5) has a
strong interest in refuting astrology. Greg.’s contemporary, Paulus
Alexandrinus, for instance, talks of oia¢ in describing the ascendant
governing a child’s nativity (ch. 24, p. 54. 1-2 Boer, cf. p. xxiii. 29~
30). The metaphor is amplified in carm. 1. 1. 6. 112 (M. 37. 4384) and
in 1. 2. 25. 535 (M. 37. 8504). M. Gigante in his edn. of Eugenius
Panormitanus, Versus iambici (Palermo, 1964), 200 cites this with
other passages of Greg. as an influence upon xxii. 42. (See further
PGL s.vv. olaé and olaxilw.)

The opening lines express Christian diffidence about the
unaided power of the human mind but also may reflect passages
such as Pl. Tim. 28c2-5, where it is set out that discovery of the
maker and father of the universe is difficult, exposition to human
beings impossible. Cf. Gregory’s ref. in or. 28. 4 (p. 26. 12 f.). The
influence of hermetic literature on such passages as this is studied
by J. Pépin, ‘Grégoire de Nazianze, lecteur de la littérature hermé-
tique’, FC 36 (1982), 251-60. The pervading idea of the ‘greatness’ of
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God is fully treated in M. Bissinger, Das Adjektiv péyas in der
griechischen Dichtung (Munich, 1966).

6-8a. Humble approach to the divine mysteries

Gregory makes his bold approach to writing of Godhead in the
humble spirit of the widow making her offering (Matt. 12. 414, Luke
21. 1-4), at the same time alluding to classical examples like Eumaeus
in H. O4d. 14. 58 and Hecale (Call. Hecale frs. 33—9 Hollis). His humility
opens him to divine inspiration as a poet.

8. 0njEw Aoyov: with their reminiscence of expressions like p7iéar
dwwijv or avdiv (cf. e.g. Hdt 1. 85, E. Supp. 710), these words
suggest breaking into speech after a silence, here the silence of
hesitation and awe,

8b-15. Only the pure may approach

These lines introduce the more positive side of Greg.’s teaching on
man’s knowledge of God. Purity is a condition for knowledge of God,
but it is not an unfulfillable one. For a degree of purity is possible for
man and with it a corresponding degree of divine knowledge. The
connection of purification and knowledge occurs at several points in
Greg.’s writings, notably carm. 1. 2. 10. 972 ff. (M. 37. 750a f), or. 20. 1
(M. 35. 1065B—-10684), 23. 11 (1161C), 45. 3 (M. 36. 625Cf) = 38. 7
(3178 f). A certain advance in purity must precede even the initial
stages of knowledge of God. Only a man who has submitted to
discipline of mind and body may be allowed to attempt to reach
knowledge of God, or. 27. 3 (pp. 4 ff., M. 36. 13c—16B). The nature of
this purification is discussed by Plagnieux 81-113, where it is shown
that Greg. teaches a sequence xdfapois, Oewpia, Beodoyia. When
man is purified from the distractions of the sensible world, he may
approach the contemplation of God yvuvé . . . 7é v, carm. 1. 2. 10.
81 (M. 37.-6864). But this does not involve abrogation of the body.
Rather is the body itself involved in the purification, a contrast with
Neo-Platonist teaching (cf. Plagnieux ¢4) and deserving of note; cf. or.
23. 3(p. 4- 18-19, M. 36. 13D): . . . xai Yuxnv kai cdpa kekalappévwy,
i kabapopévwy, 16 perpidrarov (cf. vv. g-10 below). Cf. further
Pinault 114 ff., 145 ff. and the full discussion of C. Moreschini, ‘Luce e
purificazione nella dottrina di Gregorio Nazianzeno’, Augustinianum,

13 (1973), 535—49-
Other aspects of the ideas of purity and purification are found in the
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Arcana. They are associated with the work of Christ (¢f. alua ...
xabdpaiov Arc. 2. 1-2), baptism (Are. 3. 47), the nature of angels (Arc.
7. 61 ff.). In Arc. 3. 70 right thinking is described as a ‘pure sacrifice’.

9. For the hiatus cf. Introd. IV (¢).

In warning off sinners, Gregory reproduces the words of Calli-
machus, Ap. 2 doms dAirpés. The pure whom he will allow to
approach correspond to ég0Aés in v. g of Callimachus. In Gregory,
cf. or. 27. 3 (pp. 4-5, M. 36. 13C {).

10. BéPnhor: the banishing of the ‘profane’ was a commonplace of
ancient literature; cf. e.g. Vergil, Aen. 6. 628, Horace, Carm. 3. 1. 1.
See further Nardi 162-3.

The language is reminiscent of or. 22. 6 (M. 35. 1137C), where
Greg. is lamenting the way in which the great Christian mysteries
(améppnra) are handed over to profane discussion and even deci-
sion, heretical or pagan; cf. or. 2. 79 (M. 35. 4858), Plagnieux 116 ff.

11-13. Here the Christian ‘pure’ are placed in a biblical context,
through the introduction of the comparison with Moses on Mount
Sinai (Exod. 19. 12 ff.).

The figure of Moses plays an important part in the writings of
both Nyssen and Nazianzen. For the former, see C. Nicosia, MSLC
6 (1956), 24 ff. In or. 28. 2 (pp. 22—-3, M. 36. 284-294) Nazianzen
identifies himself with Moses in a way similar to that found in the
present passage, dismissing the impure and allowing access kard
v déiav Tjs kaldpoews (p. 22. 13, M. 284). Other instances which
may be compared are or. 20. 2 (M. 35. 10684-B), 40. 45 (M. 36. 421D-
424A), carm. 2. 1. 13. 116 ff. (M. 37. 1236A f). See also Greg. Nyss.
v.Mos. (M. 44. 372¢). Moses is at once the symbol of approach to
God, of the incomplete nature of human knowledge of God, or. 28. 3
(p. 24. 81F, M. 36. 29Af) and of the awareness of a call to a
prophetic function (cf. 16 ff. n.).

Ofjoes: cf. Exod. 13, 19, or. 45. 11 (M. 36. 637C).

The parallel passage in or. 28. 2 (p. 22. 20 ff,, M. 36. 288 f.) might
indicate that this, too, is a reference to Exod. 19. 13, an injunction to
stoning. Yet the language is odd if stoning is meant. grxoméloot
suggests not stones one could throw (I can find no parallel for such a
sense for either oxdmeAos or ‘scopulus’), but rather a towering rock.
pnyvvpévorow might confirm the view that we have here a picture of
the rending of great rocks, an intensification which makes it appear
that the mountain is guarded supernaturally and which may well be
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derived from the quaking mountain of Exod. 19. 18 (Heb.). The
allegorical interpretation of Nicetas, who glosses oxoméAotor as
ododpoTépois pripaav, is derived from parallels in Greg.’s writings:
or. 28. 2 (pp. 23. 7-8, M. 36. 28B) Aiflo1 yap rois Onpicidecw oi
dAnfeis Adyol xai areppoi, and or. 40. 45 (M. 36. 4244) . .. AboBo-
Aovuevoy 7 Adyw mjs dAnbeias. A very similar line is carm. 2. 1. 13.
123 (M. 37. 1237A).

The idea of ‘Christ as Illuminator’ is well established in the writ-
ings of the Fathers; cf. H. E. W. Turner, Patristic Doctrines of Redemp-
tion (London, 1952), ch.2. Here it is carried back into OT
theophanies, following a patristic line of thought going back as far
as Justin. The figure of Christ as giver of the New Law is
strengthened by his representation as giver of the Old Law. Gregory
follows Origen in seeing Sinai as a symbol of the holy man’s
approach to God, princ. 3. 1. 22 (pp. 239. 13-14, M. 11. 297¢). For
Origen’s effect on Gregory’s thought see C. Moreschini, ‘Influenze
di Origene su Gregorio di Nazianzo’, Atti e memorie dell’ Accademia
Toscana di scienze e lettere ‘La Colombaria’, 44 = Ns 30 (1979), 35—-57.

14. xeivor pév O toiw . . .: Caillau takes xeivoc as referring back to
BéBnAoe v. 10, making the sentence express a wish: ‘May they be
treated similarly.’ Billius, following Nicetas, understands the words
as summary: “That is how they (the Hebrews) acted.” The second is
the better way. Even if a verb like mdfoiev could be understood to
give Caillau’s ‘sic fiat’ (and this is doubtful), there would still be a
break in the natural run of the thought. Greg. continues not with a
wish but with a further statement: ‘And it was thus that (in our time)
the Logos . ... There is then a strong parallel between 14a and 14b-
15. Not only did the Hebrews drive away the profane but we too
have seen them driven from our company. Nardi cites a parallel
expression ovtot wév 87 ravTa in or. 28. 16 (p. 46. 4, M. 36. 47D).

14b-15. Itis possible to take these lines as a general statement about
the work of the Logos in the Church, preserving it by driving out
heretics. yoe would then be a gnomic aorist; cf. W. W. Goodwin,
Syntax of the Moods and Tenses of the Greek Verb (London, 198g), §§ 154~
5; E. Schwyzer, rev. A. Debrunner, Griechische Grammatik (Munich,
1953), il. 285-6. But I am inclined to see in juerépoto yopoio a more
specific reference. On 27th November 380 (cf. Gallay, La Vie de saint
Grégoire de Nazianze, 178), Theodosius had driven the Arian
occupants from the episcopal church of Constantinople and had
installed Greg. under military protection. In his account of how he
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became bishop, carm. 2. 1. 11. 130ff. (M. 37. 1119A f1.), Greg.
addresses Christ as the direct author of his triumph over heresy (v.
1323, 1120A). So here, he attributes to the Logos the expulsion of the
Arians from ‘our company’. We should read &s with Nardi.

Oenuayov: feopdyos or its verse form Bfenudyos is regularly
applied to heretics (cf. PGL s.v.). This is the earliest occurrence of
the form Oenudyos cited in the lexica, the others being from
Nonnus, Proclus, and Agathias.

nuerégoro yopoio recalls Ar. Frogs 345-71, but may also be
equated with Plato’s feiov yopou in Phdr. 24747. The Platonic motif
of ¢8évos found here could well be compared with hearts ‘at war
with God’; cf. Nardi 165-6.

16-24. Proclamation under the influence of the Holy Spirit

In claiming the inspiration of the Holy Spirit Gregory is placing him-
selfin the literary tradition of a poet who in classical usage called upon
the Muses, but as a Christian poet he goes beyond it. He claims that
the authenticity of his teaching is based upon faithfulness to scripture
and tradition, vet the whole tone of this section, with its interweaving
of allusions to the Sinai revelation and the inspiration of Isaiah,
indicates that he recognizes in his thought an element of a prophetic
role in drawing out a fuller revelation. His open proclamation of the
divinity of the Holy Spirit makes him feel that he is ‘marked’ (cf. v. 36)
as the intermediary of revealed truth; cf. Plagnieux 113. See also 3.
36 n. and go-3 n., together with carm. 2. 2. 7 (poem.) 179 (M. 37. 1565A).

16. atrap &ydv: these words, showing Gregory’s awareness of in-
dividuality, recall parallels in Hes. Op. 10, Archilochus fr. 1. 1 West,
Parmenides fr. 2. 1 (DK i. 23), Callimachus, fr. 112. g Pfeiffer, Ap. 71;
cf. Nardi 166 n. 53.

npooipov: the introduction is to the whole sequence of the
Arcana.

OEMOEOOL: oeAis is a word which Greg. successfully naturalizes
in Epic verse (cf. Arc. 3. 10.). It is found in the LXX meaning leaves
or columns of writing, Jer. 43. 23 (Heb. 36. 23), and elsewhere in a
similar sense, mainly in the Palatine Anthology.

19. The parenthesis recalls Mark 13. 14 and for the use of émioraué-
vots cf. Archilochus fr. 1. 2 West. In Gregory, cf. carm. 1. 2. 10. 720
(M. 37. 732A). Also Eugenius Panormitanus 1. 16 (Gigante 167). The
‘perceptive’ are not recipients of any secret knowledge of a gnostic
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kind. Rather are they Christians within the traditional structures of
the church who are amenable to the exposition of the faith as the
true interpreter sets it out.

20. veomya: this is the only citation in the lexica of the form veémé.
Cf. veomayss and the two forms which Greg. uses elsewhere,
veomyyrs in Arc. 7. 70 and vedmmiros in carm. 1. 2. 1. 378 (M. 37.
5504).

21. This line represents the substance of Deut. 32. 1 and Isa. 1. 2.
Both verses occur in passages which attack Israel’s unfaithfulness,
as Greg. attacks the unfaithfulness of some of his generation. It is
not necessary to seek in the line refinements of meaning such as
Billius (based on Nicetas) attempts to find. Because the earth is the
home of what is sinful, he suggests that yfa&v may mean those on
earth destined to eternal life, contrasted with odpavés, which means
the spiritual beings. But the biblical connection of ‘heaven and
earth’ is so strong (cf. e.g. Ps. g5 (Heb. ¢6). 11) that Greg. could
surely balance them without intending any such contrast. The
words simply mark the solemnity of the proclamation. Gregory
makes a similar call in or. 4. 1 (M. 35. 5324).

22-5. Gregory points the contrast with pagan poets by calling not on
the Muse, as, e.g., in Hom. O4d. 1. 1, 10, Arat. Phaen. 16~18, but on
the Holy Spirit. Not only does he hope that his mind will be
inspired to express truth: the truth he is to utter will include an
account of that same Spirit’s nature.

23. The line has ancient and solemn ring, drpéxeia occurring in Pi.
Fr.213. 4 and épiBpouos going back to the Homeric Hymns, where
it describes the god Dionysus. (4. Bacch. 26. 1). The claim to truth
was the concomitant of invocation in Hes. Th. 28; cf. other refs. in
Nardi 168. In wishing that his tongue may be a trumpet, Gregory
suggests comparison with that accompaniment of revelation in
Exod. 19. 16, 19. The trumpet appears prominently in the context of
purification in a parallel passage in or. 28. 2 (p. 22. 16 ff., M. 36. 28B).
Cf. also Gr. Nyss. v.Mos. M. 44. 373 ff.

24. While the opening of the poem shows the gulf between God and
man, this line alludes to the other side of the question, the kinship of
God and man. Man’s creation is described in Arc. 4. g1-2 yfovés
éxyevipeafa | uiybeions Beémmi. The language of ‘mingling’ is re-
inforced by its use in passages dealing with the Incarnation, e.g.
Beov got ToU pepryuévov carmm. 1. 1. 10. 12 (M. 37. 4664), 1. 1. 11. 7~
8 (4714). A passage which holds together the ideas of kinship with
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God through both Creation and Incarnation is carm. 1. 1. 10. 56 ff.
(M. 37. 46947), esp. V. 50! 7@ ovyyevei piyeica 3 Oeov diots (cf.
Pinault 151 ff.). Similar language of ‘mixture’ is found in Nyssen, or.
catech. 5 (p. 23. 34, M. 435. 21C): dvaykaiov v éyxpativai 7 13j
avlpwmivy duoer auyyeves mpos 76 Beiov, ais Gv Sia 1oV kataAAijAov
mpos TO olkeiov TV EPeaiy €xot.

Elsewhere he expresses the same idea through words like
peréxew and perovaia; cf. R. Leys, L Tmage de Dieu ches saint Grégoire
de Nysse (Brussels, 1951), 47-51 (‘Parenté’). It is this kinship of God
and man which underlies and gives meaning to the piyévres of the
present passage. Because man is so ‘mingled’ with God in his very
constitution and because the Logos ‘mingled’ with human nature in
the Incarnation, man, through purification and contemplation, may
find in his earthly life a foretaste of the heavenly, émeiddv 76 feoeidés
TouTo rai feiov, Aéyw 8¢ Tov ueTépov voiv T€ kai Adyov, 7@ oikeiw
mpoouify, kai 1j eikdv dvéAly mpos 76 dpyérvmov, ol viv éxer TV
édeaw, or. 28. 17 (p. 47. 17 1L, 36. 48¢). Though man may ‘mingle’
with the whole Godhead, the experience on earth is an incomplete
one, to be contrasted with that of the heavenly life where there is an
entire ‘mingling’ with the whole Godhead: [Tpiddos] 6Ans 6Aw voi
uryvopéiys, or. 16. g (M. 35. 945¢). See further carmm. 1. 2. 10. 59 fl.
(M. 37. 6854 f), 2. 1. 85. 13 ff. (14324) and n. on Arc. 7. 1, 79.

Yet we may see that Greg. believes in the reality of man’s union
with God in contemplation while still on earth, by considering the
opening of or. 20 or lines from the poem De rebus suis. He may enjoy
communion with God éfw capkés xai xéouov, untrammelled by
the world of sense, or. 20. 1 (M. 35. 10654 ff.). Greg. describes his
own awareness of this communion when he writes:

€€ o ydp mpwtioTov dwoturifas Biétoro

Juynv otpavioto vojuact pifa daewolis,

xai pe Ppépwv véos almis dndnmpobt capkds Efnrev,
évbev dvaomijoas, oknwijs &€ pe kpie puyoiow
ovpavins.

(carm. 2. 1. 1. 194 ff.,, M. 37. ¢844 f))

It is something of this experience that Greg. desires for his readers.

25-35a. Summary teaching on the Trinity

These lines offer an outline of Trinitarian doctrine which is filled
out in the following two poems, in particular, with cross-references
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elsewhere in the Arcana. Greg.’s teaching on the Trinity is recognized
as one of the most important parts of his work, involving him in
lengthy debates and numerous shorter references throughout his writ-
ings. Of secondary works, reference may be made to J. Hergenrother,
Die Lehre von der gottlichen Dreieinigkeit nach dem hl. Gregor von Nazianz,
dem Theologen (Regensburg, 1850); K. Holl, Amphilochius von Tkonium in
seinem Verhaltnis zu den grofien Kappadoziern (Tiibingen, 1904), 158-78;
J. Driseke, BZ 15 (1906), 141-60; Pinault, Le Platonisme de saint Grégoire
de Nazianze 209-33; F. W. Green, “The Later Development of the
Doctrine of the Trinity’ in A. E. ]J. Rawlinson (ed.), Essays on the Trinity
and the Incarnation (London, 1928), 241 {f., esp. 280 ff.; Plagnieux 246 ff.,
301-2, 441 fI.; G. L. Prestige, God in Patristic Thought (London, 1952),
esp. 223, 234, 254, 260 L, 291 ff; J. N. D. Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines
(London, 1972), 252, 264 ff.; P. Gerlitz, Auflerchristliche Einfliisse auf die
Entwicklung des christlichen Trinitatsdogmas (Leiden, 1963), 212—-13; M. F.
Wiles, The Making of Christian Doctrine (Cambridge, 1977), 124-46;
E. Bellini, ‘Il dogma trinitario nel primi discorsi di Gregorio
Nazianzeno’, Augustinianum, 13 (1973), 525-34.

In writing on the Trinity Gregory is attempting not merely an out-
line intellectual exposition. Beliefin the Trinity is central to his whole
devotional life and is a powerful emotional adhesion. Cf. F. Trisoglio,
‘La poesia della Trinita nell’opera letteraria di S. Gregorio di
Nazianzo’, in Forma futuri; Studi in onore di M. Pellegrino (Turin, 1975),

712—40.

25. eig Oeoc: these are words to which Greg. is to recur in Arc. 3. 75,
76, 4. 3, 39. Cf. also 1. 1. 6. 20 (4314). The expression has a well-
established place in pre-Christian Greek philosophy, opening the
famous couplet of Xenophanes (fr. 23, DK 1. 135):

eis Beds év Te Beoiow kai dvllpanmoio péyioras,
oli 7t dépas Bvyroiow duoiios odé vinua.

The precise level of monotheistic thought to be found in these
lines has been debated through the centuries; cf. Arist. Metaph.
98624 and, of modern discussions, e.g., E. Zeller, rev. W. Nestle,
Die Philosophie der Griechen, 1 (Leipzig, 191g), 646 ff.; W. Jaeger,
Theology of the Early Greek Philosophers (Oxford, 1947), 38 ff, G. S.
Kirk, J. E. Raven and M. Schofield, The Presocratic Philosophers, 2nd
edn. (Cambridge, 1983), 169 ff., W. K. C. Guthrie, A History of Greek
Philosophy, i (Cambridge, 1964), 374 ff., J. Barnes, The Presocratic
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Philosophers (London, 1982), i. 89 ff. Certainly Clement of Alex-
andria saw here a genuine intimation of monotheism, quoting the
lines with approval, str. 5. 109. (GCS 2 (1960) 391. 16 f., M. g. 165B).
The Oracula Sibyllina provide other examples, as in 3. 11 (p. 47).

Christian use of the words may be traced back to 1 Cor. 8. 6 (cf.
Herm. mand. 1. 1) and in the accusative case became a common
feature of the first clause of Eastern creeds (cf. J. N. D. Kelly, Early
Christian Creeds (London, 1977), 195).

Greg.’s tendency to emphasize the oneness of God against the
suspicion of teaching virtual tritheism is discussed by Holl 173 fF.
That Greg. was sensitive to criticism on this score may be seen from
or. 31. 13-14 (pp. 161 ff., M. 36. 148B-149A), where he defends him-
self against what he regards as a long-dead charge. He takes as the
key-sentence of his reply the words juiv els Oeds, 671 nia Beéms c.
14 (p. 162, M. 13. 148D). They might serve equally well as the start-
ing point of Greg.’s exposition in the Arcana.

The repetition of efs @ess of the Son (v. 29) and év ITveipa (v. 35)
follows the pattern of creeds like those of Caesarea and Jerusalem
(Symb. Caes. ap. Eus. ep. Caes. 3 (Opitz 3. 439 ff., M. 20. 15378 f));
Symb. Hier. (M. 33. 533A) and probably shows that Greg. is anxious
to maintain an anti-Sabellian emphasis by showing clearly the
distinctness of the Three Persons of the One Godhead; cf. T. H.
Bindley, rev. F. W. Green, The Oecumenical Documents of the Faith
(London, 19350), 29. Attacks on the Sabellian position occur with
some frequency in Greg., often paired with denunciations of the
Arian view. Cf. e.g. carm. 2. 1. 11. 11767 (M. 37. 11094); orr. 2. 37-8
(M. 35. 444C~445C); 18. 16 (10054); 21. 13 (1096B~C); 32. 16 (M. 36.
233D). Looked at from another point of view, els @eos could be
taken as stressing the unity of the Godhead in opposition to the
Arians; cf. Ath. Ar. 3. 4 (M. 26. 3294).

avoeYos, AvaiTog: dvapyos is applied to the Father, as here, in
carm. 1. 2. 10. 988 (M. 37. 7514), where the Three Persons are desig-
nated "Avapyov, Apxij, [Iveina. The parallel titles of the following
line are dvairiov, yevimrov, éxmopevaiwor. The bearing of the word
dvapyos on the relationship of the Father and the Son is discussed
in Arc. 2. 19 ff. For the use of negative epithets, cf. Arc. 3. 41-2.

oV nepiypamnrog: the meaning is not quite the same as that found
in or. 28. 7 (p. 31. 14, M. 36. 338). In that passage Greg. is arguing
that God has no physical location in space, no saua. (Cf. Arc. 2.
37 n.). Here the issue is the rather more subtle notion of time as a
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quasi-physical restriction. Divine freedom from the bonds of time is
an idea which is picked up in the Arcana, particularly in 4. 67 ff.

Nardi 170-1 traces the idea of God’s freedom from all constric-
tion, in Christian writers back to Origen, and in the works of Philo
and Plotinus. Cf. Moreschini, ‘Il platonismo’, 1376.

27. aneigwrog here may be thought to continue the idea of God’s
timeless quality, as dwepos does in or. 38. 7 (M. 36. 317B): pijre
dpfduevoy, uijTe mavoduevor, olév Tt médayos ovoias dmelpor kai
dépiarov, cf. also c. 8 (320a-C).

28. pouvvoyevoig: cf. John 1. 18. In or. 30. 20 (pp. 139. 2—3, M. 36.
128D f.) Greg. explains his understanding of povoyerijs as relating
to the unique manner of Christ’s Sonship (cf. povorpénws, 129A).

28-9. ot mv memovlas . . . NOog: in writing these words Greg. had in
mind the Arians and Eunomians. Arians had claimed that the In-
carnation meant that the Father was nafyrés, Symb. Ant. (345), 7
(p. 253. 16—17, M. 26, 732¢) and the orthodox had maintained the
counter position, asserting that the generation of the Son was free
from mwdfos; cf. e.g. Ath. Ar. 1. 28 (M. 26. 6gA f1.). Basil took up the
argument in his polemic against Eunomius, Eun. 2. 23 (G. 1. 258D,
M. 2g. 621 ), while Greg. himself alludes to the question in or. 29. 4
(p. 77. 13 ff, M. 36. 77¢), cf. c. 2 (p. 75. 9 fT,, 76B): 6 wév yevirwp kai
npofoAevs, Aéyw 0¢é dmalds, kai dypévws, kai dowudrws. Cf.
further Arc. 2. 15, or. 30. 20, p. 139. 4 (M. 36. 1294), with Mason’s n.
Gregory will also have in his mind the patripassian position taken
up by earlier Modalistic Monarchians. (Cf. Kelly, Doctrines, 119—
26). He is constantly aware of his need to hold a stance between the
Arian and the Sabellian positions; cf. e.g. or. 2. 37 (M. 35. 444Bf)
Here both heresies may be attacked on the same issue; cf. 25 n.

On Sabellianism and the related views of Marcellus of Ancyra cf.
notes on Are, 3. 6o, 64, 69, 72, and 8s.

29. Noog: cf. Arc. 5. 2 n. Here the emphasis on God as transcendent
Mind distances him from physical involvement.

elg Oeog @Wlog: Greg, refers to this Trinitarian formulation
dAAos kal dAdos in ¢p. 101 (M. 37. 1804A-B) to distinguish it from his
use of dAAo kai dAdo in Christological debate: Aéyw 8¢ dAdo kai
dAdo, éumadw 7 émi mijs Tpiddos €xer. éxei pév ydp dAdos kai
@AAos, (va pui) ras év yap tpia kai ravrov 19 Beémrie. CL. or. 37. 2 (M.
36. 284C £.).

30. ovk @lhog: here dAdos corresponds to dAAéTpios Or avduotos,
words which mark the Arian and Eunomian position; cf. Ar. Th. fr.
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10 (M. 26. 244); Bas. Eun. 1. 16 (G. i. 228¢, M. 2q. 548¢). Greg. uses
feov dAdov in or. 31. 10 (p. 157. 2, M. 36. 144B) in the sense which we
find here, ‘another kind of God’. (Cf. also G. Miiller, Lexicon
Athanasium (Berlin, 1944-52), s.v. dAdos II. 2. for this sense in
Athanasius.)

31. ogonyic xwvupévy marpmios: a number of parallels exist in
Greg. for the application to the Logos of the title odpayis (in verse
agpyyis). Itis closely linked with elxav, as found in Arc. 2. 8, in the
line eixav dbavdroio Ilatpés kai odpnyis dvdpyov, carm. 2. 1. 38. 7
(M. 37. 1326A). Cf. adpdyiop’ dvdpyov, carm. ii. 1. 14. 41 (M. 37.
12484), in a Trinitarian context. In or. 29. 17 (p. 99. 13 ff., M. 36.96C)
the sequence yapaxnijp, eikwv, oppayis occurs, with John 6. 27
explicitly quoted as warrant for adpayis, and or. 30. 20 (p. 139. 19 ff.,
136. 129 B) links the word directly, through eixdv, with the duoovoos
concept.

For the application of the title odpayis to the Logos we may
begin with Philo. In his teaching on creation he identifies the Logos
with the archetypal idea which, without change, itself the exact
impression of God, is impressed upon the universe and upon the
human soul. Philo writes: €/ 8¢ 76 uépos elxwv elkévos [d5Aov 671]
kai 76 6Aov €ldos, oupmas ovTos 6 alohnTos kéopos, el peilwv mis
dvbpwmivys éoriv, uiunua Beias eixdvos, djAov 67t kai 1) dpyérvmos
oppayis, 6v dapev vonrov elvar kéopov, avrés av ein [ro mapd-
derypa, dpyérvmos (déa rwv (dewv] 6 Beov Adyos (opif. mund. 6. 25, 1.
5 M=1i. 6 C.-W.), cf. migr. Abr. 18. 103, 1. 452 M.; 2. 279 f. C.-W.);
somm. 2. 6. 45. (i. 665 M.; 3. 248 C.-W.); fug. inv. 2. 12 (1. 547-8 M.; 3.
99 C.-W.). There is a full discussion of these and other passages in
F. ]. Dolger, Sphragis (Paderborn, 1911—12), 65 ff. See also G. Kittel
and G. Friedrich, TWNT vii. 939 ff.; G. W. H. Lampe, The Sealof the
Spirit (London, 1951), 1617, 250; J. Ysebaert, Greck Baptismal
Terminology (Nijjmegen, 1962), 420. Philo thinks of the odpayis ina
twofold relationship, receiving and transmitting exact likeness.
Greg.’s intention here is to concentrate on the reception of the like-
ness by the Son, as Basil does in Spir. 15 (G. 3. 11E-12A, M. 32. g24).
Where Cyril of Alexandria later develops both the active and the
passive sides of Philo’s thought, with a personal Logos for Philo’s
more impersonal, showing that the odpayis imprint of the Father
is, in turn, imprinted upon humanity (cf. Lampe p. 251), Greg. is
content to confine the figure to the passive sense.

kwvupévn ‘living’, a sense which resembles Ath. hom. in Mt. 11. 27
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(M. 235. 2178B): odpayis ydp éorwv {oéTvmos €v avT@ Oe€kvis TOV
mdrepa, Aéyos {wv. There is a close parallel in the passage of John
Monachus quoted by Lampe (loc. cit.). Wisdom is described as »
{woa odpayis, a term which is balanced by ¢ damapdAlaxros 700
Iatpos ey and 6 dxpifris yapaxmip, Hymn. Chrys. 8 (M. gb.
1384).

In contrast may be quoted or. 38. 13 (M. 36. 325B) = 45. ¢ (633C)
where the Son is called % u% kwovuévn odpayis. Here Greg. is
thinking of a different aspect of kivéw, denying movement equated
with change.

The form xwuuévy is to be preferred to that printed by Billius,
Caillau, and Migne, xovvuérn (cf. app. crit.). There is no attesta-
tion of xivwwuac beyond certain MSS of this passage. PGL marks
the double v form ‘[*]’ and suggests that it might be admissible metri
gratia for xewvvpévy. But metre is in no way served by the double ».
The first syllable of xorwuar, as of xwéw and all its by-forms and
derivatives, is always long without any doubling of the v. Nor,
surely, is there any reason for PGL’s gloss ‘stamp?’.

32. ioogégiovog: this passage and Arr. 4. 65 are the only occurrences
of the word recorded in the lexica. For equality of the Persons of the
Trinity, cf. Arc. 3. 41b n.

33. pipvn ... Ohov taken together guard against any diminution of
the Father’s authority. Godhead is not a phvsical substance which
would be decreased by giving an equal share. Whether the adverbial
dAov or the adjectival 6Aos is read, the sense remains the same.

34. xoopobétnc: a formation of Greg.’s, on the analogy of vouoférys.
vwuevs also appears to be a coinage of Greg's, cf. carm. 2. 2
(poem.), 3. 4 (M. 37. 14804). Itis unlikely to be equivalent to vouevs,
as Sophocles suggested. vouevs would make little sense here with-
out a defining genitive, such as Plato’s dyaflav (Leg. 9310). The
word is best taken as a nautical figure, following an established use
of vwudw (LS] s.v. 11, literal and metaphorical usages), and agree-
ing with Greg.’s own use of the verb in carmm. 1. 2. 25. 535-6 (M. 37.
8504), 2. 1. 1. 573 (10134). (Cf. also, for the sense, v. 5 above.)
Caillau’s tr. ‘gubernator’ is exact. A similar coinage of Greg.’s,
vwunTis, is found in carm. 2. 1. 38. 11 (M. 37. 13264). The idea of
vwuevs anticipates the discussion in Are. 5, as xoopobéms is
amplified in Arc. 7. 55 ff.

vonua has here its early meaning of ‘mind’, as in H. O4d. 20. 346
and in the fr. of Xenophanes quoted above, 25 n. Cf. Are. 4. 68,
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where vénua and vovs are distinguished. The language corres-
ponds to the dvvaus and codia of 1 Cor. 1. 24.
35a. Arc. 31is an extended commentary on these words.

35b-39. The heretical are warned off

Though Greg. here condemns those who deny the divinity of the Holy
Spirit, his condemnation is modified. They are clearly not beyond
help who acknowledge the divinity of the Father and the Son. The
asperity of éppere is softened by Juidaeis. Half light is still light and a
lamp does not cease to be a lamp when it is hidden away in a dark
corner. In or. 31. 24 (p. 175. 14, M. 36. 160C) there is a similar reference
to 7ovs € nuioeias edyvapovas, contrasted with out-and-out
Eunomians. In several places Greg. claims to hold a tolerant attitude
towards certain unorthodox views. While rigorously opposed to all
brands of Arianism and Sabellianism, he is prepared to allow the
adherents of more recent aberrations time to correct their opinions.
We may, e.g., find a parallel to the present passage in or. 41. 8 (M. 36.
440B), where Greg. is trying to win over people who hold the same

inadequate estimate of the Holy Spirit’s divinity as those who are
addressed here. Cf. intro. to Arc. 3.

Gregory’s attitude to heresy has been surveyed by F. Trisoglio, ‘La
figura dell’eretico in Gregorio di Nazianzo’, Augustinianum, 25 (1983),
793-832.

36. ¢rvnwoev: when the Holy Spirit has ‘left his mark’ upon him the
believer appreciates his divinity, being, in some sense, a ‘copy’.
PGL gives the tr. ‘appoint’.

37. Cf. the metaphorical use of 8évfos in Paulus Silentarius, AP 3.
273: Bévlei mijs kpadins.

38. Muupaeis: apart from this passage, lexical attestation of jucdass
is slight. It appears as a disputed reading in AP 7. 478 (Leonidas,
3rd c. BC). The Teubner editor, H. Stadtmiiller, accepted the read-
ing nuidaei Adprvaxe, as does H. Beckby (Munich, 1957). But R. P.
Waltz (Budé edn., Paris, 1928) reads fudayei, while LSJ suggests
NLxaver.

@Bovepoi: the personal motive of ¢févos in contention among
Christians is put forward as early as Phil. 1. 15. The idea of ill-will
has already been found in vv. 14b-15. Callimachus may well be in
mind: in Ap. 105-13 Pbévos is set in opposition to the poet’s
inspiration (cf. Nardi, ‘Note’, 165-6).
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ovrodidaxrou: the implied contrast is with feodidaxroc. The
word has thus a different slant from the meaning found in Homer
and Aeschylus. In H. Od. 22. 347 the word has a commendable
sense. The poet who is avrodidaxros is marked off from the
‘school-poets’ by a spontaneity which derives from divine inspira-
tion (cf. n. in W. B. Stanford’s edn.). In A. Ag. 992 adrodidaxros. . .
fvuds points to a spontaneous apprehension of the moral law on the
part of the chorus (cf. nn. in the edns. of E. Fraenkel, and J. D. Den-
niston and D. Page). But here the point is not spontaneity but wilful
refusal to learn from those who have a right to teach.



2. On the Son

Title and purpose

The MSS agree that the subject is the Son. Vv. 1-56 concern the rela-
tionship of the Father and the Son, while 57-83 introduce the Incarna-
tion and the Work of Christ. But the purpose of the poem must be
further examined. R. Cantarella in Poeti bizantini, ii (Milan, 1948), 53,
in writing an introduction to his tr. of the poem, asserted that the aim
was to defend the humanity of Christ against the Apollinarians and
referred to vv. 3—4 and 345 as evidence. This is, surely, to misunder-
stand the text. As the notes on these passages try to show, the issue
concerns Eunomius. Vv, 3—4 defend the divinity of Christ against
Eunomius, not his humanity against Apollinarius. Again, vv. 34-5
treat a Trinitarian question, the unity of the divine nature, not a
Christological one. They certainly contain no vindication of Christ’s
humanity. (Cf. Introd. IV.)

Discussion of Greg.’s Christology will be found in Ullmann,
Gregorius von Nazianz, 276-88; A. J. Mason, Five Orations of Gregory of
Nazianzus (Cambridge, 18qg), pp.xviff; Holl, Amphilochius von
Tkonium, 178-96; E. Weigl, Christologie vom Tode des Athanasius bis zum
Ausbruch des nestorianischen Streites (Munich, 1925), 53—-79; L. Stephan,
Die Soteriologie des hl. Gregor von Nazianz (Vienna, 1938); E. Mersch, Le
Corps mystique du Christ (Paris, 1951), i. 441 ff.; R. V. Sellers, Two Ancient
Christologies (London, 1940), 65-79; Kelly, Doctrines, 297-8; H. A.
Wolfson, The Philosophy of the Church Fathers, i (Cambridge, Mass.,
1964), 370~1, 396—7, 421-2, 424; A. Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradi-
tion i (London, 1973), 367 ff.; H. Althaus, Die Heilslehre des heiligen
Gregor von Nazianz (Minster, 1972); D. F. Winslow, The Dynamics of
Salvation: A Study in Gregory of Nazianzus (Cambridge, Mass., 1979);
A.S. Ellverson, The Dual Nature of Man: A Study in the Theological
Anthropology of Gregory of Nazianzus (Stockholm, 1981). For studies
dealing with specific questions, see J. Quasten, Patrology, iii (Utrecht,
Antwerp, and Westminster, Md., 1960), 252-3.

Studies of Greg.’s Christology tend, not unnaturally, to concentrate
on his answer to Apollonarius. As Holl 184 observed, drawing a con-
trast with the defence of orthodox Christology which Greg. put
forward against Eunomius, ‘Viel schwieriger, aber auch viel frucht-
barer war die Polemik gegen Apollinaris.” But here, as in the Thealogi-
cal Orations, concerned as we are with the defence against Eunomius in
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the period before Greg.’s Christological thinking was shaped by anti-
Apollinarian formulation, we find that the thought may profitably be
compared with that of Basil (cf. Grillmeier 367 ff.). In particular might
be quoted Grillmeier’s words on p. 367: ‘Basil’s christology is more
concerned to distinguish the divine and human characteristics in
Christ than to stress the unity of the person (in the language of com-
municatio idiomatum).! We may ask whether this is true of vv. 62 ff. of
the present poem. Certainly there is clear distinction within the bal-
anced lines between the manifestations of Bporés and fess. But, when
we look at the overall pattern and purpose, we may conclude that the
overriding intention is to demonstrate the unity of the Person rather
than the diversity of the natures. The earlier part of the poem opposes
the degradation of the Son to the rank of a creature, heretical doctrine
which at least obviates the need to stress the reality of the human
experience. What is aimed at in the half-lines which detail this experi-
ence is the presentation of a belief in the continuity of the Person of
the divine Logos and the Person who undergoes the vicissitudes of
human life. A parallel for this development of thought is in or. 2¢. 19—
20 (pp. 102. 7 ff., M. 36. 1004 ff.) where, as here, the balanced uév/dAAa
clauses are animated by the proposition: 6 uév 7jv, Siéuewver- 6 8¢ ovk
nv, mpoaédaPer (c. 19). See Sellers 73 ff.

It will be seen that the Christology of vv. 62 ff. offers no explanation:
the contrasting statements are held in dramatic tension by sharp
juxtaposition. Even more compressed and paradoxical language is
found elsewhere in Greg., e.g. carm. 1. 1. 6. 77 (M. 37. 435A) 6onv mep
Hueis, Tois Ocov mabjuaacwv, or. 30. 1 (p. 108. 10, M. 36. 104D) Oew
mabnr®. More examples are cited by Stephan 17-18 and by Holl
179~80.

The structure of the poem is described by J. Focken as ‘forma
orationis iudicialis’ (De Greg. . . . ratione, 53). Up to a point this is an
acceptable way of characterizing a poem in which the author accepts
advocacy for particular views of Godhead and defends them against
his opponents. But the implications which Focken draws are to be
disputed. The poem need not be dismissed as a poem, in the way in
which Focken tends to dismiss it, merely because it answers to some of
the formal characteristics of a prose speech.

1-4. Introduction

The soteriological note is heard at the start of the poem. What is to
follow is not a mere abstract debate on the relationship of the First and
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Second Persons of the Trinity: it is an attempt to show that this rela-
tionship enables man to make sense of the Incarnation (vv. 57 ff.) and
Redemption (vv. 75 ff).

1. mponorov indicates the first major theme of the sequence of
poems, Arc. 1 being treated as a proem to the whole. For aiua cf.
below, v. 76 n.

2. naBéwv: by Christ’s 7dfy (v. 48), ‘sufferings’, man is saved from his
wdfn, ‘passions’. The N'T associations of wdfos in the second sense
are, for the most part, with sexual passions, as will be seen from
Rom. 1. 26, 1 Thess. 4. 5, Col. 3. 5. Inits wider sense, ndfos included
all which might distract the soul from approach to God, as e.g. in
Aristotle’s association of #d 6y with pleasure and grief (EN 1105%21),
and it is the more general meaning which may be seen here.

2b ff. These lines recur to a theme found in the opening lines of Arc.
1. If the angels are aligned with men in the imperfect nature of their
understanding of Godhead, then, despite their inferior position,
men may assist the angels in their task of combating false doctrine.
The masc. ovpdwior = ‘angels’ is found in Arc. 3. 6, as well as in Are.
1. 4. In this understanding I follow Billius, who diverges from
Nicetas by not accepting that 86yuao: or the like should be under-
stood, against F. Combefis (cit. Caillau), who follows Nicetas.

3. yimoong: if any specific tongue is meant, it will be that of
Eunomius; cf. 32 ff. below.

4. With avrodorijos or avroddvoio (See app. crit.) two meanings are
possible. The word might have the sense ‘murdering its own kin’
which is found in A. Ag. 1091, constituting a charge of causing
serious harm to fellow Christians by false teaching. If it is taken to
mean ‘suicidal’ (cf. Cantarella, together with Billius and Caillau), it
implies that false teaching, whether by its internal inconsistency or
through the providence of God, contains within itself the seeds of
its own destruction.

5-39. The relationship of the Father and the Son within the undivided
Godhead

5-8. These lines contain two related problems: the subject of éxe
and the reading in v. 6. Caillau takes the Father to be the continuing
subject. In support of this one might cite Arc. 5. 2 as parallel: vois
péyas, évros dmavra dépwy, kai wavros Umepbev. This meaning
however is arrived at only by replacing the better attested dmjopos
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with vméprepov ovdév. Caillau, declining Billius’ ‘a magno
pendetque Parente’, does not look for a meaning for dmjopos but
turns to dwéprepov. His difficulty is understandable. There are few
examples of amjopos listed in the lexica and the word with a follow-
ing genitive occurs with a meaning quite the opposite of Billius’.
The meaning ‘hanging on high, far distant’ occurs in Aratus 396 and
g75 of stars, while Pindar uses the word with a following genitive to
mean ‘aloof from’ (P. 8. 86). Gregory provides a parallel to Aratus in
carm. 1. 2. 2. 627 (M. 37. 6274). Nicetas, on the other hand, suggests
that the expression matches ¢ marpos/éxmeduvds. Gregory is
certainly capable of reinterpreting an uncommon word. Though
most of the occurrences of the corresponding verb dwaipw or
dmaeipw favour the meaning of separation, C. Moreschini has
pointed to a passage in Damascius, De princ. i. 74 Ruelle (i. 111. 17
Westerink): wdavra odv avroi arpdpyrar (from amatwpovjat, ‘Iam
suspended’). Here is a sense of dependence which would support
that interpretation of the present passage. The reading of LCVa?
dmjopos oudév is perhaps possible. With the disappearance of
oldev we would have to supply éor: twice, in both vv. 6 and 7. For
the reading dmjopov ouvdév cf. Introd., pp. xiii—xiv; it looks like assi-
milation to ovdév. It is clear that dmjopos, difficilior lectio, should be
read.

There is no difficulty in making the Son subject of éye:. Similar
language of ‘containing’ is found, e.g., in Ath. inc. 42. 6 (M. 25. 1724).

7. éyoovoc refers to the Eternal Generation of the Son, as set forth in
or. 29. g (pp. 85 ff., M. 36. 84D ff.). Questions of ‘before’ and “after’,
whether or not there was a time ‘before’ the generation of the Son,
are quite pointless. odros ydp mepl 7@V xpovw diatpeTrdv ¢ Adyos
(p- 87. 5-6, 85¢). See further Hergenrother 138. Freedom from the
restrictions of time is an essential attribute of divinity in Greg., as
will be seen in vv. 18 ff. below. It is the freedom of the Logos from
these restrictions which at once sets him apart from man and, at the
same time, enables him to come to man’s assistance.

8. eikov agyervmoro: the intention of this expression is similar to
that of adpynyis in Arc. 1. 31, where see n. elxav, as a title of Christ,
has a long history in Christian writing, beginning with 2 Cor. 4. 4.
and Col. 1. 15 (cf. Wisd. 7. 26), and taken up by generations of the
Fathers. Greg. uses the word to stress the complete likeness of the
Son to the Father in orr. 29. 17 (p. 99. 13 ff., M. 36. gb6¢C), 30. 20

(p. 139. 20~140. 3, 129B), 38. 13 (325B) = 45. 9 (633C). dpyérvmos is not
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a biblical word. It occurs in Philo and finds considerable currency
in the Fathers. (Cf. PGL s.v. 4.c for the use as correlative of eixdv.)

It is to be noted that the same e/xwv—dpyérvmos language comes
to Greg. when he is writing about the return of the human soul to
God, in the passage quoted in the n. on Arc. 1. 24. This identifica-
tion in language may be taken as an indication of the reality for
Greg. of the identification of man and God through deification. (See
Arc. 4.95n.)

QUOLS . . . LoN: for duoes as the ground of unity for the Persons of
the Trinity see nn. on Are. 3. 41, 71.

9-10. The epic xAéos is made to answer to all the uses of the biblical
86fa, strengthening the eixwv language in the same way as §é6éa
does in, e.g., Origen, Jo. 13. 25 (p. 249. 30, M. 14. 444A). For the
statement that the Son #s the glory of the Father, cf. Cyr. ador. 11 (1.
4024). Something of the light imagery which is found with §5£a may
perhaps be attached to xAéos, if éx 8¢ dadvfy and éfedadvln are
taken to retain something of their Epic meaning. The passive of
éxdaivw appears in H. /. 19. 17 (éfedadvln), for instance, of eyes
shining like lightning. This meaning is brought out in Caillau’s
‘resplenduit’ (cf. Cantarella’s ‘risplende’). But the element of ‘mani-
festation’ or ‘revelation’ in the word must not be ignored, as F.
Scheidweiler noted in BZ 49 (1956), 345, when he suggested the tr.
‘er kam aus Licht’ or ‘wurde gezeugt’, a meaning which may also be
paralleled in Homer (e.g. //. 13. 278). The lines then mean that the
generation of the Son is a secret known only to the Father and the
Son. This use of the verb is thus in line with the meaning of the
noun éxgavats which, in Christian writers, specialises in references
to the revelation of the Godhead. Or. 31. g (p. 155. 14, M. 36. 141C)
provides a good example in Greg., and Mason’s n. sums up no less
for the verb than for the noun: ‘“Exdavots does not mean their
manifestation to us, but their eternal issuing forth from the First
Source.” (Greg. is here speaking of both the Son and the Holy
Spirit.) In calling the Son ‘great’ Gregory links him in equality with
the ‘greatness’ of the Godhead in Arc. 1. 5 and with peydAowo
IMaTpés inv. 3.

11-19a. The difference between God and man

Verse 11 takes us back to the opening theme of Arc. 1. The gulf which
separates man from God is now seen as difference of yevéfAy. ‘Birth’
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(cf. Hymn. Is. 36 for this meaning) is a human term, not to be applied by
analogy to the Godhead (vv. 13-14).

14, gvowy ... tounv: Greg. regards these words as countering
Eunomius, resembling as they do or. 29. 8 (p. 84. 11-13, M. 36. 84¢):
xatdBalé aov tds pevoers, xal Ta diaipéoes, Kai Tds Topds, xkai 76
ws mepi odparos dravoeiobar Mjs dowpdrov ducews: There he is
arguing against Eunomius that, as even the processes of human
generation are only imperfectly understood, it is futile to claim any-
thing approaching a full understanding of divine generation. For
even if one could master the complexity of the way in which a
human being comes into existence, this could still mean that there
was a complete disjunction from ‘begetting’ in the divine sense. As
Norris points out in his note (pp. 140-1): “T’he leaders of later
Arianism would not accept this description of their positions. They
know that the incorporeal is not embodied’. He suggests however
that a popular understanding of the Neo-Arian position might have
fallen into ‘the corporeal trap’. For the ‘flux’ associated with the
human condition, cf. Arc. 8. 67.

KaKomojs appears to be a coinage of Greg.’s.

Eywye: as often, éyw = ‘man’ (cf. e.g. Are. 4. 32).

15. arabng: cf. Arc. 1. 28—9 n.; above, v. 2 n.

oevog: the lexical treatment is not extensive. LS]J list only Opp. C.
4. 289, of hands ‘that may be bound’. Soph. and PGL mention only
the present passage, translating respectively ‘bound’ and ‘that may
be bound’. Other expressions in the poems fill out the sense. In Arc.
5. 71 men are described as 8éoutor ainps while in 7. 78 Adam’s
creation is called dpxeydvoro Bporoi 8éars. Cf. also 7. 81. Man,
unlike the angels, is not dwAovs: he is a composite being in whom
the divine image is bound to the earthly element, in whom body and
soul are bound together and who may thus be described as de7ds.
PGL, by following the tr. in LS], gives a different impression. To
call man one ‘that may be bound’ is to think not of his essential
nature but of a state to which he may (or, presumably, may not) be
called.

16. God’s freedom from passion is linked with his being incorporeal,
cf. or. 28. 10 (p. 37. 1, M. 36. 370); for dewuaros below, v. 37 n. No
other passage is cited in the lexica for dmnx7os in the meaning ‘not
compacted, simple’. The sense may be taken to be close to that
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given to dmAovs. Man is mmx7és, a composite of parts, while God is
simple in essence.

17. yevwnjoues: this Ep. form in -wes (cf. D. B. Monro, A Grammar of
the Homeric Dialect, §94. 2, p. 8o, Chantraine, Grammaire homérique
(Paris, 1958), 1, §93, pp. 216-17) is affected by Greg. in carm. 2. 1. 16.
40 (M. 37. 12574), al., being found also in Ps.-Manetho 3. 472, 1.(5).
219, and in or. Sib. 11. 2, al.

18-27. God, man, and time

A sign of man’s subject status is his subservience to time: he existsin a
world of ‘before’ and ‘after’ where he has no control over time’s
passage. Time, as Basil writes, is the natural environment of the
created being, as eternity is of the Godhead; cf. Hex. 1. 5 (G. 1. 5E ff,,
M. 29. 13B-C), Eun. 1. 21 (i. 23 fI., M. 29. 560B). For the timelessness of
God, cf. v. 7 above, together with Arc. 4. 76 ff.

19. dvagyov: as in Arc. 1. 31 dvapyos is applied to the Father. If
avdpyov were read, it could be taken either with the Son (cf. v. 21)
or, as Dr L. R. Wickham has suggested, construed with feémros.
Cf. the use in a temporal sense in or. 39. 12 (M. 36. 384B), with p. 175
n. 2 Moreschini—Gallay.

Gregory shows in or. 29. 3 (pp. 76-7, M. 36. 77A-B) that he is
aware of the anomaly of using such temporal language as fjuos ...
mjuos to describe the extra-temporal relationships of the Godhead,
but he holds that such language must be admitted, as there is no
other open to us.

21. aypovov agynv: dpx7 is here used to mean ‘principle’, as in Or.
Jo. 1. 17(p. 22. 10, M. 14. 53A): dpx7) viov 6 [Tamjp,and Ath. Ar. 1. 14
(M. 26. 414): 6 ITamjp dpx7 700 viod kai yevwjTwp. Important for
Greg.’s understanding of dpyx7 is or. 20. 7 (M. 35. 10734). Writing
about the Trinity, he says that unity will be preserved if the Son and
the Spirit are referred to one cause: eis év aiTiov xai Yiov kai
Ivevpatos dvadepouévwr. The passage goes on to equate aitiov
with dpyj, and dpyi in this sense is reserved for the Father: ¢ 8¢
Yiés, éav uév ws aitiov 7ov Ilatépa AauBdvys, otk dvapyos: dpx
yvap Yiod Ilamjp ws airios (v.l. aitiov). The Son has the Father as
divine principle. Yet (according to the variantin v. 1g) he is dvapyos
as having no beginning in time.
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22. Elsewhere Gregory shows himself wary of the use of figurative
language to represent Divine realities (cf. n. on Arc. 3. 6o—1). Here,
too, he limits the application of the figure (v. 23), while allowing it
some illustrative value. The point of the figure is to emphasize con-
tinuity of substance without temporal priority. In or. 31. 32 ff.
(pp- 187. 101f, 36. 1698 ff.) he discusses the shortcomings of the
analogy of sun, ray, and light, fearing an interpretation which would
introduce composition into the uncompounded nature and would
deny the identity of the Second and Third Persons.

23-7. The Father and the Son are indivisible

23. €idn is used here to mean ‘images’, ‘figures’. All figurative
language fails to reach (cf. xdrw) God.

24. Picks up the argument from 21. The Father’s priority in time
would sever him in the equality of divine rule from the Son.

26-7. Oeoio refers to God the Son. (Cf. v. 18 above). 8éAnous carries
the argument a stage farther. If the Father is prior to the Son, he

may be thought to have willed the Son’s existence, a view which
Greg. attacks in the course of his anti-Eunomian polemic in or. 29. 6

(pp. 8o ff., M. 36. 8oc ff.). The brief reference to féAnais in the
present passage is preferable to the extended treatment in the ora-
tion. Here it is maintained simply that to say that the Father ‘willed’
the existence of the Son means that the Son was not always in exist-
ence (cf. n. on v. 7 above). In the oration there is an attempt to score
a point by suggesting that the Eunomian position implies that 8éAxy-
ots is some sort of mother within the Godhead, an elaboration
which succeeds only in obscuring the issue. (See further Mason’s n.
on p. 8o. 11, Hergenrother, p. 147, and Norris p. 139, where he refers
to Greg.’s ‘gamesmanship’.

For a full discussion, see E. P. Meijering, “The Doctrine of the
Will and of the Trinity in the Orations of Gregory of Nazianzus’,
Nederlands Theologisch Tidschrift, 27 (1973), 224—34, reprinted in id.,
God Being History (Amsterdam, 1975), 103—-13.

Ui is hapax leg. Elsewhere Greg. uses forms from the réuvew
root, e.g., 77 ye ovoig un réuvecar, or. 29. 2 (p. 75. 6~7, M. 36. 768)
and rousj, orr. 27. 6 (p. 10. 2, M. 36. 17¢) and 29. 8 (p. 84. 12, 84C).

28-39. The true meaning of ‘generation’

28. Billius claimed to have detected an early corruption in this line in
the repeated yevérys. He held that the sense required a line like uis
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Oeds, ws koouov yevéms uéyas xtA. But more than that, he held
that his restoration was supported by Nicetas. This is not so.
Nicetas’ paraphrase begins: uéyas uév 6 @eés and continues with
an unnecessary description of the way in which God’s greatness is
sung by the twofold worlds, alofyrés and vonés. (This is a favour-
ite theme with Nicetas who is here merely recapitulating his
comment on koopobféms in Arc. 1. 34.) The connection of yevéms
with the Son is made quite clear: 67 mamjp éomv dei viov peydAov
Umepovoiov kai dupoovoiov oguvavdpyov kai ocuvvaibiov (fo.22).
yevérns was used in Classical Greek with either an active or a
passive sense, ‘father’ or ‘son’, according to context (cf. e.g. Jebb’s
note on S. OT 470). Greg. maintains the active meaning. When
Christ is called yevéms in carm. 2. 2. 3. 4 (M. 37. 14804) it is in the
expression mdvrwy yevéms.
29. agoppiy, ‘starting point’, ‘origin’, is a synonym for airiav or
apxmnv.
31-2. Such greatness of the Father is inevitably shared by the Son.

vévwnua is a word of varying theological fortune. Its use by the
Eunomians inclined Basil at one stage to reject it as a term for the
Son, Eun. 2. 7 (G. 1. 2434; M. 29. 584¢). Previously the word had
been identified with xriona in Arian circles, with Athanasius
coming in as its orthodox defender; cf. e.g. Ar. 1. 31 (M. 26. 76¢).
Athanasius represented the prevailing tendency in refusing to
abandon the word to heretical subordinationism, a tendency found
in Greg. in or. 29. 10 (p.88. 2, M. 36. 884). He distinguishes
‘uncreated’ and ‘created’ on the one hand from ‘unbegotten’ and
‘begotten’ on the other, on the grounds that the second pair imply
identity of nature: adity ydp dvois yevwijuaros, TadTov elvar Tw
YEYEVIMKOTL KATA THY GUOWY.

oerd): Cf. Are. 3. 41-2.

@iCav continues the notion of unity, guarding alike against sep-
aration and subordination. Cf. Arc. 3. 58.

32b-35. The general understanding of the lines

F. Scheidweiler, ‘Zu den Gedichten Gregors von Nazianz bei
Cantarella und Soyter’, BZ 49 (1956), 345-8, found no sense in the
punctuation and translations offered by Caillau and by Cantarella.
The latter’s translation he described as ‘unverstindliches Gerede’
(p- 345). The solution he saw was to repunctuate:
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7 &' dyévyros
Dwrij- yévimois e Ilatpos dmo, ob Beémyros
énAero- eidea diood Tis EmAacey, dudi 8 éxelvyy
duddrep” éxtos éévra- dvois 8’ dréaoTos Epnorye.

In this interpretation, 7 8" dyévmros Pwwsj is a statement that the
Logos is unbegotten. The passage continues as an assertion that the
Logos proceeds from the Father and not from a Godhead underlying
both Father and Logos and goes on: ‘... so daB beide, Vater und
Sohn, als deren Arten (eidea ), wie jemand dies erdichtete, anzusehen
waren und sich, was jene (die feéms) angeht, auBerhalb ihrer
befainden.” Now as anti-Eunomian theology (cf. below) this clearly
makes sense. Scheidweiler does not mention Eunomius explicitly, but
his understanding of these lines points to him. (As we have seen from
the introduction to this poem, Cantarella does not appear to have any
convincing understanding of the purpose of the lines, referring in-
appropriately to Apollinarius.) There are, however, objections to the
suggestions put forward by Scheidweiler.

(1) Isitnatural to write @wwj with a capital and make it equivalent
to Aéyos? To change from the precise Aéyos to the non-technical
P wwij would be confusing, unlikely to be understood.

(ii) Even if @wvij were understood as = Aéyos, could 4 8’ dyévnros
@wvi mean “The Logos is ingenerate’? @wij is in the attributive, not
the predicative, position and the words would mean ‘the ingenerate
Logos’. The sense is thus incomplete if we follow the punctuation of
placing a colon after @wvi.

We may, therefore, ask whether Caillau’s translation may not have
more to be said for it than Scheidweiler supposed. The view that
¢wwj means ‘vox, vocabulum, verbum’, that is, ‘term’ or ‘expression’,
is held by Stephanus when he cites Greg. as an authority (Thes. s.v.
¢wri, 1191 D). The instances given in PGL (5) include Origen, Basil,
and Nyssen. This fits well with Caillau’s tr. ‘voces ... ingenitus et
generatio’. The meaning is made clearer if the sentence is read with-
out punctuation from % 8’ dyévyros to digod, and continues after the
parenthesis 7is érdacev from dudi to éévra: “The expressions “in-
generate” and “generation from the Father” do not constitute two
different forms of Godhead (who invented that notion?) but both are
externals around Godhead.” Here dudi has a similar sense to mepi in
or. 42. 15 (M. 36. 476) of that which is merely concomitant.
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The argument of the lines thus runs: “T'o be dyéwyros is not the
prerogative of one form of the Godhead (i.e. the Father) nor does
being yevwnrés exclude the Son from Godhead. The Son, too, is
dyémros, “uncreated”.” The Arians had tried to equate dyévmros and
dyéwnros and thus to deny to the Son the title ayévnros, as being
yewntés; cf. Ath. syn. 16 (p. 244. 12, M. 26. 709¢). Greg. would hold
that the Son was at once yewwnrés and dyévyros, as the former
referred solely to his relationship with the Father while the latter
spoke of his essential Godhead in unity with the Father. This is in line
with Greg.’s argument in or. 25. 16 (M. 33. 1221B), where he contrasts
the distinctive characteristics of the Three Persons with their common
element (xowdv). dyevvyoia, yévwyos, and éxmeuyns are the dis-
tinguishing marks, but in common the Three Persons have 76 w3
yevovévar and 7 Beémys. In other words, dyévnros is applicable to all
Three.

The specifically anti-Eunomian tone becomes clear in the words
eidea diood, reinforced by éxrés. Eunomius, as Greg. argues in or. 2g.
11 ff. (pp. 88 ff., M. 36. 888 fI.), confuses odoia with idi6ms. dyévyros
describes feéms, the ovoia of Father and Son alike. yémvnous is not
the ovoia of the Son, but his specific characteristic. e/dos here comes
very close to meaning ovoia, as it does in Arist. Metaph. 1032"1.
Eunomius elevates to the level of ovoia: characteristic distinguishing
marks which are ‘outside’ the essence of Godhead. As Hoeschel's
scholiast observes of yévvnois and ti}*fuvquia: ov ﬂfdrr,lﬂi; ELO1L
onuavrikai (p. 170f his edn.). The eidea diood of this passage makes a
similar point to the expression ¢uvoeis feav duwvipwy in or. 39. 12
(M. 36. 348¢). In both cases Greg. is dealing with the attempt to make
distinctions of essence within the Godhead while still wishing to
assert that, in some sense, the Son shared in divinity through his
generation. The meaning of sudvvuos is well brought out in or. 2g.
13—-14 (pp. 92 ff,, M. 36. 8gc ), especially p. 93. 4 f. (92a-8). The effect
of the argument is to apply the term ‘God’ equivocally in different
senses. Now this is exactly what is implied by 8.0od, which means
both ‘twofold’ and ‘ambiguous’. Cf. Arz. 8. 5 n. (CF. also or. 41. 9, M. 36.
441C.)

Eunomius

Much of the Cappadocian Fathers’ time was taken up with Eunomius
and his followers, with what they taught or were believed to teach.
Basil wrote three books Contra Eunomium (G. 1. 207 ff., M. 29. 497 ff.;
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SC 299 and 305.) Nyssen wrote extended works in defence of Basil's
position (Opera, ed. Jaeger, 1. 2; M. 45. 244 ff.), while Nazianzen
devoted a large part of the Theological Orations to attempting to contro-
vert what he took to be the position of Eunomius (M. 36. 124 ff.) Cf.
Mason’s edn. and for a full discussion Norris. Texts of Eunomius are
found in Vaggione and SC 305. The discussion in the present poem is
comparatively slight. Full studies of Eunomius and his opponents are
found in T. A. Kopecek, A History of Neo-Arianism (Cambridge, Mass.,
1979); M. Simonetti, La crisi ariana nel quarto secolo (Rome, 1975); and
Hanson, Search.

32b. ayévnroc: the single v form is guaranteed by metre. The confu-
sion with the form in double v, frequent in MSS, does not arise.
37. Goapkog: it is true that there is here no real case to answer: no
one asserted that God was odpé. The Stoics held that both God and
the soul were material, corporeal. This teaching was based on the
view that only corporeal things could either act or be acted upon.
TAV yap 70 OpWv 1 Kai WOLOUV WA . .. €TL WAV TO KLVOUUEVOV
cwud éott (Placit. 4. 20. 2; Diels, Dox. 410; SVF 2. 387; cf. Plu. comm.
notit. 30. 2, 1073E). But odp¢ was another matter. This is why Greg.
can dismiss as absurd the association of adpé with the Father, while
finding it necessary to argue that he is dowuaros, or. 28. 7 (pp. 31-2,
M. 36. 33B-C). (It is questionable whether in that particular context
such an argument was called for. As Mason pointed out (p. 31. g n.),
‘it was unlikely that Eunomius maintained any such position. But
the point still remains that the corporeity of God could be taken
seriously, whereas the idea that he was flesh could not).
39. For etyog used of a person cf. AP 7. 27. 1 (Antip. Sid., 2 c. Bc). The
collocation of vids and dé.os may suggest a side-reference to Luke

15. 19, 21. This is he who is eternally worthy to be called the Son of
his Father.

40-56. The Father’s divinity is not safeguarded by lowering the status of the
Son

40. éninpa: the sense ‘trying to find favour’ is unaffected, whether we
read éninpa or énifpa (cf. H. Il. 1. 572, 578, Od. 3. 164, S. OT 1004,
etc.). In carmm. 2. 1. 17. 60 (M. 37. 12664) and 2. 2 (poem.) 1. 12
(1453A) he takes 7jpa as fem. sg. with an adjective in agreement.

41. dfog here means ‘awe’, ‘godly fear’. Classical and LXX usages
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regularly indicate straightforward fear induced by physical danger.
In Heb. 12. 28 our present sense is found.

REONidECO Yapascowy: cf. carm. 2. 1. 13. 212 (M. 37. 1244A).

42. Rather than Caillau’s ‘generationem’ we should render mjv uév as
‘divinity’. It is the fedmns of Christ which is denied.

KTIOpaTa: xriopa suggests an attack upon a basic tenet of
Arianism. Arius had held that the Son was a xriopa or moinua; cf.
Ath. Dion. 21 (p. 62. 13~-14, M. 25. 512B) and xrorév in the ana-
themata of the Nicene Creed (Symb. Nic. (325), Opitz 3. 52. 3; M. 20.
1540C). But, despite the modifications in the theology of Eunomius,
which encouraged him to call the Son in some sense ‘God’, it
appears that he still retained the ‘creature’ language, apol. 17 (M. 30.
852¢ f.). Greg. attributes to him this term xrioua in or. 29. 4 (p. 77.
15, M. 36. 77¢), asking how it can be squared with Oe¢ss.

44. The underlying argument is: if Christ is created, he is not God,; if
not God, he is not the Son of God; therefore the Father is not
Father and his divinity is impaired. (Cf. or. 40. 43, M. 36. 4208 I
Behind this reasoning there lies the understanding of the word
‘Father’ in Christian theology and, in particular, in the creeds. An
earlier tendency to associate the Fatherhood of God with his func-
tion as Creator was giving way to a close connection between the
Fatherhood of God and the Sonship of Christ. (Cf. Kelly, Creeds,
132 ff.,, esp. 134: ‘As early as the middle of the fourth century St Cyril
of Jerusalem was explaining, in his discussion of the creed, that
FATHER properly belonged to God in virtue of His relation to the
Son, the very word suggesting the idea of a son to the mind’, citing
Cyr. H. cat. 7. 4 (M. 33. 608 1).)

griyln: revyew is used of divine creation in Pi. fr. 141 Maehler,
quoted by Clem. Al. Str. 5 (GCS 2 (1960), 413. 16, M. g. 142); cf. Did.
Alex. Trin. 3. 1 (M. 39. 784A). But frequently in Classical usage the
word denotes manufacture and érvyfn may be here used in this
way, as derogatory to the Eunomian position.

45-6. There is here a side-glance at the Arian 7jv more 67 otk 9v; cf.
the first anathema of the Nicene Creed (Symb. Nic. (325), Opitz 3. 52.
2; M. 20. 1540). The argument, still directed against Eunomius, is
that no difference in degree can alter a difference in kind. If the Son
were created, he would remain a creature even if he attained to an
exalted and permanent place in the Father’s plans. To call him
‘God’ would not change his original status.

ot Eqv, Avrov: this reading is preferable to Caillau’s adrav,
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which is awkward and difficult to translate convincingly. It is not at
all obvious that adrd@v may be taken as kmiopdrwv, which is what
his tr. suggests. On the other hand, Avrév (found in Pl. and Arist.)
carries the argument further with its sense of ‘capable of being
dissolved (again into nothing)’. The equation of the composite with
that which is resolvable into parts and destructible, in contrast with
the simplicity and indestructibility of that which is self-constituted,
is found, e.g., in Proclus, Elements, 40 ff.

46. The subjunctive uévy for Caillau’s optative represents a stylistic
variation, not a change of meaning.

47-50 introduce soteriological objections. How could man come to
deification through the sufferings of one who was no different from
himself? The idea of the deification of man is dealt with in Arc. 4.
95-6 n.

49-50. The ‘bounds’ are those of the created being (cf. above, v.
15 N.).

opodovdov: a similar anti-Arian expression is found in or. 25. 17
(M. 35. 1221Cf): o0 ydp Oeds, €l yéyove, un Qe ovimyopav
diakewis, Oeov dvédys, opnddovdov morwv 76 dudbeov, 6 xai o¢ s
dovAeias éAevlepoi, dv yynoiws duoloyijs deomoreiav. Cf. also Gr.
Nyss. or. cat. 39 (p. 159. 2-3, M. 45. 101A).

50. avri Oeoio: this gives a stronger meaning than dvrifleoio (recte
dvriféowo), found in L. A state of slavery might be called ‘hostile to
God’, cf. or. 20. 6 (M. 35. 1072B), but the contrast between being a
slave and actually being God is more forceful.

51-3. The Father might have created the Son as the instrument for
the further creation of man. That Christ would thus be little more
than a means to an end is brought out by the analogy of the smith.
He makes the hammer not for its own sake but because he needs it
to make a wagon.

51. €mevra, ‘at a later point in time’, picks up v. 45.

Opyavov appears with some frequency in Arian discussions of
the nature of the Logos, the emphasis, as Athanasius brought out,
being on coming into existence out of nothing; cf. Ath. decr. 23.
(p- 19. 29, M. 25. 457B).

53. The reading followed by Caillau, @ess, allows the assumption
that Greg. is following the argument he is attacking by using "Apye-
yévoro in a diminished sense, consonant with épyavov. The word
dpyéyovos is applied to Adam in Arc. 3. 37, 7. 78. Greg. would be
saying that his opponents’ argument made the Logos, as the first
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creature, the ‘author’ or ‘producer’ of a cart. If, however, we follow
the better attested @eov, Greg. is inserting his own belief that the
Logos is, in reality, the divine author of creation.

55-77. The Incarnation does nat impair the Godhead of Christ

57. vmedéEaro: an appropriate meaning here is that found in the 4th

c. ap in POxy. 67. 11, ‘to submit to’.

nabéeaov: cf. above, vv. 2 n,, 48 n. If dpsjywv is taken here in a
strong sense of deliverance, we have an allusion to a common
notion that Christ’s Passion achieves for man the state of d=dfeta,
freedom from sinful emotion, a concomitant of deification. (Not
infrequently we find this idea combined with that of the suffering of
the impassible Word: cf. e.g. or. 30. 5 (p. 115. 8-9, M. 36. 109B):
oceowopévor Tois Tou dmabovs wdfeaw). Two passages from
Athanasius well illustrate this play on the senses of wdflos: 76 yap
mdfos avTov, Nuwv drdbed éore, tne. ete. Ar. 5 (M. 26. 9924); avTos
vap évmvlpamoer, iva fjueis Beomombapey . . . Tovs & maoyovras
dvBpdmovs, 01" ols kai TaiTa Uméuewev, év 1) éavrod dwableiq
érjper kai diowle, inc. 54. 3 (M. 25. 1928 £.).

58. Cf. below, v. 64.

59. Greg. is bringing out what he takes to be a possible implication of
the view that the Incarnation set limits upon the Godhead, that it
involved Christin sin. The argument might run: if Godhead alone is
sinless, limitation of Godhead means limitation of sinlessness, i.e.
the possibility of sin.

60. anéEeoe: dmoféw graphically describes the supposed renunci-
ation of Godhead as ‘stripping, scraping off’, a metaphorical use
like that of Alciphron 3. 2: dwééegas My aildw 70V mpoowmov. Else-
where Greg. uses the word in its common sense of ‘polish’: carm. 2.
1. 11. 1524 (M. 37. 11354); orr. 40. 22 (M. 36. 3894), 43. 64 (5814). dwé-
£ece is contrasted with kévwoas, Arc. 8. 39, where see n. To strip off
Godhead is quite different from ‘emptying’ it of xAéos, a divine
form of manifestation.

61. On the structure of the line cf. Intro. IV (d).

inmjo: common in Homer in a literal sense, the word is estab-
lished in Classical Greek in a figurative sense also. Heracles in S.
Tr. 1209 speaks of inmjpa 7av . . . kaxwv. The absolute use of the
word occurs in Pi. P. 4. 270 (= ‘deliverer’), but the idea of healing is
not lost. So here, the deliverance from =dfy is seen as the healing of
a disease, In Christian literature the cognates faois and {douar are
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to be found in figurative use at an early date. The verb occurs, e.g.,
in Hermas, vis. 1. 1. g of the healing of sins (cf. 1. 3. 1). But of course
the idea may be carried back much farther. When the writer of 1 Pet.
says of Christ in 2. 24 0¥ 7@ pWAwm (dbnTe, he is attributing to him
the healing functions of Isa. 53. 5, the healing not precisely of sins
but of a sinful people. faots, too, is found in Hermas of the forgive-
ness of sins (mand. 4. 1. 11, sim. 7. 4), and it is of interest to trace the
figurative sense back to Sir. 28. 3 (kai mapa kvpiov {y7ei {aow) and
to find itin late Plato (Leg. 9. 862c). A good parallel is Philo, Leg. All.
2. 20.79. (1. 80 M., 1. gb. 5 C.=W.) laots 700 wdfovs. As for latpés, of
which {pmjp is an archaic equivalent, we find it applied to Christ in
a similar sense to that considered here: Ign. Eph. 7. 2 (Bihlmeyer,
p. 84. 25 ff; M. 5. 6498 {.); cf. also Grillmeier, Christ in Christian
Tradition, 87-8. A large number of examples of this figurative use of
la7pés and its cognates has been collected in J. Dziech, De Gregorio
Nazianzeno diatribae quae dicitur alumno (Poznan, 1925), 207 ff. As well
as listing passages from Greg. to show that it was a well-used figure
by him, Dziech quoted extensively from other Fathers and from
pagan writers.

g¢muxipag: perhaps émwinrw deserves mention in PGL, as LS]J
provide no example in the sense ‘condescend’.

62-77. These lines are an extended illustration of the opening words
nv BpoTés, dAAd Oeds.

63. mhaoms: the connection between the Second Person of the
Trinity and the creation of man is treated specifically in Arc. 7.
57-77

capkoqogos well illustrates the way in which words take their
colouring from the thought of those who use them. To Apollinarius
fBeos gaprodipos (fr. 109, Lietzmann 233) is an expression which
supports a one-nature Christology, a view which sees Christ as
composed to form a unity of impassible divinity and passible
humanity (fr. 6, Lietzmann 206—7; cf. Kelly, Doctrines, 2g1-2). Greg.,
on the other hand, without denying the unity of the Person of Christ
(cf. the section Christelogy in the introduction to the poem), sees in
caprkodipos a way of drawing a distinction between the divine and
the human natures.

Among Gregory’s predecessors in the use of the term in the sense
‘incarnate’ are Ignatius and Clem. Alex.; Ath. in inc. etc. Ar. 8 (M. 26.
996C) speaks of feos ocaprodipos.

copoaros £éktos: the work of the Logos in the universe, his
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providential government (Arc. 5. 35), cannot be interrupted by the
Incarnation. The Word continues to exercise his functions ‘outside
the body’. Greg. is thus saying something akin to what we find in a
well-known place in Athanasius, inc. 17. 1 (M. 25. 1254): o6 yap 8%
wepikexAelopévos Ny €v T cdpaTe ovdé €v couatt uév By, dAda-
x6o€ 8¢ olk v k7A.

64. napBevikijs: for Greg.’s teaching on the Virgin, see or. 38. 13 (M.
36. 3258 £) = 43. 62 (M. 36. 576 fL), ep. 101 (M. 37. 177¢ fI.). Cf. also
orr. 45. 9 (M. 36. 633D), 29. 4 (p. 78. 11—12, M. 36. 80A), carmm. 1. 1.
10. 49 (M. 37. 4684), 2. 2. 7. 172 (M. 37. 15644), together with G. Soll,
‘Die Mariologie der Kappadozier im Lichte der Dogmen-
geschichte’, ThQ 131 (1951), 288-319. References to the Virgin carry
comparatively little weight in Greg.’s anti-Eunomian writings (the
or. 29. 4 passage mentioned is little more than a side-glance). It is
not until Greg. is engaged against Apollinarius (cf. ¢p. 101) that he
puts stress in his Christology on the place of Mary.

NEPLYQOPOS is not at variance with ov . . . mepikexAetouévos in
the sentence of Athanasius quoted on v. 63. Greg. is affirming the
voluntary self-limitation of Christ in the Incarnation (cf. Sellers,
Two Ancient Christologies, 71), while Ath. loc. cit. is denying his
essential restriction xa7’ ovoiav. Greg.’s equivalent of the latter is
auérpnros (for which cf. Cyr. Jo. 1. 3 (4. 224), applied to Christ).

65-6. Cf. Luke 2. 7, Matt. 2. 2, g—11 and Are. 5. 53 ff, 8. 6o fT.

dwgogodgou: cf. P. Pi. 5. 86. The noun Bmpaqupm is used by Isid.
Pel. epp. 1. 18 (M. 78. 193 n) of the Magi; cf. Cyr. Ps. 8: 1 (M. 69. 7574).

67. aydva: Origen refers to the Temptation as wpos rov SiudBorov
dyava Tov Kvpiov, Jo. 10. 1 (p. 171. 15, M. 14. 3084).

uvnépayede: the choice lies between this otherwise unattested
form and the regular Homeric dmepéoyefle (Cu) which, however,
does not here scan. The former is the more likely: Greg. might well
have taken it for a Homeric form. But a line with an extra syllable,
whatever his other metrical shortcomings may be, is not what one
would expect of Greg.

68. Cf. Matt. 4. 1—11, Luke 4. 1-13. (Mark 1. 12—13 does not have the
threefold form).

69. Cf. Mark 6. 30-44, 8. 1—=10, Matt. 14. 13-21, 15. 32-39, Luke ¢. 10—
17, John 6. 1—14.

auevpe: the Gospel narrative (John 2. 1-11) uses no word to
describe Christ’s action, saying merely that the water ‘had become’
(yeyevmuévov) wine. dueifw is a regular Classical word for effecting
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a change, being, for instance, Euripides’ word for the change of
Dionysus into mortal form (Ba. 4).

70-1. Cf. Mark 1. g—11, Matt. 3. 13-17, Luke 3. 21-2. He who under-
went baptism, described in Are. 3. 47 as kdfapors, is himself the
giver of purification.

72. Cf. Mark 4. 35—41, Matt. 8. 23—7, Luke 8. 22-3.

73. napevos = ‘palsied’ is found in Ap 5. 54 (Diosc.). PGL s.wv. 1,
points out the connection of the word with Matt. ¢. 2 in Mac. Mgn.
apoer. 2. 8 (p. 10. 3).

75. The structure of the line is discussed in Introd. IlI (d). The 8vos/
Bess play may be compared with ¢ feos Ovduevos in CTrull. or.
imp. (H. 3. 1652D), AD 642.

apyepevs: cf. Heb. 2. 17, 3. 1, 5. 10, 6. 20, 7. 26, 8. 1, g. 11. Here
dpytepevs directs attention to the divine function of Christ: it is as
the divine Son that he is able to carry out the office of High Priest.
Or. 30. 16 (p. 134- 5, M. 36. 124D) lists dpyrepocvvy with mpoodopd
as words concerned with 76 wdoyov, i.e., the human side of Christ,
and a similar view is set out in Cyr. Heb. 2. 17 (M. 74. 965C-D): avros
yéyovev dpyiepevs kata 16 dvlpwmwov. Cf. Thdt. eran. 2. (4. 92, M.
83. 128-q): ... djmis (sc. dpytepoovvy) avBpdmots pudAdov 1 Oed
apoaie: cf. PGL s.v.

76. The question to whom Christ’s blood is offered is raised in carm.
1. 1. 10. 65—72 (M. 37. 4704), where the answer given is that it is an
avrdAAaypa to God. Christ is here said to have made a votive offer-
ing to God. This is the meaning which dvéfnxe would have had in
Classical Greek and PGL shows that the sense continued. The verb
is used of devoting someone or something to God’s service: God is
to use the offering. This form of expression in this line points to the
human side of Christ, who, qua man, accomplishes nothing by the
offering of his blood until the Father has accepted and used the
offering in the purification of man. But looked at from the divine
side, Christ, gqua God, may be said by his sacrifice to have purified
the whole world.

Elsewhere Gregoryv is careful to guard against possible misinter-
pretation of this language. In or. 45. 22 (M. 36. 6538) he rejects the
idea of the transactional payment of a ransom either to the devil or
to the Father. The Father however accepts an offering which he had
not demanded. Yet because of the complete involvement of the
Three Persons in the oikovouia, the Father himself shares in the
very sacrifice which he accepts. (Cf. Winslow, ch. 35.)
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77. M. Guignet remarks on a similar image in or. 43. 64 (M. 36. 5814):
‘... le péché, notion abstraite, devient une sorte d’étre immonde
dont Jésus s’est chargé pour le clouer avec lui sur la croix’ (S.
Greégoire de Nazianze et la rhetorigue (Paris, 1911), 138).

78-83. Conclusion

The life, death, and resurrection of Christ all point to his divine and
human natures.

The strict pattern of contrasting half-lines is now broken. The
second part of v. 78 depicts Christ’s action as man, corresponding to
the whole of v. 79, his action as God. The internal contrast is taken up
again in v. 8o, for the last time in the poem.

78-9. For the Descent into Hades cf. or. 29. 20 (p. 106. 2 ff., M. 36.
101 B-C) and carm. 1. 1. 33. 8-9, M. 37. 5144 (if it is genuine; cf. Wer-
hahn, ‘Dubia und Spuria unter den Gedichten Gregors von
Nazianz', 342-3).

€uiybn: it is no casual encounter that is implied by this verb.
Christ did not ‘mingle’ with the dead as, in English, observers
‘mingle’ with a crowd. He became one of them. (For the force of
piyvoue cf. Arc. 1. 24 n.)

Note that the text does not specify which of the dead were raised
by Christ and the possibility, which is supported by carm. 1. 1. 35. 8-

9 (M. 37. 517)

... €I§ O K€ TdvTas
Taprapéwy poyéovras vd" aipan AvoaTo deoudv,

is that he intended to indicate that all the dead were released. But
the authenticity of this poem is questioned (cf. Werhahn, loc. cit.).
Moreover, the weight of tradition known to Greg. points to the view
that Christ’s Descent released the Old Testament saints and
prophets, not that it signified the redemption of mankind in general.
This latter view emerges in Rufinus (comm. in symb. apost. 16—17 (M.
PL. 21. 354 ff.)) and is developed in later Latin writers. But it is the
first understanding which is found from Irenaeus (haer. 1. 25. 2, M.
7.6894 £.; 4. 42. 4. 10588 f.) to Chrysostom (in Matt. hom. 36. 3, M. 57.
416 £.) and it is this which justifies Caillau’s addition of ‘multos’ to
‘antea mortuos’. Additional references from Clem. Alex., Origen,
Eusebius, Cyril of Jerusalem, and Epiphanius are given in J. N. D.
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Kelly, Rufinus: A Commentary on the Apostles’ Creed (Westminster,
Md., and London, 1953), 128—9, cf. p. 121 and id., Creeds, 378 ff.
80. Caillau’s éxeiva cannot stand; the suggested kdxeiva saves the
metre but does little for the sense. The well-attested €/ xeiva gives
clear sense.

nhovros: cf. 2. Cor. 8. g, where ‘rich’ refers to the pre-existent
Christ. For dodprov we may cite or. 38. 2 (M. 36. 313B) as parallel: 6
AoapKos 0ApKOUTaL.
81. The imperatival infinitive may be thought to give a stronger sense
than the deferential optative.
82. The preferred reading xeivn ... revyer makes an assertion of
truth: Godhead exalts the earthly form. Caillau’s keivyv . . . revyew
exhorts the reader to acknowledge this.

¢owvdéa: In Homer the word is often associated with the
glorious qualities of gods. (Cf. e.g. II. 14. 327.)
82-3. pogynjv ... popgwoaro: though a stronger form than Phil. 2.
7, popdiv ... Aafdv, the cognate adds little to the sense. (Contrast
this with the words found in the poem of disputed authenticity
referred to in n. on vv. 78—g above, carm. 1. 1. 35. 7 (M. 37. 5174),
where éxav JAAd€aro popdijv, also used of the Incarnation, intro-
duces the element of change.) Cf. popdnv dvdpouénv in 1. 1. 11. 6
(M. 37. 4714).

agirog Yiog: the closing words are a summary affirmation of
the central thought of the poem. Strong as is the emphasis on the
humanity of Christ, it is his divinity which has been attacked and
which calls for defence.

agOrog, applied to divine persons as early as the Homeric
Hymns and Hesiod (h.Merc. 326, Th. 389, 397), came to be almost a
stock term in the Sibylline Oracles; cf. @d8iros Beés, orac. Sib. 5. 298,
12. 132, al. Apollinarius Metaphrastes also takes it up, e.g. in met. Ps.
(p. 42. 2 Ludwig; M. 33. 1336 p). Much of the importance of the word
in this line lies in its correspondence with the prose ddfapros
which formed a point of dissension in the controversy with
Eunomius. He demanded that défapros in its absolute sense be
reserved for the Father alone, maintaining that défapoia cannot be
shared by the Son, apel. 28 (M. 30. 8684; Vaggione p. 74. 9—10). Basil
and Nyssen both assailed this view. (Major passages are conveni-
ently collected in PGL s.vv. ddfapros B. 3 and ddbapoia A.) This
poem throughout is adding its impetus to that anti-Eunomian
thrust. It may also be said that dé68iros Yiés maintains a theological
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emphasis which is found from Diognetus onwards: that the Son,
immortal, incorruptible, while present in mortal, corruptible flesh,
retains his défapoia untouched; cf. Diogn. g. 2 at one end of the
time-scale and Leo Mag. ep. 35 (p. 41. 17, M. PL 54. 808c fI.) at the
other. The exigencies of polemic should not figure too largely in our
assessment.
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3. On the Spirit

Title and purpose

The MSS’ title wepi (106 dyiov) Ilvevparos accurately describes the
contents of vv. 1-36. The remainder of the poem, as one might expect,
concerns itself with the relationships within the Trinity of the Three
Persons, pointing to conclusions which were implicit in the first two
poems but which may now be drawn explicitly, the divinity of the Holy
Spirit being established.

Greg.’s teaching on the Holy Spirit is discussed in books referred to
for his Trinitarian thinking (cf. Arc. 1. 25-35a introduction). Addi-
tional treatment, referring more specifically to the Holy Spirit apart
from the Trinitarian question, will be found in T. Schermann, Die
Gottheit des Heiligen Geistes nach den griechischen Vitern des vierten Jahr-
hunderts (Freiburg i. B., 1901), 145-67; P. Galtier, Le Saint-Esprit en nous
d apres les Peres grecs (Rome, 1946), 175—-80.

Within Greg.’s works particular attention may be given to these
passages dealing with the Holy Spirit: carm. 2. 1. 14. 33 ff. (M. 37.
1247A £.); orr 2. 38 (M. 35. 445C), 20. 10-11 (10774 ff.), 21. 33 (1121C fL.);
31 passim (pp. 145—-90; M. 36. 133B-1728), 41 passim (428A-452C); ep.
102 (M. 37. 1938 {1.).

Something of Greg.’s teaching on the Holy Spirit has already
emerged in Arc. 1 (see notes on Arc. 1. 16-24, 35 ff.). Greg. clearly took
very seriously his role as defender of the full divinity of the Spirit. He
does not think of himself as an innovator but rather as one who is
privileged to make explicit teaching about the Holy Spirit which had
been implicit in Christian doctrine from the start. He follows closely
on the heels of Basil (cf. Galtier 173), but claims that in so doing he is
loyal not only to a personal friend but to the intention of the Creed of
Nicaea itself (ep. 102, M. 37. 193¢). Basil’s circumspection on the
subject of the divinity of the Holy Spirit has been often remarked.

Thus, while Greg. continues the work of Basil, he also goes beyond
it. The arguments of the De Spiritu Sancto make sense only on the
assumption that the Spirit is God, but this belief is not explicitly
stated. We may compare ¢p. 236. 6, where 76 feiov, rather than the
reading of one codex (Harl.) 76v @edv is surely correct. Gregory dis-
cusses Basil’s diffidence in a passage of a speech in his praise, or. 43.
69 (M. 36. 589 ff.), maintaining that his friend held a full doctrine of
the divinity of the Spirit, while, to avoid the risk of being deposed by
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heretics, allowing himself to come to an arrangement in the matter of
overt expression (éavr@ pév mjv oixovopiav émérpedev, 589a). For
Basil's position, see Quasten, Patrology, iii. 231~-3, with the biblio-
graphy there, and Galter 135 ff. (Cf. also Holl, Amphilochius von
Tkonium, 158 ft.)

The opponents of the acceptance of the Holy Spirit’'s full divinity
who are attacked by Greg. are the Pneumatomachians or Mace-
donians (cf. Kelly, Doctrines, 259-60; Quasten, Patrology, iii. 259,
bibliography to Nyssen’s Sermo de Spiritu Sancto adversus Pneumatoma-
chos Macedonianos) and Eunomius (cf. Arc. 2. 32b-35 n.). The former
were the object of the clauses on the Holy Spirit in the Creed of Con-
stantinople (cf. Kelly, Creeds, 339-40, 342—4), while the latter, having
rejected the divinity of the Son, was scarcely likely to be more favour-
able towards that of the Spirit. Eunomius is a thoroughgoing heretic
who is contrasted with the half-orthodox (er. 31. 24: 175. 14, M. 36.
16oc). Cf. Are. 1. 35b-39 n. Greg. clearly makes a distinction between
him and the more moderate of the Pneumatomachi who, as he remarks
in or. 41. 8 (M. 36. 4408 fI.), comes very close to acceptance of the fully
orthodox position. The tone of the oration is conciliatory, more conci-
liatory than that of, say, Arc. 1. 35b—39 where there is a note of asperity
as well as encouragement in Greg.’s approach to the Huidaeis. In
addressing his congregation GGreg. concentrates on the soundness of
his hearers’ beliefs on the First and Second Persons, regretting their
failure to take the next step of professing faith in the Holy Spirit, but
expressing confidence that they will, once the issues are clearly
explained to them. Arc. 3, on the other hand, is much closer in spirit to
the polemic of or. 31 where Eunomius, rather than progressive Pneu-
matomachi, is the target. (Cf., for instance, vv. 37 ff. which contain the
arguments used against Eunomius in cc. 10 f, of or. 31).

1-9. The Holy Spirit is to be worshipped as God

1. Bupg, i nbUves;: Keydell, ‘Ein dogmatisches Lehrgedicht’, 315,
compares the opening words with those of Call. H. 4. 1-2:

v leprjv, o Buué, Tiva ypovov 1 mét’ deloes
AdnAov, AméAAwros xovporpédov;

But, apart from the occurrence of fuvué, the resemblance is not very
marked. Callimachus is not expressing awe or reluctance as Greg.
is in 7{ dnbuves; Closer parallels for the rhetorical figure of hesi-
tation in the face of a great theme will be found in K. Thraede,
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‘Untersuchungen zum Ursprung und zur Geschichte der christ-
lichen Poesie II', JAC 5 (1962), 128-31 (‘Schwierigkeitsdufle-
rungen’), where examples are given from Latin poetry.

There is, however, a very close verbal parallel in Apollinarius
Metaphrastes. Four times in his metrical version of the Psalms he
asks Bvué, v dnbuvews; In his versions of met. Ps. 41.6 (p. 87. 11 Lud-
wich; M. 33. 1369D), 41. 12 (p. 87. 27, M. 33. 13724), 42. 5 (p. 88. 12,
M. 33. 1372B) he renders the LXX iva i mepidvmos €, 9 Yvyi, kai
iva ti ovvrapdooews pe; as Buué i dnbives; ri 8é pot véov évdov
opivers; In met. Ps. 114. 7 (p. 241. 13, M. 33. 1489B) Ovué, 7i dnbvves
pera onv dvdamavow (kéobar; represents émiorpedov, 1 Yuyn pov,
els Tv avdwravoiv gov in LXX. It is, however, one thing to detect a
verbal correspondence and another to determine its significance.
We may dismiss the possibility that the two writers independently
hit on this expression, involving as it does the unusual word
dnbuvvw. Three possibilities remain: (¢) that Greg. borrowed the
words from Apoll.; (4) that Apoll. borrowed the words from Greg.;
(¢) that both borrowed from a third source.

Of an earlier source I have been able to find no trace. Should
such a source emerge, the whole question would have to be re-
opened. But, in the meantime, we may consider () and (#). We can-
not here set out upon an examination of the complex questions of
ascription and dating which are inseparable from any consideration
of this version of the Psalms. Most critical scholarship regards as
doubtful the attribution of the metaphrases to Apollinarius of
Laodicea. Some scholars have no hesitation in dissociating him
from this work, others (in recent years F. Scheidweiler, BZ 49
(1956), 336—44) are prepared to defend his authorship (see Quasten,
Patrology, ii1. 380-1, and Introd., I11. 58.) In favour of the view that
Greg. provides the original which has been imitated by a later writer
it should be observed that Arc. 3. 1 is the only one of the passages
quoted where the words have any real point. 8»n6vvw means ‘I delay,
hesitate’ and this is precisely the meaning called for in the present
passage. But 3nfvveis does not provide an obvious paraphrase of
iva i wepidumos ef; It may, therefore, be suggested that in the
metaphrases Bvupé i dubivers; is quoted as a formula and, unless
some other source is proved, a formula derived from Greg.

2. For évais as the ground of unity within the Godhead cf. n. on v. 41
below.
3. 0 pov O¢eodg: the manuscript text is supported both by Nicetas
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(67 pot Geos ovros) and by the anonymous scholiast quoted in
Hoeschel (p. 23: émep éuot Oeds éori). The traditional éuoifeov of
the editions is an incorrect formation found nowhere else (PGL
s.v.), and not to be justified as a metrical adjustment of oudfeov.
Certainly, Judfleov would give splendid sense here, claiming
identity of Godhead for the Holy Spirit as it is claimed for the Son
in or. 25. 17 (M. 35. 1224A). But can the words be taken as
equivalent? There is no justification for Caillau’s ‘pariter Deo’ or
Gallay’s ‘Dieu également’. PGL is surely right in holding that the
meaning cannot be pushed beyond ‘like God’, and such a meaning
falls below the level of doctrinal demand made in the poem. In his
speech in honour of Athanasius, Greg. had shown his awareness
that, in Christological formulation, uocos language is a ‘bait to
catch simple souls’ (or. 21. 22, M. 35. 11084). (He was talking about
Symb.CP (360), ap. Ath. syn. 30.) It is scarcely likely, therefore, that
he should allow himself to slip into such language, with its obvious
theological escape-clause, when he is trying to commend the full
divinity of the Holy Spirit in precisely the same way as he was
upholding that of the Son in the oration. Nor, it may be remarked, is
Greg. so metrically inept as to be forced into using a word of
dubious theological import merely because he could think of no
other way of keeping his hexameter right. Hence only 6 uot Oeds,
which states Greg.’s belief succinctly, can be considered the correct
text. (Note that the following ¢ @eov Eyvwv, together with Oeov in
the corresponding position in the next line, would make it easy to
explain by assimilation a change from 6 pot @eés to duoibfleov.)

The words & Oeov &yvwv emphasize Gregory’s belief in the
directness of his inspiration to proclaim true doctrine. Cf. Arc. 1.
16—~24 n.
. Caillau’s text which reads s in both halves of the line should be
retained against suggestions in his note of reading xai & or, with
Billius, xai &s. The masc. relative is easily assimilated to the
following @eés in the first part of the line and may well be preserved
for balance in the second, in preference to the grammatically
correct 6. To read s would be to preserve the same sense but in a
weakened form: the effect of baptism would be that man should
become not God, but ‘as’ God.

The real difficulty in the line is the meaning of évavra. Caillau tr.
‘manifeste’ and Gallay follows him with his ‘clairement’. (Billius
does not translate at all.) But lexical investigation fails to provide
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any direct evidence for such a meaning: évavra means ‘opposite’.
The only way, apart from guessing, by which one could arrive at a
meaning ‘clearly, openly’ for évavra would involve some very
dubious equations. Nicetas glosses évavra by dvricpuvs, without,
however, making clear the way in which he understood that word.
For dvrikpus may mean either ‘opposite’ or ‘openly’ (cf. LS] s.v.).
But it is semantically unsound to assume that the virtual equi-
valence of the two words in the sense ‘opposite’ makes it possible to
carry over to évavra the dvrikpus meaning ‘openly’. It remains,
therefore, to ask whether the passage will vield good sense if évavra
is taken in the attested sense ‘opposite’. Now the run of the line
might suggest that évavra and évfldde are contrasted. If évfade is
taken as ‘in this world’ (a regular usage from Pindar on: cf. LS] s.v.),
évavra might perhaps mean ‘on the opposite side’, i.e. ‘in heaven’. |
can find no instance of évavra in this precise sense, but it appears a
reasonable extension of the normal meaning, especially when
évbdde is there to point the contrast. The Holy Spirit is God in
heaven, the world of eternal verity, and he is God in the physical
world, where, through baptism, he deifies believers. Greg.’s belief
in the deification effected by the Holy Spirit in baptism is stated in
or. 31. 28 (p. 181. 11-12, M. 36. 1654); cf. also Hipp.t theoph. 8. (p.
262. 4 ff., M. 10. 8604), together with Lampe, The Seal of the Spirit,
144. Greg.’s teaching on deification in general is discussed in Arc. 4.
95~6 n., where references to other passages will be found. Another
possibility might be to take évavra in the sense of évavr: and supply
rot Oeov to give ‘in the presence of God.’ This I find difficult.
. mavoBewis is not found before Patristic times, when it comes into
use to denote aspects of divine power. PGL cites no other instance
of the application of the word to the Holy Spirit. But there may be
an indirect connection in Clem. str. 7. 7 (p. 33. 18 ff., M. g. 464B). For
close on his reference to 7 wavofevei dvrduer Clement goes on:
nvevpaTikos elvar omovddaoas did Tjs doploTov dydmys frwTal T
mvedpare. It is suggested in the edn. of F. J. A. Hort and J. E. B.
Mayor, Clement of Alexandria: Miscellanies, Book VII (LLondon and
New York, 19oz), 226 that it is ‘best to take mvevuar: here of the
Holy Spirit, rather than to translate “in his spirit”.” (‘His’ refers to
the true gnostic.) If this is so, there is association of wavoflerjs with
the Spirit, if not application of the word to him. In carm. 2. 1. 38. 10,
M. 37. 13267 mavefevés is addressed to Christ.

aiokodwgov: the only other example of the word cited in the
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lexica is from the 6th c. Bc philosopher Epimenides, who applied it
to the Eumenides (fr. 19, DK 1. 36). Whether Greg. knew this
passage or other instances unknown to us or whether he believed
that he was coining a new compound as, apparently, he coined
aloAddeppos in carm. 1. 2. 15. 11 (M. 37. 7664), it is impossible to tell.
The word admirably renders the idea of the gifts of the Spirit in 1
Cor. 12. 1 ff. and Heb. 2. 4. The variant 6AB68wpov, reported by
Caillau (it occurs in Vat. gr. 482, fo. 83), is found also in LQ. It is not
difficult to account for the appearance of this reading in MSS. It
represents assimilation to the text of carm. 2. 1. 38. g—-10 (M. 37.
13264):

alwvos weipnpa, peyaxdeés, dABL6dwpe,
Ugibpov’, olpdwe, mavolevés, dofua viou . . .

0ABi6dwpos itself is not a common word, being found in most MSS
at E. Hipp. 749 and AP 11. 69 (Paulus Silentarius, 6th c. AD). Spuvypa
first appears in this passage. It is possible that dywijs . . . yopeins
may include in its meaning ‘casti . .. chori (virginum)’, as Caillau
suggests, but more probable that the words have reference to the
heavenly choir, as do similar words in Arc. 8. 61. Perhaps Is. 6 may
be in mind.
. gepéoProv: the word goes back to the Homeric Hymns and to
Hesiod, where it describes the life-giving forces of the earth (4. Ap.
341, h. Cer. 450, h. Hom. 30. 9; Hes. Th. 693), and it is applied to
various gods by Empedocles 6. 2 (PPF, p. 108; DK i. 312), A. Fr. 300.
7, Antipho 1; cf. also Ps.-Arist. Mu. 391°13. Here we may suppose
that it does duty for the Constantinopolitan {womotév, Symb. Nic.-
CP (ACO z. 1. 2. p. 8o. 12; H. 2. 2888), a word excluded by its met-
rical intransigence. But, metrical considerations apart, it is in
Greg.’s style to find words with pagan religious associations and to
naturalize them in Christian use; cf. Introd., IV (a). This is a good
example. As Dr A. Meredith has suggested to me, this is a very apt
word to set out the range of the Holy Spirit’s gifts of physical and
spiritual life, leading to eternal life.

tynBowxov is an expression of the equality of the Holy Spirit
with the other Persons of the Godhead. Again, we find a coinage of
Gregory’s, used also in carm. 1. 2. 9. 148 (M. 37. 6794). It corres-
ponds to vifpovos, which Pindar had applied to the gods (V. 4. 65,
I. 6(5). 16) and which Gregory himself uses several times of Christ,
e.g. carm. 2. 1. 38. 10 (M. 37. 13264, above, v. 5 n.), and also of human
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rulers, carm. 2. 1. 32. 34 (M. 37. 1303A), ep. 154 (M. 37. 206C, GCS
p. 113. 5).

7. Again, a technical term of the Nicaeno-Constantinopolitan Creed
is excluded by metre, for éxmopevéuevov cannot be fitted into a
hexameter: see Symb. Nic.-CP (ACO 2. 1. 2, p. 80. 13; H. 2. 288n).
Greg., who elsewhere emphasizes the distinction between the Son
and Spirit by contrasting yéwnois and éxmépevois, or. 31. 8
(p- 154. 10ff, M. 36. 141af), cf. 39. 12 (M. 36. 3488), is here
content to use non-technical language, writing ITarpéfev épyo-
pevov. Indeed, anyone who saw these words out of context might
well associate them not with the Spirit but with the Son, recalling
as they do the expression used of Jesus in John 3. 2b. He is said to
have ‘come from’ God (épyeofa: dmo is used). In this poem, the
difference between the way in which the Son ‘comes from’ the
Father and the way in which the Spirit ‘comes from’ him is made
clear not by distinctions in the verb but in the discussions of vv.
371t

avrokélevorov: the tone of the word is different from that found
when it is used by Classical authors (cf. LSJ] s.v.) and once in
Nonnus, par.fo. 19. 5 (M. 43. go1a), where it indicates a certain
arrogation of authority. Here it has very much the sense of ‘self-
determined’ which is associated with avroxivnros; cf. Gr. Nyss. or.
cat. 2 (p. 15. 7, M. 45. 17¢). It is in this meaning that avroxéAevaros
is found in other places in Nonnus: par.7s. 5. 15 (M. 43. 7884), 18. 4
(88g8). Cf. v. 42 n. below.

8. Aware of the open nature of épyduevov, Greg. guards against any
confusion of the First and Second Persons by asserting the unique-
ness of the relationship of the Son to the Father. It is this precise
question, why the Spirit is not a second Son, which produces the
anti-Eunomian distinction of yénwyois and éxmépevois mentioned
in the previous note; cf. or. 31. 7-8 (pp. 153 ff,, M. 36. 140c¢ ff.), and
below, v. 34 n.

9. 6u6doEov: in or. 42. 16 (M. 36. 476C) Greg. asserts his right to walk
a middle path between Sabellians and Arians, beginning his
summary of faith by claiming that the Three Persons are éuoovoid
€ kai duédofa, and thus cutting away the Arian subordination. So
here, the equality of the Persons is guarded. Cf. also the adverb duo-
d6éws in or. 31. 14 (p. 163. 8, M. 36. 1494) with a similar intent.

ag1déog: the emphasis may be not only on the stock idea that
Godhead is ‘invisible’ but also that it is above all notions of form.
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Cf. Gr.Nyss. Eun. 1 (1. 89. 11, M. 45. 3214) and citations in PGL s.v.

dveideos.

10-23. Scripture accommodates to human weakness in treating the Spirit’s
divinity

The alleged silence of Scripture about the divinity of the Holy Spiritis
treated at lengthin or. 31. 21-30 (pp. 17186, M. 36. 156C-169A), where
Eunomius is addressed as the opponent to be confuted. There, as
here, Greg. devotes himself to showing that the Holy Spirit is no éévov
fecv kai dypadov, or. 31. 1 (p. 145. 6, M. 36. 1338). The contrast
between what he is in his eternal being and the way in which he is
manifested to men is fundamental and confusion must be avoided. In
introducing the subject in or. 31. 21, Greg. claims no originality but
says that he realizes that others have treated it before (p. 171. 1 ff., M.
36. 156C), principally, no doubt, thinking of Athanasius Ad Serapionem
and Basil, De spiritu sancto; cf. ]J. Barbel, Gregor von Nazianz: Die fiinf
theologischen Reden (Diisseldorf, 1963), 225 n. 36.

10. ‘Inspired Law’ means OT Scripture in general; see PGL s.v.
VOLOS C 8 b. iii. For ceAideco: cf. Arc. 1. 16 n.

12 ff. The many evidences of the Spirit’s divinity which Greg. claims
may be deduced from Scripture are enumerated in or. 31. 29
(pp. 182 ff,, M. 36. 1654 ff.). Here he confines himself to naming the
conditions which make it possible to appreciate Scripture’s indirect
attestation. These are: (a) readiness of the human will; (#) personal
reception of the Spirit; (¢) mental clarity. These lines, by concen-
trating attention on the human side of the apprehension of divine
truth, balance the emphasis on divine initiative found in the follow-
ing lines and in lines like Arc. 1. 36.

M. Kertsch, Bildersprache bei Gregor von Nazianz (Graz, 1978), 12—
13, sees in v. 12 a reference to the figure of the road or river which
divides only to come together again further down; cf. or. 31. 1
(p. 145. 7 ff,, M. 36. 133B).

14. eipvoey: the figure may be a Christianized version of H. /1. 8. 21,
where épvw depicts the drawing down of Zeus from heaven (cf.
ovpavioio V. 11).

15-16. Cf. the note on Arc. 1. 1-3.

YURVRY . . . @ovipy: similar language is found in or. 43. 68 (M. 36.
5884). Basil, Greg. says, had been unable to give plain, unequivocal
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expression to the belief ‘the Spirit is God’, because of the personal
dangers involved (yvuwijs mis mepi 700 Ilvedpartos dwwijs).
¢oavvijc: is there here an echo of Neoplatonic thought? 76 épav-

vév is found in Anon. in Parm. 2. 30 as the Beatific Vision. Such an
association would add another facet to the notion of the beauty of
the Godhead.

16b-23 correspond, in short form, to the argument of or. 31. 26
(pp. 178-9, M. 36. 161Cff.). There three successive stages are
spoken of: the OT, the NT, and the present age. In the first the
Father was clearly revealed, the Son more faintly. The second made
clear the Son but merely gave glimpses (p. 178. 6, 161C: vmédecfe) of
the Spirit’s divinity. In the third stage, the Spirit dwells with men,
giving clearer demonstration of his divinity. Then follows an
expanded parallel to our present passage: ot ydp v dodalés, pijmw
mis 700 ITarpés Beémros dpodoynbeions, rov Yiov éxdrjAws knpir-
reabai- undeé mjs Tov Yiov mapadexleions, v6 [lvedpa 76 "Ayiov. . .
émdoprileobar. Cf. émdoprileabhar with dyflos (v. 18).

Greg. is here adumbrating the view that the development of the
doctrine of the Holy Spirit shows an accommodation on the part of
God to the weakness of human understanding and that such has
been the divine method from the start of revelation. Though it is
primarily the evidence of Scripture which is under discussion, it is
clear that the era of the Son’s revelation, beginning in the NT,
extended to Greg.’s own day, through slow assimilation. This is why
the third stage has taken so long in finding recognition.

H. E. W. Turner, in The Pattern of Christian Truth (L.ondon, 1954),
266—7, refers to this argument in or. 31 in terms which have relev-
ance for the present passage also. After mentioning similar treat-
ment of the subject in Tertullian, Basil and Epiphanius, he outlines
Greg.’s version and concludes; ‘Such caution harmonises well with
the theological nervousness which St. Gregory displays in dealing
with the Pneumatomachi.’ But is this quite fair to Greg.r The
chapter to which specific reference is made (p. 267 n. 1), or. 31. 26, is
part of a forthright attack upon Eunomius and contributes to an
unequivocal affirmation of the divinity of the Holy Spirit. Far from
exhibiting ‘nervousness’, Greg. is quite aggressive, His argument
for the delayed manifestation of the full divinity of the Holy Spiritin
no way plays down Scriptural evidence (c. 29 is full of it), but simply
takes account of the historical fact that, while the status of the Son
was a matter of dispute, the Church had given little thought to the
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explicit development of that evidence into a doctrine of the Spirit’s
divinity. Greg.’s clear distinction between the essence of the Holy
Spirit and the mode of His manifestation allows him a consistent,
not to say uncompromising, position.

18. aybog ... amovov, meaning ‘burden of belief they could not
face’, recalls John 16. 12.

19. dgyopévoror: catechumens may here be meant, as the word is
used in Or. Cels. 3. 51 (p. 247. 9, M. 11. ¢884), with the Church of
earlier times likened to a catechumenate. Or the reference may be
less technical, simply to any beginners or novices (cf. Caillau’s tr.
‘tironibus’). Theodoret used the words oi dpyduevor to denote ‘the
ignorant’ in a fairly general way, contrasted with o{ rerederwpévor,
Cant. 3.9~10(S. 2. 87, M. 81. 1254). Some such general sense may be
all that is needed here; cf. also Arc. 7. 109-10 N

20-3. The imagery of mental illumination may be found in Classical
authors (e.g., E. IT 1026), but the sense is greatly filled out by
Christian writers to whom God is not merely the source of illu-
mination but light itself. In this passage light and fire are not simply
metaphors: God may be identified with both (cf. 32 below). Cf.
Moreschini, ‘Luce’. The idea of God’s accommodation to human
capacity is one with which Greg. would have been familiar in his
reading of Origen. The Alexandrian, for instance, has passages
similar to those before us. In Cels. 6. 67 (M. 11. 1400¢; GCS 2. 137.
18 ff.) he writes: &uyvyov 8¢ Tvyydvor 76 dAnBuwéy das émiorarar,
Tivi pév deiktéov €gTar Tas papuapvyds Tive 8¢ das, ov mapiordvros
avTou v AaumpéTyTa éavTol dia v ént évumdpyovoar dobéveiar
rois 6dbaApois éxeivov. Pr. 1. 2. 7 (M. 11. 1364; GCS 3. 37. 14 ff)
may also be compared: ‘Qui splendor fragilibus se et infirmis
mortalium oculis placidius et lenius offerens et paulatim velut
edocens et adsuescens claritatem luminis pati . . . capaces eos efficit
ad suscipiendam gloriam lucis’. (On the idea of accommodation in
general, cf. Turner, The Pattern of Christian Truth, 258 ft.).

Kertsch, Bildersprache, 205-6 cites parallels in Gregory and points
to Philo, Qued deus sit immutabilis (i. 284 M. = ii. 74 C.-W.).

21. amhnororégoo: ‘excessive’, a meaning which may be compared
with that found in or. 21. 23 (M. 35. 1108B), ‘immoderate’.

22. avpBahnéag: cf. LS] for the meaning ‘heated in the fire’. Here, it
may be suspected, the word means more than ‘ardentes’ (the Caillau
tr.), perhaps ‘cherishing with warm (beams)’. Cf. LS] s.v. fdAnw,
I11. 2.
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23. vyhvkepoio @aovs: this looks like a reminiscence of H. O4d. 16. 23,
where the words yAvkepov ddos are addressed to Telemachus.

24-36. The stages of revelation

24. ngogaivav continues the idea of light, for the word has a basic
sense of ‘bring to light, manifest’.
25. xhfog: cf. Arc.2.gn.
26. The weight of the line falls on the first two words. In or. 31. 26
(p. 178. 5, M. 36. 161C) it is duvdpsrepov which points the contrast
with the revelation of the full divinity of the Father. Here Greg.
specifies those to whom the Son’s Godhead was revealed, albeit
‘rather obscurely’. The ‘wise’ would include Moses who received
the Law from Christ and prophets who foretold his coming.

A similar theme is taken up in the lines from L published by B.
Wyss, vv. 34 ff. (cf. Textual Introd., p. xii).
28. aiyiievroc: this is Homer’s word for Olympus (/1. 1. 532, Od. 20.
103). The noun aiyAy came into Christian use to describe, e.g.,
Christ’s divine nature (cf. PGL s.v.). For Greg.’s use of adjective
and noun cf. Arc. 6. 13 and 4. 64.

vmijorpayev: Caillau’s tr. ‘splendide promulgavit’. But this does
not fit the context which calls for a limited manifestation of the Holy
Spirit in the second stage of revelation. LSJ gives only one reference
for vmaoTpdnrw, to Philostratus, VA 2. 24, tr. ‘flash or gleam by
reflection’. Soph. cites that passage, together with the present one of
Gregory, tr. simply ‘gleam’. What is needed is something like ‘began
to show gleams of’ or ‘showed half-hidden gleams of’, as PGL sees
by offering ‘illuminate only a little, reveal only partially’. Parallel
senses are found in dmoddumw v. 29 and vmodeikvvue (or. 31. 26,
p. 178. 6, M. 36. 161C).
29. vréhapye: for the meaning ‘began to shine’ cf. e.g. Hdt. 1. 190.
30-1. The limits of the second stage of revelation are here fixed: from
the Incarnation to Pentecost. But there is clearly a certain overlap
between the second and the third stages, in that the full recognition
of the Son’s deity takes place during the third stage and with it goes
the gradual recognition of that Spirit, announced for those who
could comprehend it—the Aaumpdrepor of or. 31. 26. (p. 179. 1, M.
36. 1644)—in the teaching of Jesus, spectacularly proclaimed at
Pentecost and slowly assimilated into the understanding of the
Church over the centuries.

vimooyou cf. Acts 2. 3.
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orjpa: the use of the word to depict a sign from heaven goes back
to Homer (e.g. Il. 13. 244) and recurs in Pindar (P. 4. 199) and
(?) Aeschylus (Pr. 498).

¢k yBovig dhro represents Luke's émipfn (Acts 1. g). Greg's is a
vivid expression, associated as it is with vigorous action in Homer
(e.g. 1l. 6. 103, of leaping from a chariot).

32. Behind the first part of the line lie passages like Deut. 4. 24, 9. 3,
Heb. 12. 29. On the third passage J. Moffatt observes, ICC, Hebrews
(Edinburgh, 1924), 223: “There is no allusion to fire as purifying; . . .
it is (the) punitive aspect of God which is emphasised here, the
divine {5Aos.’ This is how Greg. understands the symbolism of fire
here. The avenging is one of the two kinds of fire of which Greg.
writes in or. 40. 36 (M. 36. 4124). But whereas in the oration Greg.
contrasts the avenging with the purifying fire, here the distinction is
between punishment and illumination. It is the former contrast
which is regularly found from Clem. Alex. onwards. He sets 76
dpovipov wip, the fire which purifies sinful souls, over against +6
mapddyov kai Sdvavoov, str. 7. 6 (p. 27. 5 ff,, M. 9. 449B); cf. Hort
and Mayor’s edn., pp. 250-1 n. Here the stress falls heavily on the
purifying, over against the purely punitive, fire and this is true in a
number of places in Origen, e.g. princ. 2. 10. 4 ff. (pp. 177 ff,, M. 11.
236c f1.), Cels. 4. 13 (pp. 282-3, M. 11. 1041 D fF), 5. 14-16 (pP. 15 ff,
M. 11. 12014 fI.). The idea that the two elements in fire to be dis-
tinguished are the punitive and the illuminating is found in Basil,
hex. 6. 3 (G. 1. 52af, M. 29. 121c f) Taking the Burning Bush
(Exod. 3.-2) as his model, Basil holds that burning and light are in-
separable, in human terms, but that God can hold one element of
the complex phenomenon fire in suspense (oyoAdlovoavr): in a
similar way God can separate in the final recompense the natural
elements of fire, kai 76 uév das, eis dwéravow rois dikaiots, 76 dé
Tjs Kavgews 68vvnpov, Tois kodalopévors dmoTaybtijceabtar (524 f.,
121 D).

John Climacus mentions Greg. in a passage on the heavenly fire,
glancing at the teaching of or. 40. 36 and rendering the thought of
the present line: 76 avré yap mip xaravadioxov (Deut. 4. 24, etc.)
kai ¢wrilov s dvoudlerar, scal. 28 (M. 88. 1137C).

34. Cf. above, v. 8 n. Greg. presents an objection in similar language
to his assertion that the Spirit is God and éuoovoior in or. 31. 10
(p. 156. 11 ff., M. 36. 1444 £). In the following chapter he gives the
example of Adam, Eve and Seth.
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36. xavBad: ‘at this point also’. Greg. writes as one who can claim
some measure of inspiration for the doctrine he teaches, corres-
ponding to the consistency of his proclamation of the Holy Spirit’s
divinity and, thus, of the true unity of the Godhead. (Cf. Arc. 1. 16—

24 N.)

37-43. Distinction without drvision in the Godhead

37-9 uses the analogy of Eve and Seth to show that different modes of
origin are compatible with consubstantiality. The same argument is
set out in or. 31. 11 (pp. 158—9, M. 36. 144D ff.) and or. 39. 12 (M. 36.
348¢). Eve and Seth, though coming into being in different ways, are
both alike human and consubstantial with Adam. So the Son and the
Spirit, bearing the differences of yévwnois and éxmdépevors, are both
alike divine and consubstantial with the Father.

37. apyeyovowo: the word is applied again to Adam in Arc. 7. 78, carm.

1. 1. 18, 3 (M. 37. 4814).

38. fuiropos: Eve was composed of two elements, ‘half’ being the rib
‘cut’ from Adam and half the flesh created by God around it (Gen. 2.
21-2). Cf. 7uspa, applied to Eve in or. 31. 11 (p. 158. 8, M. 36. 144D).

41. npoobe @épwv 160’ Evepbev: Billius and Caillau agree in their
understanding of these words, tr. respectively ‘Celsius inferiusve
locans’ and ‘Aut supra statuens aut infra’, and in this they are
followed by Gallay who writes ‘en mettant 'un avant ou au-dessus
de 'autre’ (p. 129g; repr. Devolder 68). Dishonour is brought upon
the Godhead by introducing the distinctions of ‘higher’ and ‘lower’.
But there are difficulties in this view—which requires correcting
766" to 76 &°, cf. Denniston, Greek Particles, 166. An assumed contrast
between mpdobe and évepfev has forced a disjunction upon this
half-line where none exists. Now the basic meaning of mpéofle (the
poetic form of mpéoflev) is ‘in front, before’ (of space or time). Only
in a secondary sense does it denote priority of rank. Is it not, there-
fore, possible to take the words simply as: ‘adducing this (thing =
analogy) from below’? Greg. is thus warning his reader of the
dangers of analogy (cf. vv. 54—70 below). To apply slavishly to the
Trinity the analogy of Adam, Eve, and Seth would clearly dishonour
it. Adam, for instance, is anterior to Eve and both are anterior to
Seth. Such temporal distinctions are meaningless and totally mis-
leading if applied to the Godhead. The following lines support this
interpretation, stressing precisely those attributes of the divine
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nature which distinguish God from man, the only epithet which
might favour the ‘higher-lower’ distinction being suéaemrov (v. 42);
in dvais, of course, as we shall see, implies the denial of such a dis-
tinction.

41b. in gooe: the words recur in v. 71 below; cf. also v. 73. In Greg.’s
terms the ground of unity of the Three Persons, that which they
have in common, may be expressed as dvais, ovoia, or feémys, to
be distinguished from the principles of differentiation, (§i6mres. It
is dvows which takes the weight of Greg.’s answer to all heresies in
or.33. 16 (M. 36. 2364), where uia feéms is amplified as: uiav dvow
év tpraiv di6mow. The peroration of or. 26 shows a similar pattern:
pia dvos, Tpeis ididmyres, eis Oeds, 6 émi mdvTwy, kal did wdvTwy,
xai év waow, 19 (M. 35. 1252); cf. Eph. 4. 6. Cf. also or. 32. 21 (M.
36. 197C), carm. 2. 1. 12. 310—11 (M. 37. 11884). The unity of the
Persons thus depends entirely upon the very content of the word
‘God’, upon the unvarying divine activity which ¢vois denotes. (On
this, see Prestige, God in Patristic Thought, 234—5. Cf. further Barbel,
Fiinf theol. Reden, 292 ff.)

aperpov: the use of negative terms like duerpor and dxrioTov,
dxpovov in the following line, together with dvapyos, dvairios (Arc.
1. 23), dmeipiros (27), dmykros, dowpartos (Arc. 2. 16), dxéaoros,
dvapyos, ddyjpiros (Arc. 4. 39), places Greg. in a tradition which
goes back to Plato and continues into the Middle Ages, a tradition
which finds it so difficult to make meaningful positive statements
about the Being of God that it concentrates on negatives as giving a
kind of approximation. But, just as Plato has a place for positive
affirmation when he speaks (Rep. 508€) of the Form of the Good
(though it was left to later Platonists to make the identification with
God), so Greg. finds positive affirmation possible in his attempt at
definition: Oeds uév éorv ovoia, mpwrov kaAdv, carm. 1. 2. 34. 1 (M.
37- 9454). See further Gottwald, De Gregorio Nazianzeno Platonico, 19,
Gerlitz, Auflerchristliche Einfliisse, 176—7; Moreschini, ‘Platonismo’,
1374 L.

42, axtwrov aypovov: to describe Godhead thus in general terms
was straightforward enough. But Greg.’s anti-Eunomian intention
is that the epithets be applied individually to the Son and the Spirit.

¢hevBegov: again, the word is to be specifically applied to the
Second and Third Persons. In particular, the freedom of the Spirit
had been a point of dispute between Basil and his opponents in
De spiritu sancto, where Basil had resisted their attempt to apply

127



COMMENTARY ON ARC. 3. 42-4

éAevflepos to the Spirit as indicating an intermediary state between
that of master and servant, Spir. 51. (G. 3. 42€ ff., M. 32. 160cC ff.).
Here Greg. is maintaining the fullest possible meaning of ‘free’ (cf.
n. on v. 7 above), with divine freedom tacitly contrasted with man’s
conditional freedom as it is described in Arc. 7. 100-1.

£00)0v: classical and poetic, éa8A6s may be taken to carry all the
senses of the Biblical dyafés as it is applied to God (cf. Arndt-
Gingrich s.v. dyafés).

opoogerrov: apparently a hapax legomenon. The reader’s atten-
tion is again drawn to the status of the Holy Spirit, as is the case
with duédoéov in v. 9. The intention of the word is similar to that of
the expression in the Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed (ACO 2. 1.
2. p. 80; H. 2. 288): 76 ovv Ilatpi xai Yid ovvmpooxkvvoipuevor kai
ovvdofalduevor.

43. apapuypaol: dudpvyua deserves a mention in PGL, as LS] offer
no metaphorical use which corresponds to this application to the
Trinity. A similar line is found in carm. 2. 2 (poem.), 4. 88 (M. 37.
I512A): év ddos év Tpiooais duapvypaocw (oobfléatar. This helps to
make clear the imagery of the present passage. The picture is not
one of three separate lights, but rather of three ‘gleaming facets’ as
one might see light from a jewel (cf. Tryph. 71). The figure is not to
be pressed too far: the facets of a gem merely reflect and do not
produce light.

koopov EMioowv: cf. carmm. 2. 1. 42. 19 (M. 37. 1345A) and 2. 2
(poem.), 3. 5 (M. 37. 1480A) for similar words, with Christ or the
L.ogos as subject. éAicow is something of a favourite word with
Greg. in his verse; cf. e.g. carmm. 1. 2. 1. 71 (M. 37. 5274), 1. 2. 14. 15
(7564), 2. 1. 11. 1945 (11654). In the Arcana it recurs in 4. 16. Caillau’s
tr. in the present passage is ‘gubernans’, a version presumably based
on ¢xamples like E. IT 1145 (efldicowv Bidoovs) or Stratt. 66. 5 (éAio-
oew yopovs). But it should be noted that the fundamental sense
‘turning, whirling, about’ is not lost (being indeed present in
Euripides and Strattis): it is in making the dancers or the bands of
women ‘move round’ that the subject ‘leads’ them. The same is true
here, where a suggested tr. is ‘keeping the universe in its whirling
course’.

44-53. The evidence from baptism
Arc. 8. 87—-q9 offers the other major reference to baptism in the Arcana.
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44-5. Rom. 6. 4, together with Col. 2. 12, provides the NT idea of

dying and rising with Christ in baptism.

véog: cf. Col. 3. 10.

gyeipopan: cf. cuvyyépbnre, Col. 2. 12.

nalioovros is a forceful, not to say violent, word as used e.g. by
Sophocles in OT 192. Here it is appropriate to describe the swift
action of baptism which rushes a man back from death to life.

¢c @aog: the words have a twofold meaning, contrasting the dark-
ness of death with the light of life, but equally glancing at the
concept of baptism as enlightenment. For the second idea, a com-
mon one, reference may be made, e.g., to Clem. paed. 1. 6 (p. 105. 20,
M. 8. 2814), G. Nyss. or.cat. 32 (p. 122. 12, M. 45. 844), Bas. hom. 13.1
(2. 113E, M. 31. 424¢) and in Nazianzen himself, or. 40. 1 (M. 36.
360c) al. (Cf. Ysebaert, Greek Baptismal Terminology, 158 ff.; C. Mor-
eschini, ‘Luce’.

46. goeogopov £Eavérerdey is a reminiscence of 2 Pet. 1. 19, xai
dwadipos dvateidy év Tais xapdiats vudv, perhaps combined with
a memory of Ps. 111 (112 Heb.) 4: 8 ééavéreider év oxdrer das Tois
evféor. But daeadépor must be taken in a way different from any
possible for ¢woddpos in 2 Pet; see e.g. C. Bigg, ICC (Edinburgh,
1901), 260; J. E. B. Mayor (Loondon, 1907), 110; H. Windisch, HNT
15 (1951), 9o, for discussion of possibilities. For there the word
denotes a divine, here it has a human, subject. Greg. speaks of him-
self as a ‘bearer of light’ in a derivative way: he is one who has been
enlightened by baptism. The word is thus in Greg.’s reinterpreta-
tion analogous with Xpiorodépos and feoddpos, Ign. Eph. g. 2
(Bihlmeyer, p. 85. 14-15, M. 5. 652B).

47. The connection of baptism with purification is a common one. Cf.
references in PGL s.v. kdfapais A. 1. Greg.’s use of the idea may be
exemplified in passages like carm. 1. 2. 34. 200 (M. 37. g6oA), orr. 38.
16 (M. 36. 329B), 40. 8 (3684).

oV Yevoouar: this is an emphatic statement, contrasting the
writer’s loyalty to his baptismal profession not simply with the
implied infidelity of all who deny the Spirit’s divinity but with the
actual betraval of his baptism practised by Eunomius. The charges
against him are given by Sozomen, 4.¢. 6. 26 (M. 67. 1361C): ddor 8¢
Twves, mpwrov tottov Evvéuwov toAusjoair elonyijoaclar év pud
katadvoer xpivar émreeiv v feiav Bdmriow . .. Socrates writes
of the Eunomians: 76 Bdwriopa mapeydpalav. ot yap eis mjv
Tpiada dAX’ els rov 700 Xprorod Banrilovol Bdvarov, he. 5. 24
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(M. 67. 6494), while Didymus Alexandrinus, writing at much the
same time as Greg. (Quasten, Patrology, iii. 87-8, dates his De
Trinitate as ‘composed between 381 and 392°), asserts: of &é
Eduoviavoi uév, d1a 16 piav karddvow woieiofai, Aéyovres uévov
eis Tov BdvaTov o6 Kvpiov Bantileclar, Trin. 2. 15 (M. 39. 7204).
Cf. Philostorgius, k.e. 10. 4 (GCS 127. 12-16, M. 65. 585B). A rather
different account, however, is given by Nyssen in one of the trea-
tises which Jerome reports that he and Nazianzen heard read out
during the period of the Council of Constantinople, de vir. ill. 128
(M. PL 23. 7138). In the second of his works Adversus Eunomium he
quickly comes to the baptismal command of Matt. 28. 10, claiming
that the orthodox make no subtraction from, addition to, or altera-
tion in the faith which was handed down to them from the Apostles.
Anyone who substitutes in that baptismal formula words of his own
is mamjp Yevdovs. Nyssen goes on to specify forms of heretical tam-
pering such as speaking not of the Son but of &épyor kai xriopa xai
woinpa and of the Spirit as xriopa xrioparos xal épyov épyov, Eun.
2 (M. 45. 4688 ff., Jaeger 1. 363. Cf. Epiphanius Haer. 76. 54 (GCS
414. 3 fI.,, M. 42. 6378), where it is stated that the Eunomians baptize
into the names of the Son and the Holy Spirit, but that they are
explicitly designated xexmiouévos and xmiofév.) But whatever the
precise terms of the Eunomian baptismal formula, it is clear that its
abuse by such a mamjp pevdouvs might well provoke in Greg. the
response ov Yevoouat. Cf. orr. 33. 17 (M. 36. 2364 L), 34. 11 (2528).

48. dwarpniEou: for Greg.’s horror at any ‘division’ of the Godhead
cf. Arc. 2. 25 ff. n., together with v. 35 of the same poem and v. 84
below.

49. The aposiopesis may be intended to recall Matt. 26. 24 xkadov 9
avte k7A. The construction is Homeric, as Od. 20. 331 shows; cf.
Monro, Haomeric Grammar, § 324, p. 295. It continued in Attic use as
one of a group of expressions denoting ‘fitness, suitability’ and the
like which dispensed with av; cf. Goodwin, Moods and Tenses, §§ 416,
433-

50. yopioparog 1jE Loet@®v is best taken as a hendiadys, expressing
the assurance of the gracious gift which issues from baptism.

51-4. Caillau in his note shows some doubt about the text they print
in v. 51, wondering whether to read 6Aos or 6An for éAov. But an
understanding of the relationship between vv. 51-2a and 52b-3
makes the printed text quite defensible. The argument is: If God
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cleansed man in his entirety, man should worship God in his
entirety. (The cleansing of baptism means that man is made God.) If
man worships only part of the Godhead in baptism, only part of
divinity is bestowed on him in baptism.

52. Billius’ reading 76 8" @woov is found in Cu. With this text 76
avicov would be equivalent to mjy dwedémra, dvicéms being a
word which Greg. employs in or. 29. 14 (p. 95. 5, M. 36. 934) to
denote alleged inequality within the Godhead. The meaning would
then emerge as: ‘May whatever mortal is a sinner keep inequality (in
the Godhead). . . (i.e., this is a doctrine fit only for sinners).” But the
printed text also gives good sense, with 76 igov = ‘a just recom-
pense’. In either case the optative can be defended as good Homeric
Greek.

oot @tpos is an echo of Are. 1. g (where see n.). Here the
words are in the Callimachean position as the concluding feet of the
VErsc.

53. Greg. is suggesting that his opponent has adopted an absurd posi-
tion. He is not considering the possibility of any partial deification
but claiming that division of Godhead amounts to its negation and
that the gift of deification in the name of a divided God is illusory.

vépag here has its simplest sense of ‘gift’, ‘privilege’.

54-70. There is no infertor grade within the Godhead

54-9 raise the question ‘What is meant by saying that the Son and the
Spirit hold “second place™?’

55. &v Beiowon Aoyors: John 14. 28, e.g., was regularly cited by those
who preached the inferior status of the Son, while the ‘sending’ of
the Spirit was held to imply his lower status.

55-6: Bsrogoporoy / avopaowv: PGL cites only this passage and
Are. 4. g4 for the fero-form. This is not surprising. For how often
were theological writers under Greg.’s constraint of avoiding a tri-
brach? For the interpretation of the word in this context PGL offers
two suggestions: that the word refers to the writers of Scripture, ‘or
perh. of theologians’. The first alternative would provide a doublet
to the preceding words: the second would take cognisance of the use
of the actual word Sevrepos by theological writers of note. The
second is the more pointed interpretation, as evrepos itself, as
distinct from passages which were held to imply its meaning, is not
used in Scripture in this connection. If Greg. were thinking of
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Fathers who had called the Son devrepos, he might begin with
Justin. In 1 Apel. 13. 3 (M. 6. 3484) he writes of the Son and the Holy
Spirit as év devrépa ywpa and év Tpimy rdfer respectively. These
words may be cleared of the suggestion of subordinationism—cf.
the edn. of A. W. F. Blunt (Cambridge, 1911), pp. xxii—xxiii, but the
same cannot be said of Origen, who, in princ. 1. 3. 5 (p. 56. 3, M. 11.
1508B) and Cels. 5. 39 (p. 43. 22, M. 11. 1244B), makes a subordina-
tionist position clear by his use of devrepos. (For other references
cf. GCS ;5. 55 n.) But if Greg. is indeed thinking of earlier writers, it
is not with the intention of defending or even explaining their posi-
tion. He simply asserts as a principle that no interpretation is
acceptable which gives to the Son and the Holy Spirit the kind of
‘second place’ which divides the Godhead. The implication is that
the writings alluded to are amenable to this understanding, but
there is no attempt to prove this. On subordinationism, v. Prestige,
God in Patristic Thought, ch. 7 and index refs.

57. ocoging Pabuxkorrou: the adjective, literally applied in descrip-
tions of divine or human female figures in Classical authors, is once
found metaphorically in Pindar, of the ‘deep-bosomed earth’ (P. g.
101). A shift in meaning towards a simple sense ‘deep’, in which the
-koAmos element is passed over, is found in Nonnus (D. 12. 327, cf.
40. 534, 21. 94). Greg. may be thought to have anticipated Nonnus.
Yet, despite the association of Wisdom with the Son—e.g. or. 30. 2
(pp. 109 ff., M. 36. 105A ff.)—carm. 1. 2. 1. 81 (M. 37. 5284) shows that
Wisdom may still be a personified female figure. This may have
influenced the choice of adjective here.

58. In Pl. Rep. s511cf. occurs the expression én dpyijv dveAfévres,
meaning ‘going up to, back to, a first principle’. We have very much
the same sense here. Wisdom goes back to an eternal source, with-
out dividing the Godhead.

oiCav refers to the Father. Of him it is said in Arc. 2. 5: ovdev énv
peydAowo ITatpos mdpos. To the bare dvapyos by which the Father
is designated in Arc. 1. 25 pila adds an image but no new thought.
Greg. is striving after the same truth in or. 28. 13 (p. 43. 7, M.. 36. 444)
in calling the Father 4 npdém™ airia and in or. 29. 3 (p. 77. 8, M. 36.
778) when he speaks of him as 76 aiiov. But in all these expressions
Greg. is trying to avoid the suggestion of inferiority of the Son and
the Spirit which, as Cyril reported him, Eunomius held to be in-
herent in the use of airiwos and similar words: detitepos €orac Tov
matpos 6 viés, aitiov avTév éxwv, thes. g (5. 68c). This sums up
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precisely what this section of the poem is concerned to deny. The
language of gila relating to Father and Son goes back to Or. fr. 69 in
Jo. (p. 538. 8). Cf. Arc. 2. 31.

59. molvoenrov: this is the only example recorded in the lexica in
which the word, uncommon in any case, has the sense ‘worshipped
as plural’. It recurs in v. 73.

60. Greg. talks of the relationship of wovds and rpids in or. 29. 2
(pp. 74 ff., M. 36. 76A f.). Cf. especially: 8ia rovro povas d=’ dpxis
els dvdda xuwnleioa, uéxpt Tpirddos éom (p. 75. 7 f., 76B), where dia
rovro follows the assertion that, though the Persons differ in
number, they are not divided in essence. The present passage
minimizes any inadvertent suggestion of Sabellianism which might
be suspected in the oration. For, despite Barbel’s attempt to remove
the suspicion by different punctuation (Fiinf theol. Reden, 13. n. 8),
the substance of Mason’s n. on the passage still stands, with its
assertion that the language is perilously close to Sabellianism. (For
the subsequent history of the influence of this section in or. 29, cf. J.
Driseke, BZ 15 (1906), 143 ff.) Cf. 71—93 n.

61-70 deal with, indeed dispense with, certain Trinitarian analogies. It
is possible that Greg.’s use of gi{av in v. 58 suggested to him the
wisdom of guarding against the misuse of analogy. For if si{a were
thought to indicate a threefold figure like Tertullian’s celebrated
‘radix—frutex—fructus’, adv.Prax. 8 (M. PL 2. 1860 ff.; CSEL 47.
238. 19 ff.), objections would come to mind. He does not, however,
discuss the use of gila, but switches his attention to countering
possible errors which might spring from the parallel figure, in Tert.
‘fons—flumen—rivus’, in Greg. wdpos—mnysj —morauds. A similar
rejection of analogy is found in or. 31. 31 ff. (p. 186. 10 ff, M. 36.
1694 ff.), where Greg. dismisses the images of mouth—spring—
river, sun—ray—light, and the reflection of sunlight upon a wall.
But Greg. is prepared, on occasion, to allow himself some use of
analogy. His likening of the Three Persons to three suns joined
together and sharing one light, a figure produced in passing in or.
31. 14 (p. 163. 3 f., M. 36. 1494), must be accounted careless. (Cf. v. 71
below.) On the credit side is the analogy of vois—Aéyos —nvevua,
orr. 12. 1 (M. 35. 8448), 23. 11 (1161 C f.) which, though only partly
developed in Greg., has affinities with the mental analogy put
forward by Augustine in De Trin. 15. 17 {ff. (M. PL 42. 1069 f1.).

61-2. The basic figure of outflowing water applied to the Godhead
may be traced back to John 7. 38-9, where the Holy Spirit’s coming
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is predicted. Hippolytus indicates the relationship of Father and
Logos by the figure of water flowing from a fountain, Noét. 11.
(Nautin, p. 253, M. 10. 817¢). Tertullian develops the threefold
pattern in adv.Prax. 8 (M. PL 2. 1868 ff.; CSEL 47. 237. 19ff.). In
the Arian disputes considerable use was made of =y in putting
forward the orthodox answer to Arius. Athanasius, for instance,
defends Dionysius against a charge of Arianism by showing that
the figure of the river flowing from the spring is a perfectly accept-
able image of consubstantiality: rév Aéyov elvai ds morauév dmwo
s kai BAactév amo pilns xai Téxkvov dwé yovéws xai dds éx
dwrés kai {wiv éx Lwis, Dion. 19 (p. 60. 15 fI., M. 25. 5088); the
text of Dionysius’ letter, with the 7%y illustration, is given in the
previous paragraph, ibid. 18. (p. 60. 2, M. 25. 505¢). Cf. Ar. 1. 19
(M. 26. 52a). Later Basil uses the idea in his contention against
Eunomius, Eun. 2. 25 (1. 261, M. 6298) as does Nyssen in his
reply to a rather naive tritheism, fres dii (M. 45. 128c); other
references are collected in PGL s.v. =y B 6 a. Now there can be
little doubt that Greg. would accept this much of the figure, the
characterization of the relationship of the Father and the Son in
terms of source and stream. Anyone who could use gila in this
way (cf. v. 58 n.) could use myys. Greg.’s misgivings begin at the
point where the attempt is made to extend the analogy to include
the Holy Sprit, the point reached by Tertullian long before the
Arian dispute. Greg.’s objections, as he gives them in or. 31. 31
(p. 186. 15-16, M. 36. 1694 f.), are twofold. The instability of water
as a medium might suggest a corresponding instability in the God-
head. The uniformity of water as a medium does not allow a
sufficient distinction of Persons: défaruss ydp xai myy% kai
worauds €v éorwv dpfu@, dradépws axyquarilépeva (p. 187. 8—g,
1698). “T'he wheel is come full circle.” The analogy is accused, in
the second criticism, of that very Sabellianism which Tertullian
had intended it to combat. See E. Evans, Tertullian’s Treatise Against
Praxeas (London, 1948), 238, for discussion of Tertullian’s use of
this analogy and Augustine’s criticism of it in de fide et symbolo, 17
(M. PL 40. 189—go = CSEL 41. 18 ff.).

In detail the rejected analogy differs from Tertullian’s. The
latter’s elements are the spring, the river, the irrigation canal, while
Greg. places the spring in the middle, fed by the underground
passage (mépos) and leading to the river. A third variant is found in
Athanasius, who writes: 7dAw e o0 [Tatpos dvros myyijs, Tov 8¢
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Yiov morapot Aeyouévov, mivew Aeyéuebla 16 [vedua, ep.Serap. 1.
19 (M. 26. 573D).

63. Tatian, in his desire to show that the Logos in issuing forth from
the Father caused no diminution in the divine economy, used the
figure of the torch which lights another and subsequent torches
without loss of its own light, orat. 5 (Schwartz, p. 5. 27 ff, M. 6.
817A): Womep yap dwo pids dados dvdmrerar név mupad moddad, mijs O¢€
mwparyT)s 0ados dia v éfayv Ty moAAdy Sadwv otk éXarTotiTar To
dws, olTw kai 6 Aéyos mpoeAlwv éx mis Tou ITatpds Suvduews ovk
dAoyov memoinke Tov yeyevvnréTa. The same reasoning is taken up
by Nyssen in a Trinitarian argument in favour of the equality of the
Holy Spirit, when, using the same word as Nazianzen (Aauwds), he
Wrote: €l 0é kwAvew ovdév wip elvar ™iv Tpityy Aaumdda, xdv éx
apodafovons dvaddudn dAoyds, Tis 1 vodia rwv d1d TaviTa THv ToU
ayiov [lvedparos dfiav dbereiv doefus vouldvrwy, émedimep
pera [arépa kai Yiov pBurjby wapa mijs dwwvis; Maced. 6 (M. 45.
1308B). This idea of transference without diminution is found in
Numenius and Plotinus; cf. CHLGEMP 102-3 (P. Merlan).

The form of the analogy to which Greg. objects is referred to in
or. 30. 6 (p. 117. 11 ff,, M. 36. 1128). In a context which mentions
Sabellians he rejects the image of a torch which is temporarily
snatched from a pyre and then returned to it. This ‘resolving back
into the Father’ (dvaAvfévros, 1. 12) reflects the language of
Marcellus of Ancyra. Cf. or. 25. 16 (M. 35. 12214).

mvpkaifs: the visual effect is strengthened by this word, intro-
ducing the picture of mourners lighting torches from a funeral-pyre.

64. The teaching here attacked is related to that of the Aéyos mpo-
dopwxés and évdidberos, an originally Stoic doctrine which the
Apologists developed to explain the relationship of the pre-existent
Christ to the Christ manifested in creation and revealed in history.
(Cf. Prestige, God in Patristic Thought, ch. 6; Kelly, Doctrines, g5 ff;
Wolfson, The Philosophy of the Church Fathers, i. 192 ff.) But, though
wpoidhv and évdolb: bear a close resemblance to mpodopixés and
évdidberos, the line refers to a specialized and individual inter-
pretation, that of Marcellus of Ancyra (cf. Kelly, Dactrines, 240 fF;
id., Creeds, 102 ff., 108 ff.; Quasten, Patrology, iii. 197 ff.). Marcellus
envisaged the Word’s ‘going forth’ as an expansion of the Monad,
without his becoming a second vwéoraces. His ‘going forth’ is thus
subject to his ‘remaining within’ the Godhead: the dvds signifies a
temporary and reversible process. Eusebius supplies several
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parallels for the language of which Greg. complains. For Marcellus’
understanding of ‘going forth’ cf. MdpxeAdos ov Bovderar pév
aAnbws tov viov éx ToU mwarpos yeyewnallar, ws vicov (wvra kai
vpeoTdTa, ola 0¢ Adyov avToV ONUAVTIKGY TVOS 7] TPOOTAKTIKGY
mpoeAbeiv Tov Beot ddoxet, e th. 2. 8 (p. 106. 25 ff.,, M. 24. 913B). See
also the following lines, which are quoted from Marcellus himself,
fr. 36 (31 Rettb.) 190. 29 ff.). évdobe pinvwr may correspond to évdov
pévwv in Marcell. 1. 1 (p. 4. 15, M. 24. 717B): Adyos, évdov pévwy év
novydlovtt 7@ marpi évepywv 0€ év T v kriow dnuiovpyeEiv,
opoiws fjueTépw év auwmdow pév fjovydlovrt év 8é dleyyouévos
évepyovivtt, unless we should read uér &v: Eusebius goes on to
argue that this view is insufficiently distinguished from Jewish
belief. Cf. also: Aéyov 8¢ dnaw (sc. MdpreAdos) €évdov dvra év 7
fe moté pév évepyeiq dpactiky mpoéval, woté 6¢ Evdov elvar év
avT@ uy évepyovvra, e th. 3. 3 (p. 157. 4 fI., M. 24. 1001B).

65-7. These lines strongly recall or. 31. 32 (p. 188. 8 ff., M. 36. 169C):
pappapuyniv Tiva fAlakny Toixw wpooacTpdmrovoav, Kal mept-
Tpépovoay €€ VddTwy Kwijoews, Ty 1) drtis UmoAaBotoa dtd ToU év
péow aépos, eita axiﬂfinu TW AVTITUTTW, maAuos éyévero kal mapd-
dofos. This analogy is introduced by ‘I once heard a man suggest
..., but there is no hint of his identity. The precise point of the
analogy is scarcely more obvious than its author. Mason (p. 188.
8 n.) is disinclined to see a direct analogy of sunbeam, water, and
wall, though this may seem likely at first sight. “The point, however,
appears to lie rather in the junction of unity with multiplicity (the
number three being for the moment lost sight of) displayed in the
vibrations of the sunbeam.” The passage before us is even less
amenable to the discovery of direct correspondences. Greg. uses the
figure merely to discredit abhorrent suggestions of flux and instab-
ility.

There is a full discussion of the background to the imagery of this
passage in Kertsch, Bildersprache, 210—16. Perhaps we may single
out as of particular interest the citations of Plu. de facie in orbe lunae
23, 936B—C and Bas. hex. 2. 7 (G. 1. 198, M. 29. 454 ). See also
Trisoglio, ‘La poesia della Trinita’, 734-

66. mepitgopos: cf. Opp. H. 2. 309, together with wepirpéuovaar in
the passage from or. 31. The variant mepidpouos (cf. app. crit.)
represents a scribal attempt to find a common word for the rare

mepitpopos. (Oppian and the present passage are the only lexical
citations.)
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doraréovon: something of the flavour of this word may be
caught from Plutarch’s use of it to describe the ever-changing,
unstable motion of the sea (Crass. 17). Here it admirably presents
the fleeting glints of sunlight reflected on a wall. Cf. doraros, v. 68.

67. For the structure of the line, see Introd., p. 62

68. aorarog: what Greg. takes to be a suitable subject of doraros is
dopd, carm. 1. 1. 6. g (M. 37. 4304). Epicurus’ application of the
word to miyn may be compared, ep. 3. 133 (p. 65 U.).

oéovoa: it is men who may be called a gouis . . . yévos, carm. 1. 2.
15. 43 (M. 37. 769). Similar expressions are found in carmm. 1. 2. g.
10(M. 37.6684), 1. 2. 14. 73 (M. 37. 761 ), or. 14.7(M. 35. 8658 f.). Cf.
H. M. Werhahn, Zvyxpiois Biwv (Wiesbaden, 1953), gs.

69. nahv ovviovoa: again, language attributed to Marcellus seems
to be in Greg.’s mind. ovwviévar here would correspond to Marcel-
lus’ svoréddeabar, the verb which Eusebius uses when he is report-
ing his opponent’s teaching of the ‘contraction’ which is correlative
with the ‘expansion’ (mAariveotlac) of the Monad into Dyad and
Triad, e. th. 2. 6 (p. 103. 22, M. 24. go84), 2. g (p. 108. 34, g174).

10 Epmedov: éumedos is a word which would carry with it a range
of association for the well-read. Homer finds here a word to de-
lineate what is reliable (e.g. /l. 6. 352), events that are certain to take
place (e.g. Od. 8. 30), or things that are everlasting (//. 8. 521), and
later writers pick up these meanings. éumedos, therefore, is at the
other pole from human experience in Greg.’s thought, as he shows
in the couplet carm. 1. 2. 14. 27 f., M. 37. 757A:

éumedov oudév: Eywye poos Hodepoi morauoio
aiév émepyduevos, éoTads ovdér Exwv,
Cf. Werhahn, loc. cit.
70. The idea is similar to the biblical view of spiritual sacrifice. If

righteousness in general may be thought of as a sacrifice, as in Ps. 4.
6 (4. 5 Heb.), the extension to right thinking is an easy one.

71-93. The relationship of ‘Monad’ and ‘Triad’

Greg. has already, in v. 6o, juxtaposed Monad and Triad in a com-
pressed, epigrammatic way. He must now try to make good his right to
use both terms.
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71. When this line is compared with vv. 41 and 43, it will be seen that
there is a change of emphasis. iy ¢vous is still the ground of unity,
but the separateness of the Three is stressed in a way which may be
thought unhelpful: the three lights are like the three suns of or. 31.
14 (p. 163. 3—-4, M. 36. 1494), on which cf. vv. 61-70 n. There is no
hint of how they are related, in causal terms. Is one light the source
of the others? If so, why is the torch analogy rejected (63)? The
impression given there is that the whole figure is unacceptable, not
merely the suggestion of return to a single source. Cf. Norris 198—g.

¢onjowkran: this is, like éumedorv (v. 6g), an evocative word. Cf.
Empedocles fr. 27 (DK i. 324), Hes. Th. 779, Call. Ap. 23, A.R. 4. 816,
Ps. 111 (112 Heb.). 8, Luke 16. 26 for a variety of ways in which
stability, fixity, strength, are indicated. Of later writers, Ps.-
Manetho is like Greg. in finding a place for the word in didactic
verse 2(1). 3, 40 Koechly).

72-3. povas vijorBpog: Marcellus may again be the target of these
words or, more generally, the Sabellianism which he was taken to
represent. In e. th. 2. 4 (p. 102. 24-5, M. 24. go54) = fr. 71 = 62 Rettb.
(p. 198. 22) Eusebius quotes Marcellus as speaking of povas . . . dd:-
aiperos an expression to which Greg.’s words could well be taken as-
equivalent, and charges him with Sabellianism; cf. e #h. 3. 4 (p. 158.
14 f., M. 24. 1004B) = fr. 67 = 60 Rettb. (p. 1¢8. 2). The poetic form
vipibuos is found in Theoc. 25. 57, Lyc. 415, meaning ‘countless’.

The correlation of povds and 7puds is an important one for Greg.
to maintain, as it had been for Athanasius; cf. hom. in Mt. 11. 27 (M.
25. 2204). In or. 29. 2 (p. 75. 7ff.) Greg. includes the middle term
dvds. The terms are related directly to Father, Son, and Holy Spirit
in language of incorporeal passionless begetting and of emission.
For Greg. rpuds is a word of frequent occurrence and rich associ-
ation. Where povds stresses the inoriginate and indivisible, 7puds at
once reinforces the idea of absolute unity and gives scope for the
development of notions of the divine relationships of the Three
Persons. Cf. Norris on or. 29. 2, pp. 133—4n.

noivoenrog: cf. v. 59 n.

axtaoros: Greg., as always, is anxious to avoid the kind of divi-
sion which makes the Second and Third Persons less God than the
First. He is searching for a way of expressing distinction without
division and subordination, walking the path between Sabellianism
and Arianism, as he says in or. 34. 8 (M. 36. 2494), cf. 42. 16 (476C).
The distinction is here made in terms of dp:fués, not, as more
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regularly in Greg. (cf. v. 41bn.) in terms of (8:6ms. The use of
dpifués may be paralleled in or. 29. 2 (p. 75. 6, M. 36. 76 B): dore k@v
apibpw diadépy, ™ ye oboia un téuveabai. Later Cyril was to
distinguish in this way, e.g. in thes. 12 (5'. 110A): 6 mam)p xai 6 vids
év uév elo kara ¢vow, dvo d¢ év dpifuw. The principle there
applied to the Father and the Son could be extended to the Holy
Spirit.

74. towaoBpa: the meaning ‘thrice numbered’, found in Orac. apud
Luc. Alex. 11, is changed to ‘three in number’.

75. In this line Greg. gives concise expression to the doctrine of co-
inherence, the teaching that the whole of the Godhead is present in
each Person. The history of this idea is traced in Prestige, God in
Patristic Thought, 282 ff. (cf. xxxii—xxxiii). The stage at which we
observe the doctrine in Greg. is a stage before the development of
technical language like mepiy@pyois. Rather do we find him writing
in or. 31. 14 (p. 163. 2-3, M. 36. 149A): dAAd duépioros év uepepioué-
vois . . . 1 Beéms. (Cf. Hergenrdther 44.)

76-80 state the converse. If the Three Persons may be discerned in
any one, the consideration of the Three individually must not be
thought of as damaging the essential unity of the Godhead. Again
Greg. is following a narrow path in his argument, this time between
excessive emphasis on the oneness of God and a stress on the Three
which might be taken as tritheism. He begins by treating tritheism
as simply a species of polytheism.

76, Cf. Arc. 1. 25. The divine nature is inexhaustibly rich, in that

access to one Person inevitably opens up a full relationship with all

Three.

79. povokgarinv gpuhauréa: both words may be coinages of
Greg.’s. The lexica record no other case of wovokparia, while ép¢-
Aaumis, apart from a recurrence in Are. 8. 72, is mentioned only in
the sth-c. Proclus (/. 4. 13). povoxparin stands for povapyia, the
word Greg. uses in e.g. orr. 29. 2 (p. 75. 1, M. 36. 764), 38. 8 (M. 36.
320B), 40. 41 (M. 36. 417B).

80. Similarly contemptuous language is used when Greg. is dismiss-
ing those who hold pagan polytheistic views in carm. 1. 1. 6. 5 (M. 37.
430A): he talks of a ‘swarm’ of gods. Here, quite adeptly, Greg. is
using emotive language suitable to Christian disparagement of
polytheism to forestall a suggestion of Christian aberration. LS] cite
Bewv dyopa as a proverbial expression corresponding to ‘Babel’.

81-3 develop the argument against polytheism in a form similar to
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that found in or. 29. 2 (p. 74. 15 ff,, M. 36. 764): without a single
principle of authority divided rule must end in anarchy and self-
destruction. A parallel argument, for a different purpose, is outlined
in or. 28. 7 (pp. 31-2, M. 36. 338 f.) Anything which is composite has
within it the possibility of internal strife and of dissolution: evvfeois
yap dpyn pdyns: pdxn 0é daordoews: 7 8¢ Avoews (p. 32. 1-2,
33¢). This argument itself may be traced back to P1. Phd. 788 .

84-6, The question of tritheism. It will be noted that Greg. is here trying
to turn an argument which had been used against him. For in or. 31.
13 (pp. 161. 4 T, M. 36. 1488 ff.) he says that he had been accused of
tritheism; cf. Evag.Pont. ep. 8 § Bas. (M. 32. 248¢); Gr. Nyss. tresdii,
passim (M. 45. 116 fL.), Kelly, Doctrines, 267 ff. In the present passage
there is no attempt at explicit defence. Greg. has ridiculed in
general terms the notion of Christian polytheism. He now tries to
maintain that the real tritheists are those who have introduced the
divisive elements which he lists in vv. 84-35.

84. yoovog: cf. Arc. 2.7n., 4. 67 fF. n.

vomua: Any Arian understanding of the creaturely ignorance of
the Son, of his failure to comprehend the Father, would constitute
such a division in vénua.

85. wparog: Arians diminished the power of the Son and the Spirit. In
Arc. 1. 34 the Son is called [Tarpés ofévos 8¢ vénua.

@éAnors: again it is the Arians whom Greg. has in mind. Cf. the
word of Arius quoted by Athanasius, syn. 15. 3 (Opitz 2. 243. 5, M. 26.
7088): 7 codia sodia vmipe sodoi Heov BeArjoe. Marcellus had
strongly opposed the use of féAnois or BovAnois because, as he
said, to allow the Father's will as a condition of the Son’s generation
is to introduce priority in time and thus to favour Arianism: Eus.
Marcell. 1. 4 (p. 19. 11 ff., M. 24. 753¢ £) = fr. 34 = 29 Rettb. (p. 198.
15 f)). For his pains he had directed against him a sentence in the
Ecthesis Macrostichos: see Symb.Ant. (345) ap. Ath. syn. 26. VIIL (Opitz
2. 253. 22 fI., M. 26. 732C), as the framers of the creed did not accept
the view that this terminology supported Arianism. Marcellus’
objections were upheld by Athanasius, who, in Ar. 3. 62 (M. 26.
453 fF), wrote against the use of éAnois and BovAnas; cf. Kelly,
Creeds, 276.

Greg. believed that it was possible to employ language of will,
the Father willing the generation of the Son. He is the ‘cause’ of
the Son, but only within an understanding of the coeternity of the
Three Persons. The Son is thus caused by the eternal will of the
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Father and is indivisibly united with and equal to him. Whether
Greg. is successful in arguing this position has been disputed,
notably by Meijering, “The Doctrine of the will’.

86. There can be little doubt that Caillau gives the basic meaning of
the line in his tr. “‘Cum unusquisque nunquam secum ipse con-
sentiat’ (cf. Billius). But it is difficult to see how adrov could be tr.
‘secum’. The simple change to adrov, however, would ease the
difficulty. The genitive is to be taken closely with d8vpirov, on the
analogy of a-privative adjectives like dxpamis.

adnowrov has here the early, Homeric meaning ‘without strife’.
Later writers give it the sense ‘unconquerable’ (cf. A. Pr. 105) or
‘undisputed’ (cf. Plb. 1. 2. 3). The word recurs in Arc. 4. 29, where,
contrary to earlier practice, it again has short (.

87. In writing of ‘my Trinity’ Greg. means at once ‘the Trinity in my
way of understanding’ and ‘the Trinity of my personal devotion’.
For the latter cf. Trisoglio, ‘La poesia della Trinita’.

88. dpevorog: cf. carm. 2. 1. 11. 1176 (M. 36. 1109A) Tis dpevarov
Tpm’ﬂog, and v. 68 n.

90-3. Greg. is here claiming a quite definitive quality for his teaching,
a feature for which Are. 1. 1624 and v. 36 above have prepared the
way. Indeed, he appears to imply that he has reached the limits of
knowledge possible to human beings, leaving open the question
whether even angels know more of the Trinity. This is perhaps a
fitting point at which to recall that behind the poet there lies the
rhetorician and to remember H. von Campenhausen’s warning not
to take all Greg.’s rhetorical flourishes too seriously ( The Fathers of
the Greek Church, 184-5).

90. gageoa is a play on the sense of ¢aéeoa in v. 71 (cf. 78) above,
here used in the Homeric sense of ‘eyes’ (cf. Od. 16. 15 etc.).

91. The imagery is drawn from biblical language of the Holy of
Holies. éx mrepiywy refers to the wings of the cherubim, as in Exod.
25. 19 (20), where they are described as part of the ‘mercy-seat”:
éoovra: of yepovPeip éxteivovres Tis mrépvyas émdvwlev, ovoxid-
Lovres év Tais mrépufwv altawv éni Tou (Aaompiov. This verse deals
with the tabernacle, but similar language is found in the description
of Solomon’s Temple in 3 Kgds. 8. 6-7: (the ark was carried in) e/s
Td dywa Twy ayiwy, Umo Tds wrépuyas Twv yepovPelv, 671 Ta yepouv-
Beiv diameraouéva Tais mrépuéwv émi Tov Témov mis kiBwrou. Cf.
ibid. 6. 26 (27), 1 Paral. 28. 18, 2 Paral. 3. 13, 5. 7f.

TETAONaTOS: méraopa is here used in a sense different from any
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found in Classical Greek, where it signified something spread or
spreading out, like a carpet or antennae. Nor again does it have the
meaning ‘flight’ which Greg.’s contemporary, Didymus, gives it
when he writes of ra 706 vonTo0 derot merdopara, Pr.30. 19 (M. 39.
1641C). Here méraoua = karaméraoua as it does in Or. Sib. 8. 305
(GCS p. 161): vaos 8¢ oyiollj 16 wéraona. Nicetas saw this and
wrote xaraméraoua in his paraphrase. In both Greg. and the Sibyl-
line Oracle passage the word means the curtain which separated the
Holy of Holies from the holy place or that which covered the
entrance to the forecourt, the meaning of karaméraoua in biblical
literature (cf. Arndt—Gingrich, s.v.). Greg. here intends wéracpa to
signify the veil of the innermost sanctuary as e.g. in Exod. 26. 31 ff,,
Lev. 21. 23, 24. 3 and in the NT xaraméracua does. Greg. uses
xaraméracua in this sense in or. 28. 31 (p. 69. 1g—20, M. 36. 724).
The reason for this preference for méraoua is not hard to deter-
mine: the initial tribrach of karaméraoua cannot be accommodated
in a hexameter. For a recurrence of the former word see Arc. 8. 54,

carm. 1. 1. 20. 34 (M. 37. 490A).
The association of revelation with the mercy-seat and the

cherubim is seen in Exod. 25. 21 (22). Greg. uses the same imagery
in or. 28. 3 (p. 25. 1 ff., M. 36. 29A).

92-3. For a similar suggestion of the limitations of angels cf. Arc. 1. 4.
Angels are discussed at length in Are. 6.
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4. On the Universe

Title and purpose

The MSS agree on the title ITepi Kéouov or variants. Its subject is
certainly ‘God and the created order’. The first 23 lines assert creatio ex
nihilo against all doctrines of pre-existent matter while vv. 24—54 use
anti-Manichaean polemic as a means of introducing Greg.’s teaching
on the creation of man and the place of evil in the created order. The
poem goes on to set the Creation of the world in the pattern of eternity
(vv. 55—74), leading to the creation of the two orders of angels and men
(vv. 75—-100).

R. Keydell, in BZ 44 (1951), 316, pointed to a certain similarity
between vv. 1-23 and Bas. Hex. 2. 2 f. (G. 1. 13B ff., M. 29. 29c {f.) and
between vv. 24—54 and Basil Hex. 2. 4 (G. 1. 15¢ ff., M. 29. 368 ff.), and
compared vv. 55-100 with passages in Greg’s or. 38. g—10 (M. 36.
320cC fl.) = 45. 5 (629A ).

In presenting a Christian cosmology, Arc. 4 outlines an important
aspect of Cappadocian theology. In 370 Basil had already written his
striking homilies In Hexaémeron (G. 1. 1aff., M. 29. 44 ff.), linking
philosophical argument and biblical exposition, a work which Nyssen
followed with his De hominis apificio (Forbes 1. 102 ff.,, M. 44. 125 ff.) and
Apologia in Hexaémeron (Forbes 1. 4 ff., M. 44. 61 ff.). These were written
shortly after Basil’s death, the former early in 379 and the latter in the
course of the same year (cf. J. Daniélou, ‘La chronologie des ceuvres de
Grégoire de Nysse’, Stud. Patr. 7(=TU g2, Berlin, 1966), 159-6q at 162—
3. Nyssen is at some pains to show that he thinks of Basil as his master
and that his aim in writing his treatises is merely to clarify his brother’s
teaching (cf. the introduction to hom. opif., Forbes 1. 102-6, M. 44.
1254 f.). Nazianzen is no less impressed, as may be seen from his words
in or. 43. 67 (M. 36. 5854): 6rav mjv ‘Efarfuepov avtov perayepilwpat,
kai Oid yAdoonys dépw, perd Tod kTioTou Yivopar, kal ywdoxkw
kTigews Adyovs, kai Bavudlw T6v krioTny mAéov 7 mpdTepov, SiheL uévy
dtdaokdAw ypwpevos. Perhaps it is because he assumed the work of
Basil and Nyssen that Nazianzen himself nowhere attempts a detailed
study of Creation following the Genesis account. It is notable that
Greg.’s references to Creation, scattered over his writings, are very
much of a piece with what is before us in the present poem. He
concerns himself with the theory of creation, the idea of the world as
... pevaTdv kai voovpévwv Oéois, carm. 1. 2. 34. 2 (M. 37. 9464), for
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instance, the argument from Creation to Creator, cf. 2. 2 (poem.). 7.
67 ff. (M. 37. 11564), the relation of 6 vonrés xdouos to the visible
material universe, or. 38. 10 (M. 36. 3214 f.), the notion of the world as
exhibiting harmony, or. 6. 15 (M. 35. 7418B), the reason for Creation in
the nature of God, or. 38. 9 (M. 36. 320C) = 45. 6 (629C), and like ques-
tions. But nowhere is there a sustained appeal to Genesis to substan-
tiate propositions rationally stated. A good part of or. 28. 5 ff. (M. 36.
328 ff.; pp. 27 ff.) is taken up with questions similar to those raised in
this poem. The commentary of Norris (pp. 110-31) will be found help-
ful at a number of points.

Of secondary literature relating to Greg.’s doctrine of creation the
following should be consulted: G. Florovsky, “The Idea of Creation in
Christian Philosophy’, ECQ 8/3 (1949), suppl. 53-77; A. H. Arm-
strong, ‘Plotinus’s Doctrine of the Infinite and its Significance for
Christian Thought’, Downside Review, 73/231 (1954-5), 47—58, esp. 56—
7: E. Osborn, The Beginning of Christian Philosophy (Cambridge, 1981),
ch. 5 “Cosmos and Creation’; J. F. Callahan, ‘Greek Philosophy and
the Cappadocian Cosmology’, DOP 12 (1958), 29—57 (this deals
specifically only with Basil and Nyssen but much of the paper has
direct relevance for Nazianzen); Ullmann, Gregorius von Nazianz der
Theologe, 341 fI.; Dubedout, De D. Gregorii Nazianzeni carminibus, 48 fF.;
Gottwald, De Gregorio Nazianzeno Platonico, 16 ff.; Portmann, Die
gottliche Paidagogia bei Gregor von Nazianz, 53 ff.; Ruether, Gregory of
Nazianzus, 130 ff.; Moreschini, ‘Platonismo’, 1375, 1381.

1-23. God created in an absolute sense, without pre-existent matter

1. €i 0" aye is a Homeric formula, used here to introduce a hortatory
subjunctive (cf. P. Chantraine, Grammaire homérique, ii. §404,
PP- 274-3), introducing a new poem as Homer uses the words to
introduce a speech in /1. 6. 376.

3-4. The assertion of monotheism is related directly to the question
of «riows: it had always been a strong part of the Church’s answer to
Gnostic teaching on creation, for instance. Here it is traditional
forms of Greek philosophy with which Greg. is concerned to deal.
His association of creation with the activity of the One God may be
turned against Plato. The Timaeus discusses at some length the
work of the dnuiovpyds in making the world (27¢~40D5), but the
intention is not monotheistic, as may be seen from 40p06-41D2. For
here Plato mentions subsidiary gods who are to be intermediaries in
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the creation of the &wmrd. Though the passage dwells on the
derived and conditional nature of their divinity (41 B1-6), they are
still gods. For explicit attribution of the world to the creative
activity of a number of gods we may look among Greg.’s contem-
poraries to the writings of Sallustius Philosophus. (‘He was,
roughly speaking, a Neo-Platonist’: G. Murray, Five Stages of Greek
Religion (Oxford, 1925), 219.) If one accepts the identification of
this Sallustius with the friend of Julian, one may see in him a par-
ticularly pointed example of the kind of creation teaching which
Greg. was concerned to counter; cf. Murray, loc. cit.: ‘Sallustius
then may be taken to represent in the most authoritative way the
Pagan reaction of Julian’s time, in its final struggle against
Christianity.” Discussion of the identity of Sallustius is found in
Praechter’s article in RE iA. 1960—7. He hesitates over Preller’s
view that Sallustius Philosophus is the same as the friend of Julian
who became prefect of the East in 361, but A. D. Nock regards the
identification as probable (Sallustius: Concerning the Gods and the
Unrverse (Cambridge, 1926), pp.ciff.) and the latest editor, G.
Rochefort, (Saloustios: Des Dieux et du Monde (Paris, 1960), Introd.,
pp. x ff.), agrees. But even if the writer of ITepi @cwv xai kéopov
does not have official support and even if Greg. did not know his
work (Nock finds little evidence that it was influential in its own
day, op.cit. pp. ciii ff.), there is no doubt that it represents the kind
of thinking about the nature of the universe which would have
appealed to many of Greg.’s contemporaries (cf. Murray 219 ff.).
There is thus point in contrasting with Greg.’s teaching a charac-
teristic sentence or two from this treatise: rav 8¢ Oe@v of uév elow
éykbaurot, of Oé Umepkiouior- éykoouiovs 8¢ Aéyw avdTovs Tovs
tov Kdéouov motoivras Beovis: v d€ vmeproouiwv ol pév ovolias
mototiot Oeav, ol 8¢é voiv, of 8¢ Yuyds: (6. 1; Nock, p. 10. 28 ff.).
Now these gods are secondary; above them is the One. But both
the secondary gods and the One are quite different from the One
God of Greg.'s Christian monotheism, the God who created a
world out of nothing.

The mwvroi are Platonists in general with their eternal Forms
and creation from pre-existent matter. Plato himself does not refer
to §An in the sense of ‘matter’, cf. A. E. Taylor, A Cammmnigr on
Plato’s “Timaeus’ (Oxford, 1928), 493; but Tim. 30A 1-6 uses language
which is amenable to the interpretation of pre-existent matter:
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BovAnleis yap ¢ Oeds dyala uév mdvra, dAaipov 8¢ undév elvar xara
duvauty, olirw 87 mav doov v dparov mapadaBav ody fjovyiav dyov dAAa
xivovpevor mAnupedas kai drdkTws, €ls rdéiv avTa fyayev éx s draéias,
NYNOAUEVOS EXEIVO TOUTOV TAVTWS AUELVOV.

Cf. F. M. Cornford, Plato’s Cosmology: the ‘Timaeus’ of Plato (L.ondon,
1937), 37, convincing in its opposition to Tavlor, 79-80. Certainly
Plato was held by Athanasius, for example, to have maintained this
view; cf. inc. 2. 3 ff. (M. 235. 100a f.); Ar. 2. 22. (M. 26. 192B). In the
former passage, mentioning Plato by name, Ath. is concerned with
what would be weakness on God’s part if he had to use pre-existent,
uncreated matter to make the universe. But Greg. sees in eternally
pre-existent Forms an additional, and, we may think, even more
fundamental restriction upon God’s freedom of action. He would
be subject to the indignity not only of having to work with material
which he did not create but would be limited by the Forms in what
he could do with it.

Argument against the existence of pre-existent matter, coexistent
with God, is found several times in Origen. He attacks the idea in
princ. 1. 3. 3 (p. 50. 14 ff., M. 11. 147¢ fI), 2. 1. 4 (p. 110. 7 ff,, M. 11.
1858 1), Jo. 1. 17 (p. 22. 14, M. 14. 53B), comm. in Gen. 1 (= Eus. p.e.
7.20 (M. 21. 654D f.), hom. in Gen. 14. 3 (p. 124. 6 fF,, M. 12. 2381 f1.).
Koetschau notes (GCS 5. 51) that sometimes Origen is thinking of
Gnostics as well as of Platonists.

We may contrast with the line of reasoning found here in Greg.
the argument of Aristotle against the coexistence of Forms and
tormless matter. He held that forms could not produce things,
insisting that form and matter could not exist apart (gen. ef corr. 2.
33579 fI.). But, whereas Greg. would see here a reason for believing
that God created a world, the forms of which were in his mind and
which had no other existence, a world in which form and matter
came together at the moment of Creation, Aristotle saw here an argu-
ment for the eternal existence of the world (see below, vv. 55-74).

ovvavagya: Greg. uses the word here in a way similar to that
found in Cyr. Juln. 2 (6. 544). Elsewhere he is cautious about giving
the word meaning in a trinitarian context, refraining from its
application even to the Son and the Holy Spirit, unless the term is
meticulously defined in a way which gives it the kind of temporal
reference which in no way questions the position of the Father as
absolute dpyj.
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5-6. The attributes of the Platonists’ Forms, their eternal, un-
changing qualities, are, in Greg.’s terms, applicable only to
Godhead. Forms of this kind are illusory. The only things which
can in any way correspond to them are direct creations of the
mind of God.

popgopara: the choice of uépdwpa to denote a Form is signi-
ficant: it is a word used by other authors—and by Greg. himself in
carm. 2. 1. 12. 561 (M. 37. 12064) to denote visible forms or shapes.
Its use here seems rather contemptuous, as is that of ovoia inv. 8.

7-15. Greg. is arguing for creatio ex nihilo by denying the possibility of
form and matter as separate entities. God created objects in which
form and matter were inseparably combined. This argument, as is
seen in the n. on vv. 3—4 above, goes back to Aristotle. In Metaph.
Z 3. 1028" f,, to take another instance, he maintains in the course of
a discussion on oveia that matter can have no separate existence,
except by mental abstraction; cf. W. D. Ross’s edn. (Oxford, 1924),
ad loc. and pp. xciii f.

7-8. The expression dveibeos JAn does not occur in Plato or
Aristotle, but is found in a passage about Aristotle in the Epitome of
Arius Didymus (Diels, Doxo. 448. 3—4): 7 pev yap (sc. 6An) dveideos,
76 0¢€ €l0os dei, kai 1) puév oV odua, cwuaTiky 8¢, 76 8¢ xalbdmaf
dowpaTov. (Cf. Aristotle’s use of dewdrjs in Cael. 306°17). The words
are found also in a passage in Damascius where he is writing about
the Parmenides (Ruelle, ii. 425, p. 281. 13fl.): 76 uy peréyov v
eidwv 1) UAn éoTwv 1) dveideos . . . 6Aws 8¢ mepi ooy 6 Adyos, dAX’
ov mepi oxéoews kal peradopdv, dAAd mepi mdons s dverdéov
iAns. Cf. also the words in the parallel sections from Plutarch and
Stobaeus at Diels 308, together with Sallustius 17. 6 (Nock, p. 32.
3 ff).

Greg. is appealing to ‘common sense’ observation, rather than to
metaphysical speculation. He considers only the side of the ques-
tion which conflicts most directly with creatio ex nihilo.

Origen had made distinctions which were not to Greg.’s purpose
when he spoke (princ. 2. 1. 4 (p. 109. 22, M. 11. 185A) of matter as
‘that which underlies bodies’ (‘quae subiecta est corporibus’),
following in the line of Plat. Tim. 51a. Much more germane to that
purpose is the practical conclusion that matter is never actually
found existing apart from qualities: ‘Haec tamen materia quamvis,
ut supra diximus, secundum suam propriam rationem sine qualita-
tibus sit, numquam tamen subsistere extra qualitates invenitur.’
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(ibid. 110. 4 fF,, 1858). Cf. princ. 4. 4. 7 (p- 357- 29, M. 11. 4084 f),
Cels. 3. 41 (p. 237. 10 ff, M. 11. 9754 £), 4. 57 (p. 330. 7, 1124A), Jo. 13.
61 (p. 293. 18 ff, M. 14. 516¢ f), together with Koetschau’s n. in
GCS 5. 100.

In the works of his fellow Cappadocians Greg. could look for
similar denials of the severance of form and matter. But, again,
Greg. goes only so far in his use of the idea. Basil adumbrates (hex.
1. 8(G. 1. 8E ff,, M. 29. 214 fI.)) and Nyssen developed (hom.opif. 24
(Forbes 1. 248 ff., M. 44. 212D ff.) a notion which goes beyond
Origen’s Platonism in advancing the view that matter might consist
entirely of qualitative differences in a state of pure potentiality and
without any substratum; cf. H. von Balthasar, Présence et Pensée (Paris,
1942), 20 fI.; A. H. Armstrong, Plotinus’ Doctrine’, 54-5; id., “The
Theory of the Non-Existence of Matter in Plotinus and in the Cap-
padocians’, Stud. Patr. 5 (= TU 80; Berlin, 1962). Nyssen here holds
that the withdrawal of properties causes the dissolution of the whole
notion (Aéyos) of body and that it is their combined presence which
produces material nature: a body cannot exist without such qual-
ities as colour. Greg. makes no use of this more subtle reasoning,
being content to limit himself to the straightforward denial of the
existence of formless matter in the recognized sense.

There remains for consideration a view which is intermediate,
lying between the doctrine of formless, pre-existent matter and that
of the simultaneous creation of form and matter. This is the idea
found in Tatian, orat. 12 (p. 12. 18 ff,, M. 6. 829c f.), where two
stages of Creation are envisaged. In the first God created formless
matter which, in the second stage, he ordered to form the universe
as we know it. Tatian could claim for this understanding of Creation
the support of Wisd. 11. 17 (kricaca t6v kéouov €€ duépdov GAns)
and could at the same time defend it against Greg. by taking
seriously the questions of vv. 7-8 and answering ‘God has’.

aihov popgiv: is popds to be taken as a synonym for efdos?
The two are distinguished in Pl. R. 380p, but as Ross points out
(edn. of Metaphysics, ii. 165), in Aristotle ‘wopdj is often identified
with e/8os and 7i #jv elvar, but means primarily sensible shape’. It
may be suspected that e/8os is here a virtual equivalent for popdij
(cf. popdapara in v. 5 above), but that it carries over some of the
distinctive connotations of the former. It is easier to ridicule
immaterial popd, which, though technically representing efdos,
has the associations of tangible ‘shape’ and the suggestions of
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impermanency. Objections may be made to belief in immaterial
eldos, but the words do not seem to contain the same internal con-
tradiction as is present in immaterial popd-j.

orgogdiyEw: the picture is of ideas ‘whirling’ in the mind as
dust, smoke, or water might swirl (LS]J s.v. I). Cf. carm. 1. 2. 14. 15
(M. 37. 756A).

9. aowpogis cited in Etymologicum Magnum 161. 140 but otherwise it is
known only from this passage where it is metrically convenient.

10. guoig may be taken as closely parallel in meaning to that found in
Are. 3. 2: ‘its own inherent nature’. But equally it could mean ‘the
world of nature’, the divinely established natural order.

11-15. The God who combined form and matter also created them.
The argument is that, if one is prepared to admit a divine power
which could make a universe out of mysteriously separate elements
of form and matter, one may as well admit that this power also
created them, presumably on the grounds that such a unifying act
would call for such a high degree of control over form and matter as
to make easy belief in their creation by this same power.

12-13. There are two related problems in these lines: the meaning of
xoopos and the choice of reading at the beginning of v. 13. Nicetas’
paraphrase reads: ris yap dv xai ein kéouos év 7 éordvar kabféAov
mavra ywpis pév v BAny, ywpis 6¢€ 76 eldos; It is clear that if a
reading is preferred which gives an active verb in v. 13, xéouos will
be best taken to mean ‘order, ordering’. If a verb of intransitive or
passive meaning is read, it will mean “world’. The possibilities may
be examined in this way:

(1) An active sense. If we take Caillau’s éoraxev, we have an
attested active verb. éeraxa occurs in Cercidas (3rd c. BC) as the
perf. act. indic. of foryuc. On this interpretation the lines would
mean: ‘What ordering established the universe, hitherto utterly
fragmented?’

(i) An intransitive sense. (@) This could be obtained by accepting
Caillau’s understanding of his reading éoraxev as = éomkev. (b)
Read éorduev, the Ep. intr. perf. infin. (¢) Read éordva, the regular
intr. perf. infin. in most forms of Greek. The translation would thus
be: (a) “What world then stood, being in all ways utterly frag-
mented?’ (b) and (¢) “‘What world (was this), to stand in all ways
utterly fragmented?’
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Several points should be noted. (1) There is no evidence that
éordka was ever used = éomxa. (2) Though Cercidas may seem
tenuous evidence for éoraxev in an active sense, the form is found in
compounds in writings including Plato, LXX, and Sextus Empir-
icus. In his edition of Cercidas, J. U. Powell noted (Collectanea
Alexandrina (Oxford, 1925), 203): ‘sed éordxa et composita transitiva
sunt, velut rods u7) mapeoraxdéras Ta wopeia Tebt. Pap.i. 5, 1. 196’;
better examples follow. But whether Greg. was as well informed as
Powell may be questioned. (3) éorduev is found four times in
Homer, all in the same position as here, first word in the line (/. 4.
342, 12. 316, 15. 675, Od. 21. 261). (4) Difficilior lectio casts doubt on
éordvau: it looks very much as if it appeared first as a gloss on the
epic form éorduev, especially as Nicetas uses it in his paraphrase.

The best choice appears to lie between (i) and (ii) (#). The first
avoids tautology, giving wdvra a meaning which is not simply a
doublet of dcaumepés. But the pleonasm ndvra Siapmepés is good
Homeric style (cf. /1. 16. 499). The second alternative gives Nicetas’
sense. | incline to the second.

avorya navra: note the Homeric reminiscence. In /7. 18. 511 the
words concern the distribution of spoil at the sacking of a city.
Greg.’s habit of reusing expressions of this sort in a totally different
context is discussed in Introd.

14. xepaoris: like xrioropa, the word is to be connected with
mdvrwy. Cf. the description of Zeus in Orph. fr. 297 as wdvrwv
xspaa‘nig.

15. krioTopQ: krioTwp here = krioms, as in 6 krio™)s awdvrwy (Sir.
24. 8), 6 mavrwv kriomys (4 Macc. 11. 3).

16-23. God is more than a craftsman. The distinction between the
human craftsman who has to work within the limits of the material
to hand and the divine Creator was one which had been developed
by Theophilus of Antioch in Autel. 2. 4 (p. 102, M. 6. 1052Bf.).
Amongst other passages in the same vein may be mentioned Ps.-
Justin, coh.Gr. 22 (M. 6. 2818), Iren. haer. 2. 10. 2 (M. 7. 7368), Ath.
inc. 2. 3 ff. (M. 25. 1004 ff.), deer. 11 (Opitz 2. g. 33 ff,, M. 25. 433¢ f)).

Kertsch, Bildersprache, 152 n. 4, points to the Stoic use of the
figure of the potter, comparing C. W. Miiller, Die Kurzdialoge der
Appendix Platonica (Studia et testimonia antiqua 17, Munich, 19753),
303.

16. £hisowv: see Arc. 3. 43 n.

18. Neither Billius nor Caillau is quite accurate, translating as if
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dpevis were a dative. There is a difference between ‘Grant to God
more than would be appropriate to a human mind’ and ‘Grant to
God something more than a human mind’.

@uhavagye: an advocate of the view that forms and matter are,
like God, eternal is addressed, following the contention of
ouvdvapya inv. 3. The word is not cited in LLS]; PGL gives only this
passage and or. 23. 7 (M. 35. 11604), there coupled with dirayév-
vyros in a I'rinitarian discussion.

19. Inert, formless matter is purely a mental concept, whereas matter,
as it was created by God, given individual structure by activating
forms, is part of the recognizable world.

20. vooaro: the act of divine will is stressed; cf. Florovsky, ‘Idea of
Creation’, 58 ff. For the form cf. the ep. vosjoaro (H. /I. 10. 501) and
the participle vwoduevos (e.g. Theognis 1298).

T . . . #veidea: no other example of 76 éveidos is recorded in the
lexica.

YEVETELWOQ is not common in earlier literature. Pindar applied it
to Hera (N. 7. 2) and Artemidorus Daldianus (2nd c. Ap) to the earth.
For a metaphorical use we may look to Plotinus 5. 8. 4, where we
find dAvjbeia . . . kai yevérepa xal Tpodos kai ovoia kai Tpodij.

mlm.olcng: perhaps ﬁristuphanes’ moAvmAokov vonua may
have suggested the use (7. 463).

21-3. Unlike a painter who needs an external object to copy, God was
able to create from the model in his own mind.

£01k0g . . . €ld0g means a plausible representation of the original.
There is a play upon the two senses of eldos: the ‘form’ and the
‘visible representation’ (the second frequent in Homer).

24-54. Ananack on Manichaean views

As useful for understanding the Manichaean position may be men-
tioned: F. C. Burkitt, The Religion of the Manichees (Cambridge, 1923);
A. V. W. Jackson, Researches in Manichaeism (New York, 1932); H.].
Polotsky, ‘Manichdismus’, RE Suppl. vi (19335), 240—71; H. C. Puech,
Le Manichéisme, son fondateur, sa doctrine (Paris, 1949); A. Adam, Texte
zum Manichaismus (Berlin, 1954); G. Widengren, Mani and Manichae-
sm, ET (London, 1965); S. C. Lieu, Manichaeism in the Later Roman
Empire and in Medieval China (Manchester, 1985); H. Jonas, The Gnostic
Religion, 2 edn. (Boston, 1963), ch. g and elsewhere. Cf. G. Bardy,
‘Manicheisme’, DTC g (1927), 1841-1895, and 1954~7 for Patristic

151



COMMENTARY ON ARC. 4, 24-5

references to Manichaeism; Quasten, Patrology, iii. 356 ff. gives full
bibliography.

Part of the earlier argument of the poem applies to the Manichees,
though it is only now that they are mentioned by name. For it was part
of Manichaean teaching that there were two eternal elements, God
and matter, neither of which was created. The word dvapyos (cf. v. 4
above) is applied by the Manichees to A, according to Macarius
Aegyptius in som. 16. 1 (M. 34. 6138B), or whoever the real author may
be (cf. Quasten, Patrology, iii. 162 fI.). In the Manichaean system these
two elements might also be known as Light and Darkness or Truth
and Falsehood. It is the Light—-Darkness presentation which Greg.
here selects for attack.

Nyssen introduces an anti-Manichaean polemic in a similar context
in hom.opif. 23 (Forbes 1. 242 ff.; M. 44. 2098 fI.), when he argues
against the coeternity of matter with God, holding that the admission
of 8vo dvapya xai dyéwnra plays directly into the hands of the
Manichees (p. 246; 2128). Athanasius writes extensively on similar
themes in Contra Gentes (M. 25. 4 ff.). In attacks which include in their
objects Gnostics, Marcionites, Manichees, and followers of cosmic
religion, he argues for a unitary control of the universe by the incor-
poreal God who is creator out of nothing and the sustainer who holds
together in harmony elements which would otherwise be mutually
destructive. It is he who has placed within his providential plan
human beings who are designed by their image likeness to the Creator
to discern by thoughtful observation of his works some pointers to the

nature of the Father and the Word who shares the unity of divine
government.

24-31 form a unit of argument (argumentum ex remotione, Focken, De
Greg. . . . ratione, 38), designed to show that the two principles, God
and evil Darkness, cannot coexist from all time. Cf. Bas. hex. 2. 4 ff.
(G. 1. 15C ff., M. 2q. 368 ff.) throughout this section.

24-5 Basil attacks the Manichees in kex. 2. 4 (G. 1. 15¢., M. 29. 36B ff.)
for taking the ‘darkness’ of Gen. 1. 2 not as a mere absence of light
(cf. v. 43b below, with n.), but as a self-existent evil power. The same
belief lies behind these lines and the subsequent ones. Cf. carm. 2. 1.
11. 1173 (M. 37. 11094), where in dpywk@ oxérew Greg. disputes the
same point.

napog: here it is possible to tr. as ‘before’ in either a spatial or a
temporal sense. The former would strengthen the picture of the
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rival throned before the divine light. But the second is the more
likely when one recalls that Basil had tried to answer the question
‘Is darkness older than light?’ He seeks a solution in the suggestion
that the darkness which was ‘upon the face of the deep’ was a with-
drawal of original light caused by the shadow of heaven, hex. 2. 5 (G.
1. 178 ff,, M. 29. g40c f).

For the departure from the more usual postpositive prepositional
use of mdpos cf. S. OC 418, E. Andr. 1112, 1208.

avriBgovov: Greg. is the only writer recorded as using this
word—orr. 21. 8 (M. 35. 108g8), 42. 22 (M. 36. 4848)—or the related
dvrifléwros of Are. 6. 44.

5b-31. No form of coexistence is thinkable which sets up the
positive principle of darkness or evil alongside God. If evil were
allowed to oppose God, he would not be God. Neither would he be
God if he permitted an ‘arrangement’ with evil. The possibility that
God and evil are evenly matched is dismissed because there is no
third power to end the deadlock. If there were a conflict, the
stronger would win, But how could this conflict, once started, be
calmly resolved?

Such is the structure of the argument. But the basis is found in v.
26 in the words ot ydap éowev. Greg. is assuming the omnipotence
of the Christian God, not arguing for it, and he can thus advance
from the starting point of what is fitting for that God. In a rather
rhetorical manner Greg. is setting up positions which the Mani-
chees did not need to hold in order to knock them down again. The
impression of an exhaustive survey of all the possibilities is largely
illusory. Though the Manichees did claim parity in some respects
between the God of Light and the power of matter, darkness, or evil
(e.g., both are eternal, uncreated), there is still a vital distinction.
Darkness is not a god, not the brother of Light, as he is in ancient
Iranian dualism, but, in violation of strict dualism, ultimately
inferior. There is not in the Manichaean system the everlasting
equipoise which Greg.’s rpiros would have to resolve. The future
triumph of Light, in Mani’s system, would be caused not by any
external intervention, but by the completion of a process which is
already started—the separation of the particles of Light from the
material prison in which, in the present age, they are held. A Mani-
chee could reply to v. 28 that the victory would, indeed, go to the
stronger, but the time is not yet. Cf. Burkitt 64; Polotsky, RE Suppl.
vi. 245 ff.; Widengren 43 ff,, and Lieu 5-24.
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27. There is no reason for the change suggested by Caillau’s n. from
ov to v. This would produce not a sentence but a group of words
without a main verb. The text printed is amenable to Caillau’s tr.
‘Deus evanescit’; seeing a direct parallel with vv. 25-6 €l Oeds ey, /
ot okéros, he understands 7ev with oxdros. The meaning is thus:
‘If darkness really existed, you do not know God (i.e., there is no
God for you to know; ‘Deus evanescit’). The same text may equally
well be repunctuated to read: el oxdros, ot Oeiv, oidas. This
presents the same absolute choice in a different way: ‘If you know
(acknowledge) darkness, you do not know God.’

dwoopov: there is a play on two senses of the word: e.g. carm. 2. 1.
13. 182-3 (M. 37. 12417). Agreement is ‘unbecoming’ (cf. ov . ..
Zowce v. 26). But such agreement with evil would be a denial of the
order of the universe: the result would be a xéouos dxkoouos. For
the expression cf. orac. Sib. 7. 123; AP. 9. 323. 3 (Antip. Sid.); Nonnus
D. 6. 371, al.

30-1. This surprising end to the conflict would come about only on
the assumption of Greg.’s hypothetical mediator. Mani did not
teach that the conflict would end without trace and be forgotten. In
the final dispensation, the powers of darkness will not simply dis-
appear. Though they will be ‘confined within their own original
domain’ (Burkitt 64), incapable of returning to their attack upon the
world of light, they will still remain in existence to represent the
second principle; cf. Widengren 68-9. The form éyeipas (ep. aor.)
is paralleled in H. Od. 15. 44.

32-50. Opposition to Mani’s views on the nature of Man and the Fall.

The poem now changes direction. Instead of continuing to dis-
cuss cosmology, Greg. follows up the Manichaean teaching on the
related subject of man’s involvement in the created order. Accord-
ing to Mani, Adam came into being at the end of a complicated
mythological process as a creature in whom the King of Darkness
had imprisoned a number of light particles. The initiative in man’s
creation belongs to the King of Darkness: man is not created in the
image of God, by God. Only in a secondary sense can man be
thought of as created in God’s image, inasmuch as he was made like
the Divine Messenger who, in turn, had been created by the King of
Light. Manichaean teaching did not concern itself with the nature
of man in the terms in which Greg. would want to describe it. For
him ‘man’ represents a recognizable unit, a composite being about
whom statement can be made. Mani did not take the idea of ‘man’
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seriously, regarding him, in Burkitt’s words as ‘essentially a
fortuitous conglomeration’, merely ‘a particle of Light enclosed in
an alien and irredeemable envelope’ (p. 39).

32. yum xai dépag: Greg. here places himself in a long line of
traditional writing on anthropology. As R. A. Norris Jr. writes, ‘It is
the initial commonplace of all Greek anthropology that man, as a
living being ({@ov), is a composite, being made up of two parts, a
body and a soul’, Manhood and Christ: A Study in the Christology of
Theodore of Mopsuestia (Oxford, 1963), 21. Many examples might be
cited from Greek philosophers to illustrate this dééa, e.g., Pl. Phd.
70Aal., Plot. 1. 1. 3. In taking this as his starting point Greg. is
attempting to place Manichaean teaching in the wrong, not only
from the viewpoint of Christian theology, but equally of Greek
philosophy.

It is important to limit the scope of Greg.’s statement of the
bipartite nature of man. What is here intended is opposition to the
Manichaean depreciation of the human body and the disappear-
ance of man as an identifiable entity, not a contribution to the ques-
tion whether man is best described in bipartite or tripartite terms.
In the anti-Apollinarian polemic of carm. 1. 1. 10 Greg. adopts a
threefold division of man: Yvysj, vois, ooua (v. 3, M. 37. 4654).
This need not be thought of as an inconsistency on Greg.’s part, but
rather as a restatement of the nature of the non-bodily part of man
to answer a different set of questions (cf. R. A. Norris 57 ff.). Greg.’s
understanding of the question is discussed in Winslow, Dynamics,
chs. 3—4; Althaus, Heilslehre, esp. 22—32, 51-60, 87-9, g6—100, and
207-10; Ruether, Gregory, 130-6; Ellverson, The Dual Nature of Man.

aroppnE: Billius’ tr. clearly takes this as a Manichaean expres-
sion, no less part of their ‘fiction’ than the root of darkness.
Certainly dmopp@¢ looks an admirable word for a ‘particle’ of light
in the Manichaean scheme. Caillau, on the other hand, leaves it
open to us to accept the description of the soul as Greg.’s own and
to take only words about the body as Manichaean. In favour of the
second view is Greg.’s willingness to use dmoppw¢ to characterize
the Spirit breathed into man at his creation (Arc. 7. 73). But the
combination of droppdr€ with dwrés dmerpeaioro so much suggests
the Manichaean terminology that it is difficult to believe that Greg.
used it approvingly.

33. The Manichees spoke of the two primary elements as two ‘roots’
of Light and Darkness.
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34. mollov amompoBev looks like meiosis for ‘directly opposite’.
Greg. is claiming that Manichaean teaching about soul and body
makes them so completely antithetical that no such unity as man
could be produced from them.

35. Evwi) goois: what is meant by this expression may be judged from
the speech put into the mouth of the Logos in Arc. 7. The creation of
man is envisaged thus:

Evvov 8" dudorépwler éuoi yévos eliade mijtau,
Bvyrav 7° allavdrwy e vojuova ddTa weanyd, ktA.  (Are. 7. 65-6)

Man is not a battle-ground but a meeting-ground. (Cf. the discus-
sion in Arc. 7. 65 ff. n.) He has affinities both with the world of
physical creation and with the heavenly world.

35b ff. Greg. is not denying the possibility of conflict between the
elements of man’s composition. The way in which, in a number of
his poems—2. 1. 22 (M. 37. 12814 f) is a good example—he writes, at
times almost despairingly, about the conflict which results from the
‘binding’ of the soul to the flesh, makes this quite clear. One may say
that emotionally Greg. never came to terms with the intellectual
position he maintained on the unity of body and soul. But he still
upheld that position. Here he is disputing the Manichaean view of
an unending (cf. éumedos) unrelenting struggle between the two
elements, a struggle incapable of resolution. The stress falls upon
wAexj. The elements of which man is formed are capable of being
‘interwoven’, an impossibility if they were basically inimical.

39b-54 return to the opening theme of the One God as the only
ultimate principle. As evil is not a positive principle, the Fall must
be explained as rejection of good.

39 picks up and amplifies the opening words of v. 3, claiming for God
the title of ‘Light’ wrested from the Manichees.

adiorroc: on the quantity of the  and the possible meanings, cf.
Are. 3. 86 n. The most likely meaning here is ‘beyond the reach of
strife’ (such as would arise from the Manichaean darkness).

40. amhav: Greg. is better evidence for the application of dwAovs to
angels than Ps.-Dionysius Areopagita, cited by PGL s.v. A. 2.a. The
other passage mentioned there is of interest here, coming as it does
from a context in which Evagrius Ponticus is discussing the applic-
ability of the word to angels. An angel, he argues, is not simple in
the way in which God is. For an angel is a compound of essence and
holiness, as man is compound (éx owparos kai Yvyis ovrveors),
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ep. 2 (M. 32. 2488 ff.). This argument is a curious one, but its object
is clear enough—to establish a distinction between God and the
angels. Greg. is no less well aware of the need to make this distinc-
tion. Elsewhere we shall see how he can draw a line which places
man with the angels on one side and God alone on the other (cf. Arc.
4. 89-92 n.). But here, Greg. is able to point an understandable con-
trast between God and the angels on the one side and man on the
other, by using the distinction of ‘simple’ and ‘composite’. For
dmAovs of angels, cf. Arc. 6. 17.

niextdv: the word is now put in perspective. wAexm) dvous is a
step above the Manichaean view of man, but well below the status of
pure intelligence. Cf. v, gz.

vynBeovrmv: PGL cites this passage as the first appearance of the
word. Soph. cites also carm. 2. 2 (epigr.), 17. 1 (M. 38. 911). Greg.’s
liking for v¢«-compounds may be seen from the occurrence in PGL
of g of them to be found in his verse. Cf. v. 51 n.

41-3a. The ‘dark’ element in man was not there from the start, but
came as a negative quality.

42. towmkvia: cf. Billius’ n. ‘Hoc est, vel per se existens natura, vel a
Deo procreata.’

nepiypaqgos: cf. Arc. 2. 64 n. ‘Circumscribed’ here indicates not
the limitations of darkness, but the supposition that it had by righta
fixed territory, as it were.

43b-6. Evil is not an eternal principle, as embodied in the Mani-
chaean darkness which was said to be in existence before the world.
It is to be traced to a point in history, the breaking of God’s
command. Cf. or. 40. 45 (M. 36. 424A): mioTeve, 1 ovoiav elvai Tiva
ToU kakot, wijte BaciAeiav, 7§ dvapyov, 1 map’ éavmis vmoaTdoav, 1
mapd Tov Beot yevouévmy, dAX’ uérepov €pyov eival ToliTo kai 7o
movypov ... Gr. Nyss. argues for the same point in or.cat. 6 (p. 33.
4 ft., M. 4s5. 28c), as does Basil in Aex. 2. 4—5 (G. 1. 16C ff,, M. 2¢.
37c ft).

The idea that darkness is no more than absence of light had a
long history in antiquity. Aristotle propounded it in Col. 791°2: 76
okéTos oU xpipa dAAd orépmols éont pwrds. Cf. An. 418°18. A
number of later examples of the same thought were collected by
J. E. B. Mavor, Journal of Philology, 28/56 (1903), 28¢ ff., taking his
title from Paradise Regained, 4. 400: ‘Privation mere of light and
absent day.” Mention may be made of a few instances. Synesius used
the idea without drawing from it any moral implication in Calv. 11
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(T. 211. 18 ff,, M. 66. 1188C): okia 8¢ ovdév érepdv éorwv 1) axdros:
éxatépw yap T@v dvoudrwy pwTis drmovoia onualverat.

Augustine commonly refers to this view, e.g. contraep. Man. 30. 33
(M. PL 42. 195; CSEL 25. 230. 21 fI.): ‘quamquam tenebrae non sunt
corporeae: totumque hoc nomen lucis absentia est; sicut nuditas
carere vestitu ..." and de nat. boni contra Man. 15 (M. PL 42. 556;
CSEL 25. 861. 15-16). Here Augustine had the same anti-
Manichaean reasons as Greg. for discounting the notion of dark-
ness as a positive quality. Cf. further conf. 12. 3 (M. PL 32. 827;
CSEL 33. 311. 19=20), civ. Dei 11. 10. 2 (M. PL 41. 326; CSEL 40/1.
527. 26 ff.; CCSL 48. 331. 60 fL.), contra sec. Iul. resp. imperf. op. 5. 44 (M.
PL 45. 1480-1).

We may notice that Greg., in preparing the way for the introduc-
tion of the Fall, does not use his analogy in such abstract terms as
became common. Plotinus, for example, defined evil in these terms:
SAws 8¢ 16 kawxov EAewhw Tov dyabov feréov (3. 2. 3). Again,
Augustine may be cited: ‘cum omnino natura nulla sit malum,
nomenque hoc non sit nisi privationis boni’, civ. Dei 11. 22 (M. PL 41.
335; CSEL 40/1. 543. 15 f,; CCSL 48. p. 341. 22f); ‘non est ergo
malum nisi privatio boni’, contra advers. leg. et proph. 1. 5. 7 (M. PL 42.
607); cf. further conf. 3. 7. 12 (M. PL 32. 688; CSEL 33. 53. 23 ff.),
enchir. 11 (M. 40. 236). Sallustius shares this view, Dedis. 12. 1 (Nock
p. 22. 14 ff.). As the gods are good, evil is to be thought of as absence
of good, as darkness is absence of light. Greg. does not follow out
exactly the ‘privatio’ notion which would parallel the light—darkness
analogy, but points not to the consideration of the essence of evil so
much as to its appearance as a historical phenomenon. Basil treats
the idea in Aex. 2. 4(G. 1. 16B-C, M. 29. 37C-D) and 5 (17D-184, 41B).

45. @vm: not ‘australes ad auras’, (Billius), which would be xdrw, but
‘north’ (cf. Hdt. 1. 143. 2; PL. R. 435E): ‘the sun’s course brings in the
north the icy winter’; cf. Nicetas: 6 fjAtos mpos rds yeypepwas Tov
avTov dpdpov dveAioowr. There is a touch of artistry in the implica-
tion, rather than the outright assertion, that it is the disappearance
of the sun on its winter journey which brings winter.

yeipa @oikrov is exactly Ovid’s ‘hiems . . . horrida’ (M. 15. 212).

46b-50. Lucifer’s fall and subsequent hatred of mankind. Cf. Ar. 6.
56—9q.

47. As Caillau’s n. points out, 7js dwepomAino is a reminiscence of H.
Il. 1. 205, where the words are spoken by Achilles against Agamem-
non.
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49. For Adam’s ‘tasting’ of evil, cf. Arc. 7. 114. The metaphorical use
of yetvopar is common from Homer on, but it is particularly appro-
priate to Adam who ‘tasted’ (experienced) evil in tasting the for-
bidden fruit.

avdpogovoro: cf. the application to the devil of dvlpwmoxrévos
(John 8. 44).

Oavarou: cf. Matt. 16. 28, Mark g. 1, Luke . 27, John 8. 52, Heb. 2.
9, AP 7. 662. 4 (Leonidas, 3rd c. BC).

51-4. The nature of evil. It is like rust on iron.

51. oywyovowo: despite its acceptance by Billius and Dronke, the
evidence for diiiyovos is not strong. The latter was mistaken in sup-
posing this to be the reading of Cu (5. Gregorii Nazianzeni Carmina
Selecta (Gottingen, 1848), 198). The only recorded instance of dii-
vovos is Nonnus, D. 27. ¢8. Greg.’s predilection for compounds of
vye- might encourage its adoption and it makes good sense, in
referring to Lucifer’s part in the origin of evil. édiyévoio on the
other hand, by stressing the late appearance of evil, points to its
secondary nature.

52. h®fn is well chosen, suggesting at once ‘ruin’ (cf. S. Ant. 792) and
the spreading contagion of a disease like leprosy (cf. Galen 14. 757;
Isid. Pel. ¢p. 1. 28 (M. 78. 200c¢), al.) Dr A. Meredith has drawn my
attention to Plot. 4. 7. 10. 46, an image of the soul restored to purity
through the removal of a massive accretion of rust.

Note the quantity of ¢ in {ds. Elsewhere it is long.
koatepoio: cf. Hes. Th. 864 oidnpos . . . kparepwraris éomv.

53-4. In contrast to inanimate iron, man has a responsibility for his
ruined state.

avroddikrog = ‘killing oneself’ is found in AP ¢. 293. 1 (Philip-
pus, 1st ¢. Ap) and in didactic verse in Oppian H. 2. 349.

Kakinv égurevoa: similar expressions are in H. /. 15. 134, Od. 5.
340. Cf. Arc. 8. 11-12 0.

gBovepoio: for the relationship of envy and pride in Lucifer’s
actions cf, Arc. 6. 56 1. n.

ahoi v: the sense of ‘tricks’ may be illustrated from, e.g.,
Ar. Ra. 68q.

fiv = ‘his’ (the devil's) is quite Homeric. Cf. Monro, Homeric
Grammar, §254, p.220. ‘Occasionally it (the possessive édés, 6s)
refers to a prominent word in the same sentence which is not
grammatically the subject.” (He cites /. 6. 500 and Od. g. 369 as
examples.) Cf. Chantraine, Grammaire homérique, i, § 128, pp. 272-3.
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55-74. The world is not eternal, but created by the timeless God

Greg. now takes up some of the problems treated in vv. 3 ff,, looking at
them in a different way. Both there and here we are faced with the
possibility of something eternally existent alongside God. In the
earlier passage we were asked to contemplate a stage at which form
was imposed upon eternally existent matter: here we must consider
the view that the world itself, in its union of form and matter, is
eternal. The place which the idea of the eternity of the world holds in
Greek thought is fully dealt with by J. Baudry, Le Probleme de l'origine et
de l'éternite du monde (Paris, 1931). Greg.’s two approaches to the ques-
tion are the two which Baudry distinguished at the beginning of his
study as fundamental to the whole debate (p. 6).

The notion of the eternity of the world in a developed form may be
traced back to Aristotle, though there are indications of it in an earlier
writer. Xenophanes appears to have held some doctrine of an un-
generated cosmos (cf. Guthrie, History, i. 380). Aristotle wrote in Cael.
206"33~4: 1 8¢ ye 100 xéopov Taéis didios. He set his face against
earlier Greek beliefs that the world had a beginning, arguing that it
had neither a beginning nor an end. (Cf. Baudry 139 ff.) Aristotle’s
opinion gained ascendancy over many philosophers in the following
centuries, not only among avowed Aristotelians, but also among some,
like Crantor (¢.335~-c.275 BC), who tried to combine it with Platonic
beliefs. Baudry shows how complete was the triumph of this notion of
eternity of the world by the third century Bc (p. 226).

This ascendancy was to be challenged in the following centuries.
But much of the opposition stemmed from schools of thought which
produced counter-arguments scarcely more acceptable to Christian
cosmology than the notion they attempted to disprove. The Stoics
denied the eternity of the world, but asserted the eternity of matter and
the material nature of the god who formed it into a succession of
worlds. Epicureans believed that the world had a birth and would be
destroved, but allied to this a mechanistic cosmology, a chance
arrangement of uncreated atoms without any moving intelligence.

The Fathers generally took occasion to deny the eternity theory as
being inconsistent with the Christian doctrine of creation (cf. Baudry
191). It continued as a point of dispute in the century following Greg.’s
and later, as may be seen from the instances cited by P. de Labriolle,
La Réaction paienne (Paris, 1950), 484 ff. In Greg.’s day we may again
turn to Sallustius for an example of belief in the eternity of the cosmos.
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In De dis 7. 1 (Nock, p. 12. 24 ff.) the argument is stated beginning;
av7ov 8¢ Tov Kéopov ddbaprév 7€ kai dyévvnrov elvar dvdykn. The
relationship between this eternal cosmos and the Cosmic Gods of the
previous chapter (cf. v. 3 n. above) is not easy to determine, but it is
clear that Sallustius intended both ideas to be taken seriously. (Cf.
further c. 17 Nock, pp. 30. 6 ff.) Among Greg.’s immediate Christian
predecessors it is Basil who treats the question most seriously. In Aex.
1.2-3(G. 1. 2E ff,, M. 29. 5¢ f.) he reviews theories in rivalry with the
Christian view, dealing specifically with the eternity of the world in c.
3 (3E ff.; gA ff). Basil argues that we have no evidence of any phenom-
ena eternally existent without beginning. The circular movement of
the heavenly bodies in no way proves that the circles did not begin at
some point in space and time. A circle drawn on paper has no visible
starting-point but, obviously, the man who drew it had to begin some-
where. Similarly, the universe had a starting-point, and, in accordance
with the principle that things which have a beginning also come to an
end, is due for ultimate destruction. Cf. S. Giet, SC 26 (Paris, 1949),
g9—100. But, despite this argument, Basil grounds his case mainly
on the authority of Scripture. Greg. bases his entirely on authority.
If the world were eternal, ‘inspired’ writers would turn out to be
mistaken.

In the following century the argument was taken up again. Proc-
lus, for example, arguing for the eternity of the world, is opposed
by Aeneas of Gaza. Cf. CHLGEMP, chs. 19 (A. C. Lloyd) and 31 (I. P.
Sheldon-Williams).

55. koope: in thus addressing the cosmos Greg. is not being entirely
rhetorical. For where his vocative is pure apostrophe, others were
accustomed to call upon the cosmos as a divine being. The associ-
ation of eternity and divinity is an obvious one. The variety of
beliefs compassed by this attribution of divinity to the cosmos need
not here concern us (cf. A. J. Festugiére, La Revélation d’Hermés
Trismégiste, 11, Le Dieu cosmigue (Paris, 1949), esp. 238 ff.). It is suffi-
cient to notice that the divinity of the cosmos formed a significant
part of many people’s religious attitude. As Philo had claimed long
before, there was a strong religious element in Aristotle’s original
affirmation of the eternity of the world, deaet. mundi 10 (2. 489 M., 6.
52 ff. C.-W. Cf. Baudry 104). When Sallustius writes of offering
prayer directly to the cosmos, De dis 17. 10 (Nock, p. 32. 22 ff)), he is
following up one aspect of the divinity theory, as others had done
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before him: Rochefort in his note on the passage (p. 51 n. 10), cites
Manilius, Astron. 1. 523; Pliny, HN 2. 1; Porphyry fr. in Eus. p.e. 3.9
(pp. 126 ff., M. 21. 1848 ff). See further A. H. Armstrong, ‘“The
World of the Senses in Pagan and Christian Thought', Downside
Review, 68/213 (1950), 305—-23.

57. Xpwrogogor: Xpioroddpos is first found in Ignatius, Eph. g. 2
(Bihlmeyer p. 85. 15; M. 5. 652B). For the meaning ‘Christ-bearing’
which it there has cf. J. B. Lightfoot, The Apostolic Fathers, n. ii
(London, 188g), 21, 56 nn.. The word came into use as a title of
respect for martyrs and prominent Christians: cf. Phileas ap. Eus.
he. 8. 10. 3 (p. 760. 13; M. 20. 764B) of the Alexandrian Martyrs,
Asterius Amasenus (M. 40. 3484) of St. Stephen, Ath. inc. 10. 5 (M.
25. 113C), gent. 5 (M. 25. 12¢), in both places of St. Paul. In Ar. 3. 45
(M. 26. 417C), Ath. uses the word Xpioroddpor (joined with diAé-
xptorot) in a context which justifies Miiller’s gloss ‘orthodoxi’
(Lexicon Athanasianum s.v.). This may be the meaning here. Another
possibility is that we are to see an analogy with feodépos (PGL s.v. 4
b) = ‘inspired’: on a question such as this it would be appropriate
that Greg. should invoke the authority of Scripture. Elsewhere
Greg. applies the word to the human soul or a mouth uttering
praise: carm. 1. 2. 38. 8 (M. 37. 9674) and 2. 2. 7. 313 (15754).

See further, for the history of the word, F. J. Dolger, ‘Christo-
phorus als Ehrentitel fiir Martyrer u. Glaubige im christlichen
Altertum’, AC 4 (1934), 73-80; A. Hermann, ‘Christophorus’, RAC
1i (1954), 1241-50.

58. Cf. Pindar’s ‘Qpa¢ . . . éAtoodpevar (0. 4. 2 ff.). For éXicvow see
Are. 3. 43 n.

59. For the work of the Logos in Creation cf. Arc. 7. 55 ff.

59b-62 accept the belief that Creation took place at a point fixed by
God but ask what was the nature of divine contemplation and con-
cern before the universe was in being. Origen had faced a similar
issue in De Principiis. Following an attack upon those who imagined
that they could reconcile the idea of a Maker of the universe with
that of uncreated, coeternal matter, he continued: ‘secundum hanc
enim eorum rationem si ponamus verbi gratia materiam non fuisse,
ut isti asserunt dicentes quia deus non potuerit aliquid facere, cum
nihil esset, sine dubio futurus erat otiosus, materiam non habens ex
qua posset operari, quam ei non sua provisione, sed fortuito
sentiunt adfuisse’ (princ. 2. 1. 4: p. 110. 17 ff,, M. 11. 185C). This
Origen dismisses as completely lacking in understanding of the
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nature and intelligence of the uncreated God (v. 63 n.). Considering
where the argument appears in the present poem, one should notice
that it is to the Manichees that Augustine attributes the question of
God’s activity before Creation:

primum ergo librum Veteris Testamenti, qui inscribitur Genesis, sic solent
Manichaei reprehendere. quod scriptum est, In principio fecit Deus caelum et
terram, quaerunt, in quo principio; et dicunt: si in principio aliquo temporis
fecit Deus caelum et terram, quid agebat antequam faceret caelum et
terram? et quid ei subito placuit facere, quod numquam antea fecerat per
tempora aeterna? his repondebimus, Deum in principio fecisse caelum et
terram, non in principio temporis, sed in Christo, cum Verbum esset apud
Patrem, per quod facta et in quo facta sunt omnia.

(de Gen. contra Manichaeos, 1. 2. 3, M. PL 34. 174)

Proclus was later to ask why, according to his opponents’ view of
creation, God had waited so long ‘in idleness’ (in 77. 88¢).

60. xivvro: for the reasons for preferring this form to Caillau’s xiv-
voro, cf. Arc. 1. 34 n. Again, both L and Cu read the single v form (as
they do in v. 67 below). For the form «ivvro see Monro, Homeric
Grammar, § 17, p. 18; cf. Chantraine, i, §§ 132—42, pp. 382 ff.

61. anpnxrog: ‘idle’, as ‘otiosus’ in Rufinus’ Origen, quoted in vv.
59b-62 n.

atéleorog: there appears to be no lexical parallel for the sense
which is required here. LS] give passive senses like ‘unaccom-
plished, uninitiated’ (III and IV are irrelevant here). PGL and Soph.
add Christian examples in the sense ‘unbaptized’, mostly taken
from Greg.: cf. orr. 18. 31 (M. 35. 1024 C),; 40. 28 (M. 36. 4004); carm. 2.
1. 1. 324 (M. 37. 9944). But here the sense must be active = ‘not
accomplishing anything’. dréAeoros here has the meaning found in
dredis (LSJ II Act.: “Not bringing to an end, not accomplishing
one’s purpose, ineffectual’).

63-6. The Trinitys self-contemplation. M. Pellegrino, with justice,
points to these lines as showing a quality of verse which is rising
towards poetry (La poesia di S. Gregorio Nazianzeno, 30: ‘Versi grandi,
fulgenti di luminosa bellezza, . . ’). A finer poet than Greg. was later
to write, in prose, words of similar import. ‘For all Eternity is at
once in Him, both the empty durations before the World was made,

and the full ones after’ (Traherne, ‘Centuries of Meditations’, i. 44,
ed. H. M. Margoliouth (Oxford, 1958), 1. 22, 11. 6-8).

On the thought of these and the following lines cf. Florovsky,
‘Idea of Creation’, 6o ff.
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63. aidow keveoiowy: they are ‘empty’, as devoid of temporal events.
These ages are to be thought of as equivalent to the singular aldv (=
‘eternity’) which Greg. defines in carm. 1. 2. 34. 14 (M. 37. 9464):
aidv, Sidomu’ dypdvws dei péov and, at greater length, in or. 38. 8
(M. 36. 3204 £) = 45. 4 (628C): aiav ydp, olite xpbros olite xpovov T
pépos: oidé yap perpnrév: dAN Gmep fuiv 6 xpdves, fAiov dopd
ueTpovpuevos, TotiTo Tois didiots alwy, 7O ovpTapekTEWiUEVOY TOIS
odow, olév T xpovikov kivypa kai didomjua.

But there is one other interpretation which must be considered.
Schubach, Commentatio, 51, claimed to find here a refutation of
Origen’s teaching about the existence of other worlds before this
one. Origen held that the Creator could never have been without a
world over which to exercise his power. As we have seen, in vv. 59b-
6z n., Origen will not have God idle and the form of activity pre-
scribed is occupation with the concerns of a succession of worlds, as
he writes in princ. 3. 5. 3 (pp. 272 ff., M. 11. 3278 ff.). Dismissing the
suggestion of ‘otiosam . . . et immobilem . .. naturam Dei’, he goes
on: ‘nos vero consequenter respondebimus observantes regulam
pietatis et dicentes, quoniam non tunc primum cum visibilem istum
mundum fecit Deus, coepit operari, sed sicut post corruptionem
huius erit alius mundus, ita et antequam hic esset, fuisse alios
credimus.’ It must be said that keveoiow could well carry this mean-
ing. But one wonders whether Greg. would have dealt with such a
theory in this passing way if this had been in his mind.

64. xivvro: cf. v. 6o n. Taken with fyevpevos it means ‘active in con-
templation of'. Greg. writes of divine self-contemplation in or. 40. 5
(M. 36. 364B): airé (sc. dws) éavroi Bewpnrikév Te xai kata-
mAnykTiKoy, dAwyd Tois ééw yedpevor.

65. Tpwsoopang is found in a Trinitarian context in Or. exp. in Pr. 16
(M. 17. 196B) and again applied to Godhead by Greg. in carm. 2. 1.
13. 214 (M. 37. 1244A).

67-74. The content of the divine mind. For these lines cf. Florovsky, ‘Idea
of Creation’, 61 ff. Greg.’s idea of self-contemplation may be con-
trasted with that of Aristotle. The latter thinks of the divine mind as
totally absorbed in itself: its whole knowledge is self-knowledge.
For this, see Metaph. 1074"15 ff.,, especially 1074°33-5: avrov dpa
voei, eimep €ari T6 kpdTioTOV, Kai €aTLv %) vonois vorjaews vonous (cf.
notes in Ross’s edn., ii. 396 ff.). Greg., while wishing to preserve the
mystery of contemplation within the Godhead, stresses the outflow-
ing activity of God in Creation: see e.g. or. 38. 9 (M. 36. 320C) = 45. 5
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(6294), émei 8¢ ovk fpxer Tj dyalémTi TovTo, TO Kiveiobar wovov T4
éavmijs fewpiq, dAX’ édet yebhijvar 16 dyalov kai 6devocar, s
wAelova elvar Ta evepyerovpeva (Tol7o yap Tis dxpas Ny dyabém-
ros) x7tA. That passage goes on to describe how the heavenly
powers were formed (cf. vv. 77 ff. below). The present passage con-
cerns itself with another aspect of the divine activity, the way in
which the mind of God looks from self-contemplation, not to active
creation, but to regard the forms of the worlds to be created, the
worlds of mind and matter.

To guard against any reappearance of coeternal Forms (cf. vv. 2 f.
above), Greg. says that God ‘established’ them (v. 67). This view
collides sharply with that of, say, Timaeus, where it is clear that the
Demiurge does not bring the Forms into being, but merely uses
them, taking them as he finds them; 7im. 29p—314. Cf. Cornford’s
note in his edn., pp. 33 ff., esp. p. 41: “The model, as strictly eternal,
is independent of the Demiurge, whose function it is to be the
cause, not of eternal Being, but only of order in the realm of Becom-
ing. ... The Forms are always spoken of as existing eternally in
their own right.” Nor is there the restriction upon God which
Plotinus places upon his Divine Mind. Here, as A. H. Armstrong
pointed out in Downside Review, 73/231 (1954—5), 51, the Mind is
limited because the Forms which are its content are definite and
fixed in number. Greg. accepts no such restriction. The Forms
(here the Forms of the world are specified) are no more and no less
than thought in the mind of God. Greg. is thus in line with an
understanding of the Forms which had been developed by Albinus,
who reinterpreted the Platonic Forms as thoughts of God, not self-
existent beings (Epitome g. 1—2). The relationship between these
Forms and the created order is quite direct: in creating the worlds,
the intelligible and the visible, God simply follows the thoughts in
his mind. With Philo there had been an intermediary stage: the
Forms, starting as thoughts in God’s mind, achieve the status of
real, created beings which form the intelligible world, which are
situated within the Logos, and which form the model for the visible
world. (Cf. references in Wolfson, The Philosophy of the Church
Fathers, i. 258 n. 4; the whole chapter is valuable for its account of
the Patristic interpretation of the Platonic Forms: ch. 13, “The
Logos and the Platonic Ideas’, pp. 257-86.) For Greg., as will be
seen from vv. g3 ff., the intelligible world is quite different. It is
created, as the visible world is created, directly by God, while his
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thoughts remain his thoughts and do not take on any existence of
their own. The heavenly world which is created is a world of beings,
of angels who, as Greg. is forced to admit (cf. Arc. 6. 53 ff. n.), may
make wrong choices, not a world of ideas.

[tis not necessary to trace in full the development of the notion to
understand Greg.’s allusion to it. For the way it is treated in Anti-
ochus of Ascalon, Seneca, Philo, and Albinus cf. CHLGEMP, 53 ff.,
66—7 (P. Merlan) and 142 ff. (H. Chadwick) together with A. N. M.
Rich, “The Platonic Ideas as Thoughts of God’, Mnemasyne, 4th ser.,
7 (1953), 123-33 and A. H. Armstrong, “The Background of the
Doctrine “That the Intelligibles are not outside the Intellect”’, Les
Sources de Plotin (Entietiens Hardt, 5; Vandceeuvres-Geneva, 1960),

393—425-
[. P. Sheldon-Williams points to the more dynamic function of

the Forms in the thought of Basil and Nyssen (CHLGEMP, 430).

67. xivuvro: cf. v. 6o n.

68. xoopoyovoc: this is the first recorded use of the word, but cf. Arc.
5.2n.
69 provides the link with the following lines.
70-4. The Forms exist in a timeless state in the mind of God. On these lines
Schubach observed (Commentatio, 52): ‘... responsum modo
citatum quasi emendans pergit: mdvra Oe@ mpomdpoibev . .. k7A.]
What Greg. has spoken of up to v. 69 is Forms of the world which
found expression at a point in time but which existed independently
of time in the Divine Mind. Schubach meant by ‘emendans’ that
Greg. implied in vv. 70—4 (he added that Greg. failed to draw the
explicit conclusion) the view that God contemplated not the Forms
of the universe but the universe itself from all eternity. As he says
(p. 53): “ex aeterno omnia creavit vel creat’. On this interpretation
mdvra (v. 70) = ‘the universe’, as frequently. But why should there be
any such implication? The natural sense of the lines makes them a
continuation, not a correction, of what has preceded. ‘All things’
(wdvra) are ‘before’ God, not in the sense that they have been
created by him ‘ex aeterno’, but because they are present in the
mind of God precisely as the Forms of the world are present. The
expression wdvra goes beyond the Forms in its inclusion of events
taking place in time. (For the importance of the distinction between
the ‘idea’ of the world and the world itself see Florovsky, ‘Idea of
Creation’, 63.)

That Greg. was unlikely to have adumbrated such a view as
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Schubach suggested may be further demonstrated from or. 38. g=10
(M. 36. 320cff) = 45. 5-6 (629a ff.). Despite his proviso that
temporal language has no meaning when applied to the actions of
the eternal God—cf. or. 38. 7 (3178 ff.) = 45. 3 (635 C ff.)—Greg. easily
slips into the use of temporal expressions. He thinks of stages of
creation: it was only when the first order of creation (the world of
thought) was well established that God formed the concept (évvoei)
of the material world (321A = 629c). This is far removed from
creation ‘ex aeterno’.

71-2. Time is a divisive factor, ‘splitting’ past, present, and future as
an axe splits wood. To be subject to time is essentially a creaturely
condition, as Greg. has stressed in Arc. 2. 18-27, 3. 84-6; cf. also
Balthasar, Présence et pensée 4, 20. C. Moreschini in his tr. aptly com-
pares Plot. 3. 7. A modern writer who is affected by the contrast
between immortality and human bondage to time is Edwin Muir.
One thinks of “Variations on a Time Theme’ (1934) which contains
such lines: ‘If there’s no crack or chink, no escape from Time, ...
Imprisonment’s for ever; we’re the mock of Time ... (Collected
Poems (London, 1960), 48.)

73. The language becomes suddenly more personal and more
biblical, recalling the thought of Deut. 33. 27: ¥7é loyiv Bpayiévwy

aevawy.

75-92. The Creation of angels and of men

75-6. The travail figure is applied to the mind in Pl. Tht. 148k, al.
In the present passage the auxiliary idea of pain or difficulty is
absent.

Again temporal language appears (cf. 70—4 n.), with eis Jorepov
indicating a further stage. Elsewhere the phrase denotes progres-
sion in time or alteration in status (cf. e.g. S. Ant. 1194, Pl. Ti. 82b).

77. 1j0elke: this affirmation was seen by many of the Fathers as funda-
mental for the doctrine of Creation: God’s will was the only cause of
the created order. Origen demurred, but most held that God was
not inevitably Creator. Ignatius had used the words: év feAyjuart rov
feArjoavros Ta mdvra d éorv, Rom. proem. (Bihlmeyer, p. g6. 20, M.
5.6854). Clement, sir. 7. 12 (p. 50. 4, M. 9. 496D), prot. 4 (p. 48. 18, M.
8. 164A). YiAd 7@ BovAeveoblar Syuiovpyei and Athanasius, Ar. 2. 2
(M. 26. 1524 f) are amongst those who take them up. Greg. here
balances and corrects any suggestion of divine compulsion which
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might be thought to reside in the words from or. 38 (45) quoted in n.
on w. 67-74 é&der xebivar 16 dyabov xai ddevoar. For Greg’s
understanding cf. Meijering ‘Doctrine of the Will’.

VOEQQY ... QUoLy places man in his primary alignment as a
rational being who shares his faculty with the angels and with God
himself. However much Greg. finds it necessary to point to the dis-
continuity of Creator and all created things, he never neglects the
kinship of vovs which binds together God, angels, and men.

78. £oomrpa: where éoomrpov is used in a figurative sense it usually
directs attention to the function of a mirror in presenting a
secondary image of the original, whether this be a close correspond-
ence (as e.g. Lyr. Alex. Adesp. 37. 26 Powell) or an inferior or
distorted representation of the subject (as 1 Cor. 13. 12). But a
mirror serves also to transmit light, as in the following passage, Aét.
ii. 20. 12 (DK 44 A 19. i. 404. 4ff.). PA6Aaos 6 ITvfaydpeios
ﬁaﬁ.nﬂS?} TOV TALov, SExdp.nEVﬂv pév év Tw kKOOpw TLPOS TNV
dvravyetav, Oimbodvra 8¢ mpos fuds 76 Te s kal ™y dAéav, doTe
Tpomov Tva OurTols YAlovs yiveslar, 76 Te év ovpavd mup@oes kal
TO0 4T avTou wupﬂﬂaég KOTA TO éuan:nﬂﬁés', €L ©1) Tis kai TpiTov
Aéfer ™v dmé ToU évédmTpov kai dvdkAaciy draomeipopévrny TPOS
juds avyiv. Both representation and transmission appear to be
present in écomrpa here.

79. vrodgnotelpay: no other instance of the fem. is recorded. The
word here has the same cultic sense as dmodpnonijp in carm. 2. 1. 16.
11 (M. 37. 12554), where Greg. is describing a dream about the
Anastasia church: oi 8’ dp’ vmodpnonipes év elpaot mapdavéway
éoTacav, dyyeAtkis elkdves dyAains.

80. minowpai): elsewhere the word is used of the moon to mean ‘with
full light' (cf. LSJ and Soph. s.v., together with Plotinus’ wAnoi-
PwTos in 2. 3. 5). Greg.’s use of the word implies not a distinction of
phases, but contrasts the permanent fullness of light enjoyed by the
angels with the partial light experienced by human beings. Cf. Arc.
6. 38.

81. mwyyalowv: there are two ideas here. The first is that of ‘bounty’—
cf. Philo de opif. mundi 45. 133 (M. 1. 31. 44; C.-W. 1. 38. 7), al.—and
the second that of ‘source’. The first idea is picked up by 6AB:68w-
pov v. 82. God, as the source of divinity, graciously allows it to gush
forth. The meaning is coloured by N'T reminiscences, John 4. 14,
Rev. 7. 17, 21. 6. We may note that Proclus, writing some time later
than Greg., uses not dissimilar language: xara 8¢ ™y év éavra
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‘Péav rpumAiv myydler (sc. Zevs) {wiv, voepdv, duywiy, ow-
parikny (in Cra. p.52. 12-13). Cf. also Arc. 6. 8 n. Creation is
presented as showing at once God’s power (dvdoay) and his grace
(6AB6dwpov), a contrast with the Manichaean doctrine of particles
of stolen light.

82. 6MBuodwgov. Cf. Arc. 3.5n.

83. The very essence of God’s rule is beneficent, his generosity and
the ¢fsvos of Satan standing in contrast. Cf. Ath. inc. 3. 3 (M. 25.
191 B; gent. 41. 81 D). Augustine was to make much of the ‘bonitas’ of
God in creation. Cf. Civ. Dei 11. 24 (M. PL 41. 338; CSEL 40/1. 548.
4 ft.; CCSL 48. 343. 30 f.), for instance: ‘in eo vero quod dicitur: vidit
Deus guia bonum est, satis significatur, Deum nulla necessitudine,
nulla suae cuiusquam utilitatis indigentia, sed sola bonitate fecisse
quod factum est, id est quod bonum est.’

0ABov omtaLewy recalls a line of Hesiod where Hecate rewards her
suppliant: xai 7€ oi 6ABov dmdle émel Svvauis ye mipeorv (Th.
420). But, whereas for Hesiod 6AB0s means physical well-being or
wealth (cf. H. 71. 16. 596; Sir. 30. 15), Greg. writes of the blessing of
sharing something of the divine nature. Cf. also Ps.-Manetho 2 (1).
221: Zevs 6ABov omdle.

84-92. The purpose of the Logos in placing creation at some distance
from God is to prevent a desire for the impossible, the full posses-
sion of God’s glory. Such desire can result only in the loss of the
light and glory which were granted to created beings. In other
words, the Logos intended to guard against precisely the case of
Satan, for the language used applies directly to him and, if dAéooy is
rightin v. 85, echoes v. 47 above, where Satan is the subject: 7s v7ep-
omAinol ¢dos kai kidos dAéooas. Again, the language of this pas-
sage anticipates that of the Fall in Arc. 6. 65—7. In the event, man did
not suffer a complete loss of divine light, despite the Fall. But,
whereas in his original state he was meant to live in continuous
light, in his fallen state he became open only to particular acts of
illumination.

84. avubéoo: there is a similar instance in Didym. Trin. 2. 15 (M. 39.
544A) = ‘rivalling God’, though the precise theological issue is dif-
ferent. Greg. several times employs the word substantivally; cf. orr,
30. 5 (p. 114. 4, M. 36. 108C), 31. 26 (p. 179. 9, 164A).

85. Texts disagree on whether to read éndle:, owdln, or 6Aéoany as
the last word: (L has éAéoon, Cu éwdly). The basic meaning of the
passage is unaffected by the choice. What is affected is the balance
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and the similarity to other lines. The real choice is between é=dly
and dAéooy. A subjunctive is called for by éépa ... un. These
appear to be the relevant considerations:

(i) In favour of éAéooy it may be said that the correspondence
with v. 47 has point. There would be more than a verbal
reminiscence involved.

(ii) The sense is not harmed by é=d{y. If it were read we should
have a sentence of two balanced clauses, saying much the same
thing. But this is not alien to Epic style. Nor is the different sense of
omdlew which would be required alien to Greg.’s style. Where ¢7d-
{ew inv. 83 means ‘grant’, 6wd{n here would have the sense ‘chase,
pursue’ (LS]J s.v. III). Yet a third sense occurs in Are, 5. 16: ‘to give as
leader’.

(iii) Against xvdos dmd{y it may be urged that it provides a
meaning so similar to xvdeos {ueipovaa as to be pointless. The con-
trast of ‘yearning for’ and ‘losing’ is much more appropriate.

(iv) The argument from assimilation might be applied to either
reading. A scribe could have been influenced by v. 83 to produce an
unconscious homeoteleuton or by v. 47 to make a conscious
‘improvement’. éAéooy remains the attested and more telling text.

86. W. Ackermann discussed the way in which yv@uar appear in
Greg.’s verse, Die didaktische Poesie des Gregorius von Nazianz (Leip-
zig, 1908), 82 ff.; the Moralia naturally contain a large proportion of
the total. yv@ua« in general and their place in Greek literature and
philosophy are dealt with in RE Supp. vi. 74— 9o. A classic example
of uérpov is given in Pindar, P. 2. 34 (the context is Ixion’s attempt
upon Hera): xp7 8¢ xar’ adrév alei mavros dpav uérpov. In or. 43. 60
(M. 36. 573B) Greg. quotes the saying 76 mdv uérpov dprorov (attri-
buted to Cleobulus, one of the Seven Sages: cf. DK i. 10. 3, i. 63. 1),
claiming it as a favourite precept of Basil, and the thought occurs in
carm. 2. 1. 11. 1239 (M. 37. 11144) as: uérpov 7° dpiorov, Tav coddv
évos Adyos.

87. Adyog airvg: the same words recur in Arc. 7. 55. The straight-
forward sense is that of the Logos ‘on high’. But it is possible that
Greg. intended also the meaning ‘sheer’, as Agathias speaks of
‘sheerest wisdom’ (aimvrdms codins, AP 11, 354. 2).

88. apgBowxov: a hapax legomenon.

89-92. Having shown the kinship of God, angels, and men, the poem
now turns to the other essential teaching, the relationship of
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Creator and created which places God on one side of a line and
angels and men on the other. This is the reason why both must be
kept at a distance from God. But soon a distinction made earlier (cf.
v. 40) is again introduced. The boundaries are redrawn, with the
angels standing on the side of God as d=Aoi, and man placed on the
other side, a composite being.

92. myebeiomg: cf. Are. 1. 24 n., Are. 7. 1 n. Though I incline to the tr.
‘mingled with’, I accept L. R. Wickham’s point that the words could
be rendered ‘mixed together by Godhead’.

93-100. The two worlds, the heavenly and the mortal
On the nature of the heavenly world, cf. vv. 67-74 n.

93. @hhog: for the pleonastic use of dAdos cf. eg. H. Il. 15. 569
(vewrepos dAdos).

- 94. Bewogopav: cf. Arc. 3. 55-6 n. The word here has a fuller meaning
than in that passage: the heavenly beings ‘possess’ God con-
tinuously.

MOVOLS . . . BEnTov may be a reminiscence of PL. Phdr. 247¢: ovoia
-+ thuyns kuBepvijmy pévew Bear) vw. But there is a significant dif-
ference in that the ‘minds’ in Greg. are complete beings.

95-6. These lines return to the subject of deification. Something of
what this means was expressed in the ‘mingling’ language of Arc. 1.
24 (see n.). More direct reference was made in Arc. 3. 4, where the
Holy Spirit was said to make man God through baptism. Here we
are told that a mortal may reach heaven, véov xai odpxa xabijpas.
Putting these passages together, we may take it that Greg. is think-
ing of the ‘deification’ of baptism in a proleptic sense, as the ‘min-
gling’ on earth is an anticipation of the heavenly communion. The
completion of the gift of ‘becoming God’ takes place in the world
beyond the present.

teléfyor means ‘comes into being as, becomes’. Cf. also the
middle in Ps.-Phocylides 104: O¢oi reAéflovrar.

voov Kai oapka Kabioas: véor and odpxa are the direct objects
of kathjpas. It is by the cleansing of both that man is deified. Some
years before, in the panegyric on his brother Caesarius, Greg. had
outlined his belief in the future life or. 7. 21 (M. 35. 7818 ff.). The
soul of the good Christian finds in death an immediate sense of
exultation in being released from the body and perceives something
of the blessedness which awaits it. Greg. hesitates over the way of
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describing what happens to the body (he calls it 76 émokoroiv).
Should he say dvaxafapfévros or amorefévros? In fact, he seems to
say both. For he goes on:

pikpov 8° Uotepov, kai 76 ovyyevés capkiov dmodafoica, @ Td éxeillev
ovvedidouddnoe, mapa Tis kai dovons kai morevleions yis, Tpémov Gy
otdev 6 Tavta cvvdioas wkai diadvoas Geds, TovTw ovykAnpovouel Tis
éxeillev doéns- kai xabldmep 7év poxbnpdv avrod peréoxe dta v ouvp-
dviav, olitw kai Twv Tepmvav éavms ueradidwoty, SAov els éavmiv dvadd-
caca, xai yevouéry odv ToUtw €v xal mvevua kai vois kai Oeds,
karamolévros vmo mjs Lwijs Tov BvnTov Te xai pedvros.

(or. 7. 21, M. 35. 781C f)

The body which the soul ‘receives back’ has been both ‘laid aside’
and ‘cleansed’ before it is ‘swallowed up’ in deification. This, then,
is the way in which we are to understand the purification of the body
in the present passage. The mind, it may be thought, is punﬁed by
its increasing apprehension of destined divine happiness; cf.. . . kai
olov 406n T ¢avracig kapmolTal THV dmokEuévyy pwakapiéTTa,
loc. cit. (781¢). Death and future life in Greg.’s understanding are
fully treated in J. Mossay, La Mort et l'au-dela dans saint Grégoire de
Nazianze (Louvain, 1966).

On the subject of deification, cf. J. Gross, La Divinisation du
chretien d'apres les Peres grecs (Paris, 1938); pp. 239 ff. are concerned
with the Cappadocians, with pp. 244—50 relating to Greg. in par-
ticular. The passage quoted above bears out Gross’s conclusion
that deification for Greg. means not identification so much as
assimilation (p. 249). Cf. also Mersch, Le Corps mystigue du Christ, i.
447; M. Lot-Borodine, ‘La doctrine de la déification dans ’Eglise
grecque jusqu’au xI° siecle’, RAR 105 (1932), 5—43; 106 (1932), 523—
74; Ruether, Gregory, pp. 150 ff.; Althaus, Heilslehre, 4—35, 71 ff., 79 ff.,
141-2, 166, 179, 191 fi.; Winslow, Dynamics, 73—-199, esp. 171-99.

97-9. The mortal world.

97. Greg. permits a false quantity in @vyrds. Even if fvards were read,
this would not mend matters, as the a here is long in the Doric
form. Cf. Jungck edn. of De vita sua, pp. 34-6; C. U. Crimi, ‘Il pro-
blema delle “false quantities” di Gregorio Nazianzeno’, Siculorum
Gymnasium, Ns 25 (1972), 1—26.

nayn: cf. Arc. 5. 1 n.

98. yaous: the word here has the meaning of ‘beauty’, or, asin Pi. O. 1.
18, 8. 57, 8o, ‘glory’. kfjpvé perhaps continues the sense of the first
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part of the line in being associated particularly with the heavenly
bodies. In Pss. 18. 2 (19. 1 Heb.), 49. 6 (50. 6 Heb.), g6. 6 (97. 6 Heb.) it
is the heavens which are spoken of as especially ‘proclaiming’ God.
In or. 44. 3 (M. 36. 609C), however, the whole world is called God’s
KjpuKa.

99, eixovog éuPacilevpa turns to the earth. It is a ‘royal palace’
because it is the appointed home of man, who is formed in the
image of the King of Creation. éuBacidevua is a hapax legomenon: cf.
the verb éuBacidesew in v. 63. For eikwv, cf. Arc. 7. 74-5 n.

100. The line summarizes the purposive, voluntary, ex nihilo creation
teaching of the poem and prepares for the doctrine of continuing
Providence which is advanced in the following poem.
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5. On Providence

Title and purpose

The title ITepi IMpovoias is agreed. It accurately indicates content.
After a brief assault on chance as the sole arbiter of fortune, the poem
settles to its central task of refuting astral determinism. The place of
the poem in the sequence is clear. Just as, in Greg.’s world picture, it
makes most sense to hold that the God who ordered the elements is
the same God who made them (Arc. 4. 14-15), so now it is obvious to
him that there is continuity between the Creator and the power which
governs the established universe, the continuity of complete identity.

There were many people in Greg.’s time who would have given an
affirmative answer to the question ‘Do you believe in Providence?’ but
who would have proved, at best, embarrassing allies and, at worst,
blunt enemies of Greg.’s position. The followers of Plotinus could
point to the section of the Enneads which deals exclusively with
Providence (3. 2. 3), while Stoics could claim belief in Providence as
one of their most distinctive tenets; cf. e.g. Epictetus, Diatr. 1. 14, 16
ed. H. Schenkl (Leipzig (Teubner), 1916), 56 ff.; M. Pohlenz, Die Stoa:
Geschichte einer geistigen Bewegung (Gottingen, 1964), 1. 98 ff. But
Piotinus’ treatment, starting as it does with an attack upon the auto-
matic theory in terms which Greg. could well echo (3. 2. 1), quickly
shifts to a defence of the eternal existence of the universe. Having
explicitly dismissed any theory of creation out of non-existence,
Plotinus shows that he can have little help to give Greg. in his formu-
lation of a doctrine of Providence. The kind of Providence which
operates in a world which is produced by necessity rather than
purpose (é€ dvdyxns dvros avrov kai otk €k Aoyiouot yevouévou, 3. 2.
3. 3—4) is not what Greg. would recognize as Providence; cf. Pinault
103 ff.; Moreschini, ‘Platonismo’, 1374, 1382, 1386. Nor would the
Stoics’ rejection of chance governance of the universe be enough to
counterbalance their rigid determinism of Fate and their acceptance
of astral influence (cf. below vv. 15b ff.). Again, Aristotle gains a slight-
ing reference from Greg. because of what he takes to be the philo-
sopher’s quite inadequate teaching on Providence, or. 27. 10 (p. 19.
1-2, M. 36. 248 £). Cf. notes in the edns. of Mason, Barbel, and Norris
(pp. 100-1). Greg. himself defines Providence in carm. 1. 2. 34. 265 (M.
37- 9064A): 7 0, olaxiouds, & péper 76 mav Oeds.

Writing of the early Empire, R. MacMullen in Enemies of the Roman
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Order (Cambridge, Mass., 1967), 141 pointed to ‘a world dedicated to
astral fatalism’, a world in which astrologers could hope to rise to
positions of influence. Though the Christian emperors set their face
against these, there is little doubt that the power of fatalistic systems
endured.

At the other extreme from Greg. we might place Carneades, the
jrd-2nd c. sceptic. He would have dismissed almost everything for
which Greg. stood, being contemptuous of all dogmatic pronounce-
ments and, deriding all concepts of divinity, would have no dealing
with any notion of prophecy or providence. Yet such is the nature of
Greg.’s eclectic plundering that he has no qualms about taking over
wholesale for his own very different purposes the arguments
Carneades used against the possibility of making astral predictions (cf.
15b—33 n.).

Among Christian writers Origen had given a central place to the
Providence of God and the free will of created rational beings, while
Nyssen defended similar views in his contra fatum (M. 45. 145 ff.).
Nazianzen himself writes a somewhat parallel poem in iambics, 1. 1. 6
(M. 37. 430A-4384).

In Systematic Theology i. 294, Paul Tillich wrote: ‘In the late ancient
world fate conquered providence and established a reign of terror
among the masses; but Christianity emphasized the victory of Christ
over the forces of fate and fear just when they seemed to have over-
whelmed him at the cross. Here faith in providence was definitively
established.” This poem has some part in that establishment.

1-52. The world is ruled by the Creator, not by chance nor by stars

1. evgvBépevdov: if N’s edpvbféuebrov, read by Caillau, were
accepted (PGL marks it [*]), this, with carm. 1. 2. 1. 531 (M. 37.
5621), would be its only occurrence, apart from a v./. in Call. Dian.
248, reported by E. Cahen (Paris, 1942), evpv #éueidov (ABE) or
evpuvbéueidor (Bergk). References to the foundation of the earth are
frequent in the OT, e.g. Pss. 17 (18 Heb.). 16 (rd feuéAia mis oixov-
uévys); 81 (82 Heb.). 5 (ra feuédia mis yijs); Prov. 8. 29; Isa. 14. 15,
40. 21I.

¢mEaro: two established meanings of mjyruu fit here equally
well, neither excluding the other. The sense may be that of fastening
together different parts or that of fixing, establishing (where there is
often a thought of the permanence of what is established).

dreipowv: the Ep. form carries all the meaning of dwepos. This is

175



COMMENTARY ON ARC. 5. 1-3

a word with a long philosophical history stretching back to Anaxi-
mander. (Cf. Guthrie, History, i. 77 ff.) In Christian literature it is a
natural epithet of God (cf. e.g. or. 38. 8, M. 36. 3204) or of the Logos
(PGL s.v. 3). N's reading dmeipov makes sense, though Billius found
it difficult. Supposing that it must mean ‘infinite’ and hesitating to
apply this to the visible world, he suggested that Greg. was here
talking of two worlds, visible and invisible. But, as Caillau recog-
nized, this has no support in the text. However, dmeipov need not
have this meaning. Guthrie holds that as early as Xenophanes a
weaker sense was possible (op. cit. 381). We should then have the
world described as ‘immense’, the English word providing an exact
parallel for the weakened sense.

There is a valuable discussion of the concept in Nyssen’s writings
by E. Miuhlenberg, Die Unendlichkeit Gottes bei Gregor von Nyssa
(Gottingen, 1966).

2. The idea that the origin of the world is to be traced to the action of
vous is found as early as Anaxagoras: xai dnoia éueldev égeaba kai
émoia Ny, doga viv ury éori, kai omoia €oTi, mdvra diexdounae vous.
(fr. 12; DK ii. 38. 10—11). He is reported to have used the words vouv
koouomotév; cf. Avaayépas voiv koopomoisv ov Beév (DK ii. 19.
16). When, however, Greg. writes the similar xoouoydévos vois in
Are. 4. 68, he is outlining a very different conception of the relation-
ship of the Divine Mind to the world. Plato (Phd. 9g7c—g9D) and
Aristotle (Metaph. ¢85*, 988°) criticized Anaxagoras for positing
mind and later abandoning it in favour of physical causes. (Cf. n. on
v. 4 below.) Greg. sees the providential action of the Divine Mind as
continuous from eternity. For God as vous cf. Arc. 1. 29 and PGL
s.v. F. 1.

€vros . . . Ueglev: cf. Arc. 2. 5-6n.

3. The argument of this line is closely linked with that of the previous
one. The thought of the two lines is: “The Divine Mind contains all
possibilities (cf. Arc. 4. 70 n.). It transcends everything. (If it did not,
it would be contained within the universe.) But how can the
immensity of the unlimited be contained?’ This differs from Billius’
interpretation. He takes it that Greg. is saying that the Divine Mind
is bevond human comprehension. (Caillau’s ‘comprehendi’ is
amenable to either understanding.) Now it is true that one of the
meanings of dywpnros is ‘incomprehensible’ (cf. PGL s.v.). But
there are two difficulties with Billius’ tr. The passage is not con-
cerned with man’s understanding but with God’s relationship with
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the universe. Second, Aaféofla: is middle, meaning ‘to lay hold of,
to obtain possession of’. The lexica cite no instance of the middle
that would correspond with the active ‘to apprehend with the mind,
to understand’ (LLS] s.v. 1. gb).

4-6. God sets the world in motion.

4. OOTNG V7O PLAS: vmro pems is a Homeric expression, asin /1. 12.
462 (the whirled force of a stone) or 15. 171 (the force of the North
Wind). The reading gomjs (cf. Caillau’s n.) seems less likely: it is
difficult to think of it as meaning ‘momentum’ without some quali-
fying word (as it has in Philo Mechanicus, Bel. 6q. 21).

mp@ys: in writing about God’s giving the world its first impetus
Greg. is emphasizing again the place of divine initiative. He is very
far from the notion often associated with initial impetus, that once
the world had been given its first ‘push’ it was left to run on its own.
(Cf. Guthrie’s description of Anaxagoras: ‘In Anaxagoras’s system
mind simply set the wheels going and then withdrew, leaving the
cosmos to continue under its own momentum, subject to purely
mechanical laws.” History i. 326.) Yet there is a sense in which the
world might be thought to run by itself. In a passage closely parallel
to the present one, Basil describes how the plant-world has con-
tinued to follow its own course season after season, without the
need of God to repeat the initial command ‘Let the earth bring
forth’: ws yap oi orpéfidor éx mijs mpditys adrois évdolbeions
mAnyis tas édeéns matodvral meploTpodds, drav mifavres 16 kév-
Tpov év éavTois mepipépwrrar ... hex. 5. 10 (G. 1. 49C f., M. 29.
116¢ f.). He is drawing on Plat. Rep. 436D dis of ye orpéBidot 6Aot
éordoi Te dua xai kwvolvrai, 6Tav év 7w avTw mifavres meptdépwyr-
ra:. The figure of the ball rolling down the slope is used to similar
effect in hex. g. 2 (G. 1. 818, M. 29. 1898 f.). (Cf. further J. F. Cal-
lahan, DOP 12 (1958), 34 f.) In the thought of the Cappadocians this
apparent independence of nature is itself part of divine Providence
and very far from leaving the world ‘subject to purely mechanical
laws’.

5-6. gouPov: of the meanings of géuBos given in LS] only that of the
‘magic wheel’ could possibly fit here. But closer examination of the
lines shows the difficulty of this meaning. Such a wheel would be
driven by torsion, not by a ‘blow’. In any case, A. S. F. Gow doubts
whether the word ever did mean ‘magic wheel’, in his n. on Theo-
critus, Jdyll 2. 30, Theocritus, ii (Cambridge, 1952), 44. Caillau tr.
‘trochum’, giving a picture similar to thatin Hor. Od. 3. 24, 27. Butif
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we are to look for an otherwise unattested meaning for géufSos,
there are strong reasons for choosing ‘spinning-top’.

(i) The close resemblance to hkex. 5. 10 (quoted in the previous
n.) suggests this tr.

(i) The word géufBos is very similar to the Homeric orpéuBos
(cf. [l. 14. 413 orpéuBov 8" dis évoevoe Baddv), which means
‘spinning-top’, but which is metrically impossible at this point in
the line.

(iii) The picture of an object ‘driven on its whirling course by a
blow’ suits a top rather than anything else.

The suggestion that a spinning-top is meant is not new. A, Patin
tr. poBov here as ‘Kreisel’ in Herakleitische Beispiele (Pr. Neuberg,
1891-2), 84 n. 11, and the tr. was repeated by J. Driseke in Zeitschrift
fiir wissenschaftliche Theologie, 49 (1906), 243 n. Again, ‘toupie’ is
Gallay’s rendering (p. 131, repr. Devolder 70). But the tr. is nowhere
discussed. Some justification such as that attempted above is called
for.

The picture of the top appealed to Vergil and to Tibullus. Cf. A.
7. 378: ‘ceu quondam torto volitans sub verbere turbo’ and Tib. 1. 5.
3: ‘namque agor, ut per plana citus sola verbere turben.’

6. Kwvupevov: cf. Are. 1. 31.

axuvijrowon: a double reference may be seen here, to Aristotle’s 76
aparov kwovv drivyrov avté (Metaph. 1012"31) and to the ‘fixed’
nature of God’s purposes in Creation and continuing Providence.

7-9. The automatic theory of the universe.

In denying that some automatic activity is responsible for the
creation and operation of the universe Greg. is taking up a well-
worn argument. Eusebius, having set out extracts of some length
from Diodorus Siculus (p.e. 1. 6=7, 18d ff,, 21. 49¢ fI.) and Plutarch
(1. 8, 22b ff,, 56¢ ff.), takes as the majority opinion of Greek physical
philosophers: ot dnuiovpydv, ot mommijy Twva Tav 6Awv vrooTy-
gapévwy, dAA' ovd’ 6Aws Peoi pwiuny momoapévawr, uovy B¢
dAdyw dopd wxai 7 alTopdrw kKwioer THY alriay ToU mWavTos
dvatefeqévawr, 1. 8 (25¢, 618). Cf. 1. 7 (21d £, 568B): most Greek
philosophers accept this view, he claims. Theophilus of Antioch
associates it specifically with Euhemerus. By his damaging writings
about the gods he has left himself without any gods at all,
Theophilus says dAda rd@ wdvra avropatiouw dSiadoxeiobai
BovAerar, Autol. 3. 7 (M. 6. 1129C).
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Generally, however, the tendency is to hold that avréuaros
and related words are the specific hall-mark of the Epicureans.
Hippolytus states that Epicurus denies Providence and believes
mdvra kard avropatioudv ywéabar, haer. 1. 22 (p. 26. 19, M. 16.
3049B). Cf. Methodius res. 2. 10 (p. 349. 10 fI.), where Democritus
and Epicurus are associated in the atomic theory: ouwpérara xai
€idn €€ drépwy 1 Oykwy 1 duepwy 17 OUOLONEPDY AVTOUATW Kali
dmpoaipérw didia. Providence has no place in their system.

In the surviving literature Epicurus himself does not use airéua-
ros or derivatives, preferring to speak of ~iyn and avdyxn. Cf. the
comment of C. Bailey, Epicurus: The Extant Remains (Oxford, 1926),
341 (on Ep. 3. 133): ‘Epicurus’ conception of “chance” seems to be of
a force co-ordinate with necessity. Natural law causes the inevitable
sequence of events, but it is chance that rules the production of
particular causes: e.g., dvdyxy causes the motions and meetings of
atoms, but chance causes them to fall into the positions which
create our world.” But Aristotle appears to associate ré advréuarov
with Democritus and his followers, among whom Epicurus is
rightly numbered, and the term became established to characterize
this philosophy; cf. Arist. Ph. 196*24 ff., with the note in W. D.
Ross’s edn., Aristotle’s Physics (Oxford, 1936), 515. Athanasius, for
instance, gives it as an Epicurean opinion that the world came into
being avropdrws, kai ks érvye, inc. 2. 1 (M. 25. g7¢ f.); cf. Cyr. Ful.
2 (478, M. 76. 572D). In or. 25. 6 (M. 35. 12054) Greg. writes 76 avrd-
patov Emkovpov pera rav drdpwy kal mjs noovis. For the
thought of Epicurus see further A. A. Long, Hellenistic Philosophy
(London, 1974), ch. 2. Text and commentary are well presented in
A. A. Long and D. N. Sedley, The Hellenistic Philosophers (Cam-
bridge, 1987), i. 25 ff., ii. 18 ff.

In vv. 7-9 Greg. is making the transition to the Cosmological
Argument, pointing to the splendour of the universe (roootTov xai
rolov) as a tacit witness of design.

10-13. Examples in support of the Cosmological Argument. On this
stock defence of the doctrine of Creation, cf. the art. ‘Cosmological
Argument’, in ODC 347. Greg. uses itin or. 28. 6 (pp. 29. 3 ff., M. 36.
17¢ ff.), taking a lyre as his example.

12-13. These lines do little if anything for the argument. If one could
imagine that the universe could come into existence without a
maker, one would surely find in its continued existence no great
problem.
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avipyepovevrog: the word occurs in a similar context in Marcus
Aurelius, where he is discussing the same questions of fate, provid-
ence, or chance operating in the universe. One of the possibilities
he considers is that the universe is dvpuds dvyyeudvevros (Med.
12. 14).
14. onpavropa: ‘leader, commander’, as Zeus is called fewv opudv-
ropt mavtwy in Hes. Sc¢. 56.

15b-33. Astrology

The argument switches from attacking those who deny purposive
government in the universe to arraigning people who accept the
notion of control but assign it to the stars.

On the general subject of astrology in the ancient world reference
may be made to: A. Bouché-Leclercq, L ‘Astrologie grecque (Paris, 189g);
F. Cumont, Astrology and Religion among the Greeks and Romans (New
York, 1912); id., Les Religions orientales dans le paganisme romain (Paris,
1929); A. J. Festugiere, La Revélation d’Hermes Trismégiste, i: L Astrologie
et les sciences occultes (Paris, 1944); W. Gundel (rev. H. G. Gundel),
Sternglaube, Sternreligion und Sternorakel, id., ‘Astrologie’, RAC i (1950),
817—31. The place of astrology in the whole pattern of ancient thinking
on fate is fully traced by E. Amand de Mendieta in Fatalisme et liberté
dans [lantiquitée grecque (Louvain, 1945). The Cappadocians are
discussed on pp. 383-439, Nazianzen most briefly on pp. 401—4.

The specifically Christian attitude to astrology is dealt with in U.
Riedinger, Die hl. Schrift im Kampf der griechischen Kirche gegen die Astro-
logie (Innsbruck, 1956); J. Bidez, ‘Le traité d’astrologie cité par saint
Basile dans son Hexaéméron’, L Antiquité classique 7 (1938), 19—21; M.
L. W. Laistner, “The Western Church and Astrology during the Early
Middle Ages’, HTR 34 (1941), 251-75. (The influence of Eastern
Fathers, including Gregory, is discussed.)

The Christian attack on astrology may be traced, for example,
through Tatian, orat. 8 f. (Schwartz, pp. 8 ff., M. 6. 8214 ff.), Hippo-
Iytus, haer. 4. 1-27 (pp. 32 ff., M. 16. 3056c¢ ff.), Tertullian, idol. g
(CSEL 2zo. 38 ff.; M. PL 1. 6718 fl.), Eusebius, p.e. 6 (236a ff., M. 21.
4o4A fI)). Many other passages might be cited, but these are repres-
entative. Most Christian writers make a straightforward attack upon
astrology, if they have occasion to mention it, or dismiss it outright.
(Tatian, e.g., brands it as a demonic invention.) But Origen, mare suo,
discusses astrology in a wide theological context, relating it to free
will, biblical revelation, prophecy, and divine powers in the universe.
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He insists on the distinction between thinking that the stars may give
indications of events and believing that they are the causes of events.
He sets out his subjects of enquiry thus: mas, mpoyvdorov dvros €€
alwvos Tou Beov mepi Tdv U@’ éxdorov mpdarreotal voplopévwy, 16 éd’
Nuiv owlerar kai riva Tpomov ol doTépes ovk €lai moimTikol TwY év
avlpaimors, ogpuavnixoi 8¢ pévov. He goes on to show that human
attempts to reach knowledge are misguided. Biblical accounts show
that the stars are signs (cf. Gen. 1. 14, Jer. 10. 2). But they are signs for
the divine powers only. Man’s free will is maintained because the
stars, like prophecies, indicate, without determining, events; see comm.
in Gen.=Eus. p.e. 6. 11(281a ff., M. 21. 4778 ff.) = philoc. 23.6 ff. (Robin-
son, pp. 194. 6 f.), cf. M. 12. 618. Origen mentions astrology also in
princ. 3. 3.2-3 (pp. 257. 10 ff,, M. 11. 314¢ fI.). The suggestion was made
by Koetschau, the GCS editor, that Rufinus has omitted a com-
promising passage (only his Latin version survives), surmising that
Origen’s real views might be close to those attributed to him by Theo-
philus of Alexandria, ep.synod. 2 (M. PL 22. 764, CSEL 55. 150. 5 fI.):

Praescientiam quoque futurorum, quae soli Domino nota est, stellarum
motibus tribuit, ut ex earum cursu et varietate formarum daemones futura
cognoscant et vel agant aliqua vel ab his agenda demandent. ex quo per-
spicuum est eum idolatriam et astrologiam et varias Ethnicorum fraudulentae
divinationis praestigias approbare.

But there is no evidence that these were Origen’s views. Quite the
contrary. What we have of Origen makes it plain that for him fore-
knowledge ‘soli Domino nota est’: if the stars are signs, it is solely
because God makes them so. As for the Powers who are able to read
the signs, they are directly appointed by God for that purpose and they
are to use their ability to interpret him to other superhuman beings
and to the souls of those who have escaped the bonds of this present
life: comm. in Gen. (M. 12. 81¢ ff.) = Philoc. 23. 20 (Robinson, p. 208.
22 ff.). Far from being able to manipulate events, the Powers are
limited by God to certain areas prescribed for action (848 = Philoc.
p. 20q. 16 ff.). The sentence which Koetschau cites from Photius cod.
117 (M. 103. 3964), to the effect that astrology is mowruxi, is surely a
misunderstanding or a misrepresentation of Origen (cf. the passage
from the Genesis commentary quoted above). Greg. clearly regarded
Origen as an ally in the battle against astrology, as the Philocalia selec-
tion shows, and there is no evidence to show that he was mistaken in
his belief. Among Greg.’s Christian contemporaries both Basil and
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Nyssen wrote on astrology. The importance of the former’s Sixth
Homily on the Hexaemeron throughout the Middle Ages is brought out
by Y. Courtonne, Saint Basile et Uhellénisme (Paris, 1934), 99 ff. (Cf.
Riedinger 47 ff.) Nyssen devoted his Contra Fatum to the defence of
free will against astrological determinism (M. 45. 145 fL.). See further
J. Gaith, La Conception de la liberté chez Grégoire de Nysse (Paris, 1953).

Astrology was, however, opposed by many who were not Christians.
Among the philosophers, Panaetius (c.185-109 BC) had stood apart
from most of his fellow Stoics in rejecting it. Eusebius cites the Cynic
Oenomaus in the 2nd c. ap as one who would have no dealings with
astrology, p.e. 6. 7 (255b ff., M. 21. 4334 f.) and the 3rd-c. Peripatetic
Alexander of Aphrodisias agreed with him (cf. RE i. 1453). The posi-
tion of Plotinus is of interest. For, though he can be very scornful of
the notion that the stars actively spend their time causing events in
human life, thus taking the place of the One who controls the universe
(2. 3. 6), and though he realizes the incredible difficulties involved in
the supposed interrelations of different people’s astral influences (3. 1.
5), yet he does not deny that stars have a function in announcing the
future. They are to take their place with other forms of augury as
onuavrikd . . . rov éoopévwy. He goes on: éorw tolvuv domep ypdp-
pata €v ovpavw ypadiueva del 7 yeypappéva Kai wivovueva,
mowovvTa wév 1t Epyov xai dAdo (2. 3. 7). Plotinus agrees with Origen in
seeing the stars not as effective agents but merely as onuavricd and,
like Origen, attributes this power of signification to the dispensation
of a single divine controlling force. Where Plotinus differs from
Origen is in allowing that this form of augury is accessible to men. Cf.
J. W. Trigg, Origen, go—-1.

Astrology met with political as well as philosophical opposition, (cf.
v. 19 n.). Diocletian had forbidden the practice in 294 (Cod. Tust. g. 18,
2), and Greg. could look back on a series of laws enacted by Christian
emperors in a vain attempt to wipe out all trace of the art. Constantius,
for instance, had issued an edict in 357 banning all astrological prac-
tices (Cod. Theod. g. 16. 4), followed by further legislation in 358 (ibid.
6). Yet further laws were passed in 370 and 373, but still astrology
flourished. (Cf. Cumont, Astrology and Religion, 177.)

For one thing, if there were pagans who rejected astrology, there
were Christians who were attracted by it. The vehemence with which
Christian writers assailed astrology may show a certain uneasiness
about its effects upon members of the Church. As Bidez showed, *Au
temps de Saint Basile, assurément I'astrologie ne manquait pas
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d’adeptes chez les chrétiens’ (‘Le traité’, 21). Bouché-Leclercq 616
cites the sth-c. Eusebius of Alexandria as witness to the continuing
temptation which astrology held out to Christians.

There can be no doubt that, in addressing himself to astrology,
Greg. was attacking a contemporary problem. The Manichees asso-
ciated themselves with the practice (cf. Widengren, Mani and Mani-
chaeism, 69 fT) and Lieu, Manichaeism, 141-3. The time was not so
distant that people had forgotten the Emperor Julian’s championing of
astrology or Greg.’s resultant onslaught on him in or. 5. 5 (M. 35.
bbgr ). Astrological literature was increasing. Before his conversion
to Christianity Firmicus Maternus had written his Mathesis, in which
he dealt with the subject in eight books (ed. by W. Kroll, F. Skutsch,
and K. Ziegler, Leipzig (Teubner), 18¢7-1913). The date ¢.336is given
by B. Altaner, Patrology (ET Freiburg i. B., 1960), 422. Cf. T.
Mommsen, Hermes, 29 (1894), 468—g. Nearer to the time when Greg.
was writing there appeared works on astrology by Paulus Alex-
andrinus, cf. RE xviii/4 (1949), cols. 2376 ff. (W. Gundel), ed. E. Boer,
Leiden, 1958), and Hephaestion of Thebes (cf. RE 8 (1913), cols. 309—
10); ed. D. Pingree, 2 vols. (Leipzig, 1973-4). These are learned
treatises, making their appeal to educated men. Particular support
came from the Stoics, who, as Boucheé-Leclercq stresses, gave to
astrological speculation an intellectual respectability which they
might otherwise have lacked (544-5; cf. v. 66 n.).

Riedinger, in his assessment of Greg.'s place in the history of
Patristic writings on astrology (pp. 42 ff.), while agreeing with Laist-
ner’s statement (‘Western Church’, 258) that Are. 5 was not widely
known to later writers, points out that it was known to a number of
those most concerned with the specific problems of astrology. Yet at
the time of its writing the importance of this poem was quite different.
Riedinger shows that the material on which Greg. draws is not
uncommon, but that it is not often found outside monographs. The
value of Arc. 5 lies precisely here. By attempting to integrate argu-
ments on a rather specialized subject in a sequence of poems on basic
Christian belief, Greg., unoriginal as he is, assists in giving that faith
more comprehensive expression.

A further reference to astrology will be found in Are. 8. 15-17, where
its origin is touched on.

15. fyyepovijag picks up v. 13. Is having the wrong ‘guides’ any better
than having none at all?
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16. onatwv: dmdlew is common in Homer in the sense ‘give as a
leader’. For other meanings, cf. Arc. 4. 85 n.

17. ovpavév here means both the physical heaven in which the stars
are set and heaven as the seat of divine authority.

£MiEerg: cf. Arc. 3. 43 n. Here there may be a play on the sense of
‘revolving in the mind’ and ‘setting in circular motion’ (of the stars
in heaven). Cf. or.Sib. 3. 82 ovpaviv eidiéy, 8. 233 ovpavov eidife, 8.
413 ovpavov €idifw.

18. Like Plotinus, Greg. sees in the claims of astrology the negation of
unitary authority in the universe. Each star is made to exercise an
individual influence which can result only in fragmentation, a
pluralism of authority. But where Plotinus sees this as a reason for a
reinterpretation of astral divination along with other forms, within a
monistic system, Greg. holds that the entire system is condemned
by its failure to provide a single governing principle. (On Plotinus
cf. the edn. of E. Bréhier, Plotin: ‘Ennéades’, ii (Paris, 1924), 24 ff,
introd. to 2. 3).

19-24. Practical criticisms, drawn from traditional observation. Astrology is
criticized on the ground that it does not ‘work’, in that people born
under the same star follow different destinies, whereas the same fate
overtakes those born under different stars; this and similar objec-
tions go back certainly as far as Carneades. Cf. e.g. Cic. De divina-
tione 2. 47, 97 and S.E. M. 5. 9g1-3. Further references are given in
Bouché-Leclercq, L'Astrologie grecque, 381, 388 and in Amand,
Fatalisme, 51-35 (Carneades’ arguments) and 4o1-4 (Greg.'s use of
them in this passage). The latter deals also with Nyssen’s approach
in Contra Fatum (M. 45. 165 ff.) on pp. 423 ff.

There was to be a classic summary of arguments in Aug. de cv.
Dei 5. 1-8 (CSEL 40/1. 209—22; CCSL 47. 128-36).

19. Paovievs: Basil reverses the question in hex. 6. 7 (G. 1. 56p £, M.
2. 133A), asking how a king can ensure that his son is born under a
royal star.

These references to kings have an importance which goes beyond
the obvious contrast which they present to beggars in the social
scale. For it was the connection between royal personages and
astrologers which frequently brought suspicion upon the latter. The
use of the stars to predict the death of an emperor could well be
regarded as disturbing, not to say subversive. Legislation may be
thought often to issue from this concern rather than from any
abstract consideration of the philosophical or religious principles
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involved in astrology. (Cf. Bouché-leclerq, 566; F. H. Cramer,
Astrology in Roman Law and Politics (Philadelphia, 1954), 248-83;
MacMullen, Enemies of the Roman Order, ch. 4.) Diocletian outlawed
all divination (Cod. Theod. g. 18. 2) and Christian emperors were to
follow him. Greg. would have known of the laws of Constantius
under which it was a capital crime, Cod. Theod. g. 16. 4, 8, 12.
ouvvaotepos: the word is not found in LSJ and PGL cites only
this occurrence. But the form ovvaorpos is found in Testamentum
Salomonis 13214 and the noun ovvaorpia is a regular astrological
term in Prolemy, Tetrabiblos 4. 7. 6 (p. 193 Camerarius). Cf. also Cat.
Cod. Astr. V/1. 180. 10 and LS] and PGL s.w. cvvagrpia and
ovvaarpéw. Nyssen uses ovvaarpia in Contra fatum 1688.

21. vrépggova: the commonest meaning is ‘arrogant’. If Bacidevs =
‘emperor’ the epithet ‘arrogant’ may be thought to indicate that
Greg. is thinking of his old enemy Julian. In or. 5. 38 (M. 35. 713B)
Julian is coupled with Tantalus, Tityus, and Ixion, for any of whom
vmépdpwr would appear a mild description. It is unlikely that Greg,
would call the emperors in general ‘arrogant’. His respectful tone
towards Constantius is very marked in carm. 1. 2. 25. 290 ff. (M. 37.
8334 f.), and Theodosius is treated with no less respect in 2. 1. 11.
1278 ff. (M. 37. 11174 f), cf. 1305 ff. (11194 £). For Greg.’s dealings
with the emperors cf. M.-M. Hauser-Meury, Prosopographie zu den
Schriften Gregors von Nazianz (Bonn, 1960), 56 ff., 167 ff.; Plagnieux
429 fI.; and K. M. Setton, Christian Attitude towards the Emperor in the
Fourth Century (New York, 1941), 104-35. On the other hand, it is not
likely that Greg. would allow such a specific reference as Julian
would provide to intrude on a general discussion. Two suggestions
may be made: (a) to take Saoidevs of any monarch and retain the
meaning ‘arrogant’; () to understand Jmépdpova not in its usual
verse meaning, but give it a sense found in prose, ‘justifiably proud’
(cf. Thuc. 2. 62, D.C. 45. 43).

21-2. The picture of disaster at sea touched Greg. closely, as his own
experience left a deep mark on him; cf. carm. 2. 1. 11. 112-201 (M. 37.
1037—1043A); or. 18. 31 (M. 35. 1024B ff.).

22. ahhoyevéBhorws: a hapax legomenon.

opoc nuogoc: cf. Homer's lodpopov kai duy mempwpévov aloy (1.
I5. 200).

23-4. ovvédnoos . .. ovvédnoe: Greg. may here be alluding to the
term ovvdeopos, which was used in both astronomy and astrology.
[t meant a node, the point of intersection of the paths of planets in
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astronomy, and a connection of heavenly bodies in astrology; cf.
LS]J s.v. VI. Here the verb refers to the supposed ‘connection’ of
subjects of the same star and their actual joining together in death.

Greg.’s rejection of the astrological use of ocvvdéw is made the
more pointed by its positive use in Christian theories of creation.
When Athanasius is writing of the way in which the creator Lord
brought together what would appear to be opposed elements, he
calls him ¢ ovvdijoas avrd, gent. 37 (M. 25. 734). Cf. Greg.in 2. 2. 7.
65 (M. 37. 15564): 7 768€ mdv ovvémnée kai dppoviy ovvédnoev.(The
subject is divine réyvy.) Elsewhere ovvdéw is used to express God’s
action in binding soul or spirit and flesh, e.g. 1. 2. 3. 16 (M. 37. 6344).

25-7. The argument is that those who hold to stellar influence must
make a choice between individual and corporate determination. If
there is some overriding (dpeiwv) necessity which determines the
fate of a group of men, such as a ship’s crew, then personal davdayxy
is a meaningless idea. Any power which could arbitrate berween
opposing stars would introduce a quite new principle.

27. 0 pikag: Greg. uses the same expression in Are. 7. 8o to refer to
the work of the Logos in forming man as a composite being. Here
the meaning is ‘bringing into connection’, with the auxiliary sense
of ‘ordering’.

28. ovvédnoe, picking up vv. 23-4, could mean connecting stars in
astrological relationships or connecting human beings with the
stars which affect their destiny. The point of the line is that such
overall control would remove from the stars any effective power.
For the line as a whole, cf. carm. 1. 1. 6. 13 (M. 37. 4314).

29. Caillau’s understanding of this line rests on the assumption that it
is exactly parallel to carm. 1. 1. 6. 12 (M. 37. 4314); €l pév Geov, nws
np@Tov, 6 oTpéder Oeds; cf. his n. éferivaéer must thus be made to
correspond in some way to aorpéder. But it is difficult to support
Caillau’s ‘agitavit’ as a tr. of éferivafev. Billius, despite the metrical
weakness of éxrwdooer, had the merit of trying to preserve a recog-
nized sense of éxmwvdoow, that of ‘throwing out’ (‘excutitur’).
Greg.’s use of the same éferivafev in carm. 2. 1. 15. 17 (M. 37. 12514)
favours this sense. If we follow the reading of Cu, feov éferivater,
comparing Nicetas’ é pot 7ov feov ékTivdooe, the sentence makes
very good sense: ‘But if it is God (sc. who makes and breaks con-
nections at will), why bring in the first explanation, which, as I see it,
threw God out?’ God cannot be introduced at this late stage merely
to resolve astrological difficultdes.
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30. For Greg. this is the ultimate absurdity. Again the favourite
éAioow appears (cf. Are. 3. 43 n.). Both Billius and Caillau produce
here very weak (and, in fact, unjustifiable) translations, with ‘sub-
dere’ and ‘subjicere’. éAiéys surely means ‘make God revolve’ sub-
ject to the stars. For the suggestion that God is subject to
determination cf. carm. 1. 1. 6. 17-18 (M. 37. 4314).

31. This is another form of the argument which Greg. used against
polytheism: multiple sources of authority amount to anarchy. Cf.
Arc. 3. 81-2 n.

32. Cf. v. 29.

33. MSS vary between 5 yap 8y and #éy yap. The first gives a simple
‘either . . . or’ disjunction. The second implies the disjunction, but
states it in a less direct way: ‘For thus God really is in control, unless
of course you believe that the stars are.’

33-44, Positive teaching on God’s Providence.

34. wvPepvi: the astrological use of kufepva is shown in Zodiol. cod.
Mosq. gr. 186, cited by Bidez, ‘Le traité’, 20. Though it was not
uncommon to find xvfepva in Christian usage, e.g. Ath. gent. 36
(M. 25. 728) (of God: xvBeprav ra mdvra) the astrological connec-
tion gives the word particular point here. (Cf. Arc. 1. 5 n.) We may
note also the Stoic use of the word, e.g. Zev, dioews dpynyé, vépou
péra wavra xvfepvav . .. dikns uéra mdvra xvfepvas, Cleanthes,
Hymn to Zeus, vv. 2 and 35 (SVF 1. 537; Powell, Coll. Alex., pp. 227-8).

35. vopov is a well-established figure of government; cf. A. Th. 3
and, in Greg., carm. 2. 1. 1. 573 (M. 37. 10134A).

The Logos carries out the providential government of the world
he brought into being (cf. Arc. 4. 58, 7. 55 ff. n.).

36. It is unnecessary to look for a meaning such as ofjuact in vorjpac:
(cf. Billius and Caillau’s nn.). The word has a straightforward
meaning as in Arc. 4. 68. The exercise of divine thought is directed
towards the providential ordering of the universe.

37. @ppovinv: the harmony of the heavenly world has here no con-
nection with the Pythagorean notion of the harmony of heavenly
bodies, the celebrated *harmony of the spheres’. (For this cf. e.g. PI.
Rep. 6178, Arist. Cael. 290°13, Metaph. g86*, together with Guthrie,
History, i. 167, 295 ff.) There is here a contrast between the calm
order of the heavens and the uncertainties of earthly life. A not dis-
similar sense is found in Corp. Herm. 1. 14, where W. Scott, Hermetica
(London, 1924-36), i. 121, tr. dppovias as ‘the structure of the
heavens’, remarking in his note (ii. 1-2): “The writer seems to have
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adopted the Pythagorean phrase “the harmony of the spheres”; but
he employs it in an altered sense. He is thinking, net of music, but
rather of carpentry; the heavens are compared to the framework of a
roof or dome fitted together by a builder.” Cf. the Budé edn. of A. D.
Nock and A. . Festugiere (Paris, 1945~54), i. 21 n. 39, where the tr.
‘composite framework’ is given (in English). It is this providential
‘fitting together’ of all the parts of the cosmic system, contrasted
with the multiplicity of astrological government, which produced
metaphorical ‘harmony’; cf. carm. 1. 1. 6. 2 (M. 37. 4304).

doopov: cf. Procl. Par. Ptol. 136 of dpépot av dotépwv.
39 ff. So far is man from knowing the secrets of the heavens that he
does not yet know those of the earth.
39-40. év kevBuwor ... 7s codins is a striking figure, recalling
remote mountain fastnesses or the depths of the earth. Cf. carm. 2. 1.
62. 4 (M. 37. 14054) kevBuwv’ és @dov. kevfudv is found in Apoll. +
Met. Ps. (Teubner p. g1. 45, M. 33. 1373B = kpidia (£5. 43. 22).
41. For the temporal sense of évfdde, ‘now’, cf. S. OT 488, OC g92.

42-3. Two ideas of harvest are combined in these lines: that it comes

at its own due season, that it is a time of judgement. The biblical
association of harvest and judgement is seen in such passages as
Joel 3. 13, Matt. 13. 24—30, Rev. 14. 15-16.

KELPEL is a violent word, more appropriate to the figurative than
to the literal harvest. When used of crops it means ‘ravage’, e.g. Hdt.
5. 63.

YENUOQOS is a hapax legomenon, formed on the analogy of yenmd-
vos. The forms cited in LS]J are yyudpos, yaudpos, and yewudspos.
For @pia wdvra cf. H. Od. g. 131.

44, This poetical form of avaorpos, dvdorepos, is found also in Arat.
349, Ps.-Maneth. 4. 528. But the word here has an extended sense,
meaning ‘free from astrology’.

45-52. The moral effects of belief in astrology and details of its technical
language. Riedinger, Die hl. Schrift im Kampfder griechischen Kirche, 44,
points to two lines of attack upon astrology to be found in Greg.
Man is incapable of grasping such a subject: it is a basic absurdity to
attribute to inanimate objects like stars knowledge and power to
determine events. But there is a third consideration which weighs
with Greg., a moral one. He objects to astrology because he finds
morally repugnant a system which destroys the meaning of human
choice, which causes the disappearance of moral ‘laws’, it being a
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neguwyt): the lexica report this form wepiwyt (= wepraywyij)
only here and in Arc. 6. 2. Metrical considerations may be thought
to have produced this coinage: the initial tribrach of wepiaywyr
could not be accommodated in a hexameter. For the use of mep:-
aywyr = ‘revolution, rotation’ cf. LSJ s.v. IL. 1.
50. powotuau: ‘whirled’, like an arrow and with as much power of
self-determination. Cf. Lycophron 1426: {Gv ™mAdfev gotlovpévewr.
51. gomij: it was the power to incline (gémewv) in the direction of good
or bad which was given man at his creation (Arc. 7. 103). The word
here indicates a settled disposition or propensity, as Nyssen
ascribes to the devil an inclination towards evil, following his fall
(or. catech. 6, p. 35. 10, M. 45. 20A). pomsj carries with it considerable
associative powers, suggesting as it may the contrast in Pl. Phdr.
2478 between the chariots of the gods in their perfect equipoise
({ooppémws) and the chariots of mortals. There the vicious horse is
depicted as ém mjv yijv pémwv 1€ kai Bapvvwv. Cf. Plot. 4. 8. 5. 26:
pomy avroefovoiw, with J. M. Rist, Plotinus: The Road to Reality
(Cambridge, 1967), 120-1, who cites (n. 10) H. Lewy, Chaldacan
Oracles and Theurgy (Cairo, 1956; 2nd edn. Paris, 1982), 295 n. 136 on
the equivalence of génw and vevw in discussion of the fall of souls.
See also H. F. R. M. Oosthout, “Wijzgerig taalgebruik in de rede-
voeringen van Gregorius van Nazianze tegen de achtergrond van de
Neoplatoonse metafysica’ (diss. Nijmegen, 1986), 215 ff.

53-71. Thestarat Christ’s nativity

It is clear that the story of the Magi (Matt. 2. 1-12) could cause dif-
ficulty to Christians anxious to disavow all influence of the stars on
human life. Bouché-Leclercq wrote (L 'Astrologie grecque, 611): ‘Le cas
des Mages ... fut pour ces exégetes et polémistes chrétiens un
embarras des plus graves.” He lists a number of places where attempts
were made by Christians to answer charges of inconsistency or special

pleading. To that list our present passage may be added. It repeats
established arguments.

53. néya xhéog: L. Sternbach, ‘De Gregorio Nazianzeno Homeri
interprete’, in Stromata in honorem Casimiri Morawski (Krakow, 19o8),
177, suggested that the reading here should be peyaxAéos. He cites
a number of instances of the adjective ueyaxAisjs in Greg. Itis found
also in Opp. C. 2. 4 (ueyaxAéa). In defence of the division péya
xAéos We may point to xkAéos as a title of Christ in Arc. 2. .
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54. avvohinbe: cf. Matt. 2. 1. There is perhaps a play on syeuoven-
oas. Inv. 33 Greg. has denied that the stars are yeuomies (‘control-
ling’). He does not make an exception here: the star is a ‘guide’.

56-62. The nature of the star. Greg. takes his place in a line of Christian
interpreters who assert the novelty of the Bethlehem star. It was not
subject to astrological calculation, as it appeared solely to announce
the birth of Christ. Cf. Ignatius, Eph. 19. 2, where it is said: domjp év
ovpavw €Aapder Umép mdvras Tovs dotépas, kai 76 das avrov
avexAaAnTov v, kai Eeviopor mapeiyev 1 kawdms avroi . . . (Bihl-
mever, p.87. 271, M. 5. 660af). The words £évos and xawds
appear in the description of the star given by Clem. Alex. in exc.
Thdot. 74. 2 (GCS 3. 130. 18 ff,, M. g. 6g34). Its purpose was to over-
throw astrology and turn men from belief in fate to acceptance of
Providence. Origen stressed the distinction between the Bethlehem
star and ordinary stars in Cels. 1. 58-9 (pp. 109—10, M. 11. 7684 fF))
and Jo. 1. 26 (24) (p. 32. 30 ff,, M. 14. 724).

58 ff. Christian thought was determined that the Magi should be seen
to have derived their knowledge from sources which went back to
OT revelation. The question is dealt with by J. Bidez and F.
Cumont, Les Mages hellenisés (Paris, 1938), i. 48 ff. Here are cited a
number of passages which attempt to show that Balaam is the
source of the skill possessed by the Magi: cf. Or. Cels. 1. 60 (p. 111.
i1 fE, M. 11. 769D ff.). Origen thought of the prophecies of Balaam,
as recorded by Moses, circulating in Mesopotamia and thus known
to the Magi who recognized their fulfilment in the star; cf. hom. 13 in
Num. 7 (p. 116. 28 ff., M. 12. 6744 fT)).

Origen distinguished the Magi from the Chaldaeans, attacking
Celsus for confusing them, in Cels. 1. 58 (p. 109. 22 ff., M. 11. 7688).
Photius reported that Diodore of Tarsus made the same distinction
when he said that the Magi learned from the Chaldaeans the
prophecy which they had received from Balaam (cod. 223, M. 103.
8774 1). Bidez and Cumont 33 ff, 51 show that most Christian
writers think of the Magi as Persian, some as Arab, others as Chal-
daean. Whether Greg. is committing himself to the last view in v. 59
is difficult to say. The term ‘Chaldaean’ had come into use as a
generic word for ‘astrologer’, as in the passage of Basil quoted
above on vv. 45-6; cf. further cod. Theodos. g. 16. 4 (AD 357), 3. 16. 8 (AD
358) and Bouche-Leclercq, L ‘Astrologie grecque, 556. Certainly in or.
4. 109 (M. 35. 6451) Greg. writes: 76 8¢ payevew ot Hepowiv; Cf.v.
63 n.)
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59. Gotpomohevewy is a hapax legomenon. dorpomédos finds equally
thin attestation, PGL citing only Antiochus Monachus (‘obiit post
619") hom. 84. (M. 8g. 1688c). The derivation is from moAevw/
moAéw. The first has an astrological sense (of the planet presiding
over a day), the second means ‘to range over, revolve’.

61. aprupaiy: the only other author recorded as using the word dpr.-
¢ars is Nonnus, in this sense of ‘newly shining’ in D. 5. 165, and
with the meaning ‘newly seeing’ in par. Jo. 9. 17 (M. 43. 8284).

rpoyaovra: cf. Aratus’ description of the Ram, oiddév ddavps-
repov Tpoyder Kvvooovpidos “Apxrov (227).

63-4. The adoration is taken as an abrogation of astrological claims.
Cf. Ign. Eph. 19. 3 (Bihlmeyer, p. 88. 1 ff., M. 5. 6608), Tert. idol. g
(M. PL. 1. 672a f.,, CSEL 20. 38. 23 ff.): “at enim scientia ista usque
ad evangelium fuit concessa, ut Christo edito nemo exinde nativi-
tatem alicuius de caelo interpretetur.’ Cf. also the passage of Clem.
Alex., cited on vv. 5662 above. Greg. elsewhere refers to thisidea in

carm. 1. 2. 34. 198—9 (M. 37. 9594) and or. 2. 24 (M. 35. 433B).
unioea: if the Magi are thought of as Persian (cf. vv. 58—9 n.),

there may be a play on Mydo:.

65-71. Stars and men both have allotted courses to follow, but they
are independent of each other.

66. acidpopor: deidpouos is a hapax legomenon. Greg. coined also
dewrAavijs, detobenis, detotpedijs, and derdAeyis.

67. malkipmopor: Sophocles glosses ‘retrograding’, a technical term
in astronomy to describe the actual or apparent motion of heavenly
bodies ‘backward’ in the zodiac, i.e. from east to west. Planets are
here referred to, moving as they may against the general direction of
the constellations of the zodiac. Though he does not refer to it much
in his writings, Greg. may be thought to have had a fair knowledge
of astronomy derived from the years in Athens when he was study-
ing probably under Himerios. (Cf. Y. Courtonne, Saint Basile et
Uhellénisme, 7-q.; Gallay, La Vie de saint Grégoire de Nazianze, 51.)

68-9. The nature of the stars. Two theories are mentioned: (a) The stars
consist of self-maintaining fire; (b)) The stars are composed of a
‘quintessence’.

(a) The entry under drpodos in PGL cites this passage, glossing
‘tll-fed, under-nourished, met. growing no larger, constant insize, of stars’.
But is this the point? What is being discussed in both parts of the
eite . . . eire is the substance of the stars. The Stoics thought of
this substance as fiery. It was not fire in the ordinary sense, what
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Zeno called 76 . . . drexvov xai peraBdAAov eis éavrd v Tpodiiv,
but 76 . . . Texvixdv, avénmidv e kai TppyTiév (Stob. Edl. 1. 25. 5).
Yet the stars were still composed of a fire which needed nourish-
ment. Cicero, having said in ND 2. 40 ‘sidera tota esse ignea’, goes
onin 2. 118:

sunt autem stellae natura flammeae; quocirca terrae, maris, aquarum
vaporibus aluntur eis, qui a sole ex agris tepefactis et ex aquis excitantur,
quibus altae renovataeque stellae atque omnis aether refundunt eadem ut
rursum trahunt indidem, nihil ut fere intereat aut admodum paullum, quod
astrorum ignis et aetheris flamma consumat.

Cf. also Tusc. 1. 43, Diog. Laert. 7. 139, 145. Plotinus, however,
argued against the need of the heavenly bodies for any kind of
mpodij. Cf. 2. 1. 4 and 2. 1. 8: 0vdév 8ei Toivuv dAAov odparos T
ovpave, iva pévy . .. (Il 15-16) . .. 0¥ Tolvvv 0U8¢ Tpodiris deiabar
daréov ta éxei, ... (Il. 19-20). This, then, is the reason for the
choice of drpodos: constant size is only a secondary attribute here.
In the other passage cited in PGL, Gr. Nyss. hex. 5 (M. 44. 684), the
constant size of the stars is indicated. But there is no mention of fire.

(6) The idea of a wéumrov odpa appears in Aristotle (perhaps
earlier: cf. Guthrie, History i. 270 ff.). In Cael. 270°21, Mete. 341*2,
An. 418%, it appears as an alternative to fire as the substance of
which the stars are composed. This element is aif+p, which, argues
Aristotle, has a circular motion which fits it for the circumference of
the universe. Fire, on the other hand, moves naturally in straight
lines. The méumrov owpa idea came to have diverse application.
Origen, for example, denies its relevance to the question of the
resurrection body in princ. 3. 6.6 (p. 288. 21 ff,, M. 11. 339B f.). Greg.
here relates the ‘quintessence’ to its original Aristotelian connec-
tion with the stars. (Cf. Basil Aex. 1. 11. (G. 1. 10E f,, M. 29. 258 f.). In
or.28. 8 (p. 33. 5 ff,, M. 36. 36 1) he examines the possibility that God
may be identified with this #éunrov odua, thus perhaps taking up
another side of Aristotle’s teaching, that the ‘quintessence’ was the
substance of minds as well as stars. (This is certainly the way in
which Cicero states the doctrine in Acad. Post. 1. 26.) See further
Kertsch, Bildersprache, 164.

70-1. As far as the sense goes, there is little to choose between
dvipev and dvouev. (For fouev cf. Caillau’s n. It is also the read-
ing of L..) The notion of ascent (dviuer) goes well with odpaviny.
As Dronke noted (Carmina Selecta, 203), 686v dvw is a good

193



COMMENTARY ON ARC. 5. 71

Homeric expression (cf. Od. 3. 496), in the sense of ‘completing a
journey’,

The lines show a tension familiar in Greg., the tension between
the divine and the earthly elements in man. In saying that man is to
hasten to the attainment of a ‘rational’ and ‘heavenly’ nature, Greg.
means that man will come to a nature which is wholly so. Already, in
his earthly state, man shares some of the divine characteristics,
holding an intermediate place between the mortal and the im-
mortal. Cf. Are. 7. 65 .

déopov: whether we read 8éopior or 8éoucov, the sense is the
same: we are, our nature is, ‘bound’ to the earth. It is characteristic
of Greg. that he should take a straightforward expression in Lam. 3.
34 and give it a metaphorical meaning. The Heb. ‘@siré ‘ares and the
Greek Seouiovs yis refer simply to ‘prisoners in a country’ (Jerusa-
lem Bible, cf. New English Bible).
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6. On Rational Natures

Title and purpose

The app. crit. reveals a variety of ways in which a title may be ascribed.
As the ttles have little claim to definitive standing (cf. Intro.) the
reader may feel free to choose. Almost all of those on offer give an
accurate characterization. The poem is about ‘beings’ or ‘natures’
which may equally well be called ‘intellectual’ or ‘rational’. This
means that the only inappropriate title (cited by Caillau) is wepi
dowpdrwy dvoewv. Human beings as well as angels are intended.
The poem picks up the subject of creation in dealing with the relation-
ship to God of beings created rational, touching on Satan’s respons-
ibility for evil in the world and introducing human history in the Eden
story.

1-26. Degrees of illumination among rational beings

1-5. The image of the rainbow. G. Soutar, Nature in Greek Poetry
(London, 1939), 112 ff. remarks that the Greeks (he is speaking of
Classical Greek poetry) make little of the rainbow, showing ‘faint
appreciation’ of its colours and lacking the symbolic meaning which
the Hebrews found in it. Nazianzen cannot be said to have added
much to the stock of rainbow imagery, but both he and Nyssen find
a certain illustrative value in it. Nyssen uses the rainbow in a
Trinitarian argument as an instance of distinction without separa-
tion, attempting an explanation in terms of refraction (oiév 7is
xapmy) kai émdvodos, diff. ess. int. opp Bas. ep. 38. 5, M. 32. 2228 ff))
Earlier discussions of the rainbow will be found, e.g. in Arist. Mete.
37118 ff.; Epicurus Ep. 2. 109-10; Sen. NQ 1. 3. Greg. gives little
explanation, being content with a simple point (vv. 6 ff.).

1. Cf. Aratus 899: 4i65 evdidwrros.

2. amokgovorows: Nicander (7. 270) has the word to describe a
small boat driven back in a wind: e/s dvepov Befinrat dméxpovoros
AtBos olipw . Here, and here only, the word has the sense ‘refracted’.
For a similar meaning Arist. uses dvdxAaots and cognates (Mete.
372* ff.). He discusses the way in which he thinks that condensed air
acts as a mirror in 373"2. Nyssen uses similar language, explaining
more fully than Nazianzen does how the sunbeam strikes obliquely
the cloud formation (M. 32. 3338 f.).

reguoryais: the word is found only here and in Are. 5. 49, where
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see n. Dronke was mistaken in printing as the text of Cu weprwmais
(Carmina Selecta, 203). (Cf. also Caillau’s n.) The MS clearly reads
mepiwyais; a comparison of the way in which the scribe writes ya
here and in avyais v. 7 will confirm this (fo. 78). Nicetas has in his
paraphrase the regular form mepiaywyais (cf. Arc. 5. 49n.). The
dmékpovaTol meptwyai are circular motions of sunlight, refracted in
such a way that the rays bend back upon themselves, as in Nyssen,
loc. cit.

3. Cf. Verg. A. 4. 7o1: (of Iris) ‘mille trahens varios adverso sole
colores’ and the similar 5. 8g.

ghigoeu: cf. Arc. 3. 43 n. Here the meaning is ‘makes to curve’, or
possibly ‘makes to turn back (in a circle)’ as Homer uses éAtooéuer
of rounding the post in a chariot-race (//. 23. 309).

4. oehoyileron: the -ilw form is not common outside Nonnus. LS]
lists only the 3rd-c. Ap hymn in Papyri russischer und georgischer Samm-
lungen. PGL adds citations from Nonnus and Sozomen, together
with (in middle and passive) the present passage and the gth—1oth
cent. Arethas, Apoc. 16. 17 (M. 106. 712D). We may compare Greg.’s
use of oéAas in Arc. 4. 65.

There is a close parallel in the image of the pebble thrown into
the water, with the concentric circles of ripples corresponding to
the rainbow circles, in carm. 1. 2. 2. 283 ff. (M. 37. 6004a). The words
éxtoli Avouévorar occur (v. 286). This figure is found also in or. 18.
19 (M. 35. 1008B). The passages are discussed in Kertsch, Bilder-
sprache, 182 ff., cf. vv. 51-2.

For aifhjp cf. vv. 50~2 n.

5. The form &xrofe (edd.) is not found in the lexica. It is better to read
éxtof than to suppose éxtofle equivalent to the metrically impos-
sible éxroflev. The meaning is clear: the outer rings fade away,
dissolve, melt into the surrounding air.

6-7. The application of the figure. The degree of mental or spiritual
illumination depends on distance from the source of light. The
application itself uses figurative language with the physical and
mental senses of ‘light’ merging.

arootirBovrog: cf. Clem. prot. 11 (p. 81. 24, M. 8. 2364) for a
metaphorical use. '

8-12. These lines appear also in carm. 1. 2. 1. 15-19 (M. 37. 5234),
except that in v. 11 rewwpeoba is read for éAxwuecha.

8. myn: cf. Arc. 4. 81 n. Perhaps the association of light and life in Ps.
15 (36 Heb.). 10 may be the origin of the expression:
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o7t wapd gol myn Lwis,
év 7@ P gov dduela das.

Cf. 7 mpy7 700 dw7és in Serap. Euch. 13. 5. There is in Kertsch,
Bildersprache an extensive study of the background and development
of 7=y as a philosophical and religious term: see pp. 87, 116, 119,
122 ff,, 135, 138 ff., 145 ff., and 205 and for =ynydlew pp. 148 ff.

9a-11. The theme of the opening lines of Arc. 1 recurs: knowledge of
God is unattainable by minds less than his own. But this is not a
reason for despair. On the contrary, it is seen as part of the dis-
pensation of providence that God should lead on, always encour-
aging the desire for deeper knowledge.

11b-26. Angels. On the subject of angels in the Fathers, the following
may be consulted: J. Turmel, ‘Histoire de I'angélologie des temps
apostoliques a la fin du v siecle’, RHL 3 (1898), 2g9-308, 407-34,
533—-52; A. Vacant and G. Bareille, ‘Anges’, DTC 1 (1903), cols.
1189-1222 together with DTC, Tables générales (1951), cols. 153d-7;
J. Michl, ‘Engel. IV (christlich)’, RAC v (1962), 109—200; J. Danié-
lou, Les Anges et leur mission d’aprés les Péres de I'Eglise (Gembloux,
1952). Cf. also K. W. A. Pelz, Die Engellehre des hi. Augustinus
(Miinster, 1913), where an account is given of Augustine’s predeces-
sors; A. Recheis, Engel, Tod und Seelenreise (Temi e Testi, 4; Rome,
1958), esp. 132 ff,; J. Rousse, ‘Les anges et leur ministére selon saint
Grégoire de Nazianze’, MSR 22 (1963), 133-52. (Cf. vv. 22-6 n.) See
also Barbel 78 f. n. 26. Among places where Greg. deals with angels
are orr. 28. 31 (p. 69. 16 ff., M. 36. 69D fI.), 31. 15 (p. 163. g ff., 1498 f.).
Origen’s place in the shaping of Greg.’s thought is explored by
Moreschini, ‘Influenze’, s4-7, which may be taken with his
comment on or. 38. 10 (SC p. 122 n. 2 and pp. 64-3).

12. devrepa: the angels’ status as second only to the Trinity is
emphasized in the view that they were created before all other
creatures; cf. or. 38. 9g—10 (M. 36. 320¢ ff.) = 45. 5 (6294 fI.). This is a
common Christian Greek view. Cf. e.g. Or. princ. 2. g. 1 ff. (p. 163.
24 ff.,, M. 11. 2558 f.); Bas. Aex. 1. 5. (G. 1. 5¢ ff.,, M. 29. 134 fI.); Pelz,
6. Cf. or. 6. 12 (M. 35. 7378) for Sevrepa.

13. aiyiievreg: cf. Arc. 3. 28 n.

Gewdéeg: contrast this with the application of the word in v. 36:
fe6rnros dedéos. There the word dedris has the full meaning
given in PGL (s.v. 7): ‘both as above form and as without visible
form’. Cf. Greg. Nyss. Eun. 1 (p. 94. 20, M. 45. 3214). Here the word
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has a diminished sense. The angels are invisible, but, as creatures,
they are formed after an e/dos in the mind of God.

13-14. Bookov augi: a variant of dudféwros (Arc. 4. 88). In
Homer, /. 8. 439, Baxos is found as the throne of a god. (Cf. A. Pr.
831.) Rousse, ‘Les anges’, 141, sees here a picture of troops of angels
dancing round the throne ‘des farandoles sacrées’, after the manner
of angels in Fra Angelico. It must be said, somewhat prosaically,
that we are not here told what the angels are doing as they circle the
throne. In the passage which Rousse claims as parallel to this we
read: xai ovv dyyédos yopevoes Ty dmavaTov yopeiav carm. 1. 2. 3.
95 (M. 37. 6404). Here, indeed, one might argue, is a reference to
dancing. But as early as the Platonic corpus we find yopeiav . ..
xopav used of the circling motion of the stars (Epin. 982¢) and it
could well be that no more is meant here.

¢éhapot: they are airy and nimble, as messengers (or dancers)
should be. Cf. or. 28. 31 (p. 71. 8, M. 36. 728). The angels form a
kéouos voytos, not in the common understanding of a world of
pure ideas, but as individual minds they constitute a realm of God’s
power and rule.

15-16. A reminiscence of Ps. 103 (104 Heb.). 4 6 mowav rovs dyyédovs
avTou mvedpara, kai Tovs Aetrovpyods avrov mip dAéyov. Cf. Heb.
1.7and 1 Clem. 36. 3 (Bihlmeyer, p. 55. 12 ff,, M. 1. 281 4). Greg. does
not follow the line of Hebrews, where ‘winds' and ‘fire’ are taken as
marks of the instability of the angelic nature when contrasted with
that of the Son. Here the thought concentrates solely on the light,
refined angelic nature and its suitability to rapid motion in carrying
out God’s commands; cf. Ps. 102 (103 Heb.). 20. In or. 28. 31 (p. 70.
5 ff,, M. 36. 724), Greg. interprets wvedpa as voyry dvos and fire as
referring to the angelic power of purification.

népog: are we to distinguish d+jp from aifhjp, asinv. 527 It seems
unlikely that Greg. is being so precise as to differentiate between the
alfhjp, the natural element of angels, and the lower dyp through
which their commissions might take them in their concern for the
world. More probably jépes means the whole realm of air, con-
trasted with earth.

vodpnocovoy: cf. Greg.’s vmodpyomijp in carm. 2. 1. 16. 11 (M.
37. 1255A) and dmodprjoreipa Arc. 4. 79 (with n.). For the form
vmodproow cf. AR. 3. 274, Musae. 13.

17. Man resembles the angels in being voepds, but is distinguished
from them by not being damdovs. Cf. Arc. 4. 40 n., 77 n. and 8g—g2 n.
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owavyées: radiant, as creatures of light, and translucent as being
incorporeal (or nearly so, cf. v. 6o n.).

olt’ ano oapk®v: cf. the use of doapkos in carmm. 1. 2. 4. 8 (M.
37. 6414), 1. 2. 10. 892 (7447), referring to angels.

It will be noted that, though Greg. calls the angels doapxot, this
does not mean that they are dowuaroc. Origen had taught that the
Persons of the Trinity alone are incorporeal, princ. 1. 6. 4 (p. 85.
14 ff., M. 11. 1708 f.). However refined the angelic body may be,
there is something distinguishable as a capa; cf. Turmel, RHL 3
(1898), 407 ff., together with id. (‘P. Coulange’), The Life of the Devil,
44 ff. ET (London, 1929); Michl, RAC v (1962), 121. Greg. shows
that he appreciates the distinction between doapxos and dowuaros
in or. 28. 31 (p. 70. 10, M. 36. 724), where he says that angelic nature
may be relatively incorporeal (compared with human nature), but in
absolute terms he does not venture beyond % 67t éyyvrara.

18. mayev: for the form cf. H. //. 11. 572. There is here an allusion to
the belief that all composite entities must ultimately suffer break-
down and destruction. Cf. the application of @=yrros to God in Are.
2. 10. Pl. Phd. 78c provides a classic statement of the view that only
that which is uncompounded (dovvferos) can escape dissolution.

20-1. Greg. seems to realize that he is in danger of making the angelic
nature almost indistinguishable from God’s. But it is doubtful
which precise attribute of divinity is in his mind when he draws
back from calling the angels dreipées. There are two possibilities:

(i) dreipées means ‘indestructible’, as, e.g., drewpris describes
bronze in H. /I. 5. 292. The only reason why Greg. might hesitate to
call the heavenly beings ‘indestructible’ is the implied doubt on the
omnipotence of God. Could he not, if he wished, destroy part of his
creation, albeit the highest part?

(i) The word means ‘stubborn, unyielding’ (cf. LS]J s.v. II), in
this case to evil (as Nicetas interprets). These lines would then be
directly linked with the thought of v. 53 and the fall of Lucifer in the
following lines. (Again, this appears in Nicetas.) Certainly the
meaning would have been clearer if there had been some such
specifying dative as xaxig (cf. AP 12. 175. 3—4 (Strat.): drepys
oivw). But the sense emerges fairly clearly and, in the absence else-
where of any suggestion that Greg. was exercised over the pos-
sibility of the destruction of the heavenly beings, this interpretation
is to be preferred. (Cf. Gallay’s tr. ‘absolument fermes et in-
ebranlables’, p. 132, repr. Devolder 71.)
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The figure of the horse which needs restraint is a common one.
Cf. e.g. Meth. symp. 5. 3 (p. 56. 9, M. 18. 101 4): Plato talks of relaxing
such restraint in Prt. 338A: yaAdoat rds sjvias Tois Aéyos. (reg.
reaches a similar point in or. 28. 31 (p. 70. 10 ff., M. 36. 724 ff.). He
feels ‘dizzy’ with speculation, i\Miyyi@uev, p.70. 11 (72A) and
contents himself with a bare summary of the titles applied to angelic
powers.

22~6. The functions of angels. Origen had dealt with this in princ. 1. 8. 1
(pp. 94 ff,, M. 11. 176aff), maintaining that angelic functions
correspond to merit displayed. Greg. is content to list functions
without trying to account for diversity. He contemplates the pos-
sibility of some kind of rank structure in or. 28. 4 (p. 27. 8 ff., M. 36.
32A): some angels may have a clearer understanding of God than
others xara v dvadoyiav mjs Td€ews. But he offers no explanation
of the distinction; cf. also or. 40. 5 (M. 36. 364B). On the varying
ministries of angels in Greg. cf. Rousse, ‘Les anges’, 140 ff. Greg.
alludes in these lines to most of the functions specified by Rousse.
The others relate specifically to Christ, baptism, and eschatology.

22. mogaortaror: cf. Dan. 7. 10. For the angels who remain in con-
templation and praise cf. or. 28. 31 (p. 70. 15 ff., M. 36. 72B), carmm.
1. 2. 10. 923 ff. (M. 37. 747A), 2. 1. 1. 280 ff. (M. 37. 991 A).

23-6. Other angels are allotted various parts of the universe as their
charge. It is these angels who hold together the universe in
harmony, as Greg. describes them in or. 28. 31 (p. 71. 10—11, M. 36.
72C): mdvra els & dyovoas, wpds piav olvvevow Tol 7@ wdvTa
dnuiovpytioavros.

24. ¢moraoinv: this is a regular term for an angel’s office (cf. PGL
s.v. Surely the present passage should there be cited under 1.c, ‘of
office of angels in caring for the created order’, rather than 1.a7)

25. avdpasg: beliefin personal guardian angels rests on such passages
as Ps. go (Heb. g1). 11—12 (cited in Luke 4. 10-11), Tob. 5. 6, 22,
Matt. 18. 10, Acts 12. 15, Heb. 1. 14. Origen makes a good deal of the
idea in e.g. princ. 2. 10. 7(p. 181. 19 ff., M. 11. 2404), 3. 2. 4 (pp. 250 ff.,
M. 11. 308c ff)), Cels. 1. 61 (p. 112. 9 ff., M. 11. 772C), 8. 27 (p. 243, M.
11. 1556¢ f1.), 8. 34 (pp. 249-350, M. 11. 1565C L), or. 11. 3 (p. 323, M.
11. 4498 fL.), comm. in Mt. 13. 5. (pp. 190 ff., M. 13. 1104C ff.).

mroMag: pagan thought took it that each city had its own presid-
ing deity (cf. LS] s.v. moAwoiiyos). Greg. may be offering a Christian
alternative to this view (cf. below), or perhaps he is associating
churches with their cities (cf. Rev.).
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EvBea: the angels of the nations play a big part in Origen: cf. e.g.
princ. 1. 5. 2 (pp. 70. 28 ff,, M. 11. 1588 f.), where Deut. 32. 8-g is
cited), Cels. 5. 30 (pp. 31-2, M. 11. 1225 ff.), together with J. Danié-
lou, Origen, ET (London, 1955), 224 ff. Notice how this contrasts
with the beliefs expressed by Julian, who reaffirms the pagan view
that the beings who exercise authority over nations and cities are
gods, (Gal. 115d . .. évdpyats kai moAiovyots feois).

26. The line probably refers to the charge given to angels of assisting
men in prayer, cf. carm. 1. 2. 1. 83 ff. (M. 37. 5284 f.). The language
reflects Rom. 12. 1: Bvoiar {doav ... mv doywciv Aatpeiav vuav,
and is similar to Cﬂrp. Herm. 1. 3I: Séfm Aoyikas Buoias ayvas. (Cf.
the n. in Scott’s edn.: ‘an act of worship which consists in verbal
adoration, as opposed to material offerings.” See also Nock—-Festu-
giere, i. 27-8.) As Origen wrote in or. 11. 4-5 (p. 323. 14 ff,, M. 11
449D ff.), angels are able to use their special knowledge (cf. ém:e-
{oropes) to assist men to pray fittingly. Cf. Cels. 8. 64 (p. 280, M. 11.
1612¢ ff.).

27-46. Hesitation about going farther with the subject

We have already seen Greg.’s hesitation in approaching his theme (cf.
Are. 3. 1). Undoubtedly there is a rhetorical element in his reluctance,
but there is still genuine perplexity in Greg.’s mind. Not only is he
overcome by the thought of the heavenly splendour (vv. 27 ff.). He is
perplexed by the possible moral effects on his readers of having to
admit that sin is possible among these heavenly beings.

28. ayivg brings associations of the mistiness which comes over the
eyes of a dying Homeric warrior (/. 5. 6g6), or the effect of strong
emotion (Archil. 191. 2 West), or, most aptly here, the temporary
blurring of the vision which the appearance of a god can produce
(H. 1I. 20. 321). Cf. the ‘dizziness’ passage cited in n. on vv. 20-1.

30-5. The image of the river-crossing. Greg. likens himself to a traveller
who, crossing a river, experiences a sudden moment of panic but
decides that the only thing he can do is go on. Imagery from swollen

~ streams is found several times in Homer, e.g. /. 4. 4526, 13. 136—46,
but Greg.’s simile is more like Macbeth 3. 4. 138: ‘Returning were as
tedious as go o’er.’

30. ronyarfog is a form of rpayvs which is not recorded in literature
earlier than the 2nd c. Ap, when it appears in the epic poet Pancrates
(P. Oxy. 1085. 11) and in the medical poet Marcellus Sidetes. Later it
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occurs in the Greek Anthology. Plutarch describes a river as rpayis
in Alex. 6o. Cf. carm. 1. 2. 9. 78-9 (M. 37. 673A).

31. avéxadro: the sense is not ‘recoils’ or ‘falls back’ as Billius’ and
Caillau’s ‘resilit’ must be tr. The meaning is ‘leaps, is borne
upwards’, an accurate description of the sensation of being
suddenly swept out of one’s depth. (Cf. H. /l. 23. 694 for the form
dvémaAro and 6g2 ff. for the picture of a fish leaping up and
suddenly disappearing.)

iépevog nep. CLH. Od. 1. 6.

32. Cf H. II. 21. 551: moAAd 8¢ oi kpadin mipdupe uévovri. Od. 4. 427,
572; 10. 309: moAdd 8¢ pot kpadin mipdupe wxidvr. The middle is
found in Himerios (who was probably Greg.’s teacher: cf. Arc. 5.
67 n.), or. 31. 2, and in Agathias (AP 10. 14).

The artistry of this line deserves attention. mopdupw is skilfully
chosen as a word which depicts equally well the swelling emotion of
the heart (cf. the Homeric exx.) and the swelling rush of the stream.
(It is used of surging waves in /I. 14. 16, al.) But in the brief compass
of the verse the second meaning is only hinted at.

33. Cf. Antipho 3. 2. 1: ai ypeiat roApdv Bidlovrar.

35. yaooaro: this is the point at which the traveller ‘falls back’.

34-46. The application of the simile. The poem picks up the thought
from v. 20. Though Greg. fears to go further in his approach to the
heavenly beings, he believes that, having come so far, he must con-
tinue.

36. aswéoc: cf.v. 13n.

vynpédovra: a title of Zeus in Hes. Th. 529, the word vipédwr
was appropriated for Jewish or Christian use in or. Sib., where fedv
viyuédovra appears in 1. 347, 2. 309, 8. 355. Cf. Arc. 8. 3 and carm. 1.
2. 1. 6 (M. 37. 5220).

38. xkexopnuévov: this appears to be a reference to Origen’s teaching
on the reason for the Fall of the angels: they had become sated with
goodness. Origen writes thus of Satan in Cels. 6. 44 (p. 115. 16 ff., M.
11. 1368A): kai wv “droodpdyiopa dpoiwoews kai arépavos kdl-
Aovs” év 1) mapadeiow Tov Oeov oiovei kopeolleis Tawv dyallav év
drwleia éyévero xara Tov elmévra pvoTiKws mPos avTov Adyor-
“dmadeta éyévov kai ovy vmdpes eis tov aiwva. ” (Cf. Ezek. 28.
12-13, 19). Similarly, if the text which Koetschau reconstructed
from the anathemas against Origen at the Second Council of Con-
stantinople (553) is near to Origen’s original teaching, then he spoke
of the rational creatures in these or similar terms: xdpov 8¢ avrovs
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(sc. véas) AaBeiv mjs Beias dydmys kai Bewpias, xai mpos 76 yeipov
Tpamivat kata T)v ékdoTov avaloyiav Tijs €ni TovTo pomis, Prine. 2.
8.3 (p. 159. 7 1L).

Greg. here adapts the teaching to fit his emphasis on light as the
characteristic of the angelic world and perhaps also to avoid the
harshness of an outright assertion that the angels became sated with
goodness.

39. oropéoaipu: the verb is used of paving a road in /GRom. 4. 1431. 5,
al.; cf. the passive in Hdt. 2. 138. The suggestion that even angels are
open to sin might ‘pave the way’ for others.

40-1 show Greg.’s dilemma. How can he assert that the nature of
angels is unchangeably good, when he thinks of the fallen angel,
Satan’

41. Cf. Arc. 8. 36 n.

42-5. The connection of thought is: ‘It must be Satan who contrives
evil, for it is out of keeping with the mind of a good God to plant evil
in man and thus set up enmity in the creature he loves. Nor is it the
will of a good God that evil should subsequently arise as a rival or
that it should have an eternal (or independent) existence.” Greg. is
thus preparing the way, through the Fall of Satan, for the Fall of
man. The two Falls are very closely linked, each being a reason for
believing in the other. God did not create evil in either Satan or
man. Man’s Fall must therefore be attributed to Satan. But the
ability of one who was created good to contrive evil shows that he
has changed, has himself fallen.

Vv. 445 may be compared with the arguments of Arc. 4. 24 ff.

44. avabowxov is a hapax legomenon. Cf. dvriBpovoy in Arc. 4. 25,

45. avagyov: a word which Greg. reserves for God, in particular God
the Father: cf. Arc. 1. 25n., 2. 19n., 21 n.

46. As in Arc. 1. 16-24, 3. 36, 3. 9o, Greg. is claiming a measure of
inspiration for what he writes.

47-55. The three ranks: God, angels and men

47-9. God.
47. mpdrm gives more direct emphasis than mp@rov.
@rpomos: the word is applicable only to Godhead: cf. carm. 1. 2.
1. 145 f. (M. 37. 533A), where Christ is called drpomos odpavioio
eixdv. Cf. v. 40 n. and see vv. 53—4. Moreschini, ‘Platonismo’, 1377,
parallels it as a word of Platonist background with drpemros in orr.

18. 42 (M. 35. 1040C) and 39. 13 (M. 36. 3494A).
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48a. Unity is here associated with changelessness, multiplicity with
instability. There is here a glance at what A. H. Armstrong referred
to as ‘perhaps the central and most important theme of all tradi-
tional philosophy’, the problem of the One and the Many (An Intro-
duction to Ancient Philosophy (London, 1965), 8). Appearing in Orphic
writers and among Milesians like Anaximenes (cf. Guthrie, History,
i. 132), it became a classic subject in Platonism. Plato meets the
issue as it was raised by Parmenides in the dialogue named after
him and in Sophist 2448 ff. (cf. Guthrie, v. 148 ff); the problem
recurs in Philebus 14c—18p (ibid. 206 ff)). The segment of the
question which we encounter is more moral than epistemological,
the contrast between the unity of virtue and the multiple forms of
evil, as found, say, in Rep. 4. 445 ff. Origen took up the idea in or.
21. 2 (p. 345- 17 fl., M. 11. 4814a), where ‘one’ is applied to ‘virtue’,
‘truth’, ‘the wisdom of God’, ‘the word of God’, and suitable con-
trasts are drawn. Cf. the n. in J. E. L. Oulton and H. Chadwick,
Alexandrian Christianity: Selected Translations of Clement and Origen
(LCC ii; London, 1954), 353.

48b-49. God, by definition good, could change only for the worse. Cf.
Ath. Ar. 1. 18 (M. 26. 49B), Greg. Nyss. Ep. 3 (M. 46. 1020B).

10 0¢ mhfov Ovrog dhvEls is a tightly-packed expression: it is
small wonder that Caillau expands it in his tr. The meaning may be
explained in this way. As God is the sum of all good, if it were
possible to add any qualities to him they could be only evil ones.
Such apparent additions would be, in effect, a diminution. Now the
word dAvéis means ‘escape’. [t describes Cassandra’s escape in A.
Ag. 1299 and Greg. gives it this sense in v. 85 (cf. also Q.S. 12. 212).
ovros dAvées 1s then literally ‘an escape from what is’, a departure
from absolute being.

50-2. Angels and human beings. The distinction between the second
and the third grades of beings is expressed in terms of aif+jp and
arp, the upper and lower atmosphere, nearer or farther from the
sun. This is a traditional Greek contrast, going back to Heraclitus.
The aibhjp is pure, often fiery (cf. aifw), heavenly substance, ‘living
and divine’ (W. K. C. Guthrie, “The Presocratic World-Picture’,
HTR 45 (1952), 87—-104 at 93. Cf. also id., History, i. 471). The dijp
round the earth is less pure. In Christian thought it came to be
thought of as the element of the demonic powers. Cf. Eph. 2. 2 (also

Asc.Is. 11. 23). Further references in Arndt—Gingrich, s.v. d#p, p. 20
and for the Greek Fathers PGL s.v. d7jp A. 6.
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52. fépes: Greg. identifies men with the earthly ‘climates’, more
distantly affected by the sun. (For the plural in this sense cf. Hip-
pocrates, and Pl. Phd. 98c-p.)

53-5. The nature of angels. The position of God and man is clear: they
stand at opposite ends of the scale of change. It is the nature of the
angels which is in doubt. Caillau’s n., implying that there is a dis-
tinction between the original state of the angels and their later state,
cannot be justified in the text (‘De prima angelorum creatione haec
sunt intelligenda’). There is no differentiation between the original
and any later state. Lucifer fell. As his nature was no different from
that of the other angels, angelic nature must include some possibil-
ity of change. Greg.’s problem is that, seeing the continuity between
the nature of Lucifer and that of the other angels, he cannot resist
the conclusion that angels are still liable to turn to evil. Origen men-
tions the possibility in hom. 4 in Ezech. 2 (p. 363. 11 ff., M. 13.
698D ff.). Cyril of Jerusalem taught his catechumens that, as ‘one
alone is without sin’, the angels needed forgiveness, though he
declined to speculate on the reasons, cat. 2. 10 (M. 33. 393B). In hom.
in Ps. 32 Basil is unwilling to go beyond 8vouerdferos in
characterizing the nature of the angels:

dAA’ év mj mpdbTy cvoTdoe kai 7@ olovel dupduaTtt Tis ovoias aiTwy guy-
xarafAnbfeicav Eoxov v dyiémyra. 816 xai SvouerdbBeroi elow mpis kaxiav,
evllis, olovei Bady mivi, Tw dylaouw oropwbévres kai 76 péviyuov els dpemy
7 Owped T6 povipov els dpemyy 17j dwped Tol dyiov [Mvedparos éxovres
(G. 1. 1368, M. 29. 333C{)

Greg. himself uses dvoxivyros in or. 28. 31: kalapas dvoes kai
axtfBd4Aovs, dxujrous mpas 76 yeipov 7 dvokwiiTous (P. 70. 14-15,
M. 36. 72m). Cf. 6. 12 (M. 35. 7378B). Mason and Barbel offer no
comments in their editions, but Caillau wished to restrict the mean-
ing to the Fall of Lucifer. He continues: ‘Nunc enim ad malum
immobiles sunt angeli per concessam ipsis constantiae ac persever-
entiae gratiam.” But, again, the text lacks anything which would
justify the interpretation. Greg. is talking about angelic nature in
general. Probably, as in the present passage, it was the fall of Lucifer
which made him modify his dxuwijrovs. But it is the result for all
angelic nature which concerns him. Again in or. 38. g (M. 36. 3214.=
45. 5. 6298) we find Greg. showing precisely the same hesitation as
in the present passage: Lucifer and the rebel angels compel him to
call all angels dvokujrovs, though his inclination is for dxunjrovs.
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He makes it clear that the fall of Lucifer is not analogous to the Fall
of Adam, inasmuch as Lucifer’s defection affected only those angels
who chose to follow him. The others lost none of their glory, any
more than the disciples lost theirs when Judas turned traitor, carm.
1. 2. 1. 680 ff. (M. 37. 574A), cf. 1. 2. 3. 47-8 (6364). In or. 40. 7 (M. 36.
3658 f.) we find Greg. groping towards an equation of sinlessness
and simple, uncompounded nature, with sin adhering to the com-
posite being. But there is an unexplained qualification which makes
the simple angelic nature ‘very nearly’ sinless, a qualification which,
if pressed, destroys the argument. If sin in any degree is attributable
to the simple angelic beings, then it cannot be composite nature as
such which causes sin. (Cf. Michl, RAC, v. 126 ff.)

Turmel discussed Greg.’s teaching on angels in RHL 3 (18¢8),
459-60. He saw Basil and Greg. as providing a link between earlier
views of the angels’ susceptibility to sin (pp. 457 fI.) and Augustine’s
assertion of their sinlessness. ‘Il était réservé a Augustin d’aller
jusqu’au bout de la voie frayée par les Cappadociens, et de
proclamer la stabilité des anges dans le bien.” But it should be
noticed that the difference between Augustine and the Cappado-
cians is a very important one. Indeed, it could be argued that
Augustine’s view is not simply the next step from the Cappadocian
position. For the real dividing-line comes between drpomos and
diarpomos. Here is a difference of kind. All that separates dvorpo-
mos and edirpomos is a difference of degree. Though Greg. was
obviously reluctant to admit it, the angels stood on the same side of
the line as man in being subject to change, with God alone on the
other side. Greg. does not talk about actual sins for which the angels
must be purified, as did the Priscillianists whom Augustine attacks
in Ad Oros. 8. 10 (M. PL 42. 674 f), but he does leave open the
possibility of change, which must include change for the worse, sin.

56-66. The Fall of Lucifer

56. totvexev: because evil could not exist close to God’s light,
Lucifer had to be banished to distant darkness.

‘Ewogogos: one of the passages which Basil and Greg. included

in the Philocalia, 1. 25 (Robinson, p. 31. 22 ff.) = princ. 4. 3. 9 (p. 336.

4 ff., M. 11. 3924) speaks of the impossibility of identifying with

Nebuchadnezzar the figure who fell from heaven and who is called

éwaddpos (Isa. 14. 12 mars éfémevev éx Tov ovpavol 6 éwoddpos 6

mpwi dvatéAAwy;). In princ. 1. 5. 5 (pp. 75 ff,, M. 11. 1634 ff.) Origen
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makes clear the identification of the ‘Lucifer’ of Isaiah with the
Satan who, in Luke 10. 18, fell ‘like lightning from heaven’; cf. also
philoc. 26. 7 (Robinson, p. 240. 14 ff.); hom. 12 in Num. 4 (p. 105. 3 ff.,
M. 12. 6554 ff.). This connection was quite widely accepted; cf.
Turmel (‘Coulange’), The Life of the Devil, 1 ff. Methodius, who
differed from Origen on the reason for Satan’s Fall, agreed with him
in seeing in Isa. 14. 12 fl. a key text; res. 1. 37 (p. 279. 1 ff,, M. 41.
1104B).

57-9. The background to the present passage will be found in Isa. 14.
13 . els 76v odpavév dvaBijoonat, émdvw 7@V doTépwy Toi obparoi
tijow T6v Bpdvov pov . . . écopat Spotos T UiaTw;seetoo Ezek. 28.
12 ff. Cf. Jerome, in Ezech.lib. g c. 28 (M. PL 25. 266¢ f.). Theodoret,
considering the common application of the title éwodépos to Christ,
an exegesis of Ps. 109 (110 Heb.). 3 found from Justin, dial. 45. 4 (M. 6.
572p; Goodspeed, p. 142) onwards, explains: ‘Ewoddpov avrév
kadei ovy s TovTo dAnbds dvra, dAA’ &s TovTo elvar davraclévra
kai 0eifat BovAnleis mjv abpdav mjs mepidaveias peraforiv, amei-
xacev Ewadipw €k 7o ovpavot els yiv meadvre, Is. (S. 2. 268, M. 81.
333C); cf. also id., Ezech. (S. 2. 916, M. 81. 10974 f.), on Ezech. 28. 16.
Greg., however, nowhere applies the title to Christ, though Basil, for
instance, did so in Eun. 2. 17 (G. 1. 252D, M. 29. 6084). There is a
passing reference to Lucifer in or. 36. 5 (M. 36. 269c), but no discus-
sion of the title. (Cf. the passage cited on v. 59.)

Pacunioa tyy is a Homeric reminiscence: ddxe 8¢ ol riuijs
BaatAnidos fuiov wdons (I1. 6. 193, the story of Bellerophon).
alyhyv: cf. Arc. 3. 28 n. and v. g6 below.

59. 0lov oxorog Gvri Ocoio: the only possible sense is ‘total dark-
ness instead of God (as he aspired to become)’. Cf. or. 36. 5 (M. 36.
269C): oviros (sc. pB6vos) kai v ‘Ewodépov éoxdTioe kaTameodvra
3¢’ émapowv- ob yap fjveyxe, Beios wv, u7 kai Oeés voprobijvar. In or.
6. 13 (M. 35. 737¢) there is the simpler contrast oxéros dvri dwros.
Cf. also or. 38. g (M. 36. 3214). ‘Darkness’, as is clear from Arc. 4.
24 ff., is, in Greg. as in the Fathers generally, a realm of total
negativity and deprivation. Denied positive power of motivation,
oxdéros may stand for ignorance, falsehood, the evil desires of the
mind or, as here, for the demonic world of Satan. It is the domain of
evil spirits in magical papyri (PGM 36. 138) and in Matt. 8. 12, 22. 13,
25. 30 ‘the outer darkness’ is the place of punishment. In the Johan-
nine literature oxoria comes to stand for all evil powers opposing
God, asin John 1. 5, 8. 12, 12. 35, 46 and 1 John 1. 5, 2. 8—¢, 11. oKoria
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is the place where demons live in Hom. Clem. 20. g and Const. App. 5.
16. 6.

When patristic writers are seeking a more positive evaluation of
darkness, as we find it in Exod. 20. 21 where it is God who inhabits
the darkness of a thick cloud, they tend to use yvédos the LXX tr.
for arapel in the Exod. passage, as distinct from the regular Heb.
word for ‘darkness’, hasek, for which oxdros or oxoria are used. Cf.
e.g. Nyssen, hom. I in Cant. (M. 44. 7738). When the human soul is
able to discard reliance on rational processes it may progress
through yvédos to a true mystical experience of God (hex. M. 4.
65C; v.Mos. M. 44. 376D). yvédos is the apt locus of contemplation
and, indeed, may be equated with it. There is discussion of this
aspect of Nyssen in Lossky, Vision, 70 ff., Louth, Origins, 8o fi. and
Williams, Wound, 52 ff.

60-72 describe Lucifer’s resultant state. Greg. thinks of the substance
of Lucifer in quasi-physical terms. As being xoidos he would
naturally ascend to the upper air. It is despite his constitution
(which apparently remains unchanged) that Lucifer descends to the
lower world.

yOapadnv indicates what is low both physically and in status.

OloBavew has both literal and figurative usages in Classical
Greek (cf. Ar. Ra. 6go for the sense of a moral fall).

61-6. Lucifer’s envy of men. In a number of earlier writers it is this that
is the reason for his Fall, Iren. haer. 4. 40. 3 (M. 7. 1113C); see
Turmel, RHL 3 (1898), 28¢ fI., The Lifeofthe Devil, 8 ff. Nyssen writes
in this vein in or. catech. 6 (p. 32. g ff., M. 45. 288). Satan is the angel
in charge of earthly creatures who falls through his envy of man’s
godlike status. Now in Nazianzen Satan’s primary envy is aroused
by God’s glory and his Fall results from the proud spirit which sets
itself up against God. In this view he follows Origen and is in line
with such writers as Eusebius, Chrysostom, and Theodoret. (Cf.
Turmel, The Life of the Devil, 12 {1.) Satan’s enmity with man follows
from his enmity with God. It is as an act of spiteful revenge that
Satan shows his envy for man, God’s favoured creature. The envy of
man is secondary.

62. For hafnv cf. Arc. 4. 52 n.

64. IMaopa BOeoi: cf. Gen. 2. 7: kai émdacey 6 Beds Tov dvbpwmor
youv dwé mijs yijs. Justin had applied the word mAdopa to Adam,
dial. 40. 1 (p. 137, M. 6. 5618). For Greg.’s use of the expression cf.
or. 24.9 (M. 35. 1180B), 31. 11 (p. 158. 7, M. 36. 144D).
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65. 1o: here in the sense of ‘wherefore’ as in Epic (LS] s.v. 6 4 76 A
VIIL 2z and 3).

For similar language in Greg. cf. carm. 2. 1. 54. 67 (M. 37. 13984).
In Gen. 3. 24 the subject of éé¢BaAev is God, but the meaning is not
necessarily altered if, to lay stress on Satan’s part, he is said to have
been the instrument of man’s expulsion. Cf. Iren. dem. 16. ‘man he
[Satan] caused to be cast out of Paradise’, tr. J. A. Robinson, St.
Irenaeus: The Demonstration of the Apostolic Preaching (1.ondon, 1920),
84.

66. Paoxavog: cf. M. Polyc. 17. 1 (Bihlmeyer, p. 129. 7). Greg. has the
same expression in carm. 1. 1. 27. 8 (M. 37. 4994). Gigante cites the
passages of Greg. as the probable origin of Bdokaves in Eugenius
Panormitanus 20. 8 (Fersus lambici, 196).

67-81. The origin of demonic powers on earth

Lucifer inspired other angels with the same pride and took them with
him at his Fall to become demonic tempters of men.

67. ovpaving £§ dvrvyog: cf. AP g. 806 (anon.), 11. 292 (Palladas, 4th
c. AD), Ps.-Manetho, 2(1). 68.

70. Greg. writes as a loyal citizen of the Empire to whom anyone who
attempted to disrupt the Emperor’s power would appear ‘sinful” (cf.
Are. 5. 21 n.). If Greg. is thinking in specific, rather than general,
terms, he may be remembering his old enemy Julian who detached
his army from its allegiance to Constantius, an emperor much
venerated by Greg.

anoppniEas: Josephus has the passive in the sense of breaking
allegiance (BY 2. 14. 3).

71-2. Lucifer provided himself with subjects to rival those of the
supreme God.

73-81. Catalogue of the evils introduced by the fallen angels. Lists of evils
are not uncommon in Christian literature. In the N'T' we may find
precedents in Mark 7. 21-2, Rom. 1. 29 ff,, 1 Cor. 6. g—10, Gal. 5. 20.
Cf. alsa among verse writers the lists given in orac. Sib. 1. 175—¢
(GCS, p. 14), 2. 255-83 (pp. 40 f.) and by Ps.-Manetho 2(1) 301 ff.
Athanasius provides a comprehensive catalogue of the sins and evils
which assail mankind (inc. 5. 3-4, M. 25. 1058 ff.), but makes them
dependent on the Fall of Adam. Here the influx of evil into the
world is a direct result of the Fall in heaven. In Greg., cf. carm. 2. 1.

13. 75 ff. (M. 37. 12334 1)).
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73. éphaomnoav: the word is well tr. by Caillau’s ‘pullularunt’.
74. avdgowovoro: cf. Arc. 4. 49 n.
adpavéa: they are weak when compared with their former
angelic power. Greg. has no doubt of their strength when compared
with men.
oxwévra . . . paopara: the Epic form comes into an expression
which looks back to Pl. Phd. 81D, where oxiwoedy davrdouara

refers to the souls which are still unable to escape completely from
their bodies.

gaopate voktos: cf. Soph. El. 501 768€ ddoua vexros.

76. yevorau: cf. (of their leader) John 8. 4.

owdaoxalor aurhoxidwy: demons were thought to have taught
men such evil practices as worshipping idols, cf. Athen. /eg. 26. 1
(p. 292, M. 6. 94D ff.) and believing in fate, cf. Tat, orat. g (p. g. 23 ff,
M. 6. 8254 f1.).

77. mh@ykrou: only here and in 1. 2. 2. 318 (M. 37. 6034) is the form
mAdyxmys (= mAayxmip, ‘deceiver’) found.

Cwpomotaw: they encouraged ‘hard’ drinking, i.e., of unmixed
wine.

guopedées: Homer uses the form ¢edoupedijs of Aphrodite in
1l. 3. 424, Od. 8. 362, but the tone of the present passage is better
represented by AP q. 524. 22 (anon.) where Dionysus is so described
(also in the ¢idoppedsis form). Though Greg. may be thinking of
the roistering laughter which Eph. 5. 4 calls edmpameria, we form
the impression that he was not much given to laughter in any of its
forms. In or. 8. g (M. 35. 8004) he praises his sister Gorgonia for
thinking that even the ghost of a smile was something of an event, cf.
carmm. 1. 2. 34. 111 (M. 37. 9534); 1. 2. 33. 77 ff. (933A ). The uné-
form is a curiosity, recalling perhaps a confused memory of Hes.
Th. 200.

£yoeoikmpou: here again is an epithet applied to Dionysus in the
same poem (AP g. 524. 6): Edwov, edyaimyy, ebdumelov, éypecikw-
pov,

78. yonoupordyour: here too we may have a word whose choice is
influenced by its possible connection with a Greek god, this time
Apollo, the god of the Delphic oracle. There is a contemptuous ring
here in a word which early became associated with the dubious pro-
fession of oracle-monger.

It may not be coincidence that Greg. turns to epithets which had
been or might be applied to Greek gods. There is a long patristic
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tradition of equating heathen gods with demons, going back
certainly as far as the Apologists; cf. PGL s.w. dawdviov 3. ¢ and
daipwv C. 1-3. Origen, for instance, cites Ps. g5 (gb Heb.). 5 as
evidence: 671 mdvres oi Beoi raw ébvav Sawpiwna, Cels. 3. 2 (p. 204.
25 ff., M. 11. g21p ff) In 3. 28 (p. 225. 20~1, M. 11. 9564 ) he calls
Apollo a daipwy.

MoEol: it is possible that Aofoi is to be taken with xpnopoddéyor. If
Greg. could break the strict pattern of four independent words in v.
76, there is no reason why he should not do so here also. Aofds
describes the ambiguous character of oracles in Lycophron 14 and
1467, Luc. Alex. 10 and elsewhere; cf. Aofias as an epithet of
Apollo.

guhodnpues: PGL cites ¢idédnpes as a hapax.

aiparoevreg: either as inciting men to violence or as encoura-
ging sacrifice. For the second cf. Athenag. leg. 26. 1 (M. 6. 949D;
Goodspeed, p. 246): (sc. ‘demons’) oi mpooeomrires 7@ dmo Taw
lepeiwy alpati kai TaviTa meplixpwpevor.

79. Taprapeou: this is perhaps an allusion to the view that some of
the demons are in Hades while others inhabit the air. Cf. Eus. p.e. 7.
16 (p. 3298 ff,, M. 21. 556¢), a passage which sees the majority of the
fallen angels as condemned immediately to Tartarus, with only a
small number left on earth and in the lower air to provide good men
with the necessary elements of conflict. But the epithet may mean
no more than ‘horrible’ (cf. E. HF go7).

MUYOEVTES: pvyders is a hapax legomenon. The word is suggested
by the preceding Taprdpeor, the noun uvydés being regularly asso-
ciated with Tartarus. Cf. Hes. Th. 119 Tdprapd " jepéevra pvyd
xfovés; or. Sib. 4. 186 (GCS p. 102) Tdprapd " edpirevra pvyoi
orvywoi Te yeévms, 8, 362 (GCS p. 165) olda puvyovs yains xai
Tdprapa vepdevra; Greg. carm. 2. 2 (epit.), 40. 5 (M. 38. 314) Tap-
rdpeol e puyoi, 2. 2 (poem.). 5. 125 (M. 37. 15304) Lodepovis Te
puvyovs, xai Tdprapov alviv (cf. also for similar expressions E.
Supp. 926, Tr. 952). We might perhaps take Taprdpeor and
uuvydevres together as giving a picture of demons living in murky,
underground holes in the earth but, differently from the opinion of
Eusebius, emerging to harry mankind. The whole concern of the
passage is with the effect the demons have upon men and it is
unlikely that Greg. would here be interested in any that were
immobilized in Hades.

apyvyonTes: dpyiydns is again a hapax legomenon. PGL glosses
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‘arch-impostor’. But it is also possible that a reference to magic is
intended. yéns has the regular meaning of ‘sorcerer’ as well as
‘impostor’. Demons are associated with magic in Justin, /Apol. 26. 2
(Goodspeed, p. 42; M. 6. 3684), Origen, Cels. 1. 6o (pp. 110-11, M.
11. 7098 L), hom. 16 in Num. 7 (p. 147. 24 ff., M. 12. 6984).

80. This line gives some support to the suggestion that magic is
referred to in the previous one, for kaAéw means to summon by use
of a magic formula. Cf. Origen, Cels. 1. 60 (p. 110. 23—4, M. 11. 769B)
87t pdyor daipoow duidovvres kai TovTous éd’ & pepabikaot kai
Bovdovrar kadovvres motovow KTA.

81. hoyowvres: cf. H. Od. 16. 369.

82-95. Christ and the demons

There was no arbitrary exercise of force against the devil, in whose
continued existence Christ demonstrated divine purpose. The
thought here is in line with what earlier Fathers had said about God’s
consistent desire to avoid the use of tyrannical force. Cf. e.g. Diogn. 7.
3 fl. (Bihlmeyer, p. 145. 25 f., M. 2. 11774); Iren. haer. 4. 59. 3 (M. 7.
110D f.), 5. 1. 1 (11218 fL); Orig. hom. 20 in Ferem. 2 (p. 177. 27 ff.,, M.
13. 5018 ff).

85. Cf. Nah. 1. 6. Here dAvéis is found in its normal meaning of
‘escape’ (cf. v. 48 n.).

86-7. The status of Satan. Greg. emphasizes the subordinate position
of Satan in the divine economy, over against any dualistic notion, by
using of him the same formula which he applied to man’s position:
007’ dvénkev éAevbepov (Arc. 7. 100). In calling Satan péoov, Greg. is
using the word in a different way from that in which Eusebius
applies it to Christ, d.e. 4. 10 (p. 167. 34, M. 22. 2808), who is uégos
in that he participates in both Godhead and manhood; cf. Ath. Ar. 2.
24 (M. 26. 2004). Satan does not mediate between good and evil
men, as Christ mediates between God and man, being himself both,
butis intermediary only in the sense that, being totally committed to
one side, he has access to the other. He may be compared to an
ambassador of an unfriendly power.

88-9. Where there is conflict between good and evil, it occurs as part
of God’s plan, not as existent in its own right. Contrast this with the
Manichaean dualism of Arc. 4.

91. The common figure of refining may be illustrated from such
passages as Pl. Rep. 413D £, 5034; Isa. 48. 10; Zech. 13. g; Mal. 3. 2-3;
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1 Cor. 3. 13; 1 Pet. 1. 7; Rev. 3. 18. For the part which purification
played in Greg.’s thought cf. Arc. 1. 8b-15n.

92-5. The punishment of Lucifer. Billius took it that Lucifer’s
punishment was to be eternal (‘poenas dabit ille perennes’). But this
distorts the meaning. drewpsjs is not an adverb describing the
manner of the punishment: it is an adjective depicting the character
of the sufferer, as in carm. 2. 1. 1. 540 (M. 37. 10104). Greg. is asking,
albeit tentatively, whether the devil, for all his stubborn resistance
(arepris), may not ultimately complete his punishment.

On this issue of the possibility of Satan’s redemption, Nazianzen
contrived to be something less than definite. Origen had been
strongly inclined to believe in the final restoration of the devil; cf.
Kelly, Doctrines, 474: “. . . the doctrine is insinuated, if not actually
taught, in his writings as well as taken for granted by his advers-
aries.” Nyssen shows the same tendency. He writes, for instance, in
or. catech. 26 (p.98. 171f., M. 45. 68D) (sc. Christ) ot uédvov rév
amoAwAéra Oid ToUTWY €veEpyeT@v, aAdd kai avtov ToV THV
dnwAetav kal’ GJuav évepyijoavra. Basil went quite the other way,
holding out for the eternal punishment of all sinners, let alone
Satan; cf, e.g. Spir. 16. 40 (G. 3. 348 L, M. 32. 1414 ff.), Kelly, Doc-
trines, 483—4. But Nazianzen does not go beyond the rdya of the
present passage or the possibility that there is a milder inter-
pretation than the eternal fire of punishment: wdvra yap raira mjs
ddavioTikis éoTt dvvduews- €l pij Tw didov kdvravlla voeiv TovTo
dtAavBpwméTepov, kal Tov koAd{ovros émafiws, or. 40. 36 (M. 36.
4124 f.). There is no doubt that he takes this alternative to eternal
fire seriously and énmaiws appears to show some sympathy for it.
But more than that cannot be said.

93-5. Satan’s punishment takes place in two stages: through seeing
the distresses of his subordinates and in his own person.

93. danropévng: this reading is to be preferred to Caillau’s 8’ dmro-
wévnys. The sentence certainly runs more easily without the 8¢.
Indeed, it is difficult to see how the particle could be fitted into the
grammar of the genitive absolute. If 8anrouérys is read, we have an
equally good verb for consuming fire (cf. H. /I. 23. 183). Cf. Greg.’s
OwWn wupi damrépevos in carm. 1. 2. 14. 128 (M. 37. 7054) and Arc. 7.
8 n.

UMn¢ here represents the gross element in Lucifer. It is not matter
in the physical sense, of course. But neither is it something purely
spiritual. Greg., as we have seen (v. 17n.), is not prepared to
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dissociate o@ua from the nature of the noetic beings. This corpor-
eal element, however refined its nature, must still be accounted
sufficiently substantial to be affected by fire. (Cf. Turmel, The Life of
the Devil, 71 ff., who shows that as long as the demons were thought
to have their substance of, say, air, there was no problem about their
punishment. It was the assertion of complete spirituality which pro-
duced the difficulty.)
dpewng = ‘requital’. Cf. Inscr. Prien. 105. 18, where the word

means ‘repayment’,

95b. Cyril of Jerusalem’s description of the devil as yevwjrwp Tav
xaxwv may be compared, catech. 2. 4 (M. 33. 385B).

96-9. Conclusion
For the claim to inspiration, cf. Arc. 1. 16-24 n.

97. Caillau’s tr. ‘primo et posteriore’ is preferable to his inter-
pretation of ‘good’ and ‘bad’ angels. What Greg. has been describ-
ing is precisely the contrast between the “first’ splendour shared by
all the angels and the ‘last’ in which only the unfallen participate.

97b-98. uétpov here has a different sense from that found in Are. 4.
86. As, e.g., in Pl. Tht. 183¢, uérpov means ‘standard of judgement’.
Whether in the heavenly or the earthly worlds, the standard is God.
Cf. the words of Plotinus concerning the One, pérpov yap avré kai
ov wetpovpevor (5. 5. 4).

98b-99. God is the fixed point, the central light, and all judgement of
worth is based upon proximity to, or distance from, him. The final
words of the poem recapitulate the thought of its opening.
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7. On the Soul

Title and purpose

ITepi Yuyiis is the agreed title. The Creation of man is linked with the
nature of the divine element in him, the abstract discussion of the soul
leading to the account of his Creation and Fall. In structure, the poem
resembles Arc. 4, with an introduction devoted to an attack on oppos-
ing opinions leading to an exposition of Greg.’s own views.

Writing about Tertullian’s De Anima, J. H. Waszink remarked that
‘this work is not in the first place a scientific treatise but a refutation of
heretical doctrines about the soul’ (edn. p. 7*.) This is even more true
of Greg.’s much slighter ITepi Yvyns. Though Greg. would not have
known Tertullian’s work, comparison is instructive in reflecting a
mass of common material.

Nyssen’s Dialogus de anima et resurrectione qui inscribitur Macrinia (M.
46. 11—-160) offers a survey of ideas, often in the form of contrasts with
‘Greek’ views. He dismisses Stoics and Epicureans in 218 ff. Going
farther afield, he attacks Manes, along with Greeks he claims hold a
similar position (g3). Transmigration attracts a fairly lengthy rebuttal
(1088 ff.). The positive claims made for a Christian understanding of
the soul include kinship to God through its status of being in God’s
image, coming into life and leaving it simultaneously with the body
and the hope that all souls will finally be cleansed of all impurity and
return to their primal state.

J. M. Mathieu has discussed certain aspects of Greg.’s treatment in
his article ‘Remarques sur I’anthropologie de Grégoire de Nazianze
(Poemata dogmatica, V111, 22-32; 78-9g6) et Porphyre’, Stud. Patr. 17/3
(1982), 1115-19. He places Greg. within a context of writers who tackle
similar themes, particularly showing affinities with Porphyry and
lamblichus, giving a good account of Greg.’s precise understanding.

1-52. False theories of the soul

The poem begins with a brief definition of the true nature of the soul,
an earnest of the treatment to follow in vv. 53 ff. But the pattern
quickly settles: from v. 36 on we find a series of traditional opinions
processing before the reader to be controverted.
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1. anua O¢ot: cf. carm. 1. 2. 15. 151-2 (M. 37. 7774):

vyt 8’ éoTwv dnpa BGeov, kai kpeiooova poipyy
alév dyav molléer Ty dmepovpaviwy.

The present passage specifies the condition (uiéw avérdn) of the
soul which so aspires. Gen. 2. 7 reads: xai émdacev 6 Oess Tov
avlpwmov yoiv dmdé Tis y1js- kai évedionoey eis 76 TpéowmoOY AVTOY
mvonv Lwis, kal éyévero 6 avlpwmos eis Yuyiy {boav. Greg’s dnua
is no more than a stylistic variation of mves. ‘Flatus’, the tr. of
Billius and Caillau, is apt: it may mean either ‘blowing’ or ‘breath’.
If, however, we are reminded of Tertullian’s use of flatus in De
Anima 11 (M. PL 2. 6648, CCSL 2. 7g6. 7 ff., CSEL 2z0. 315. 3 ff.) or
adflatus in adv. Marc. 2. ¢ (M. PL 2. 294¢, CCSL 1. 484. 22 f.,, CSEL
47. 345 L), we should notice that the intention of the two writers is
different. Tertullian finds in flatus/adflatus a convenient distinction
from spiritus, a distinction which he believes to correspond to a dif-
ference between wvoy and mvevua; cf. Iren. haer. 5. 12. 2 (M. 7.
11524 ff.); see Waszink, Tertulliani ‘De Anima’, 10¥—14%, 193—5. But
Greg. equates nvosj and mvedpa in vv. 73—4.

Though, in the instances cited by LS]J, éyua means ‘blast, wind’,
the sense ‘breath’ may be readily derived from the verb dnu¢, which
means either ‘breathe’ or ‘blow’.

piw: cf. v. 79 n.

3. agbroc: the view that the soul is mortal and destined to perish in
the death of the body was a common Epicurean one. Cf. e.g.
Epicurus Sent. I1, ap. D.L. 10. 139 (71. 6~7 U.) and the passage of
Lucretius beginning:

nil igitur mors est ad nos neque pertinet hilum,
quandoquidem natura animi mortalis habetur. (3. 830f.)

Among the Stoics, Panaetius makes the same assertion (cf. Cic.
Tusc. 1. 79): *volt enim, quod nemo negat, quidquid natum sit
interire; nasci autem animos, quod declaret eorum similitudo qui
procreentur, quae etiam in ingeniis, non solum in corporibus
appareat.’

4-6. Does eixéva here mean the soul or the whole man? Either sense
is possible in Greg. The first appears in or. 38. 11 (M. 36. 321D) = 45.
7 (M. 36. 6324), where he may be influenced by the thought of
Origen. In Cels. 6. 63 (pp. 133—4, M. 11. 13938 ff.), distinguishing
between the Logos who is the image and man who is ka7’ eixéva, he
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dismisses the view that ‘being in the image of God’ refers either to
the human body or to a combination of body and soul. That which is
made in the image of God is the inner man. He concludes: 67e xai
“vads” éori ToU év T “kar’ eikdva” dveidndoTos Tov Beod Ta TOU
BOcov “16 odpa”, o0 ToratiTyv éxovros Yuynv kai év 7j Yuyr dia 76
“wat’ elxova” Tov Oedv. (p. 134. 10 ff. 13964). Indeed, this is in the
general Platonic tradition of seeing the soul as the man; cf. or. 14. 6,
M. 35. 8654, together with J.-M. Szymusiak, Eléments de théologie de
lhomme selon saint Grégoire de Nazianze (Rome, 1963), 32. n. 25. On the
other hand, in v. 75 below eikwv means the whole man, the com-
posite. There is good reason for thinking that the second is the
sense intended here. It is not the soul which is made mortal by sin,
but man, the composite being made ‘in the image’, and called
simply ‘the image’. The soul does not perish with the body and,
thus, the ‘image’ does not suffer complete dissolution.

5. The ignorance of the beasts contrasted with man is a commonplace
in Greek, as also in Hebrew, e.g. Ps. 72 (73 Heb.). 22. Shakespeare
and the Book of Common Prayer continue the tradition: ‘a beast
that wants discourse of reason’ (Hamlet, 1. ii. 150), ‘like brute beasts
that have no understanding’ (Solemnization of Matrimony, Ex-
hortation).

7-8. Thesoul as fire. This idea is found in varying forms in Heraclitus,
Leucippus, Democritus, and the Stoics, with roots in popular belief

(cf. Guthrie, History, 1. 466).

(i) Heraclitus. Fire was for Heraclitus the first principle of the
universe, as can be seen from DK i. 10q. 5 ff,, etc. It may well be that
Philoponus was right in his interpretation: wip 8¢ ot Tjv dAdya-. . .
dAAd wip €Aeye v Enpav dvabupiacw- éx Tadmys ol eivat kai ™y
Juxiv, Comm. in Arist. De Anima 40525 (p. 87. 11 ff.). Cf. Ross’s edn.
of Aristotle’s De Anima (Oxford, 1961), 181. But clearly Greg. does
not credit Heraclitus with any such sophisticated thought about the
nature of the fiery soul-substance. For him it is simply the fire
which burns. Cf. the distinctions drawn by Nemesius in nat. hom. 2
(M. 40. 5368). For further texts and discussion, cf. Kirk, Raven and
Schofield, The Presocratic Philosophers, 198—g, 203—5.

(ii) Leucippus and Democritus. In De Anima 403°20 ff. Aristotle dis-
cusses the position of Democritus, linking the idea that the soul is
fire or heat with the view that it is closely connected with respiration
(cf. vwv. 8—g below, with n.). Taking as the characteristic of soul its
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ability to initiate motion (Cf. Ross, Comm., p. 174 n. on xivnois),
Democritus holds that it is the spherical atoms of soul or fire which
are best suited by their shape to set other atoms in motion.

6fev Anuékpitos pév wop 1t kai Bepudy dnow avmiv (sc. Yuynv) elvar-

dmeipwy yap SvTwy oxyudTwy kai drépwy Td opapoedij wip xai Yuyny

Aéyei. . . wv Ty pév mavameppiav oroixeia Tjs 6Ans dugews, . . . ToUTwy 8¢

Td opaipoedn Yuyry, did 76 pdAiora Sid mavrés dvvaolar diadvvew Tovs

TOLOUTOUS PUONODS Kai kwvelv a4 Aowmd, xkivodueva xai atrd, vmolaufd-
[ W L ™ - . = u - h

vovtes Ty Yuxny elvar 76 mapéyov rois Lwows miv kivmoww (403731 f1).

The initial 68ev connects with the primary characteristics of soul as
motion. Whether Democritus meant to say that soul is fire or that it
is /ike fire may be debated (cf. Aét. 4. 3. 5, Diels Dox. 388. 5 ff., and
Guthrie, History, ii. 430 ff.); but again, it is unlikely that Greg. con-
sidered such refinements or went beyond Aristotle’s account. For
Democritus the soul was destructible and could be broken up into
its component parts in the same way as the body in death. (Aét. 4. 7.
4, DK ii. 110. 24-5). Cf. v. 3 n.

Aristotle refers to Leucippus as ‘agreeing’ with Democritus
(405%5). He would now generally be given a more original role. For
the spherical atom which is both soul and fire cf. Kirk, Raven and
Schofield, The Presocratic Philosophers, 427.

(iii) The Stoics. The Stoic view, as given by Zeno, is reported in
Cicero Tusc. 1. 19: ‘Zenoni Stoico animus ignis videtur’ (cf. 1. 42;
N.D. 2. 41-2; Fin. 4. 12; Acad. Post. 1. 39). Diogenes Laertius writes:
Zijvwv 8¢ 6 Kuimevs kai Avrimarpos év tois Hepi Woxis xai
ITooeddvios nveipa évleppov elvar ™y Yuyrjv- Tovtw yap fuds
elvat éumvéous kai vmo TovTov kweiohar (7. 157). Stoic thought was
able to combine the doctrine of the fiery soul with a belief in the
survival of the soul. At least, some Stoics were able to do so:
Panaetius did not (cf. v. 3 n.). Cleanthes believed that all souls
would survive the life of the body until the ékmipwars, when every-

thing returns to God. Chrysippus restricts survival to the souls of

the ‘wise’ (D.L. 7. 157). Cf. M. Pohlenz, Die Stoa, 3rd edn. (Got-
tingen, 1964), 1. 229 ff.

Tertullian’s treatment of the subject may be compared. When,
writing in support of the corporeality of the soul, he cites Zeno, he
does so without making any reference to fire: ‘denique Zeno con-
situm spiritum definiens animam hoc modo instruit’, De An. 5. 3 (M.
PL. 2. 653A, CCSL 2. 786. 13-14, CSEL 20. 304. 19-20). It is to
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Hipparchus and to Heraclitus alone that he attributes the idea that
the soul is ‘ex igni’, ibid. 5. 2 (6534 =p. 786. 5 ff; p. 304. g ff.), wrongly
in the first case (cf. Waszink, edn. 127 ff.).

The corporeal nature of fire made the Stoic doctrine of the soul
unacceptable to many, not least Neoplatonists. Plotinus thinks of
fire as almost escaping the realm of corporeal things (cf. 1. 6. 3, 3. 6.
6), but the Stoic fire is consistently material. A good deal of Neo-
platonic polemic was thus directed against the Stoics on the nature
of the soul. (Cf. R. A. Norris Jr., Manhood and Christ, 23.)

nalreeds is in Homer a conventional epithet of fire. (Cf. /1. g. 242,
al.) By concentrating on the destructive element of fire Greg. is able
to make the point that the body which is liable to be consumed has
at its ‘heart’ the very element which would consume it. But the
philosophers who connected fire with soul intended to draw atten-
tion to other characteristics of fire—its heat, for instance, which has
a clear connection with life (cf. Guthrie, History, ii. 432).

ddnrov datropévoro: cf. Arc. 6. g3 n.

For xéag cf. vv. 19—20 n. It may here have the double sense of
kapdia ="soul’ (PGL s.v. kapdia C) and kapdia ="‘pith, core, heart’
(LS] s.v. kapdia III).

8b-9. Thesoul asair (drjp is here to be distinguished from aifp, with
its affinities to fire). The connection between the soul and the air
which is breathed is very ancient and very widespread. ‘That the air
which we breathe should be the life itself which animates us is a
common idea, and the breath-soul a world-wide conception’
(Guthrie, History, i. 128; cf. the ensuing discussion and id., The
Greeks and their Gods (London, 1950-4), ch. 5). This is the back-
ground against which the philosophers’ teachings must be set.
Anaximenes is reported thus: Avaéévys 8¢ 6 Midjjaios dpyiv Tawv
ovTwy dépa dmedrivaro, éx yap TovTov mdvra yiveolar kai els avTov
dvaAveclai. olov 7 Yuyr, dnow, 1 juerépa dip ovoa ouvykpartei
Huds, kai 6Aov 7oV kGopov mvetpa kai aip wepiéxe (fr. 2; DK . g5.
15 ff.); cf. the opinion of his follower Diogenes of Apollonia: avfpw-
ot ydp xai tdé dAda {wa dvamvéovra [de 7@ dépi, kai TovTO
avtoiot kai Yuyr éom kai vénaous (fr. 4; DK ii. 60. 20-1). See further
Pl. Phd. 968 4, Arist. De An. 405°21-2.

In Diogenes dq#p is held to be divine and, consequently, the
human soul is uikpév . . . uépiov 700 Oeov (Theophr. de Sensu 8. 42).
The Orphic poets are cited by Aristotle for the notion of the soul
breathed in from outside: ¢noi yap mjv Yuysiv ék 700 6Aov elotévas
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dvamvesvtewr, depouévny vmo Tav dvépwv (An. 410°28 fI; the
subject of ¢yoi is a Aéyos found in the Orphics). Among the Stoics
the identification of soul and life-breath occurs in Chrysippus,
according to Chalcidius, comm. in Timaeum, 220 (SVF ii. 879), and
Tertullian expounds the opinion that soul and life-breath cannot be
separated in De An. 10 (M. PL 2. 6618 ff., CCSL 2. 704 ff., CSEL 20.
312 ff.). Aristotle associates Diogenes with ‘some others’ in thinking
of the soul as air (De An. 405*21). As Ross notes, Aétius identifies
these as Anaximenes, Anaxagoras, and Archelaus (Plac. 4. 3. 2),
while Theodoret includes Anaximander ( Graec. Aff. Cur. 5. 18).
amonvevoroD: a hapax legomenon. The only other recorded
instance of wvevotds is in Greg.’s 2. 2 (poem.) 5. 71 (M. 37. 1526A4).
lotauévoro: motion might be associated with the soul in two
ways. The soul might be that which initiates motion (cf. vv. 7-8 n.;
Demacritus), or that which is in constant movement, as air was to
Anaximenes (Dox. 579. 21 ff.). The words are here taken in a pejor-
ative sense, implying instability (cf. LS] s.v. fomu. B. II. 2).
10. The soul as blood. As is the case with breath, there is a primitive
association of the soul with blood. Plato includes both in the

possibilities mentioned in Phd. g6B4. At the time when the Phaedo
was written, the name most firmly linked with the theory of the soul
as blood was that of Empedocles, whose thought is preserved in
these lines:

aiparos év meddyeoot relpaupévrn avriflopévros,
T} 7€ vénpa pdAiora kikArjokerar dvlpdmotgv-
atpa yap davlpdmors mepikdpdidy éot vénua

(Stob. Ecl. 1. 49, p. 424; fr. 105, DK . 350, 13 ff.). The idea continued to
be mainly associated with him, cf. Thphr. de Sensu 2. 10; Cic. Tusc. 1.
19 (‘Empedocles animum esse censet cordi suffusum sanguinem.’);
Eusebius (citing Plutarch) p.e. 1. 8 (240, M. 21. 60D). See further
Guthrie, History ii. 226, 228 ff. However, Aristotle assigns it to Critias
(An. 405°6; DK i. 375. 24~6) and is followed in this by Nemesius 2. 67
(p. 16. 16 Morani, M. 40. 53bB), who unlike Greg. takes the trouble to
argue against it (2. 73-35, 541B ff.). Blood is no more an indispensable
part of the body than bile or liver. Why not call them ‘soul’? Again, he
claims, as some animate creatures are bloodless there is a further
proof that blood and soul are not to be identified.

But the question is given a more than doxographic interest by the
connection in Hebrew thought also of blood with the soul. Gen. g. 4
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makes clear the link between nepes and dam (LXX: mAsjv xpéas év
aipatt Yuyis ob dayéabar.) Cf. Lev. 17. 14, 18 and Deut. 12. 23
(with the n. of S. R. Driver in /CC (Edinburgh, 18¢6), 148-¢). On the
link in Hebrew thought between blood and soul one might mention
A. R. Johnson, The Vitality of the Individual in the Thought of Ancient
Israel (Cardiff, 1964), 8—9, 69 ff., 87-8.

Clement had rejected the Greek version of the doctrine in paed. 1.
6 (pp. 113 ff.,, M. 8. 2968 f.), but Origen records that Lev. 17. 14 had
been used to support a theory of two souls in man, a higher and a
lower, the lower being present in the blood and being subject to
bodily desires, princ. 3. 4. 2 (p. 265. 4 ff., M. 11. 320 ff.). The Dia-
logus cum Heraclide shows Origen again faced with the question of
identifying the soul and blood. Origen’s reply makes a distinction
between the physical blood and the blood of the inner man, a
spiritual interpretation which removes the issue entirely from its
original context; see J. Scherer, Entretien d’Origene avec Heraclide et les
évéques ses collégues sur le Pere, le Fils, et '’Ame (Cairo, 1949), 144-5; cf.
J. W. Trigg, Origen (Atlanta and London, 1985), 175-6.

11-17. The soul as harmony. The basic image is that of a lyre in tune
(fppoouérn). We must distinguish two ways in which the term
dppovia might be, and was, applied to the soul: (a) the soul is a
harmony of corporeal parts or of physical opposites; (/) the soul is a
harmony of its own internal parts (a Pythagorean view which influ-
enced Plato, cf. Arist. Metaphys. ¢85°26 ff. and Guthrie, History, i.
316—17). It is with the first that we are here concerned. This is the
form of the theory discussed in Pl. Phd. 85E3-86D4, 88D2~E~2,
91c6-9543 and in Arist. An. 407°27-40828. In Plato Simmias is
made to argue that the soul is the ‘blending or attunement’ (Hack-
forth’s tr. of xpdow . . . kai dpuoviav) of the four elements, the hot,
the cold, the dry, the moist. He deduces that the soul is destroyed
with the destruction of these opposites in death. The counter-
arguments of Socrates show that this reasoning is inconsistent with
the idea of the pre-existent soul which Simmias accepts and go on
to claim that, on this understanding, the soul must be subject to, not
master of, the elements. Aristotle’s reasons for rejecting the attune-
ment theory centre on the contention that it does not answer to what
we know of the soul’s functions. For instance, the soul initiates
movement where harmony does not; harmony cannot account for
the soul’s active and passive experiences. Plotinus in his turn writes
against the soul-harmony notion in 4. 7. 8*.
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Of this theory in Greg.’s time and earlier R. A. Norris Jr. has
observed that it ‘does not seem to have been in any sense a live
option. It was known largely through the doxographic tradition of
the schools, and there is no indication that it was seriously main-
tained by any philosopher of the imperial period’ (Manhood and
Christ, 22).

Yet, though Greg. may be indulging in a rather antiquarian form
of polemics, his argument is not without interest. His objections are
both anthropological and moral. His anthropology assumes an
essential gulf between the soul and the parts of the body. The
human body is not basically different from animal bodies. Why then
should the human soul differ from that of a well-attuned beast? But
it is Greg.’s moral objection which takes the real weight. His argu-
ments, while showing affinities with those of Plato and Aristotle,
differ noticeably from theirs. Greg.’s distinction of the ¢vais of
flesh and soul depends on the kind of dichotomy which made Plato
insist on the governing function of soul (Phd. g4c g fT.). (Cf. Aristotle
on the soul’s inauguration of movement in An. 407°34-5.) Greg.,
however, approaches the question of good and evil in a different
way. Plato argued that a harmony is an absolute (Phd. g4A 1—4) and
that the application of the theory would mean that all souls would
be equally good (g4a8-10). Greg., on the other hand, appears to
admit at least the theoretical existence of different attunements,
perhaps on the analogy of different instruments which, through
their varying physical components, produce varying attunements.
Greg. objects, not to the possibility, but to the morality, of applying
such an analogy to the soul. To make the soul in any way dependent
on the flesh is hard for Greg. T'o make it entirely so is unthinkable.
Moral distinctions which rest upon physical constitution would be
quite illusory.

11. A unifying principle should be separate from, not a function of,
the diverse bodily elements.

12-13a. According to the accepted text, the soul is called el8os dfd-
varov. It is possible that what produced this expression is Aris-
totle's way of using efdos in relation to the soul; cf. An. 412*19 ff.
dvaykaiov dpa Tijv Yuynv oveiav elvar ws eldos owuartos draikov
duvdper Lwnv éyovros. 1) 8 ovoia évredéyaa TowovTov dpa owpaTos
évredéyea; ibid. 412*27-8 86 1 vy éorv évredéxeia 1) mpamy
aaparos dvakov dvviper Lwhv éyovros. What Aristotle intended
by this terminology has been much debated. (Cf. the note in Ross’s
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edn., pp. 166-7 and R. A. Norris Jr., Manhood and Christ, 22-3.) But
what concerns us here is the meaning which Greg. and his con-
temporaries were likely to place upon Aristotle’s words. If we go
back earlier, to Plotinus, we find that he goes straight from discuss-
ing the soul as harmony to attacking Aristotle’s entelechy (4. 7. 8¢,
85). He attacks on the ground that, to make the soul the ef8os of the
material body by making it inseparable from the body (Arist. An.
413'4), is tantamount to destroying all its independent experience.
His conclusion is this: ovx dpa 76 eidos elvai rvos 76 efvar éyer,
dAA’ éomv ovoia ov mapd 16 év owpart idpiobar, 16 elvar AapBd-
vovoa, dAA" odoa mpiv kai Tovde yevéabar, olov [ov oV 76 owpa
v duymv yevrjoe (4. 7. 8. 4o ).

There is no evidence that the Neoplatonists altered their views
on this interpretation and Greg. may well have been acquainted
with it as a standard assessment of Aristotle’s position, one which is,
it may be remarked, not necessarily an unfair one. For there is some
point in Plotinus’ treatment of the e/8os theory immediately after
that of dppovia. It is not an ancient, but a modern, commentator,
Sir David Ross, who points out that Aristotle may have had the évre-
Aéxera idea suggested to him by the Pythagorean teaching on the
harmony of the body; cf. p. 15 of his edn. of De Anima, together with
407"27-408"28 n. (p. 195), where a remark of R. D. Hicks on the
affinity of the two ideas is noted. Greg.’s ¢iSeos dflavdiroo would
come as a direct contradiction to the entelechy of body. The eternal
€idos is opposed to the transient one which would depend on
physical constitution. Cf. Nemesius’ understanding of Aristotle. He
takes it that Aristotle taught that soul was merely something latent
in matter. Cf. nat. hom. 2. 93-102 (pp. 26. 10~29. 18 Morani, M. 4.
sbom L), esp. g4-6.

The v.l. eideos dvfparmoco (cf. Caillau n.) is possible as an altern-
ative periphrasis for ‘soul’. For €i8os here might mean ‘essence’, as
it does in Arist. Metaph. 1032"1-2: €ios 8¢ Aéyw 16 70 v elvas
éxdoTov xai v mpwmv ovoiav. This agrees with the Platonic
tradition of thinking that the soul s the man (cf. vv. 4-6 n. above).
Cf. Plotinus 4. 7. 1. 22 f:: 76 8¢ xvpidrrarov kai avrés & avlpwmos-
eimep TOUTO, Kard 7O €lbos s wpos UAyy TO owma ¥ Kkard TG
Xpapevov ws mpos dpyavor: ékatépws 8¢ 7 duyy avrés. On the
other hand, Nicetas read eidovs dfavdrov in his paraphrase, and
the attestation of dvfpaimaio is slight.

14. kpamg: this short a form with acute accent is otherwise
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unattested. The simplest explanation is to assume a false quantity;
cf. Introd. IV(¢). kpdots is associated with dppovia in Pl. Phd 86,
as was seen above. But we see here also a possible reference to that
identification of the four elements, the hot, the cold, the dry, and the
moist, with the four humours of the medical writers. This idea
clearly influenced Nemesius. He accepted an anthropology in
which man’s material body is formed of the same four elements as
animal bodies and, indeed, as inanimate objects, nat. hom. 1. 38 (p. 2.
13-17 Morani, M. g0. 5058 ff). Cf. W. Telfer, “The Birth of
Christian Anthropology’, 7T, s 13 (1962), 347-354. But in rejecting
the identification of the soul with the ‘temperament’ of these four
elements, Nemesius does not mean to dissociate the soul entirely
from bodily influence. He accepts the view that virtue and vice are
related to bodily temperament and answers the question why vices
come naturally to men in these words: rovro dAnfas éx mjs Tov
odpaTos kpdgews yiverat. ws yap Pvoids tyiewol kai voowders
€low éx TIjs KpAoews, oUTw TIvés PuaIkWs TIKPGYXOAOL GvTes Gpyidot
elow, dAdot detdol, dAAol kaTwdepeis (2. 91, p. 25. 21-3 Morani, M.
40. 5604). But, he goes on, the soul can control bodily temperament,
as the body is the soul’s instrument (épyavov, 1. 26). As W. Telfer,
Cyril of Jerusalem and Nemesius of Emesa, (LCC 4; London, 1955), 275
remarks, Nemesius shows a surprising awareness, ‘so unigue
among early ecclesiastical writers, that the spiritual life of man is
essentially conditioned by the body, with its functions and limita-
tions.” Greg. clearly goes beyond Nemesius in his rejection of
kpdots. While agreeing with Nemesius on the impossibility of
identifying any kind of xpdows with soul, he would dispute also the
interaction of soul and body envisaged by Nemesius. He sees the
soul as much more independent of the body. The body is thought of
in negative terms as that which weighs down and retards the soul or
keeps it in bondage. Examine, for instance, Greg.’s preoccupation
with the struggle of soul against body in carm. 1. 2. 14. 63 ff. (M. 37.
7604 ff.), a lament which sees the development of character as the
conquest of the body, and compare it with the view of Nemesius
that variation in character arises both from the kind of control that
the soul exercises and from the particular physical temperament on
which it has to work. Elsewhere Greg. uses xpdua for the union of
soul and body or ‘breath and dust’, contrasting angelic state with
the low, heavy composite existence of the human being, orr. 27. 7
(p. 12. 7, M. 36. 20C), 28. 3 (p. 26. 11, 29B), 38. 5 (316C), 45. 7 (6324).
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xpdats itself, parallelled by uiéis, takes on a Christological sense in
or. 38. 13 (M. 36. 325¢), indicating a strong union of the natures,

15-17. Again Nemesius may be compared. In seeking a principle of
differentiation, he argues that a temperament of elements would
apply equally to inanimate objects and to living creatures, nat. hom.
2. 87 (p. 24. 47 Morani, M. 40. 5564 f.). Greg. argues similarly that
kpdats provides no basis for distinction, but limits himself to
animate creatures, finding in xpdois no adequate explanation of the
phenomenon of reason in some and not in others.

17. evkpages: evxpars corresponds to none of the meanings given in
LS], but = ‘of good temperament’. For this edxpasia may be com-
pared, a technical term for the proper adjustment of the body
elements (Arist. PA 67325, Gal. 6. 31, al.).

18-19. The soul’s connection with bodily life. Greg. characterizes the
theories he has mentioned by saying that they equate soul with
physical life. Soul is thus neither more nor less than that which dis-
tinguishes a living body from a corpse. (Cf. the summary of Arist.
An. g12*17 ff. given in Ross’s edn., p. 215: ‘Soul cannot be body,
because it is that the possession of which distinguishes a living body
from a lifeless one.”) In other words, Greg. criticizes all these views
for reducing soul to a function of body, instead of treating it as a
self-existent entity.

kéap. The tragic «éap takes over the meanings of kapdia as it was
used by biblical and patristic writers to mean, amongst other things,
‘the organ of natural and spiritual enlightenment’ (Arndt-Gingrich,
s.v. 1.b ), the ‘seat of divine presence and grace’ (PGL s.v. C. 4).

20-1. This higher element in man, Greg. argues, cannot be treated as
mere fodder to keep the body’s strength up.

22-31. Indrvidual and common soul. The background of the kind of
belief to which Greg. now turns is to be sought far back in Greek
philosophy. W. K. C. Guthrie writes: ‘ Psyche for a thinker of the fifth
century meant not only @ soul but soul; that is, the world was
permeated by a kind of soul-stuff which is best indicated by the
omission of the article ... Portions of this soul-substance,
Alcmaeon thought, inhabit the human body, and in particular the
brain. ..’ (History, i. 355-6). Something of the sort was taught by the
Stoics, with the notion that human souls are of fiery breath which is
part of the divine universal soul. Cf. the following passages: ai
Yuyai ovvadeis Tw e dre avTov pdpia odoal kai droondopata
(Epictetus, Diss. 1. 14. 6); eis pév ra dhoya {@a pia uoyn Sujpyrac:
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eis 0¢ 7a Aoyixa pia voepa Yuyn pepépiorar (Mare. Aurel. Ant. . 8);
pia ovaia ko, kdv dteipyyrat (diws wotois cwpaat pupiots: wia
Yoyn, kdv divceor dieipynrar pupiais kai diais mepiypadais (id.
12. 30).

ueponij has here not the meaning found in Arist. An. 402°1 (of
the internal division of the soul), but means ‘separated, individual’
(cf. Jul. or. 4. (11). 151C); it emphasizes the separate nature of the
individual soul and at the same time its connection with the
common soul of which it is a uépos. But the Manichees may also be
in Greg.’s mind. For one of the complaints which Nemesius made
against them was that they divided up the one soul of the world into
fragments which were joined alike to animate and inanimate things.
This supposed division of the one soul into parts strikes Nemesius
as a gross error, nat. hom. 2. 112—17 (pp. 33. 20—34. 17 Morani, M. 40.
577A L).

24. mhalopévy ... O fiépos: these words suggest a Pythagorean
account of the departure of the soul in death, as given by Diogenes
Laertius (8. 31): éxpidleicdv 7" admiv (sc. ™y doynv) émi yis
wAdlecltac év 7w dépt duoiav 7@ cwpare. (He is drawing his
information from Alexander Polyhistor.) But, though the language
is similar, the intention in Greg. is quite different. For mAalouévy
here is meant to describe not the supposed fate of the soul after
physical death, but the unstable, inconstant nature of a soul which is
interacting with some undifferentiated, universal soul.

24b-27. Connect these lines with vv. 8-9 above, with n. Criticism of
the soul-air view took varying forms. Nemesius, for example,
argues on biological grounds similar to these used to combat the
equation of blood and soul: many living creatures do not breathe
air, but they possess soul; therefore air is not soul, nat. hom. 2. 76
(p. 20. 6—11 Morani, M. 40. 5448 ff.; the line is much the same as that
in Arist. An. 410°27 ff)). Greg.’s approach has greater affinity with
another of Aristotle’s arguments when, in An. 411*16 ff,, he
contrasts the undifferentiated quality of air with the distinctions
within soul: €/ 8’ 6 pév dip draomdpevos duoedijs, 7 de vy davo-
potopepis, 70 uév Tt avmis vmdper dijAov 67, 76 8 ovy Umdpée,
avaykaiov oUv autnv 7 Gpotopnepyy elvar i w1 évvmdpyew év 6Tw oY
popiw Tob mavrés (20—3).

ueranveiovres: for the meaning ‘to breathe in and out, to
breathe’ PGL cites only this passage. LS] record only one instance
of the verb (Opp. H. 5. 314), where the sense is ‘to recover breath’.
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26. Exewvro: there is little likelihood in the suggestion of Nicetas that
the word refers to death. The same interpretation is given by
Leunclavius in his tr. ‘et simul exspirantes morerentur’ (1018¢).
Why should the mutual involvement of the souls of living creatures
be a cause of immediate death? The straightforward meaning is: ‘all
would be placed (i.e. present) in all.” @» must be understood with
éxewro to complete the unfulfilled condition.

27. Tr.:"(and this will be true) even if it is the nature of air to flow (or
vary) from time to time and from person to person.” The point is
that, unless there is a fundamental principle of distinction, differ-
ences of time and place will be irrelevant. Such variation as is
implied by yvmj does not alter the homogeneous nature of air as
maintained by Aristotle An. g11*20 ff.

28-31. These lines present the theory in a modified form. The soul
becomes permanent in the body, not fluctuating as the outer air
does. But it still resembles air in being drawn into the body from
outside in the first place.

28-9 are awkward in grammar if Caillau is right in taking rexovoa
(understood from the following rexoivons) as the subject of éaye.
But equally good sense and simpler grammar come from taking
dguxn as subject of éoxe. The meaning is then: ‘If the soul is
permanent, what is it that it occupies, what is it that is already alive
in the mother's womb, if she draws me in from outside?’

It should be noted that Greg. is not denying that the soul comes
from without. All he denies is that the mother breathes it in from the
outer air, Greg. goes on to assert that the soul enters the body of the
unborn child from without, coming directly from God (cf. below, vv.
8o—1, with n.).

The soul here is identified with the total person (cf. above, vv. 4~
6 n.).

TPOEOAOEV: mpoowdw is a rare word. LS] record only a middle
use by Diodorus Siculus, and Soph. and PGL mention only the
present passage.

32-52. Transmigration of souls and cycles of reincarnation. We are not here
directly concerned with tracing the history of the notions en-
cumpassed b}' the Greek words madiyyeveoia, pereudiywais, and
perevowpdTwors, with their associations with Empedocles, the
Pythagoreans, Orphics, and Platonists. (Cf. W. Stettner, Die Seelen-
wanderung bei Griechen und Rimern (Stuttgart and Berlin, 1934); J. H.
Waszink, ‘Beseelung’, RAC ii (1954), 1760-83.) What is here of
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particular concern is the question whether Greg. is merely pro-
ducing a set-piece from a doxographic repertoire (cf. w. 11-17 n.),
or whether he is intent on controverting a living belief. There are
several reasons for suggesting the second alternative.

Justin felt it worth while to distance Christianity from Platonic
belief in transmigration, dial. 4 (p. 95, M. 6. 4848). Clement’s view is
characterized by H. Chadwick as ‘obscure’, though his judgement
tilts against the charge of Photius that he accepted a form of trans-
migration (CHLGEMP 172-3, Early Christian Thought and the Classical
Tradition (Oxford, 1966), 49). Origen’s opinions have been much
debated. One can point to Cels. 5. 29 (p. 31. 6 ff., M. 11. 12258) for a
denial that the binding of soul to body involves reincarnation; cf. 3.
75 (p.267. 11 £, M. 11. 10204) for mjv mepi perevowparpoews
dvotay.

The Rufinus version of princ. 1. 8. 4 (p. 105. 1 ff., M. 11. 1808 fT.) is
explicit in its denial of transmigration. Koetschau, on the other
hand, assembles texts of Nyssen, Jerome, and Justinian to suggest
that Origen might really have tended to, even if he did not precisely
state, some form of belief in transmigration (GCS 5. 102. 12 ff, 104.
8 fI.). Whether or not one accepts Koetschau’s attempted recon-
struction (it is, at best, questionable), it is hard to dispute Chad-
wick’s conclusion: ‘Yet his own system presupposes a picture of the
soul’s course which is strikingly similar.” (CHLGEMP 191, cf. Early
Christian Thought, 115-16). Greg. may feel it necessary to go beyond
the position which Jerome attributed to Origen, that of offering
ideas akin to transmigration as a basis for speculation: ‘et ad
extremum ne teneretur Pythagorici dogmatis reus, qui asserit
perepiywow, post tam nefandam disputationem, qua lectoris
animum vulneravit, “haec”, inquit, “iuxta nostram sententiam non
sint dogmata, sed quaesita tantum atque proiecta, ne penitus in-
tractata viderentur.”’ (Ep. ad Avit. 4 M. PL. 22; Ep. 104. 4. 1063).

Transmigration was a living issue among Neoplatonists. Plato
had thought that the souls of gross men might in a subsequent re-
incarnation pass into animals, the doctrine of ‘metensomatosis’
(Phd. 8106 ff., Rep. 6204 ff.). Plotinus repeats the view in 3. 4. 2. But
Porphyry modifies it to produce the teaching of ‘metempsychosis’
in which the souls of rational men pass only into other rational men
and the irrational souls of animals are likewise limited to passage
into other animals (cf. Porphyry ap. Stob. Edl. 1. 49. 6o, Wachsmuth,
p. 445. 15 ff). This is what Iamblichus also holds (Myst. 1. 8;
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Parthey, p. 24. 2) and Sallustius follows in the same line (De dis 20;
Nock, p. 34. 25 fi.). The latter argues that metempsychosis explains
such facts as blindness at birth and claims that this doctrine alone
saves one from having to believe in an infinite number of souls (cf.
vv. 50-2 n.). In the following century Proclus was to continue the
contention of Porphyry in opting for an allegorical interpretation of
such passages as the reincarnation of Orpheus in a swan (Rep. 6204)
when he wrote on the subject in his work /n Remp. 2. 312. 10 ff,, 313.
7 f. But for the souls of men he maintained a constant ‘cyclic re-
instatement’; cf. E. R. Dodds, Proclus: the Elements of Theology
(Oxfﬂrd, 1963), 175 who gi\'ES this tr. of dmoxardoraocis. The
majority of Neoplatonists would have been with him; cf. P. Cour-
celle, “Anti-Christian Arguments and Christian Platonism: from
Arnobius to St. Ambrose’, in A. Momigliano (ed.), The Conflict
between Paganism and Christianity in the Fourth Century (Oxford, 1963),
151-92. However, Greg.’s reference in or. 27. 10 (p. 18. 2 ff,, M. 36.
24B) to the transmigration theory (uerevowpardoets kal mepiédovs)
mentions only Plato, and that without discussion.

Again, there was a place for transmigration in Mani’s system. (Cf.
A. V. Williams Jackson, Journal of the American Oriental Society, 45
(1925), 246—68; Widengren 65-6.) Nemesius connected the doctrine
with the Manichees in these terms: ¢doxovres ydp, dvarpéyew rdas
pepodvouévas Yuyds émi 1a oTowyeia kai ovyxatapiyvvola:
dAATjAdats, mdAw atdrds év Tais uperevowparwoesi daot Tipw-
peigbar, kara 16 péyeflos Tav duapmudrwy, évoivres avTds wai
7dAw ywpilovres kal’ vméoraow (nat. hom. 2. 111-12, p. 33. 13~16
Morani = M. 40. 5778).

In the chapters which Tert. allows himself for discussion of
metempsychosis and metensomatosis (28-31;, M. PL 2. 686A—7028;
CCSL 2. 815-29; CSEL 20. 335-352), in addition to attacking Pla-
tonic theory and the claims of Empedocles and of Pythagoras (that
he reincarnated Euphorbus), he singles out as ‘heretics’ in the
Christian era Simon Magus (c. 34) and Carpocrates (c. 33).

Nemesius, in reviewing the Platonist and Manichaean positions
on transmigration, concludes that this idea is at the root of all Greek
belief in the immortality of the soul (2. 115, p. 34. 18-19 Morani =M.
40. 581 4). Whether this is a fair judgement or not, it is clear that the
views which Greg. is attacking have theological importance as well
as contemporary significance. We may point to the strong ethical
character which the doctrine had in its Platonic form, where
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adjustment of soul to body involved the moral question of reward
and punishment. Greg. chooses to direct his irony mainly against a
primitive form of metensomatosis (perhaps he could not resist the
oratorical effect), rather than against the more developed, more
ethical, forms of metempsychosis. But he might well argue that, in
so doing, he was not guilty of a genetic fallacy. For, if he could show
the basic impossibility of the whole idea of transmigration, he
obviates the need to discuss its supposed ethical content. If it is
thought that the introduction of Empedocles’ supposed reincarna-
tions gives to this polemic an archaic, unreal effect, it must be
remembered that no more tenable evidence on the doctrine had
ever been offered. This kind of anecdote, coupled with the theory of
recollection (cf. vv. 47 ff.), was all that could be produced to support
transmigration teaching.

33. PL Rep. 6170 ff. gives examples of the way in which souls between
one earthly existence and the next are given choices of lives to be
followed. Plato envisages a correspondence between the acquired
characteristics of souls and the choices they make.

34. aigv: cf. vv. g44-35n.

35. aunhaxins has an ancient ring, duwAaxin occurring in one of the
early Greek transmigration documents, Empedocles fr. 115 (DK i.
357- 17)-

36. stpaowy: cf. the use of yirdv in representing the body as the
garment of the soul in Empedocles fr. 126 (DK i. 362. g); IG 14. 2241
(capa yrrav Yyijs); Proclus, fnst. (Elem.), 20q9.

37. éxaowr poyBilovres is a reminiscence of Theocritus. Cf. 1. 38, 7.
48 érdota poxfilovre (the first of hopeless lovers, the second of
those who waste their time attacking Homer).

38. The cycle of reincarnation is likened to the unending punishment
of a prime sinner of Greek literature, Ixion, who having attempted

to rape Hera, is represented in poetry and art as eternally bound to a
wheel. Cf. Pi. P. 2. 21 ff.:

Bewv &' éderuais Téiova davri Tavta Bpotois
Aéyew €v mTeplevTL TPOX D
wavrd kuAwdduevor:

Himerius (E¢l. 3. 11) takes Ixion as the type of fpdoos. Greg. alludes
to him in or. 5. 38. (M. 35. 713C): polovuévw Tpoxd ouvykukAov-
JLEVOS.

The idea of a ‘wheel of rebirth’ was found in Orphic literature.
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CL. O. Kern, Onphicorum Fragmenta (Berlin, 1922), 32b6 (p. 106), 229
(p- 244), 230 (pp. 245 £.), 231 (p. 246).

39. The doctrine is here presented in its most ludicrous form, yet it
cannot be accounted an unfair presentation. For Empedocles had
claimed that he could recall previous incarnations as a boy, a girl, a
shrub, a bird, and a fish:

710y ydp motr’ éya yevdunv kovpds Te Kipn Te
Bapuvos olwrvis Te xai éfados éAdomos iybtis

(fr. 117; DK i. 3509. 1 f).

The celebrated passage in Rep. 6170 ff. gives Plato’s description of
how the souls of men pass into animals and from animals into men.
Despite attempts made in both ancient and more recent times to
show that Plato did not intend this to be taken literally, no one
could blame Greg. for seeing a straightforward sense in this and
other passages of Plato where transmigration is discussed. The
onus of proof still rests with those who would discount the literal
interpretation: cf. J. Adam’s edn., rev. D.A. Rees (Cambridge,
1963), ii. 456, on 6184 3. The transmigrations mentioned include the
passage of souls from man to swan, nightingale, eagle, lion, and
monkey as well as from human male to female. Phd. 824 speaks of
wolves, hawks, and kites as the recipients of souls previously in
men. (Plato did not envisage the migration of the soul into plants in
the way in which Empedocles had.) A more credible form of trans-
migration (metempsychosis) was represented by the claims of
Pythagoras to be the reincarnation of the Homeric Euphorbus: cf,
E. Rohde, Psyche: the Cult of Souls and Belief in Immortality among the
Greeks, ET W. B. Hillis (London, 1925), App. X, pp. 598 ff. But this
claim also came in for both ridicule and reasoned criticism. An
example of the second will be found in Tertullian’s De Anima,
where the arbitrary nature of this reincarnation is emphasized. It
could certainly not be justified on grounds of fitting correspond-
ence: ‘ecce enim Euphorbum militarem et bellicam animam satis
constat vel de ipsa gloria clipeorum consecratorum. Pythagoran
vero tam residem et inbellem, ut proelia tunc Graeciae vitans Italiae
maluerit quietem geometriae et astrologiae et musicae devotus,
alienus studio et affectu Euphorbi.’ (De An. 31. 4+ M, PL 2. 7018;
CCSL 2. 828. 21 ff; CSEL 20. 351. 15 f.) But Pythagoras is firmly
associated also with metensomatosis (cf. Guthrie, History, i. 186-7,
306): the souls of animals and men are kindred and interchangeable.
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péxpt rivos kapreprjoouey TaiTa mdoyovres; (reg. cannot conceive
of the rational element in soul as remaining dormant during the
supposed manifestation in animal or plant form.

B8apvov: cf. the fr. of Empedocles quoted on v. 39.

Aoxéguia xogdvn: these words are found in Hes. Op. 747, fr.
171, and Ar. Av. 60g. In the second and third of these passages the
crow is taken as a type of longevity, an association which may
carry over into the present passage. Here the main stress falls on
Aaxépvla: senseless, inarticulate croaking is all that it ever
achieves. But perhaps the implication “for all its long life’ may also
be present.

It is possible to see in xopwvy a further reference. In his satire
Gallus, Lucian had made Pythagoras, reincarnated as a cock, detail
his previous lives, one of which was that of a jackdaw, xoAowss (Gall.
20). The jackdaw, the frog, and the cock are taken by Lucian as
three types of pretentious chatterers, suitable to express his own
opinion of the reincarnation theory (4). It may be that the ‘croaking
crow’ contains a side-reference to the ‘chattering jackdaw’. (Cf.
Courcelle, ‘Anti-Christian Arguments’, 164, where these and
connected passages are discussed.)

43. avavdog: the epithet for fish in A. Pers. 577.

44-52. Reward and punishment. The question here is not the interim
punishment of the soul in being placed in the body of an inferior
animal, but the ultimate punishment at the end of the cyclic
process. Greg. argues that the advocates of transmigration can find
no logical place for a final, as opposed to an intermediate,
punishment. Punishment cannot be severed from a body, and which
of the successive bodies is to be chosen? We must then look at the
teaching of transmigrationists on final judgement.

As far as the Orphics and Pythagoreans were concerned, there
was no punishment apart from reincarnation itself. Reward consists
in escape, through purification, from the cycle, while punishment is
neither more nor less than absence of reward, the continuing
bondage of the soul to the wheel of reincarnation. (Cf. Guthrie,
History, 1. 202 ff.) In the Phaedrus, however, Plato contemplates
reward and punishment between successive incarnations, with
souls despatched for punishment beneath the earth or reward in
heaven (249A). In the Myth of Er he writes of incurable sinners who
are to suffer everlasting punishment (Rep. 6148 ff., cf. Phd. 113p ff,
Grg. 5234 ff.). Other souls, though evil, are curable by punishment
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(Grg. s25af, Phd. 113, Rep. 615af). But the nature of this
punishment of souls is not at all easy to determine. For, while
stressing that the souls in judgement are stripped of all physical
concomitants (thev are ‘naked’, Grg. 523E), Plato describes
punishments which seem to presuppose bodies. He writes of hang-
ing up in prison (Grg. 523€), binding hand and foot, flaying, impal-
ing on thorns (Rep. 615 £.). This may be in Greg.’s mind when he
writes on the difficulty of imagining punishment for a soul which
was agapkos.

This is the kind of problem which Origen was trying to meet in
princ. 2. 10. 1 ff. He takes up a position against fellow Christians
(‘nonnullos nostrorum’ 2. 10. 3: p. 175. 11 = M. 11. 2358) who accept
a purely physical view of the resurrection body which is to receive
punishment. But his concern to preserve continuity with the earthly
body may be seen from the account of Origen given in Methodius
res. 1. 22. 3=5 (p. 244- 20 ff.). The form of the resurrection body will
not be at the same stage as the physical body upon earth, but it will
continue its e/dos in a way analogous to that in which the e/dos of
the child’s body is continued in that of the man in old age. The
Transfiguration also is cited as an example of continuity in change.
(Cf. the valuable discussion of Origen’s views in H. Chadwick,
‘Origen, Celsus and the Resurrection of the Body’, HTR 41 (1948),
83~102.) The nature of punishment accordingly must be thought of
as that which is appropriate to a spiritual body; cf. 1 Cor. 15. 44; Or.
Cels. 5. 19. (pp. 19. 30 ff., M. 11. 12088 fL.). In princ. 2. 10. 3 (pp. 175.
i1 ff., M. 11. 2358 ff)) Origen writes that the worthy will have a
refashioned spiritual body which can live in heaven and those of
lesser merit will have correspondingly graded bodies, ‘ita tamen ut
etiam eorum, qui ad “ignem aeternum” vel ad “supplicia”
destinandi sunt, per ipsam resurrectionis permutationem ita corpus
incorruptum sit quod resurgit, ut ne suppliciis quidem corrumpi
valeat ac dissolvi’ (p. 176. 16 ff., 236B).

The punishing fire Origen locates within the soul, the flames of
conscience rather than flames external to the soul (2. 10. 4: pp. 177.
1 ff,, M. 11. 236¢ ff.) and he compares the flames of love, jealousy,
and the like (2. 10. 5: p. 178. 15 ff, 2378 f.). Origen conceives of a pun-
ishment of the soul which is analogous to the rending apart of the
limbs of the body, thinking of the state of a soul ‘extra ordinem atque
compagem vel ad eam harmoniam, qua(e) ad bene agendum et
utiliter sentiendum a deo creata est’ (p. 179. 3 ff,, 2384). For Origen,
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then, as for those whom Greg. attacks, the punishment of a soul
which was doapkos would not seem so strange. On the contrary,
Origen would find strange the presence of flesh in the spiritual
world.

When we turn to Greg.’s own view we see that the principle of
punishment in the flesh is the same whether it comes after one life
or many. He appears to think of resurrection as, initially at least, a
reconstitution of the physical body. Consider the passage in the
panegyric on Caesarius, where he describes the destiny of a good
soul as escaping in death from the bonds of the body and going to
meet its Lord. He goes on:

pixpoy 8" Uorepov, kai 16 ovyyevés gapkiov dmodafoioa, @ Ta éxeilbev
ovvedidoaiédnae, mapa s xai dovons xai morevbeions yis, Tpémov b
oldev 6 ralra ouvdijoas kai diadvoas Beds, TovTw auyxAnpovopei Tijs éxei-
Bev 86éns- xai xalbdmep Tav poxbypdav avroi peréoyxe dia mv ouuduiav,
olirw kai TdY Tepmvdy éavmis peredidwaow, 6Aov eis éavmiv dvaldoaca kai
yevopévy oty TovTw €v kai mvetpa xai vous kai feds, karamolévros timé mijs
Lwis 700 Bvyrod Te kai pedvros (or. 7. 21, M. 35. 781 ¢ fI).

Now although the resurrection body of the good Christian is to
be, in Pauline language (cf. 2 Cor. 5. 4), ‘swallowed up by’ or
‘absorbed into’ life, there does seem to be a stage when it is in a real
sense identifiable with the earthly human body: note the use of dwo-
Aaufdvew, the word found in Justin 1 Apol. 18. 6 (Goodspeed,
p. 239, M. 6. 356B) for receiving back the physical body in resurrec-
tion. Greg. is in agreement with Origen in thinking of the body as
being in a constant state of change during its earthly lifetime (or. 31.
15: p. 164. 2, M. 36. 1498), but he gives no sign of having followed up
the idea of continuing adaptation when he was dealing with the
resurrection body. The latter is identified with some unspecified
phase of the earthly body. It seems reasonable to suppose a connec-
tion between Greg.’s insistence on the presence of the flesh in the
final punishment and his teaching on the survival of a reconstituted
body. Origen had shown the justice of punishing a soul in a body
which preserves the e/dos of the earthly body in which sin had been
committed (cf. Jerome, adv. Joh. Hier. 26. 376 C, quoted by Chadwick,
‘Origen’, gg). Greg. would appear to maintain the same justice with
a different belief about the nature of the body which is to share the
punishment.

There is a full discussion of Greg.’s belief on soul and body and
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on the meaning of resurrection in Mossay, La Mort et l'au-dela, chs.
5-6.

46. If the principle of punishment after death in a physical body is
once accepted, the transmigrationist might argue, there is no funda-
mental difficulty in supposing it to take place in the body in which
the soul had sinned most.

47-52. How could the soul ‘forget’ previous existences? The transmigration-
ist was open to attacks from two sides. If he admitted that he could
remember no previous existences, his theory might be dismissed as
gratuitous speculation. If he claimed that he could remember
previous lives, his ‘memories’ were likely to be treated as a joke.
Plato’s A7fly theory in Rep. 6214 was an attempt to make feasible
supposed forgetfulness of previous existence. But even if the mind
can be induced to ‘recollect’ items of knowledge, one thing which it
does not recall is detail of previous existence.

The point of vv. 47-50 is blunted if one ignores the comparative
in mAeévwv. The successive incarnations must have given the soul a
wider range of knowledge. It is thus all the more surprising that it
should be denied the basic knowledge of what these incarnations
were.

50. 0091 is an otherwise unattested (Ionic) form of 8opd, ‘skin,
hide’.

50-2 ironically suggest that the reason for transmigration might be
shortage of souls which would compel the repeated use of the same
ones over and over again. A passage in Sallustius is a valuable
comment, showing how some contemporary supporters of metem-
psvchosis argued against a doctrine which involved belief in an infi-
nite number of souls or the continual creation of souls:

€l yap u7) wdAw ai Yuyai e€ls cduara pépowro, dvdykn dmeipovs etvas 7j 7oV
Oeov dei érépas moteiv. dAA’ ovdé dmepov 7t év T Koopw- év yip
memepacuérw Amelpdy TL ovk dv yévoito. oudé dAAas yiveoha: dvvartdv- mav
yap év W Tt yiverar xawdv, kai dredés elvar dvdykn. Tov 0€ kdopov €k
reA€iov yevipevov Tédetov elvar mpéanker.  (De Dis 2o0. 3; Nock, p. 36. 5 ff.).

Greg. may be parodying that kind of reasoning.
51. déwnc is a hapax legomenon.

Bviaxowm picks up dop7n (v. 50), the skin containing the soul
being likened to a bag. (Cf. the connection of the dop7 root with
fvdaxos in Ar. Eq. 370 depd g€ Bidaxov kAomis.) The distinction is
made between the ‘sacks’ (bodies) which would decay and whose

236



COMMENTARY ON ARC. 7. 51-5

number would thus be unimportant and the immortal souls which,
on this theory, must be of an unvarying number.

53-129. Greg. sdoctrine of Man

On the background of discussion on the nature of Man, see H. Karpp,
Probleme altchristlicher Anthropologie (Giitersloh, 1950); R. A. Norris Jr.,
Manhood and Christ, esp. 21-78; J. M. da Cruz Pontes, ‘Le probleme de
Porigine de 'ame de la patristique et la solution thomiste’, Recherches
de theologie ancienne et médievale, 31 (1964), 175~229; A. W. Argyle, ‘The
Christian Doctrine of the soul’. $77 18 (1965), 273—93; Waszink, RAC
ii. 176-83; C. Tresmontant, La Métaphysique du christianisme (Paris,
1961), 249 ff.

For direct discussion of Greg., see Ullmann 289—313; K. Weiss, Die
Erziehungslehre der drei Kappadozier (Freiburg i. Br., 1903), 6 ff.; Pinault
45 ff.; Portmann, Die gottliche Paidagogia, 7 ., 63 ff.; ].-M. Szymusiak,

lements de Théologie de 'homme selon saint Gregoire de Nazianze (Rome,
1963); id., ‘Grégoire de Nazianze et le péché’, Stud. Patr. g (= TU g4;
Berlin, 1966), 288—305; Ruether, Gregory of Nazianzus, 130-6; T. Spid-
lik, Grégoire de Nazianze (Rome, 1971); Althaus, Heilslehre; Winslow,
Dynamics; Moreschini, ‘Platonismo’; id., edn. of err. 38—41 (SC 358;
Paris, 1990), 45-61. Cf. also G. B. Ladner, ‘The Philosophical Anthro-
pology of St. Gregory of Nyssa’, DOP, 12 (1958), 50-94.

On Greg.’s teaching on the deification of man cf. Arc. 4. 95-6.

54. Evlev &hav: cf. H. O4d. 8. 500, ‘Hear my account, picking it up at

that point.’

tépynv: the idea of making more pleasurable a didactic theme is
familiar from Lucretius 1. 933 ff. (= 4. 8 f.) ‘carmina, Musaeo con-
tingens cuncta lepore’. He goes on to use the picture of children
who are persuaded to drink healing wormwood by the honey
smeared on the rim of the cup.

55-60. The creation of the universe.

55. The first four words recapitulate the point of Arc. 4: the world was
not always in existence, but was created at a precise point in time.
The words recall what Arius said about the Son (Symb. Nic. (325),
anath. 1; Opitz 3. 52. 2; M. 20. 1540C), surely intentionally. It is right
to talk in this way about the origin of the physical universe, just as it
is wrong to use this language of the Son.

vov Adyog: in or. 30. 20 (p. 139. 3 ff., M. 36. 1294) Greg. discusses
the relationship of Father and Son in these terms: Adyos 8¢, 6t
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oltws éxer mpds Tov matépa, ws mpos vouv Adyos (cf. the n. in
Mason’s edn.).
oinvig: cf. Arc. 4. 87 n.

59-77 occur also in carm. 1. 2. 1. 81-99 (M. 37. 5284 f.). Cf. also or.
38. 11 (M. 36. 321Ccff) = 45. 7. 629D fI., closely parallel to this
section.

59-60. Reasons for the creation of man. The second reason, that man
should control animal creation, comes from Gen. 1. 26. The first,
that man is to have knowledge of God’s wisdom, is to be connected
with the teaching on man in God’s image (cf. v. 75) and the belief
that man was made to ascend to more perfect knowledge, in time (cf.
107 ff.).

gogins émioropa: the same words are found in /G iii. 946
(Inscriptiones Atticae aetatis Romanae, ed. Dittenberger = CIA 3).

The association of Wisdom with knowledge of the created order
is an established one. Cf. Prov. 3. 19, 8. 30, Sap. 7. 22, 9. g, 14. 2,
together with Chrysostom’s interpretation of 1 Cor. 1. 21 (at hom. 4in
ICor. 2 (Field 2. 31 ., M. 61. 29 ff.). Despite the close connection of
Wisdom with the Logos, Greg. can still personify Wisdom as
pnrpos. (Cf. Arc. 3. 57 n.)

60. Paouija represents the sense of dpyérwoav in Gen. 1. 26.

Beovdéa: two translations are possible, ‘God-fearing’ or ‘God-
like’. The first is the Homeric meaning, found also in later authors.
(PGL cites Paulus Silentarius and Nonnus, together with a 4th-c.
source (Monumenta Asiae Minoris Antiguae, i. 171) and a line of Greg.
(carm. 1. 2. 1. 82, M.. 37. 5284) which is identical with the present line
(cf. 50—77 n.). But ‘Godlike’ is also open to us, as Caillau saw (‘Deo
similem’) and as Gallay tr. by ‘a la ressemblance de Dieu’ (p. 134,
repr. Devolder 72). Support for this understanding comes from
Quintus Smyrnaeus 1. 63, 3. 775, and Chrysostom has this sense (of
God’s image in man) in fr. Job 1. 1 (M. 64. 509C). Both attestations
and sense are delicately balanced. ‘Godlike’ shows man’s fitness to
govern and the source of his authority: ‘God-fearing’ points to
man’s intermediate status, the lord of the animal creation, and the
servant of the God of all creation. Perhaps the second is favoured by
the parallel passage in or. 38. 11 (M. 36. 324A) = 45. 7 (632B) Paot-
Acvdpevor dvefev.

61-9. The speech of the Logos sets out the reasons for the creation of
man.

62. For vées cf. Arc. 6. 17n.
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64. aydalrderon: the verb combines the ideas of joy and abundance,
rather like ‘laetari’.

65-6. Cf. Arc. 4. 35 0. In or. 38. 11 (M. 36. 321C) = 45. 7 (6324) Greg.
speaks of this union as the xpdpa and piéis of vois and aiafyous,
elements in creation which had hitherto stood apart. Nyssen writes
in a similar way in or. catech. 6. (pp. 28 ff., M. 45. 258 ff.). Divine
Wisdom effected a harmony of opposites, giving man a special place
in Creation as the uiyua which ensures that the whole of Creation
may be accepted by God and share his fellowship. In both
Gregories, man maintains continuity between the higher and the
lower forms of Creation; cf. Weiss, Erziehungslehre, g: ‘Der Mensch
erscheint demnach als Mittel- und Bindeglied der beiden Welten.’
For vosjuova cf. 75 n.

67-8. £yégpova means more than the Homeric ‘prudent’: it indicates
man'’s possession of that which the animals lack, dpjv.

nvotny / ovgaviov: cf. or. 38. 11 (M. 36. 324A) = 45. 7 (632A):
dyyeAov dAdov, mpookuvyTiv pikTéY, émémv Tis dpatis kTioEws,
pvaTnv Tjs vooupévys. Here, as J. Gross observes (La Divinisation du
chretien, 246; cf. the tr. of C. G. Browne and J. E. Swallow, St. Gregory
of Nazianzus: Select Orations and Letters (LNPF 7; Oxford and New
York, 1894), 348), there is a distinction to be made between the
initiate (uvorys) into the heavenly mysteries and the advanced
initiate (éwémmys) into the secrets of the visible, physical world. Cf.
pvoerac in or. 28. 3 (p. 24. 8, M. 36. 294), where it is clear that the
initiates are only in the early stages of divine knowledge. For or. 38.
11, see the notes in Moreschini, SC edn.

68-9. ayyelov @hhov / £k yBovos: man is ‘another kind of angel’ in
that he shares angelic vous and joins the angels in their function of
praise (cf. vpvymipa).

The form vuvymjp comes in the Greek Anthology (AP 7. 19. 1,
Leonidas) and in Opp. H. 3. 7.

70-7. The creation of Adam.

71. The unexpressed contrast is clear: the immortal hands of the
Logos formed the mortal shape of man. Where Irenaeus had spoken
of the ‘two hands of God’ to make at once a Trinitarian affirmation
and a declaration of the direct nature of God’s creative action against
suggestions of intermediary creators, Greg. has a simpler image of
divine activity. For Iren. cf. dem. 11, p. 80 Robinson, and ibid. 51 for
other passages. The language has a straightforward biblical ring. Cf.

Job 10. 8: ai yeipés oov Endacév pe kai émoinodv pe.
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But Greg., no less than Irenaeus, has a need to assert the direct-
ness of divine creative intent in Adam, over against Manichaean
mythology in which Adam is the result of intercourse between the
male and female demons Asqalun and Namrael. (Cf. A. V. W. Jack-
son, Researches in Manichaeism (New York, 1932), 248—-9; Widengren
59 ff.)

72. powgnjoaro: ‘allotted’, ‘gave as his share’. Man’s poipa is the
sharing of eternal life. Contrast the epic and tragic concentration in
poipa on the transience of human life.

73. anogoi: cf. Arc. 4. 32 n. There is an analogous use of the word
in orac. ap. Luc. Alex. 40: 5§ 8¢ mpodnrein dins dpevés éorwv
amoppwé. But the gift of which Greg. is thinking is a permanent
one.

aewdéog: it is the God who is himself ‘without form’ who gives
shape or form to human beings (v. 71).

74. Cf. Gen. 2. 7.

75. Cf. above, vv. 4~6 n. Man has been called vosuove in v. 66. The
present line raises the question ‘What part has vovs in Greg.’s
anthropology?” Any attempt to impose absolute regularity upon
Greg.’s doctrine of human nature is likely to fail. In Pinault’s words,
it is ‘assez flottante’ (p. 47; cf. Szymusiak, ‘Grégoire de Nazianze et
le péché’, 291, esp. n. 2). In trying to decide the meaning of this line
we must be prepared to limit the area of its relevance and accept it
as merely one of several ways in which Greg. tried to express his
understanding of the nature of man; cf. Arc. 4. 32 n.

There is in this line a tripartite division of man: whatever is the
relationship between vouss on the one hand and body and soul on
the other, it is meant to stand over against them as a third entity.
This is true whether we tr. with Szymusiak “car la nature princiére
de 'esprit (voiis) est commune a tous deux’ or, as Gallay does (cf.
also Caillau), ‘car ’esprit commande en moi aux deux’ (p. 133, repr.
Devolder 73). Greg. was to give expression to a clear tripartite view
in his answer to Apollinarius in carm. 1. 1. 10. 56 ff. (M. 37. 4964):

émei 8’ duixtds éomt capkiw Oeds,
vy 8¢ kai vous olov év peTaryuiw,
gapkos pév ovvoikos, ws O elkav Geoti.

Here the image of God in man is specifically the mind: it is the qual-
ity of being voepss which man shares with God and with the angels.
(Cf. Arc. 4. 77 n.) The soul stands on the side of the flesh. Yet there
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is not complete separation of mind and soul. For where does the
mind come from, if it is not part of what God breathed into man at
his creation? While holding the soul together as a unity, Greg.
maintains its affinities both with the intellectual and with the
physical worlds. There is thus a sense in which the soul in its func-
tion of animating the body can be said to stand on the fleshly side of
the compound, man. Yet when the contrast is drawn between the
visible flesh and its invisible content, it may be thought to be
directly connected with the invisible world of mind. A similar kind
of relativity appears in ep. 101 (M. 37. 1854 f.). Human mind is at
once perfect and imperfect: perfect when compared with soul and
body, imperfect when compared with God, to whom it is subject. In
or. 2. 23 (M. 35. 4328 f) the soul is spoken of as having a mediating
function between God and flesh: 8:a roiro Oeds vapxi dia uéons
Yuxijs dvexpdbn, kai ovvedélly ra Sieorara j mpos dudw Tou peot-
redovros olkerdtyTe. The same thought is present here, but Greg.
chooses to mark off mind as that part of man which communicates
directly with God, rather than treating it as the upper end of the
spectrum of soul. (Cf. Ladner, ‘Philosophical Anthropology’, 61 f¥;
R. A. Norris Jr., Manhood and Christ, 35 ff.)

76-7. Greg. here returns to a twofold view of man in which the flesh is
contrasted with that which is breathed into man, the soul being
identified with eixav as it is in or. 38. 11 (M. 36. 321¢f) = 45. 7
(6324): map’ éavrov 8¢ mvonw évfleis (6 8% voepar duynv kai eixéva
BOeot oldev 6 Adyos).

otéQywm here has the strong sense ‘have affection for’, rather than
the weaker ‘acquiesce in’. There is a tension, with strong force likely
to be exerted in both directions.

Puotov: this reading, over against Biorov, gives excellent sense,
contrasting the two forms of life.

78-96. The continuance of the race of Adam. The continuance of the race
raised few problems on the purely physical side, with physical flesh
propagating its like. But the continuance of the human soul from
generation to generation caused considerable difficulty in patristic
times. Four major views emerge: (a) souls pre-exist and are drawn
at need from their own world to occupy human bodies; (#) God
creates a new soul for every child conceived (creationism); (¢) souls
pass from parents to children as part of the same process as physical
generation (traducianism); () souls pass from parents to children
in a way analogous to the generation of flesh from flesh, but
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not as part of the physical process (generationism or spiritual tradu-
cianism). These ideas were all current in the 4th c.; cf. Karpp, Pro-
bleme altchristlicher Anthropologie, 240; Argyle, ‘Christian Doctrine’,
286 fF.

QGreg. in these lines takes up a creationist position, Material flesh
from material flesh is no different in principle from flesh from
material dust. But, just as soul in Adam was breathed into him from
without by God, so does soul enter Adam’s descendants. A passage
very closely parallel to the present one (the passages in fact have two
lines in common) is carm. 1. 2. 1. 392 ff. (M. 37. 5514 f.). The human
father is said to be father only of the flesh and blood, the mortal part
of man.

doyn & Beod xparéovros dnua
éxtobev eiomimrovoa mAdoer yods. oidev 6 pifas
ws 76 TpaiTov Envevoe kal eixdva pifato yaiy.

(Caillau reads pifaro for d+joaro of the present passage, but there is
a v.l. dfjoaro.)

78-9. Billius saw the confusion in Nicetas’ words Jvy7) 8¢ fAaoroioa
éx duyijs, contradicting as they do the correct interpretation a line
or two below in the paraphrase.

aoyeyovowo: cf. Arc. 2. 53 n.

empioyer’: Greg. makes considerable use of the idea of ‘mixing’
in describing the nature of the union of body and soul in man. Cf.
e.g. Arc. 4. 91~2, vv. 1 above and 84 below, orr. 20. 11 (M. 35. 1077C),
38. 11 (M. 36. 321C) = 45. 7 (629D f.). In this language Greg. doubtless
shows Stoic influence, intending to stress the reality of the union of
the elements without losing the individuality of the constituent
elements and their retention of their specific characteristics. (Cf.
Portmann, Die gottliche Paidagogia, pp. 64—5, together with vv. 65—
b n.)

aiotwg: the only other instances of the adverb (cf. LLS]) have the
meaning ‘utterly’, but here the meaning is ‘in an unseen manner’.

80-1. The pattern of original creation is preserved: matter produces
matter and soul enters from without. For e/xwv = ‘soul’ cf. vv, 4-6 n.

82-90. The traducianist alternative. Though Greg. does not accept any
form of traducianism, it is noticeable that he details the theory at
some length without offering any detailed criticism of it, a sharp
contrast to his normal way with ideas which he does not accept. The
suggestion of adverse criticism may be present in fapoaléws, a
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word which tends to suggest audacity, excessive confidence, but
otherwise disapproval is not explicit. Nazianzen may be influenced
in this tolerance by Nyssen’s tendency to a form of traducianism or
generationism. He would be familiar with the traducianism of De
homints opificio 29 (Forbes 1. 282 fI.; M. 44. 233 ff.) and De anima et
resurrectione M. 46. 125C, dated respectively 379 and 380. (Cf.
Daniélou, ‘Chronologie’, 162—3.) Nyssen himself finds difficulty in
maintaining a consistent position and some scholars have detected
creationist tendencies in him. (Cf. Weiss, Erziehungslehre, 15;
Karpp, Probleme altchristlicher Anthropologie, 240 ff., esp. 243 n. 3.) It
is, therefore, no surprise that Nazianzen, while putting forward the
creationist view, should feel disinclined to assail traducianism.

82. apnywv has perhaps an ironical ring.

83. miedveaowv: for the prevalence of traducianist views, cf. Karpp,
loc. cit.

85. @vow indicates the flowing of the human race from its source in
Adam, perhaps with a suggestion of the instability of the flesh when
contrasted with soul; cf. the association of gevarés with the perish-
able nature of the body, noted by Chadwick, ‘Origen’, 8§7-8. Cf. Ar.
2. 14 n., 8. 67 and Kertsch, Bildersprache, 115.

87-90. On this view the soul continues by a process of natural repro-
duction, being divided and distributed to the human race in the
same process by which the flesh is continued, or by an analogous
process.

88. apuyévebhrog: MSS vary between this reading and avroyé-
veBAos. The former occurs elsewhere only in Orph. A. 388, where it
has the literal sense of ‘new-born’. In this traducianist context the
soul is understood to be a fresh creation in the same sense as the
body, in contrast, say, with notions of pre-existence. On the other
hand, avroyévebios, though lexically better attested, gives doubtful
sense. It is difficult to believe that Greg. would call ‘self-originated’
something which, for all its independence of body, is clearly
created.

89. onépparos admits of two interpretations, (a) the semen of Adam,
(&) the figurative sense of ‘origin’ (cf. LS] s.v. L. 2). If the second is
accepted, we have a parallel to the use of gila in v. 86. The tradu-
cianist position would then be represented in very general terms.
The soul of Adam would be transmitted to following generations,
apportioned out, but whether through the act of physical generation
or by an analogous, but in some sense independent, process would
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remain undecided. But omépuaros surely suggests that Greg. is
being more specific. The question of what precisely was transmitted
in the sperm of the father was one which inevitably produced dis-
cussion in traducianist circles. Cf. e.g. Tertullian, De Anima 27 (M.
PL 2. 6g4c fl.; CCSL 2. 822 ff.; CSEL 20. (344. 27 ff.), where it is
firmly stated that the semen contains both ‘corporeal’ and ‘psychic’
elements to form the body and soul of the child. (The background of
this belief and its developments are fully investigated by Waszink,
edn., 343 f.) In 27. 5 Tertullian writes: ‘Unico igitur impetu utri-
usque toto homine concusso despumatur semen totius hominis
habens ex corporali substantia umorem, ex animali calorem.” Some
such debate is likely to lie behind the use of omépuaros here.

90. pévov eldog: in referring e/8os to the soul Greg. is using language
reminiscent of Aristotle (cf. An. 412*1g). But there is a notable dis-
tinction. Aristotle wrote that the soul was the e/8os of the body;
Greg. says merely that the soul has an eldos, a continuing form
which outlasts the temporal body.

91-6. The meaning of rationality in the soul. Greg. now leaves traducian-
ism to return to pursuing his own speculations on the soul. He picks
up from the traducianist argument a point which he accepts for dif-
ferent reasons, the eternal nature of the soul. He continues from
there.

91. fyyeoin is a hapax legomenon and 7yecia is found only in
Hesychius (glossed as fynois). In Stoic thought 76 fyepovikév is
reason, the part of the soul in authority, looking back to 7yepodvv in
Pl. Tim. 41c7 and Ar. EN 1113%6, 76 Wyovuevov. (Cf. Guthrie,
History, iii. 469 n. 2). In Zeno the Stoic form appears in SVF 1. 39 al.
Greg. uses itin or. 38. 7 (M. 36. 317C), 41. 11 (44B), al.

91b-96. The analogy of the flute and the flute-player. Nicetas took it that
the point of the analogy was to contrast the behaviour of the rational
soul in the child with its behaviour in the adult. On this understand-
ing the problem is how to reconcile the statement that the soul is
meant to exercise rational control with the observation that in small
children it appears to do no such thing. As the skilled flautist is con-
stricted by an inadequate instrument, so even a potentially noble
soul is hampered by a child’s body.

Another possible interpretation might see Greg, attacking a more
fundamental issue, the way in which the soul may at any time be
affected by the health or weakness of the body. Nemesius, as we
have seen (v. 14 n.), was prepared to accept considerable interaction
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of soul and body. He, too, uses a musical figure, showing how the
soul may be distorted (ovvdiaorpéderar) by the body, as the musi-
cian may be thrown off tune by a faultily tuned lyre (nat. hom. 2. g6 =
1. 26. 3-4 Morani). If this is Greg.’s meaning, it will be seen that he
stops short of Nemesius in that he thinks only of limitation of the
soul’s self-expression and not of its being damaged.

92. The adjective Exrponog is very much a Cappadocian word, being
attested in PGL only in Nyssen and Nazianzen. Otherwise only the
adverb is found, once in the grammarian Erotianus (1st c. Ap). The
meaning ‘inharmonious’ is easily derived from éxktpénw and
EKTpOTY.

94. evpunogog has a very literal sense ‘having a wide pipe, tube’. In
Homer and Aeschylus it refers to the broad paths of the sea.

95. ayeowv: Caillau’s ‘membris’ apparently takes it that Greg. is
equating d@yis (which elsewhere means ‘contact’) with d¢v, which
has the same connection with ‘touch’ and can also mean ‘contact’,
but which came to mean ‘ligament’ in Col. 2. 1g and Eph. 4. 16. This
looks very likely.

97-129. Thestatus of man and his relation to Adam. Cf. or. 38. 11-12in SC
edn.

97-106. Adam before the Fall.

97. If véov points to the close relationship of the Son with man (cf. vv.
61 ff.), the close collocation of Bporés and ddbiros stresses the
divine-human distinction (cf. A. Eu. 724: dd8irovs Beivar Bporois).
For ddfiros cf. Arc. 2. 83 n.

98-9 contain a clear statement of the purpose of man’s creation: he is
to progress to the divine life of heaven. Cf. Arc. 3. 4 n,, 4. g5 ff. n.
100-4. Man is set in an intermediary position, a position which is the
mark of his temporary, earthly status, as distinct from his eternal
destiny. He is in a middle position between freedom and control.
Man’s freedom is limited, not in the sense that he is denied free will,
but because he is limited in the area in which he may exercise his
choice. God is free in being subject to no external law. Man’s free-
dom is limited to the acceptance or rejection of a law, the framing of
which is beyond his competence. Cf. carm. 1. 2. 10. 120 ff. (M. 37.

689a f.).

101-2. yoapaEas / év kpadiy: the language may be influenced by Jer.
38. 33 (31. 33 Heb.). Cf. also the version of Prov. 3. 3 in Cod. Alex.:
ypadov 8¢ avrds émi 16 mAdros mijs xkapdias oov. Greg. substitutes
the more forceful yapdoow.
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103. apgrradavros is a rare word, being attested only once in the
lexica outside Greg., as a neuter substantive at Anon ep. (J. A.
Cramer, Anecdota Graeca (Oxford, 1836), iii. 169. 4). Greg. himself
finds a use for it several times: carmm. 1. 2. 9. 6g (M. 37. 6724); 2. 1.
13. 172 (12414), s.z.0.; ep. 4 (25C). Cf. pomij Arc. 5. 51 0., dudipemis
Arc. 8. 86; pémw is found in a similar context in Thphl. Ant. Autel. 2.
27 (M. 6. 10962).

Pellegrino, La Poesia di S. Gregorio Nazianzeno, 60, finds in this line
a prosaic quality which abruptly breaks in upon the contemplation
of the groves of Paradise. But this is rather harsh criticism and
seems to attack Greg. for doing what he set out to do. For his
purpose is not to draw word-pictures of Paradise but to show Para-
dise as the place of choice. The close juxtaposition of the idyllic
miniature and the sharp reality of moral choice may count in favour
of Greg.’s skill, rather than against it. Who can say that dud¢ird-
Aavros is prosaic? P. Gallay conjectured that it is a word of Koine
Christian provenance, but offered no evidence (Langue et style de S.
Grégoire de Nazianze dans sa correspondance (Paris, 1933), 76). But if
dudidé€ios is suitable for verse, or dudifdAacoos, why not dudrd-
Aavros?

104. yvuvov both literally and figuratively. drep repeats the sense
which yvuvév could have carried by itself. Cf. Hom. Clem. 6. 16: vods
.. . TAONS KaKias yvuvos.

apgBérowo: cf. carm. 1. 2. 29. 298 (M. 37. goba). This is a word
which Greg. appears to have taken up in a figurative sense, adapting
its literal meaning in referring to a double-ended or double-
handled object (LS]). Here the word is concerned with double-
dealing or, PGL suggests, the falsity of artificial addition.

105. For discussion of the varying patristic notions of Paradise and
man’s primal state see A. Slomkowski, L’Etat primitif de Uhomme
dans la tradition de I'Eglise avant S. Augustin (Paris, 1928). For Greg.’s
views in particular, cf. J. Gross, Entstehungsgeschichte des Erbstinden-
dogmas, 1 (Munich and Basle, 1960), 143 ff., Althaus, Heilslehre,
Winslow, Dynamics, C. Moreschini, SC edn. of orr. 38-41,
pp- 45 ff.

ovpavin means that Adam’s status allowed him to share the life
of the heavenly beings. There is no suggestion of an extra-terrestrial
site for Paradise. Greg. treats this as a real place, though this does
not preclude his elsewhere finding in it also allegorical inter-
pretations. (Cf. or. 38. 12 (M. 36. 3248 fI.) = 45. 8 (632C L), together
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with F. K. Hiimmer, Des hl. Gregor von Nazianz, des Theologen, Lehre
von der Gnade (Kempten, 189o), p. 38; Kelly, Doctrines, 348.)

106. Cf. Gen. 2. 15.

donorijea, poised between Aéywv and yewpydv, plays on two
senses. Adam is to be a ‘labouring’ farmer (cf. H. Od. 16. 248) and a
‘doer’ of God’s commands.

107-29. The Fall and its effects. In addition to the literature noted in v.
105 n., cf. the following: Tennant, The Sources of the Doctrines of the Fall
and Original Sin (Cambridge, 1903); N. P. Williams, The Ideas of the
Fall and of Original Sin (London, 1924), 282—92 esp. on Greg.); Kelly,
Doctrines, 344 f1.

Discussion of Greg.’s position is found also in Portmann, Die gott-
liche Paidagogia, 75 ff.; B. Otis, ‘Cappadocian Thought as a Coher-
ent System’, DOP 12 (1958), 95—124 at 110 ff.; Szymusiak, ‘Grégoire
de Nazianze et le péché’. Once the fall of Lucifer is accepted, the
fall of man is readily explicable as temptation by a stronger power.
The real problem, a problem to which Greg. has offered no answer,
is to explain how a fall was possible for Lucifer.

107-11. The tree of the knowledge of good and evil is interpreted
through Heb. 5. 12-14: the fruit of the tree was too strong for Adam,
who needed the food of a child. Cf. 1 Cor. 3. 2.

107. tederworégoro applies both to the tree itself, which is more
perfect, more developed, than the others, and, as a proleptic trans-
ferred epithet, to Adam. It is the tree intended for the developed
Adam.

108. Cf. Heb. 5. 14.

109-10. Perhaps Greg. is here conflating two figurative oppositions,
child ~ adult and the catechumen ~ mature believer. The second
idea may be linked with the pvoms of v. 67 above. (For dpyduevor
cf. Arc. 3. 19 n.)

asSopévoror may be compared to the réAewoe of Heb. 5. 14.

111. Cf. Heb. 5. 13, 1 Cor.2.6,3. 1 f.

vipmayolot suggests the belief developed by Irenaeus that Adam
was created a child in mental, moral, and spiritual capacity. (Cf. the
references collected by Szymusiak, ‘Grégoire de Nazianze et le
péché’, 297 n. 2.)

112-18. The Fall and its effects on Adam.

112-13. Satan’s part in the Fall of man has been commented on in
Are. 6. 61-6.

TOOULPOCINOL: rapacdpacin, which elsewhere means ‘comfort,
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consolation’ (cf. LSJ s.v.), here corresponds to one of the meanings
of mapaidaois, ‘beguilement’ (AP 5. 284. 7 (Agathias); API. 5. 373.).
Eve’s place in the Fall is emphasized in orr. 18. 8 (M. 35. 9g93B), 36. 5
(M. 36. 269C).

114. The tragedy of the Fall as Greg. sees it is expressed in mpod@puos.
Unlike Lucifer, who tried to seize a glory which could never have
been his, Adam prematurely grasped at, and lost, something which
God had intended that he should one day possess. In or. 2. 25 (M.
35. 43604) Greg. talks of the work of Christ as restoration of the old
Adam, in that he takes man to the tree of life from which he had
been estranged by the tree of knowledge.

reomELos: only Nonnus is cited by LS] for this form.
NovPépogis found only here and in carm. 1. 1. 27.96 (M. 37. 5054).

115-16. Though he never discusses the idea, Greg. thinks that man
originally possessed a body of more subtle constitution than the
present human body. Cf. or. 38. 12 (M. 36. 324C) = 45. 8 (633A) kai
ToUs Seppativovs dudiévvurar yirdvas, lows Ty mayvTépar odpka
xai Bvpmiv kai dvriruvmov. This flesh of finer consistency could not
be difterent in kind from the flesh of animals, if man was to be a link
between the worlds of sense and of mind, but different in degree
from their flesh and that of fallen man. Bapeiav contains also the
proleptic sense ‘which was henceforth to be a burden to him’.

Allegorical interpretation of the coats of skin is found elsewhere
in the Fathers. Irenaeus, for instance, reports a Gnostic belief that
the coats mean bodies, haer. 1. 5. 5 (M. 7. 5014), and Clem. Al str. 3.
95. 2 (GCS 2. 239. 26 ff,, M. 8. 11964 f.) confirms this. Methodius
claimed that this was Origen’s view, res. 1. 4. 2 (pp. 223. 28 ff.) but sel.
in Gen. (M. 12. 101-2) presents the notion merely as a possibility.
Nyssen takes the coats of skin to represent the mortal element in
man (or.catech. 8 (pp. 42. 14 ff., M. 45. 338 £.)); etc. (Cf. Holl, Amphi-
lochius von Tkonium, 202—3; Szymusiak, ‘Grégoire de Nazianze et le
péché’, 298 n. 3.) The coats of skin replace the ‘garments of light’ in
which man was clothed before the Fall. Cf. SC edn. of or. 38,
pp. 130-1 N. 2.

116. vexgogoégos: Adam became his own corpse-bearer, the mean-
ing found in Polyb. 35. 6. 2, Plu. Cato Ma. g. 2. Cf. also Philo’s
description of the soul as vexpodopoiioa Agr. 25 (i. 304, M.; ii. 95. 4
C.-W.). But Adam is vekpodipos in a wider sense in that he
brought death into the world; cf. the similar application of favam-
$épos to the tree of knowledge in 1 Dion. Al. fr. (Feltoe, p. 200. 3).
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éxepoev: | am unable to find a parallel for the form éxopoa =
éxopeoa (the form behind H. /I, 16. 747). The reading éxepoev has
considerable probability. éxepoa is a recognized Homeric form (cf.
Il. 13. 546) and éxepoev makes good sense. The idea that Christ ‘cut
short’ sin by death fits closely with the thought of v. 122. The sense
thus moves from punishment (Billius, Caillau) to providence.
Nicetas makes it clear that he read éxepoer and understood the
passage this way when he paraphrases: diaxéxomrat uév 1 dpapria
1d Bavdrw, ws pi) drarwvilew 16 kaxdér, kai rovro 8¢ épyov dyals-
mros feov.

117. @hoog has traditional religious associations as a sacred grove or
holy place (LS¥s.v. I). Cf Arc. 8. 23—4n.

118. Cf. Gen. 3. 17~-19.

118b-119. Gen. 3. 24b reads: xai érafev 7d yepouvBiv xai ™y
dAoyivny popdaiav My oTpedouévnyy duddogew Tv 686v Tov EvAov
mjs {wis. Perhaps {jAov appears through association with pas-
sages such as Zeph. 1. 18, 3. 8; Is. 26. 11; Ps. 78 (Heb. 79). 5; Heb. 10,
27. All link {7Aos with fire and judgement.

120. The meaning would appear to be that given by Billius and
Caillau: God provides against the approach of any second human
being like Adam. But it is not easy to see how ‘primi more parentis’
or ‘Adamus, ut ante’ emerges from ¢ mpéofle. The only explanation
which fits the grammar is to suppose ¢ mpdofle to be parenthetic.
‘Lest any Adam (the former Adam, I mean) ..." The distinction is
thus made between the first and the Second Adam, as in carm. 1. 1.
10. 4 (M. 37. 4654).

121. The v.l. dayeiv (cf. Caillau’s n.) is easily explained by the
proximity of é8wdsv. But duyeiv gives the obvious meaning. Man
must learn the obedience of shunning the tree of good and evil
before he may safely approach the tree of life (cf. v. 122 n.).

oarrpeiay: if the -eios form is correct, it occurs only here,
Dronke, following the reading of Cu, danmrpiav, supported it by
pointing to other instances where Greg. lengthens a short syllable,
the closest parallel being the ¢ of xf6vios. ddmrpios itself is found
only in Greg. carmm. 2. 2 (poem.). 3. 33 (M. 37. 14824); 2. 1. 50. 15
(13864).

122. The sting of the line is in kaxog. Later generations of men are to
be prevented from approaching the tree of life for the very reasons
which, e.g. Irenaeus, gave for Adam’s expulsion. To eat of the tree of
life in a state of sin would be to gain eternity, but an eternity of evil:
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‘eiecit eum de paradiso et a ligno vitae longe transtulit: non invidens
ei lignum vitae, quemadmodum quidam audent dicere, sed
miserans eius, ut non perseveraret semper transgressor’, haer. 3. 23.
6 (M. 7. gb44). Cf. Methodius, res. 1. 39 (pp. 283. 14 ff.) and G. von
Rad, Genesis, ET J. H. Marks (London, 1961; German edn. 1936),
04; . . . and we are also to learn that the severe denial of eternal life
also has a merciful reverse side, namely, the withholding a good
which for man would be unbearable in his present condition.” In
Greg., cf. or. 38. 12 (M. 36. 324C ) = 45. 8 (633a f).

122b-127. Man’s return to Paradise. Paradise is the port to which man
will return after a stormy voyage.

123. dadimhoog: cf. Call. Del. 15, A.R. 3. 1329.

124-5. mevaoooas / ionwov: cf. H. Od. 5. 269. For épéms =‘oar’ cf. AP
6. 4. 6 (L.eonidas).

126. The Cusanus reads dmomjde wAéovres. Nicetas, however,
appears to support dmwé ™A€ megévres, reading éxmeodvres. There is
much more point in d7é mjAe meagévres than in dmomjle mAéovres.
Taking dmomeodrres as tmesis, we find a use parallel to that in or.
39. 6 (M. 36. 341A): mjs 70U Beov d6&ys dmomeoeiv. (mAéovTes, 1t
might be conjectured, is the work of a scribe who wished, unneces-
sarily, to read nautical language at every point.)

127. The figure need not be pressed too closely. The sailor’s return to
port depends either on his adjusting the sails to a favourable change
of the wind or on a hard pull on the oars. But the implication of ovk
duoyn7i 18 not that man, by a similar expenditure of energy, can
regain Paradise. Greg.’s doctrine of the work of Christ is too central
for any such adumbrations of Pelagianism. The Fall laid man open
to a life of rigorous struggle, physical and moral. His return to Para-
dise will not take place without this struggle. But neither will it be
accomplished as a result of it.

128-9. The effects of the Fall. As Szymusiak observes, Greg. offers no
explanation of the way in which the effects of Adam’s fall are trans-
mitted to his descendants (‘Grégoire de Nazianze et le péché’,
299 ff.). In particular, it will be noted that there is no attempt to
relate the questions of participation in Adam’s sin and sharing in
the soul of Adam (cf. v. 8¢ n.).

T . . . oTayvs: is there a half-reminiscence of A. Pers. 821-2¢

UBpts yap é§avlloio’ éxdprwoey oTdyvy
arns, obev mdyxkAavrov ééapa Oépos.

250



8. On the Testaments and the Coming
of Christ

Title and purpose

The several titles, of varying degrees of fullness, show the content to
be the two Testaments and the coming of Christ. This is straight-
forward enough. The only problem is to decide what the limits of the
poem are. Is Arc. 8 the gg lines which are printed by Caillau and by
Migne? Or should we regard vv. 82—qq as a separate poem? Again, are
we to admit as an integral part the 6o lines found in L. between vv. 18
and 19, the lines printed by Wyss? I have to say that [ am inclined to
change the opinion which I expressed in 7.5 1970, “The Poemata
Arcana’, 35-6 and ‘Some Literary Questions’. Without questioning
that these are genuine lines of Greg. and that the thought they contain
is germane to the present poem, I would now doubt the correctness of
placing them where they appear in L. The MS evidence is not strong
and the subject-matter could well be thought an encouragement to
interpolation. The lines, I would continue to hold, are of theological
and literary interest and certainly fill out the argument by detailing
Israel’s idolatry of the Golden Calf, apostasy which led to the giving of
the Sinai Law by Christ as a necessary but temporary expedient. But
the poem can proceed quite easily from v. 18 to v. 19 without their
intervention. Billius suspected a hiatus, as Nicetas had done when he
added a generalizing paraphrase:

obrws eidwAodarpeia 1o rav avlpdnwy dn’ dpyis mapeicedfdpn Biw. xai ob
uévov of éx v dAAwy éBvav Tois elpnuévois Tpémois katedfeipovro, o dé
xai ‘EBpaiwy (epov ébvos dia tov ABpadu vourobév Aoy dmodwdexés BovAijry
fomwv oty Umeixov Beiows mpodijrais ddupouévocs kai éEidaorouévors Tiv dpynv
ro0 Beot Umép alrav, of moAddxis mpérepor dia ris eldwlodatpeias avrav ws
Mwarjs kai 'HAlas xarexrévvuoar avrods.

But, as Wyss pointed out, ‘Zu Gregor von Nazianz’, in Phyllobolia fiir
Peter Von der Mihll (Basle, 1946), 153-83 at 171 ff., there can be no
suggestion that Nicetas had the L lines in front of him: he merely
suspected a hiatus. We may be allowed to think he was wrong.

We may also question whether Wyss is right in being hesitant about
the connection of vv, 82—gg with the rest of the poem. He writes, com-
menting on the introduction by the scribe of Ox. Clark. 12 (C) of
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separate titles before vv. 31 and 82: “Was mepi diafyxwv anlangt, ist es
villlig ausgeschlossen, daB Vers 31 den Anfang eines Gedichtes bildet;
dagegen halte ich es fiir denkbar, daB die Verse 82-gg urspriinglich
ein selbstindiges Gedicht {iber die Taufe ausgemacht haben’ (p. 172
n. 1). Yet what good reason is there for believing that the Clarkianus’
scribe was more justified in his second insertion of a title? (That he
had a propensity for adding unnecessary titles may be seen from his
introduction of [Tepi dyyéAwr in Arc. 4, before v. 8g.) V. 81 speaks of
redemption: vv. 82 ff. discuss the nature of man and his proneness to
the sin which made Redemption necessary. Again, the reference to
baptism in vv. 78b ff. is picked up and the thought carried on in the
closing lines of the poem. Finally, it may be held that the anaphora of
vv. g7—g provides a fitting conclusion to the entire sequence of eight
poems, as Keydell argued in ‘Ein dogmatisches Lehrgedicht Gregors
von Nazianz', 317-18. The argument is not weakened by Greg.’s use of
a similar anaphora elsewhere in the middle of a poem, carm. 2. 1. 13.
968 (M. 37. 1235A); it is sufficient that there is particular point in its
use here. Finally, if we accept the continuity between vv. 18 and 19 we
are spared consideration of Keydell's suggestion (loc. cit.) of further
hiatus between v. 18 and L 1 and again between L. 60 and v. 1g.

1-8. The unity of the Old and the New Lamws

The alleged discrepancy between the provisions of the Old and the
New Testaments formed an important part of 4th-c. anti-Christian
polemic, cf. Courcelle, ‘Anti-Christian Arguments’, 159-60.

2. Eegadavim: cf. Arc. 2. g-10n.

4. meipaow aing: cf. meipara yains in L 14 Wyss.

5. This and the following lines dispose of any ambiguity in dcoooio (v.
1): for 810065 may mean ‘diverse, at variance’, as well as ‘twofold’.

6-7. doypaowy: ‘divine decrees’ (see PGL s.v. D). Two possibilities
are mentioned to be dismissed. If the Testaments conflict, either
the inconsistency is a divine oversight or it implies a change of
mind.

nodpfoviowoy: perhaps the presence of the form madiuSov-

Aos, in a line where metre guarantees the -SovAos rather than the
-BoAos ending, may cause second thoughts about LSJ’s dismissing
maAipBovdos as a falsa lectio for maAiuBodos. The latter carries with
it the sense of unreliability, rather than of wiser reconsideration (cf.
exx. in LS]J).
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9-18. The historical results of the Fall of Adam

The poem here picks up the thought of Arc. 7. 128-¢. But, again, there
is no explanation of the way in which subsequent generations are
affected by Adam. Something is transmitted which is more than mere
bad example, but precisely what we are not told. Instead, Greg. illus-
trates the effects from history. Adam’s fall has laid his descendants
open to all the evils which entered the world with the Fall of Lucifer
(cf. Arc. 6. 73-81 n.).

9. Jvooneis: apart from its occurrence in Greg., the form Avomjes is
found only in Hesychius, where it is glossed uavi@dns. Soph. men-
tions the present passage. The word is not in PGL. Having, as it
would appear, coined the word, Greg. uses it with Saiuwyr as
subject in carm. 2. 1. 1. 52 (M. 37. 9744) and at carm. 2. 1. 13. 43
(1230A) of the devil. M.Schmid called it ‘ein Lieblingswort
Gregors’ (‘Gregor von Nazianz und Hesychios’, RAM, NF 21 (1866),
PP- 48997 at 494). The Avooa association is a powerful one. In
Classical literature the word may describe a fearful, supernaturally
caused madness or it may refer to the raging of the Furies; cf. e.g. A.
Ch. 288; E. Ba. g977. Euripides once personifies Avcoa as the
goddess of madness (HF 823). In the Fathers it may refer to the
follies of paganism or heresy; cf. PGL s.vv. Avooa, Avoodw.

Badev éx: cf. Arc. 6. 65 n.

11-12. Adam is compared to a defeated military commander. A sim-
ilar figure is found in carm. 2. 1. 34. 137 (M. 37. 1317A). For #ynmip =
‘leader’ cf. Pi. P. 1. 69 dynmip.

Eyyet: this reading, over against aioyei, is supported by Nicetas’
paraphrase xovrois xai Béleot xai maow Smhoss.

Koxov kai knpa gurevoaw: cf. H. 71, 15. 134 xaxov péya mwdom
pvrevoar and Od. 2. 165 ¢évov kai kijpa durevoar. Cf. Arc. 4- 53—
4 1.

13 appears to contain a reminiscence of & Merc. 413 Epuéw BovAjo
kAedidpovos. The only other recorded instance is in Ps.-Man. 1(3).
93 (Kochly, p. 88).

14-18 begin to detail man’s religious deviations. Cf. Ath. e, 11 (M.
25. 1168 f.), gent. 8 (M. 25. 16 ff.). For the practice of astrology cf.
Arc. 5. In or. 28. 14 (p. 44. 6 fE, M. 36. 44¢ f.) Greg. describes how
pictures and images of the dead came to be worshipped. He may
also have in mind the divinization of emperors, the subject of attack
in e.g. Ath. gent. (M. 25. 208 f)).
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14. Here the conventional epithet ceases to be conventional, taking
the weight of meaning.

17. The meaning appears to be ‘reliable (only) in bringing evil on his
own kind’, his followers or, possibly, ‘reliable in bringing (all too)
familiar evils’. The devil, who is supremely faithless, is represented
as to be trusted only to produce evil.

19-30. The religious failure of the Hebrews

19. For Israel as a holy people cf. Exod. 1q. 6, Deut. 7. 6, al.

20. lralopévorowy: the prophets either entreated God to spare his
people (cf. e.g. Joel 2. 17) or begged the people to repent. Acrd{opat
is a by-form of Aisoopar, not common, but found in Oppian (C. 2.
373) and Orph. fr. 333 (Kern, p. 332), as well as in several inscrip-
tions (cf. LSJ). Greg. uses the form in carm. 2. 2 (epigr.) 65. 1 (M. 38.
116A, AP 8. 192. 1).

21. pijvav Gei: is this a curious play on H. Il 1. 17

@dvov is the imperfect of the form éAAvw and is found in Archil.

27 and Com. Adesp. 608. For Israel’s killing of the prophets cf. Matt.
23. 27, Luke 13. 34, Acts 7. 52.

23-4. oi mAéoves kariovs: cf. H. Od. 2. 277, where the words are part
of a yvaun expressing decline, each generation being worse than
the preceding:

malpoL ydp Tot maides dpoiol wmarpi mélovral,
ol wAéoves kakiovs, matpot O€ T€ TaTpos dpeiovs.

B i

thoea: dAon regularly tr. ‘Gsérim in LXX.

00émv Koguyag represents such expressions as Bouvvov vimAdy
(Heb. gib‘a goboha): e.g. 4 Kgds. 17. 10, Jer. 2. 20.

aiporoevras: demanding human sacrifices. Cf. Are. 6. 78 n.

25. PGL misprints [yAruova as {nyrjuova.

26. ¢k & evivayBev: cf. H. II. 16. 348 (of the knocking out of teeth).
Caillau appears to make the word refer to the Exile (‘e terra sua
eiecti sunt’), but the second half of the line makes it more probable
that Greg. is thinking of the displacement of the Hebrews from their
unique position.

26b-30. The Gentiles and the New Covenant. Greg. writes of himself as
the representative Gentile,

27. Tyhowo: cf. Rom. 11. 11.

rodnyeoiy is a hapax legomenon.
29. Greg. here envisages the final conversion of the Jews, who will
one day repent. The question of the place of the Jews in Divine
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Providence was one which exercised a number of the Fathers, and
some of their interest takes the form of anti-Jewish apologetic. Cyril
of Jerusalem appears to believe that the repentance of the Jews will
come too late to be of any avail, catech. 13. 41 (M. 33. 8224 ). His
namesake of Alexandria, in many ways his inferior in charity, here
displays a softer temper and looks for the ultimate conversion of the
Jews, Joel 14 (3. 2138, M. 71. 353C f.), glaph. Gen. 6 (1. 200E, M. 69.
3208 L), Jo. 2. 5 (4. 208D, M. 73. 340¢ f). Greg. clearly distinguishes
the final repentance of the Jews from their present position, to
which he shows some hostility. He expresses delight that Julian was
unable to carry out a plan to resettle the Jews in Jerusalem, ascribing
the failure in graphic terms to divine intervention. Cf. or. 5. 3-4 (M.
35. 668 1), also H. Lietzmann, A History of the Early Church, iii: From
Constantine to Julian, ET B. Lee Woolf (London, 1953), 282.

Origen had earlier taken a firm line against Judaism, as may be
seen from N. de Lange, Origen and the Jews (Cambridge, 1976). The
whole question is fully surveved in M. Simon, Verus Israel: Etudes sur
les relations entre chrétiens et juifs dans l'empire romain (135-425), 2 edn.
(Paris, 1964).

aving: the fall of Jerusalem in Ap 70 and the subsequent scarter-
ing of the Jews were taken as clear signs of their punishment for the
death of Jesus. Cf. e.g. Eus. h.e. 1. 1. 2 (p. 6. 9 fT., M. 20. 494).

30. Paoxaviy: the story of the evil which envelops man begins with &
Bdoxavos (Arc. 6. 66). The final dispensation of God’s grace will use
Baokavia as a means of accomplishing divine purpose.

31-59. The purpose of the Incarnation

V. 31 picks up from v. 24. The Incarnation follows the depravity of the
broken Law.

Vv. 32-352 are substantially the same as carm. 1. 2. 1. 137-54 (M. 37.
5354 f). V. 40 from dflavdroio to v. 45 are not found in the moralia
passage and there are minor verbal differences elsewhere.

32. Eppope npijs: the same words are found in H. /1. 1. 278, 15. 189,
Od. 5. 335, 11. 338, Hes. Op. 347, Call. fr. 373.

34-9a. As a result of the Fall the divine element in man was being
destroyed and needed to be reasserted.

34. poigng: cf. Arc. 7. 72, 77.

35. BupoPogoro: cf. LS]. Here the fuuds element indicates the soul
of man which was being eaten away by evil. (Cf. PGL s.v. fuporrd-
vos and Bvuodbipes).
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36. oxoMov ... dpdaxovra: cf. Arc. 6. 41, carmm. 1. 1. 2. 141 (M. 37.
533A), 2. 1. 45. 101 (13604).

dpdxovra identifies the devil with the serpent of Gen. 3 (it is a
natural synonym for ) and also with the whole complex of evil
which is associated with the dragon in Daniel, Rev. 12. 3, al.
okoAtév points at once to the twisting, sinuous motion of the snake
(cf. Milton, P.L. 9. 499: ‘Fold above fold, a surging maze; . .."), and
to his crooked, evil ways.

The suggestion was made by A. Ludwich, ‘Nachahmer und Vor-
bilder des Dichters Gregorios von Nazianz’, RhAM ~r 42 (1887),
233-8 at 238, that gxoAw6v . . . Spdkovra is a reminiscence of Aratus
70, where the words oxoAtoio dpdxovros refer to the constellation
Draco. But equally well one might cite Isa. 27. 1 éni T6v dpdkovra
6¢w okoAw6y. The figure appealed to verse writers. Cf. or. sib. 8. 116
oKkoAiov . . . Bpdrovros and Nonnus, D. 12. 319 oxoAinot dpdrwy
dwwros dxdvBars.

37. Miyos: the association of the word is here not with ‘lot’ or
‘chance’. Rather does it mean ‘possession’ (cf. LS] s.v. Aayydve 1I).
It thus approximates to the meaning xAsjpos in L 45 and 47 Wyss. By
their sin men were passing into the power of the devil: Christ came
to reassert inalienable rights over the human race.

37b-39a. The figure changes. Man is diseased with sin which Christ
alone can cure. Cf. Arc. 2. 57, 61 n.

39b. xevooog: for the doctrine of ‘kenosis’ in the writings of the Cap-
padocians cf. P. Henry, ‘Kénose’, Dictionnaire de la Bible, Suppl. v
(Paris, 1957), 79-85 (79-80) referring specifically to Greg.; Sellers,
Two Ancient Christologies, 70~1; Barbel, Fiinftheol. Reden, 160—1 n. 40
on Greg. in particular. Cf. or. 29. 18 (p. 101. 15 ff., M. 36. 97¢). What
becomes clear from these is that nothing approximating to modern
‘kenotic’ theories emerges in the Cappadocians, or, indeed, in the
Fathers generally.

Phil. 2. 7 contains the words éavrov éxévwoe, popdiv Sovdov
AaBav, év duoiduart yevéuevos. Greg. here defines the element of
limitation in the Incarnation. The Logos limits a characteristic
manifestation of Godhead, its ‘glory’. This is very much in line with
what Greg. wrote in or. 37. 3 (M. 36. 285B): dAA’ émetd) kevovTar 8¢
nuds, émedy) karépyerar (kévwow 8¢ Aéyw v mis 8déns olov
Jdeciv 7€ kal éAdrrwow), dia Toviro ywpnTos yiverat.

40-1. auitog ... diya marpos: cf. Heb. 7. 3: dmdrwp, dujrwp.
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Greg. explains in or. 30. 21 (p. 143. 8-9, M. 36. 132¢C): MeAyioedéx
8¢, dis durjrwp 76 Umép fpds, kai drdrwp 76 xal’ Huds.

41-2. Eévog . .. ov Eévog: this is not a correction but a paradox (cf.
dufporos . . . Bporwleis). In human terms, Christ was an unpre-
cedented son through the Virgin Birth. Yet he ‘came to his own’
(John 1. 11) and took normal human form.

Boorwleis: Bporiw is attested in the lexica only here and in
Christus Patiens 511 (Ps.-Gr.Naz., M. 38. 1774).

43-4. dhov ... 6hos . .. 6hog: cf. or. 30. 6 (p. 116. 34, M. 36. 109C):
6Aov év éavrw éué dépwv. This position was capable of develop-
ment in an anti-Apollinarian direction, but, as is argued in Introd.,
the words are not here used explicitly against Apollinarius.

48-9. The two natures of Christ. Cf. Introd. to Arc. 2. Greg. insists on
the unity of Christ: he is év. But it is open to us to ask what this ‘one’
is. Greg. gives little direct answer. dyeipas is a colourless word
(‘bringing together’) which gives no hint of the relationship of the
two natures. The same is true in or. j0. 8 (p. 120. 10 f,, M. 36. 1138),
where see Mason’s n.: €/ ydp xai 76 ovvaudérepov év, dAX" b sl
dioer, mj 8¢ ovvédw TovTwy,

kevBopévny: for the hidden divine nature cf. Are. 3. g2 n. duda-
dinv means ‘obvious’ (cf. PGL sv. dvadavdov), rather than
‘revealed’. The contrast, as in Arc. 3, is between the man Jesus who
could be seen by any casual onlooker and the divine Logos who was
concealed from many. The revelation consisted in the whole Person
of Christ.

51-2. A passage from or. 29. 19 (p. 102. 12 ff., M. 36. 1004) is of value
for understanding the present passage: 8id péoov voos éuidijoas
capki, kai yevépevos davllpwmos, ¢ kdrw Oeds: émedn ovvexpdlly
Bew, xai yéyovev els, ToU kpeitrovos éxvikijoavros, (va yévwpal
rogovtov feds, Goov éxeivos dvllpwmos. Christ is one and he is
divine because Godhead comes in the Incarnation not from outside
to an alien community but to humanity which is akin to Godhead.
xepaabeis should be taken closely with Bporés. The affinity of God
and man stems from the creation of man when he was ‘mixed with
Godhead’. Christ is divine ‘on both sides’, fully divine as Logos and
partly divine as man. Cf. Norris, pp. 154=3; cf. ep. 101 (M. 37. 180A):
Ta ydp duddirepa €v 11 ovykpdoe, Beov pév évavBpwmioavros,
dvlpdamov 8¢ Bewbévros, ) 6mws dv mis dvopdoeie.

The ending of dudorépwbev should not be pressed. Greg. clearly
intended it to mean that the two natures existed side by side, not
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that any composite nature was made ‘from’ both. We are a long way
from the misunderstanding over év 8vo dvoeowv and éx dvo dvoewv
which followed Chalcedon. (Cf. Bindley—Green, The Oecumenical
Documents of the Faith, 197.) Cf. also or. 2. 23 (M. 35. 429¢), 30. 8 (M.
36. 1138, p. 120. 10-11), 38. 3 (3130C).

vnéon): the emphasis is here on a fundamental meaning of
véiomu, reality of existence. As Grillmeier observes of Hipp. haer.
1. 8. 2 (GCS 3. 13. 15; M. 16. 3032D), it may be taken as synonymous
with dwdpyew (Christ in Christian Tradition, i. 117 n. 31).

53-9. Christ as the Second Adam. Cf. carm. 1. 1. 10. 4 (M. 37. 4654), or. 2.
25 (M. 35. 433¢ ff), 24. 9 (11808), 39. 2 (M. 36. 336B), 41. 4 (4334),
with 1 Cor. 15. 45.

54. £Eaxéowro: cf. 37b-30a n.

nevaouart: cf. Arc. 3. 91 n. Again the word = karamerdouar, this
time alluding to Heb. 10. 20. Access to God, prevented by human
sin, is made possible through the veil of Christ’s flesh.

55. ywentog: it is remarkable that a word which does not appear in
LS]J should call for the best part of a column’s entry in PGL, with
meanings ranging over ‘passable’, ‘finite’, and ‘comprehensible’, in
the case of the second and third in contexts of theological sensitiv-
ity. Here we find the straightforward meaning ‘capable of”.

56-9. The meeting of Christ and Satan. The language is that of direct
conquest, of the ‘overthrow’ of the devil. Yet, as in or. 39. 13 (M. 36.
3494), there is the suggestion that the devil, for all his cunning, has
been outwitted: émedy yap wero dijrrovos elvar Tjs kakias o
godiomis, feoryros éAmidr deAedoas nuds, oapkos mpofAriuart
deAedlerar.

Cf. also or. 30. 6 (p. 116. 14 ff., M. 36. 1124) and Mason, edn. 117 n.
The interplay of conquest and deception is discussed in the SC edn.
of or. 38-41, pp. 59, 170-7.

There is perhaps a double sense in déAmrws. It might mean
‘beyond man’s reasonable expectation’ (cf. A. Pers. 261), as well as
‘unexpectedly for Satan’, cf. Gr. Nyss. or. catech. 26 (p. 97. 5, M. 45.
68B): mapa 76 éAmofer.

59. This is an apt simile in that the elements go beyond mere pictur-
esque imagery. The rock is a traditional OT figure for strength and
stability, as the sea may be a symbol of the chaotic and demonic.
One is reminded also of the Homeric picture of Hector, whose
attack upon unbroken ranks of the enemy is likened to that of waves
beating upon a rock (/1. 15. 605~22, esp. 618 ff.).
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For dhixtvmov cf. S. Ant. 953, Nonn. D. 31. 113, and 5AiBaros in
Il. 15. 619.

tonyeinv gives the picture of a jagged rock.

OT imagery of the rock is generally different. The land-locked
desert rock of Exod. 17. 6 al., identified by Paul with the pre-
existent Christ in 1 Cor. 10. 4, is a symbol not of strength but of
physical or spiritual refreshment. The most common use, of course,
does concentrate thought on strength, that of refuge and salvation,
but it is the symbol of God’s provision for human need and weak-
ness, not of the divine power to withstand an evil power. Again, the
great white rock which is identified with the Son of God in Hermas
is one which towers above a mountain range (sim. ¢. 2. 1-2, al.,
interpreted in g. 12. 1).

60-71. The Coming of Christ

60-4. The birth (Luke 2. 13, Matt. 2. 1 ff)).

60-1. There is no need to suppose that Greg. believed that the earth
had literally shaken at the birth of Christ as a parallel to the earth-
quake recorded in Matt. 27. 51. Both heaven and earth are in a state
of commotion and excitement (cf. Matt. 21. 10). In or. 31. 25 (M. 36.
1bop; p. 176. 3 ff.), with Heb. 12. 27 in mind, he writes of the two
great changes which affected human life, the two Testaments, com-
paring them to ceiopoi y1s, like the words used in Matt. 27. 51. (See
the SC edn., p. 323 n.)

62. Cf. Arc. 5. 54 n.

63. harows here = Adrpys, ‘worshipper’.

64. The ‘newborn’ child had a new, unprecedented birth.

65-6. The suggestion that birth involved uncleanness is simply an
extension of the view that flesh is by nature unclean. Cf. e.g. Celsus
in Or, Cels. 6. 73 (p. 142. 18 ff,, M. 11. 1408c¢). Greg. appears to go
beyond Origen in his answer. The latter contented himself with
denying that the contact was of the kind to affect the divine nature,
drawing the stock comparison of light unaffected by dirt; cf.
H. Chadwick, tr. of Contra Celsum (Cambridge, 1965), 387 n. 2. Greg.
does not concede as much, avoiding the imputation of shame, not
by minimizing the contact with the body, but by limiting the occa-
sion of shame to sin.

gnxel Adyog avrov EmmEev. It would be more usual to say that
the Logos formed the body; cf. e.g. Ath. inc. 8. 3 (p. 12. 29, M. 25.
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109C). But avromayss Bporés in v. 69 comes closer to the idea of
producing a human body.

67. gvoew: cf. 2. 14, 7. 85 nn. The present use combines the senses of
the ‘flow’ of human life through the process of physical birth and
instability of mortal life.

68. avuvpgéa: this is the only certain instance of dvvudijs recorded in
the lexica (LS]J note a cj.). Cf. Luke 1. 35.

69. avromayns: comparison with the examples in LS] will show
Greg., as often, giving a new twist to the word. Caillau comments on
avrowmayns ‘Communius hoc Spiritui sancto tribuitur’. But in the
passage of Athanasius cited on vv. 65-6 n. it is the Logos who is
subject: év mj [Mapfévw raraokevdle: éavrd vaov 76 cwua. The
close connection of the Logos with man is reasserted. He formed
man in the first place and it is fitting that he should form the human
body in which he comes as man.

kafoparo: Caillau shows in his note, against Billius’ application
of the word to Christ’s baptism, that the reference is to Luke 2. 22,
the Purification.

70. Bgexvijor: Christ repays the Law for being brought up in its
nurture by submitting to its purificatory requirements. (Is not L.SJ’s
tr. ‘return made by children for their rearing’ (s.v. fpemmipios I11. 2)
more apt than the PGL tr. “price for rearing a child’? The second
would suggest that the child is other than the person paying the
price.)

71. meprenoros is a word peculiar to Greg. See carmmi. 2. 2 (poem.) 5.
264 (M. 37. 15404), 2. 2 (poem.). 6. 1 (15424), 2. 1. 11. 1795 (1155A).
Christ’s respect for the Law is a parting gift.

72-7a. Christ and John the Baptist

72. @aovs. .. Myvo: the Baptist was a true lamp, but still secondary,
deriving his light from Christ, the True Light; cf. John 1. 6—g. The
explicit contrast of Avyvos and ¢ s is found in Origen, e.g. fr. 17 in
Fo. (p. 496. 23).

73-4, Cf. Mark 1. 1-8; Matt. 3. 1-12; Luke 1. 5-25, 57-80; 3. 1—-18;
John 1. 6-g, 15-18.

75-7a. In these lines Isa. 57. 19 is alluded to (7ois naxpav xai 7ois
éyyvs ovaw) and taken, as in Eph. 2. 17, to mean Gentiles and Jews.
Combined with this is an interpretation of the ‘Christ cornerstone’
motif (cf. Eph. 2. 20, 1 Pet. 2. 6, Isa. 28. 16, Ps. 117 (118 Heb.). 22) in
which Christ is the stone which joins the two walls, Jewish and
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Gentile; cf. Cyr. fs. 3. 2 (2. 397E, M. 70. 632D); Jo.D. hom. 4. 30 (M.
6. 632¢). The form dxpoywvos is found also in carm. 2. 1. 14. 15 (M.

37. 1246A).
Greg.’s epic vocabulary allows him a play on Aads/Adas.

77b-84. The twofold cleansing

Christ brought purification through baptism (cf. PGL s.v. kafdpaios
C. 2 for examples of this connection) and through the shedding of his
blood. Cf. Arc. 2. 2 n.

GEV@OL0: dévaos is applied to the Holy Spirit in Hom. Clem. 3. 12.
It is particularly apt here for another of its associations, with the
water of baptism (Hom. Clem. 11. 35) and also for its suggestion of
‘living water’ (PGL s.v. 1.b). Greg. treats baptism extensively in or.
40 (M. 36. 3608 fI.), see SC edn.; cf. also Arc. 3. 44 ff. n., and below,
vv. 86b—gg.

79. aipavog NueTégoro: in or. 45. 29 (M. 36. 661 D) Greg. identifies the
blood of Christ shed at the Crucifixion as the human element, the
water as the divine: alpa xai 68wp mjs mAevpds yeduevor 76 pév, ds
dvlpwmov, 16 8¢, Ws vmép dvBpwmov.

80. £Eexévwaoe: here used of ‘pouring out’, as in Theoc. 16. 40.

81. gvowov is here used in much the same way as Avrpov (cf. Mark 10.
45). Cf. AP 6. 274, 7. 605, and gueus in Sir. 51. g.

agyeyovev: the reference is to Adam. Cf. carm. 1. 1. 18. 3 (M. 37.
481 ), which speaks of Christ’s physical descent d¢’ aiparos dpye-
ydvoro 2. 2 (poem.), 1. 346 (14764).

@mxowvov: Greg. here uses the sg. (found only in /G xiv. 1389 i 10)
of a regular Classical word (in pl.) for ‘ransom’, ‘atonement’, ‘com-
pensation’, or ‘rescue’. Homer, Aeschylus, and Euripides may be
cited along with ‘rare’ (L.S]) prose usages by Herodotus and Plato.

It would not be possible to tell from these lines what meaning
Greg. attached to the ‘ransom’ idea. Elsewhere, however, he is more
explicit. Itis true thatin orr. 1. 5 (M. 35. 4004), 29. 20 (p. 105. 5 ff., M.
36. 101 4), and 30. 20 (p. 141. 7 ff,, 1324) we are met by general state-
ments, yet in or. 45. 22 (M. 36. 6534 f.) Greg. is quite precise in
rejecting the view that the ransom was paid to the devil and is no
less firm in refuting any payment to the Father; cf. carm. 1. 1. 10. 65—
72 (M. 37. 4704). The locus of salvation is the divine oikovopia
through which the Father accepts a sacrifice he has not demanded,
a sacrifice made within the sphere of Godhead by the Son who acts
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out an integral divine purpose. There is full discussion of Greg.’s
position in Winslow, Dynamics, 108 ff., Althaus, Heilslehre, 133 ff.,
Holl, Amphilochius von Ikonium, 180 ff., Turner, Redemption, ch. 3,
esp. pp. 58 ff.

82-4 touch on the reasons for man’s Fall. It is because man is rpemrrés
that he could be seduced from keeping God’s command, thus
necessitating redemption. It is difficult to see what purpose is
served by these lines. If man is 7penrds it is because God created
him so. If he were drpenros, he would not be man but God (cf. Are.
6. 54 n.), and the question of keeping God’s command would not
arise. The only point at which speculation takes on meaning is when
it asks whether man, being rpenrds, might still have avoided sin.

tpentog is very much a word of the Christian era, as it takes on
the idea of mutability in the direction of sin. A determined
opponent of Arianism like Greg. would be very much aware of its
heretical application to the Son (e.g. in Ar. ap. Ath. Ar. 1. g (M. 26.
29B). In Greg.’s understanding, salvation is possible precisely
because of the Son’s immunity from this mortal weakness.

84. The three verbs in the imperfect (defe unaugmented is an
attested early form) depict the human state as it might have been. In
omitting dv or xev Greg. appears to be extending the idiom dis-
cussed at Arc. 3. 49 n.; however, xai may be a corruption of xev.

85-7a deal with man’s actual condition. Apparently realizing that the
speculation of the preceding lines would assimilate man to God,
Greg. returns to his account of historical man and the means of his
salvation, through baptism.

86. apgupemi) is a hapax legomenon. The double p form is found later
in commentaries and in scholia on Eur. Cf. dudirdAavrov in Arc. 7.
103.

KALTov is also a hapax legomenon.

87b-99. Baptism

87b-90a. The ‘seal’of the Exodus. The ‘seal’ of baptism is likened to the
‘sealing’ or marking of the Israelites’ doorposts in Exod. 12. 21 ff.
This typology may be traced through a number of the Fathers. Cf.
e.g. Justin, Dial. 111. 3 (Goodspeed, p. 227; M. 6. 732¢); Or. sel.in Ex.
12. 7 (M. 12. 284c f); Bas. hom. 13. 4 (G. 2. 1178; M. 31. 432¢C); for
discussion, and further references, see Lampe, The Seal of the Spirit,
116, J. Ysebaert, Greek Baptismal Terminology, 424. Cf. Greg. or. 1. 3
(M. 35. 4794) for the connection of the Exodus text and the seal with
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the death and resurrection of Christ and or. 40. 15 (M. 36. 3774 f) for
the association with baptism: e/ 8¢ mpoxaraddfois geavriv
abpayidi, xai 10 példov dodalicaio T rxalliorw Tav Bonby-
pdrwv kai oreppordtw onuewbeis kai Yoyiy xal cdpa, Tw
xpiopat xai 7@ [Tvedpar, s 6 Topand mddar 7@ vokTepwd kai
pudaxTived Tav mpwroTikwy aipat, T oot ovpfioeral kai Ti oot
mpayudrevray; cf. carm. 1. 2. 34. 237 (M. 37. g624). The present
passage links cleansing and sealing both with baptism and with the
death of Christ. It is appropriate that the Son who is Z¢pnyis xkwv-
pévn marpdios (Arc. 1. 31) should be closely linked with bestowing
the seal of baptism.

90. N. P. Williams found difficulty with the length of the second syl-
lable of vuxri (The ldeas of the Fall and of Original Sin, 290 n. 1). But a
long vowel in a dative singular is quite normal in Homer (cf. Monro,
Homeric Grammar, §373).

90b-96. The ‘seal’ of Christian baptism.

91. ogonyic: cf. Lampe, The Seal of the Spirit, 239~ 40.

aheEukaxoro: a word associated with the pagan gods Hermes and
Zeus (e.g. Ar. Pax 422) is taken over for Christian use.

91-2. wymuayors ... aeEopévowou: these contrasts have suggested
that Greg. is here foreshadowing a form of Pelagianism. It must be
admitted that the charge is here more difficult to ward off than any
which might be implied by Arc. 7. 122 ff. (cf. n.). It is difficult, how-
ever, to see how original sin could be dissociated from Greg.’s posi-
tion. What has happened in Adam has clearly affected man,
although, as we have seen, Greg. has no very clear notion of how
this has happened. This passage may be taken as another facet of
Greg.’s uncertainty. He does not think of adult baptism as superior;
this he makes clear in or. 40. 29 (M. 36. gooc ff.). But he is, appar-
ently, here pointing to the ‘cure’ of actual sin committed by one who
has reached maturity. This need not mean that there was nothing in
the child’s condition which called for cure. But certainly there is
something more obvious done in the case of the adult. (Cf. N. P.
Williams, The Ideas of the Fall and of Original Sin, 289 ., 345, 552;
Kelly, Dactrines, 349 ft.) Cf. also or. 40. 7 (M. 36. 3650).

93. guwrodoérao: the word glances at an ancient notion of baptism,
enlightenment. Cf. Arc. 3. 44 n., and Ysebaert, Greek Baptismal
Terminology, 173 fI., Moreschini, ‘Luce’.

Beoppurog emphasizes again that the seal is the blood of Christ.
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Oppian in Hal. 5. g writes of Aifpoco Beoppuroi in reference to the
blood of Titans.

94-5. Here we have imagery drawn from the baptismal ceremony,
with its symbolic sense of plunging into the deep waters of distress
and emerging unburdened to a new life.

There is probably a play on dxos/dyos, as there is in S. Tr. 1037.

97-9. As Keydell pointed out (‘Lehrgedicht’, 317-18), the anaphora
provides a very fitting conclusion to the entire sequence of eight
poems, though it is true that Greg. uses a similar device, with a line
and a half in common, in carm. 2. 1. 13. g6=8 (M. 37. 12354), in the
middle of a poem.

Baptism is one of the great common gifts to man. The same idea
appears in expanded form in or. 40. 8 (M. 36. 368¢ f.). The notion
that there are great ‘common gifts’ of Nature is found in Menander
740 (531). 7-8 7ov dépa Tov xowdv and 416 (481). 4 Tov fAwov Tov
wowsv. Cf. 737 (611). Greg. refers to the idea in or. 32. 22 (M. 36.
2008 f.). In talking of it in or. 33. g (M. 36. 2258) he claims: dpyaiws
éyw kai dilooédws. Is there perhaps in v. g8 a half-reminiscence of
A. Pr. 1091=2 & wdvTwy 1 aibnp kowov ddos eidivowv?

Kertsch (Bildersprache, 21-2), in a context referring to influences
of Maximus of Tyre, cites as parallels orr. 14. 25 (M. 35. 889C), 19. 11
(1056c¢), and 4. g6 (629¢), comparing also Clem. str. 3.6 (p. 216. 30 ff.,
M. 8. 1148c¢ f.) He is quoting from Concerning Righteousness by the
Gnostic Epiphanes, who is delightfully characterized by H. Chad-
wick as ‘an intelligent but nasty-minded adolescent of somewhat
pornographic tendencies’ (LCC ii; Alexandrian Christianity, 25).

99. The poem closes with the transition from the natural order estab-
lished by God to the means of salvation appointed within the order
of history.

oadfgorov: would be a hapax. The form sadupBporov is found in
Procl. H. 7. 40.
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7-104-9, 8.12-17, 8.34-8, 8.91
Exodus 8.87b—go

Fall:

of Lucifer 4.46b—30, 6.56-66

of Adam 4.48b-30, 7.112-2¢, 8.g—18
fire 3.32, 5.68~-9, 7.7-8
form 4.7-8

freedom 3.42, 7.100-4
future life 4.95-6

Generationism 7.78-86
Gentiles 8.26b-130
Gnosticism 1.19, 4.3—4, Pp. 1512
Godhead 1.3-3, 1.25-39, 2.5-36, 3, 4.1—
13&.51—1m, 5.1—44, b.1=26, 6.47-66,
p-
Father 1.25-14, 2.5-36, 3.24-5, 3.56—9,
7-35-6, 8.31-3, B.39-40, pp. 68-9
Son, Word, Christ 1.10-15, 1.27-34, 2
passim, 3.9, 3.16-17, 3.25-31, 3.54=6,
4-76-92, 5.53~69, 6.82-95, 7.55-77,
7.97~12g, 8.26b-qq, pp. 69-70
Spirit 1.22—4, 1.34—9, 3 passim, 6.96—q,
8.67-9, 8.77-9, pp. 70-1L 114~15
Trinity 1.25-353, 3.37-53, 3-71-03,
4-55-89, 6.1-2, p. 68
grammar p.
Gregory Nyssen 4.24-34, 5 intro., 5.15b-
33, 7-82-go
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Hades, Descent 2.78-q

harmony 7.11-17

Hebrews 1.10-21, 8.19—-30

Heraclitus 7.7-8

heresy 1.35b—g

High Priest 2.73

Hely of Holies 3.91

humanity 4.32-50, 4.75-100, 6.47-35, 61—

6, 7 passim, 8.31-39, 8.72—gb, pp. 71~
2

lamblichus pp. 228-9
idolatry 8.9—-30
illumination 3.20-3, 6.1-26
imagery p.b
Incarnation 2.5-77, 3.24-30, 8.31-71,
p-710
see also Godhead
inspiration 1.16-24, 6.9gb-8
Irenaeus 7.70-1
Ixion 7.38

Julian, Emperor 5.15b=33
John, Baptist 8.72-7a

‘kenosis’ 8.39b—41
knowledge 1.1-24, b.ga-11

language pp. 59-6o

Law, Old and New 8.1-8, 8.70

Leucippus 7.7-8

life of Gregory pp. 637

light 1.10-13, 1.38-g, 2.22, 3.20-132,
3-41b-8, 3.65-71, 3.78~0, 3.90-3,
4.24-334, 4.39-41, 4.46—30, 4.63-6,
4-75-100, 6.1-19, 6.37-8, 6.50-2,
6.81, 6.93-100, 7.1-3, 8.72—3

literary history pp. 37-9

Lucifer 4.46—352, 6.56—g3, 8.g—18

Magi 5.53~71, 8.61—3

Manichaeism 4 intro., 4.24-54, 4.59b-62,
4.81, 5.15b=33, 6.88—g, 7.23-4, 7.70-
L, p. 229

Marcellus of Ancyra 1.28—q, 3.60, 3.64,
Mary, Virgin 2.64, 8.64—9
matter:

pre-existent 4.1-23

form 4.7-8
metre pp. fui=2

modalism 1.28-g
Moses 1.11-13

Nemesius 7.14-17, 7.22-32, 7.91b—=6
Neoplatonism 4.3-4, 7.32-32, P. 75

oratory p. b3

Origen 3.20-3, 4.7-8, 4.59b-63, 5 intro.,
5-15b=33, 5.58, 6.22~6, 6.38, 6.56-66,
f.92-3, 7.32=352

Orphics 7.8b—g, 7.32-52

Paradise 7.100—22
Pelagianism 8.q1-2

Philo 4.67-74
Plato 1.2, 4.3-4, 4.67-74, 5.2, 7.11=17,
7:39 7-44-52

Platonists 3.41b, 4.3-4, 7.32-52

Plotinus 4.52, 5 intro., 5.15b-13, 5.18,
7:7-8, 7.12-138, 7.32-32

Pneumatomachians (Macedonians)
P- 115

polytheism 3.80-3

Porphyry 7.32-32

pre-existence of souls 7.78-¢6

Proclus 7.55-74, 7.32-32

providence 1.5, 4.84=9, 5 passim, 8.5=8,
pp. 68-73

Pythagoras 5.37, 7.11-17, 7:27, 7.32-52

quintessence 3.68-q

rainbow imagery 6.1-3
ranks of being 6.47-35
Redemption 2.1-2, 2.47-30, 2.60-77,
~ 8.41-96, pp. 6y-70, 72
reincarpation 7.32-52
revelation 1.36, 3.10-36, 3.90-3, 4.75-6,
5.39-42, p. 68
Resurrection 2.78-g, 7.42~-52
reward and punishment 7.44-52

Sabellianism 1.28—q, 1.35b-4, 3.9, 3.60,
17213

Sallustius 4.3-4, 4.35-74, 7-32-52

Scripture 3.10-14, 3.34-9, 3.53-8,
PP- 7i—4

Seth 3.37-41

Sinai 1.r1-13

Stoicism 3.64, 4.55-74, 5 intro,, 7.3, 7.7-
8, 7.22-31, 7.78-9, p. 76

structure of the poems pp. 357

subordinationism 3.54-70
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Tatian 3.63 traducianism 7.78-g6
Tertullian 3.61-70, 7 intro., 7.1, 7.32—352,  transmigration of souls 7.32-32
7.89 tritheism 3.84-6

Theodosius 1.14b-15 . )
time 2.7, 2.18-27, 4.70-4 will 2.26-7, 3.85-6, 477

title of the poems p. 51 Zeno 5.68-9
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