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OD REDAKCJI

Oddawany do rak Czytelnikow kolejny, 68. tom ,,Vox Patrum”, w swej
zasadniczej czesci, miesci blok tematyczny zatytutowany Ojcowie Kosciola
w polemice 7 herezjami, ktory zawiera 37 artykutow. Tom prezentuje tez inne
tradycyjne dzialty: Przeklady —w ktorym umieszczono 1 niewielki przektad sy-
ryjskiego przedstawiciela Ojcow Kos$ciota — Afrahata; Recenzje — obejmujacy
17 oméwien polskich i zagranicznych publikacji dotyczacych antyku chrzesci-
janskiego; Dzial informacyjny — zawierajacy polska bibliografi¢ patrystyczna
za lata 2015-2016, 13 szczegdtowych sprawozdan z polskich i zagranicznych
konferencji patrystycznych w latach 2016-2017 oraz 18 informacji dotycza-
cych roznych wydarzen patrystycznych w polskich i zagranicznych osrodkach
naukowych. W zamykajacym tom dziale /n memoriam zostalo zamieszczone
wspomnienie o zmartym ks. prof. Wincentym Myszorze.

Mamy nadziejg, ze i ten oddany do rak Czytelnikéw tom ,,Vox Patrum”
spotka si¢ z zainteresowaniem i zyczliwym przyjeciem.
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Ks. Bogdan CZYZEWSKI*

HEREZJE WCZESNOCHRZESCIJANSKIE
— ZAGADNIENIA WPROWADZAJACE

W interesujacym nas okresie patrystycznym pojecie herezji odnoszono do
falszywej nauki, ktéra stawata si¢ przyczyna odstgpstw od jednosci Kosciota.
Od strony przedmiotowej byta to zatem fatszywa doktryna o Bogu'. Nalezy
réwniez doda¢, ze Ojcowie KosSciota przestrzegali czgsto przed herezja, zda-
wali sobie bowiem sprawg z tego, ze polega ona na odtaczeniu si¢ od chrzes-
cijanskiej prawdy”. Dlatego w literaturze wczesnochrzescijanskiej spotykamy
dzieta w calosci poswigcone herezjom i taki tez czgsto nosza one tytut. Przy-
ktadem moze by¢ niewielkie pismo Filastriusza z Brescii Diversarum hereseon
liber®, czy tez Panarion Epifaniusza z Salaminy* cytowane jako Haereses, badz
$w. Augustyna De haeresibus’. Nie tylko jednak z tego typu pism poznajemy
tworcow herezji i ich poglady. Literatura pierwszych wiekéw Ko$ciota zawiera
wiele watkow, w ktorych pojawia si¢ ten temat, co jest catkowicie zrozumiate,
kiedy wezmie si¢ pod uwage, ze w miar¢ rozwoju chrzescijanstwa odstepstw
od prawdziwej doktryny bylo coraz wigcej, stad tez autorzy koscielni musieli
podejmowac proby poszerzania definicji herezji, refleksje za§ zwiazane z okre-
slaniem herezji stawaty si¢ coraz bardziej wyraziste.

Zagadnienie herezji wczesnochrzescijanskiej wielokrotnie bylto juz przed-
miotem badan uczonych. Do najwazniejszych opracowan tej kwestii nalezy
niewatpliwie solidny rozdzial monografii Michaela Fiedrowicza zatytulowany

" Ks. prof. dr hab. Bogdan Czyzewski — profesor w Zaktadzie Teologii Patrystycznej i Historii
Kosciota na Wydziale Teologicznym Uniwersytetu im. Adama Mickiewicza w Poznaniu; e-mail:
czybo@amu.edu.pl.

' Por. W. Myszor, Herezja. W okresie patrystycznym, EK VI 752.

2 Por. tenze, Herezje, w: Katolicyzm A-Z, red. Z. Pawlak, Poznan 1982, 132.

3 Por. Filastrius Brixiensis, Diversarum hereseon liber, PL 12, 1111-1301. Dzieto to zostato na-
pisane w latach 385-391. Biskup zapoznaje czytelnika ze 156 herezjami. Wylicza 28 herezji zydow-
skich i 128 chrzescijanskich. Filastriusz korzysta z Epifaniusza z Salaminy i Hipolita; por. SWP 156.

4 Por. Epiphanius Constantinensis, Panarion, PG 41, 173-1200, ttum. M. Gilski: Epifaniusz
z Salaminy, Panarion: Herezje 1-33, Krakow 2015. Epifaniusz z Salaminy utozyt to dzieto w latach
374-376 i opisat w nim 80 herezji. Tytut pisma Panarion oznacza skrzynig, apteczke (gr. mavaplov)
i wskazuje, ze intencja autora byto dostarczenie lekarstwa tym, ktoérzy zostali dotknigci ,,choroba”
herezji; por. F. Draczkowski, Patrologia, Pelplin — Lublin 1998, 272.

5 Por. Augustinus, De haeresibus, PL 42, 21-50.
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Ortodoksja i herezja®. Godna uwagi jest tez praca Alain Le Boulluec: La no-
tion d’héresie dans la littérature grecque II-I1I° siécles’. Warto tez zwrdcic
uwage na wydane w Lublinie materiaty z sympozjum organizowanego przez
Sekcje Patrystyczna, ktoére miato miejsce w Nowym Saczu w 2011 r., a jego
temat brzmiat: Ortodoksja, herezja, schizma w Kosciele starozytnym?®.

1. Znaczenie terminu aipeoig w literaturze poganskiej i w Nowym Te-
stamencie. Aby lepiej zrozumie¢, czym byla herezja wczesnochrzescijanska,
nalezy najpierw odnie$¢ si¢ do terminologii. Grecki termin aipecig posiada
wiele znaczen. Rozpoczng od jego pozytywnego zabarwienia, jakie pojawiato
si¢ zwlaszcza w literaturze poganskiej. Oto kilka przyktadéw: u Herodota ter-
min ten oznaczat ,,wzigcie”, ,,zdobycie miasta”; u Platona ,,wybor”, ,,zamiar”;
u Plutarcha ,,pozostawienie wyboru” albo ,,brak wyboru”; u Tukidydesa ,,wy-
bory”, ,.elekcje urzednikow”; u Demostenesa: ,,upodobanie”, ,,sktonnosc”,
»predylekcje”’; pojawiato si¢ tez znaczenie: ,,zamilowanie do czegos$”, ,,stu-
dium czegos”, ,,studium literatury greckiej”, ,,system filozoficzny”, ,,szkota
filozoficzna™. Wymienione okres$lenia wskazuja na bogactwo znaczen tego
terminu, co w sumie dawato obraz jakiej$ dziatalno$ci intelektualnej zwia-
zanej z systemami myslowymi, mozliwoscia dokonywania wyboréw lub tez
nazwa okreslonych szkot.

Obok wspomnianych wyzej znaczen spotykamy inne, zwlaszcza w No-
wym Testamencie, na okreslenie jakiej$ grupy ludzi przez tych, ktorzy do niej
nie nalezeli. Chodzi tutaj o znaczenie terminu oipecig w sensie stronnictwa
lub sekty. Przykltadem jest nazywanie w taki sposob przez autora Dziejow
Apostolskich dwoch popularnych w judaizmie ugrupowan o charakterze
polityczno-religijnym. Pierwsze to wystgpujace pod taka nazwa ,,stronnic-
two (aipeoic) saduceuszow” (Dz 5, 17), drugie natomiast to ,,stronnictwo
(aipeoig) faryzeuszow” (Dz 15, 5). Z kolei stowo aipecig w znaczeniu ,,sek-
ta” pojawia sig takze w Dziejach Apostolskich i to trzykrotnie. Uzyte zostato
mianowicie na okreslenie chrzescijan jako ,,sekty (olpeoic) nazarejczykow”.
Najpierw wypowiada je retor Tertullos oskarzajacy przed prokuratorem Felik-
sem §w. Pawtla:

¢ Por. M. Fiedrowicz, Teologia Ojcow Kosciola. Podstawy wczesnochrzescijanskiej refleksji
nad wiarq, tham. W. Szymona, Krakow 2009, 381-453.

" Por. A. Le Boulluec, La notion d’héresie dans la littérature grecque IF-IIF siecles, t. 1-2,
Paris 1985.

8 Por. Ortodoksja, herezja, schizma w Kosciele starozytnym, red. F. Draczkowski — J. Patucki
— P. Szczur — M. Szram — M. Wysocki — M. Ziotkowska, Lublin 2012. Mozna doda¢ jeszcze inne
opracowania, w ktorych podjety zostat temat herezji: M. Simonetti, Ortodossia ed eresia tra I e Il
secolo, VetCh 29 (1992) 359-389; M. Stachura, Heretycy, schizmatycy i manichejczycy wobec Ce-
sarstwa Rzymskiego (lata 324-428, wschodnia czes¢ Imperium), Krakow 2000; H.E.W. Turner, The
Pattern of Christian Truth. A Study in the Relations between Orthodoxy and Heresy in the Early
Church, Eugene 20042,

? Por. Abramowiczowna I 55.
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HStwierdziliSmy, ze czlowiek ten jest przywoddca sekty nazarejczykow
(tdv Nolwpaiwv alpécenc)” (Dz 24, 5).

Sw. Pawet za$ odpowiadajac na stawiane mu zarzuty przez wspomnianego
Tertullosa, odrzekt:

»Wedhlug drogi, nazywanej przez nich sekta (aipeoiv), stuz¢ Bogu moich oj-
cow” (Dz 25, 14).

Trzeci raz pojawia sig ten termin w ustach przedstawiciela najznakomitszych
Zydow podczas spotkania ze §w. Pawlem w Rzymie:

,,Chcemy jednak ustysze¢ od ciebie, co myslisz, bo wiadomo nam o tym stron-
nictwie (aipécewg), ze wszedzie spotyka si¢ ze sprzeciwem” (Dz 28, 22).

W powyzszych tekstach biblijnych stowo aipecig posiada zatem cechy
pejoratywne, poniewaz nie tylko okresla konkretna grupe ludzi, ale tez odroz-
nia ja od tej, przez ktora zostata w taki sposob okreslona. Na tym jednak nie
konczy si¢ gama znaczen terminu aipecig w Nowym Testamencie. Kiedy $w.
Pawet uzywa tego stowa w swoich listach, wowczas nabiera ono sensu nega-
tywnego. W 1 Liscie do Koryntian méwi o sporach (oyiopota) i rozdarciach
(aipéoeirg) w Kosciele (por. 1Kor 11, 18-19). W Liscie do Galatow (Ga 5, 20)
wymienia nie tylko réznego rodzaju wystepki charakteryzujace tamtejsza
gming, ale wspomina tez o roztamach (aipéoeig). Chociaz w jednym i drugim
przypadku nie chodzi jeszcze o btedy natury dogmatycznej, co raczej dyscy-
plinarne, to jednak $w. Pawet dostrzegat zarowno w sporach, jak i rozdarciach
zagrozenie jednosci koscielnej'.

Warto przytoczy¢ jeszcze jeden tekst, tym razem fragment z 2 Listu $w.
Piotra, w ktorym jest mowa o btednej nauce wprowadzonej przez fatszywych
prorokéw i1 nauczycieli. Apostot przestrzega uczniow Chrystusa:

»Znalezli si¢ jednak fatszywi prorocy wsrdd ludu tak samo, jak wérdéd was
beda falszywi nauczyciele, ktoérzy wprowadza wsrod was zgubne herezje
(oupéoerg). Wypra si¢ oni Wiladcy, ktory ich nabyl, a sprowadza na siebie
rychta zgube. A wielu pdjdzie za ich rozpusta, przez nich za$ droga prawdy
bedzie obrzucona bluznierstwami” (2P 2, 1-2).

Z powyzszego fragmentu dowiadujemy sig, na czym polegala herezja wedtug
Apostota. Chodzito mianowicie o podawanie nieprawdziwej nauki przez fatszy-
wych prorokow i nauczycieli, dalej wyparcie si¢ Whadcy, gdzie prawdopodobnie
$w. Piotr miat na mysli zaparcie si¢ wiary, i w koncu odrzucenie nauczanej praw-
dy. Dopowiedzeniem do tego moze by¢ tekst z Listu §w. Pawta do Tytusa, w kto-
rym Apostot radzi, by wystrzegac si¢ sekciarza (aipetikov dvBpwmov)', ktory
jest cztowiekiem przewrotnym, grzesznym i sam siebie potgpia (por. Tt 3, 10-11).

1 Por. Fiedrowicz, Teologia Ojcéw Kosciota, s. 383-384; por. takze S. Rabiej, Herezja. W Bi-
blii, EK VI 751-752.
1'W Biblii Tysiaclecia uzyte w tym tek$cie stowo alipetikov &vOpwmov przettumaczone zosta-
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2. Pojecie herezji w doktrynie Ojcow przednicejskich. Rozumienie
herezji w Nowym Testamencie jako oderwanie si¢ pewnej grupy wyznajacej
btedna nauke zostalo przejete przez Ojcow Apostolskich. Sw. Ignacy Antio-
chenski w swoich listach okresla herezje r6znego rodzaju terminami. Prze-
strzega przed ,,obcymi naukami” i ,,starymi basniami”'?, przed ,,gloszacymi
falszywa nauke™'® lub tez przed ,,btedna nauka™'*. Podobnie czyni $w. Polikarp

ze Smyrny, ktory polemizujac z doketami pisze do Kosciota w Filippi:

,,Kazdy bowiem, kto nie uznaje, ze Jezus Chrystus przyszedt w ciele, jest an-
tychrystem, kto nie uznaje $wiadectwa krzyza, ten jest z diabta, a kto wedtug
swoich wlasnych pragnien znieksztatca powiedzenia Pana, méwiac, ze nie
ma zmartwychwstania, ani sadu, taki cztowiek jest pierworodnym Szatana”'>.

Mamy tutaj przyktad, jakie prawdy wiary byly kwestionowane za czas6w Po-
likarpa: wcielenie Chrystusa, Jego smier¢ na krzyzu i zmartwychwstanie oraz
sad Bozy.

Autorem wczesnochrzescijanskim, ktory zwracal uwage na doktrynalny
aspekt pojecia herezji, byt niewatpliwie $w. Justyn. Powolujac si¢ na nauke
Menandra z Samarii i Marcjona z Pontu stwierdza:

,»Wszyscy ich zwolennicy [...] nazywani sa chrzescijanami, cho¢ nie wyznaja
tych samych nauk, podobnie zreszta jak owi filozofowie, ktorzy, co prawda,
r6znig sie w swoich pogladach, lecz okre$lani sa wspdlnym mianem filozofii”'.

W Dialogu z Zydem Tryfonem odnajdujemy wypowiedz, w ktorej Justyn
ucieka si¢ do analogii ze szkotami filozoficznymi. Herezje byty dla niego jak
rézne kierunki myslenia. Nastapito bowiem odejscie od prawdziwej nauki
1 stworzenie wlasnej. Dlatego nie mozna przyznawac¢ takim ludziom miana
,chrzescijan”, a zwlaszcza ich nauce, ktora posiada wytacznie ludzki, nie zas
Boski autorytet!”.

1o jako ,,sekciarz”, w Biblii Paulistow za$ przez ,,burzyciel jednosci”, w Biblii Poznanskiej ,,czto-
wiek, ktory rozbija jednosc”.

12 Tgnatius Antiochenus, Epistula ad Magnesios VIII 1, PG 5, 765, thum. A. Swiderkowna,
w: Pierwsi swiadkowie. Pisma Ojcow Apostolskich, BOK 10, Krakow 2010, 121.

13 Tenze, Epistula ad Ephesios IX 1, PG 5, 739, thum. A. Swiderkéwna, w: Pierwsi Swiadkowie.
Pisma Ojcow Apostolskich, BOK 10, 115.

14 Tenze, Epistula ad Polycarpum 111 1, PG 5, 863, thum. A. Swiderkowna, w: Pierwsi swiadko-
wie. Pisma Ojcow Apostolskich, BOK 10, 141.

15 Polycarpus Smyrnensis, Epistula ad Philippenses VII 1, PG 5, 1012, thum. A. Swiderkowna,
w: Pierwsi swiadkowie. Pisma Ojcow Apostolskich, BOK 10, 159.

16 Tustinus, Apologia I 26, 6, PG 6, 369, ttum. L. Misiarczyk, w: Justyn Meczennik, 7 i 2 Apo-
logia. Dialog z Zydem Tryfonem, Warszawa 2012, 60.

'7 Por. tenze, Dialogus cum Iudaeo Tryphone 35, 6, PG 6, 552, thum. L. Misiarczyk, w: Justyn
Meczennik, / i 2 Apologia. Dialog z Zydem Tryfonem, s. 197-198. Zob. N. Widok, Ortodoksja, he-
rezja, schizma — wyjasnienie poje¢, w: Ortodoksja, herezja, schizma w Kosciele starozytnym, s. 24.
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3. Powstawanie herezji. W pismach wczesnochrzescijanskich pojawiaja
si¢ takze wypowiedzi dotyczace powstawama hereZJl Probowano odpowie-
dzie¢ na pytanie o sposoby sprzeniewierzania si¢ temu, co nazywamy depo-
zytem wiary. Przyktadem jest Wincenty z Lerynu (1 ok. 450), ktory w swoich
Pamietnikach charakteryzuje heretykow w nastepujacy sposob:

,hie zadowalaja si¢ oni prawidlem wiary, w przesztosci raz przekazanym
1 przyjetym, ale ustawicznie czego$ nowego szukaja, zawsze usituja co$ do
religii doda¢ (addere), co$ zmieni¢ (mutare) lub ujaé (detrahere)”'®.

Wincenty wylicza zatem trzy sposoby postgpowania, ktore prowadza do
powstania btedow. Zawsze jest to falszowanie doktryny, mimo ze zostata juz
zapisana. Pierwszy btad, na ktoéry wskazuje §w. Wincenty to dodawanie (ad-
dere) ,,czego$ do religii”. Ilustracja tego byto z pewnoscia pojawienie si¢ pism
apokryficznych, ktorych autorstwo przypisywano apostotom lub tez nauka
gnostyka Marcjona, w ktorej wystepuje ,,drugi Bog”, nieznany w Starym Te-
stamencie lecz dopiero objawiony przez Chrystusa.

Drugi btad wymieniony przez Wincentego z Lerynu polega na zmienianiu
(mutare) czego$ w samej tresci wiary. Wezesniej doskonale ujat to §w. Irene-
usz z Lyonu ktory pisat o gnostykach, ze ,,méwiq podobnie jak my, ale zu-
petnie inaczej mysla”". Oznacza to, ze na swoj sposob i dla wasnego uzytku
interpretuja prawdy Boze. Sw. Hilary z Poitiers dodat zas:

,Herezja [...] powstaje nie z Pisma Swigtego, lecz ze sposobu jego rozumie-
nia. Nie wypowiedz, lecz jej rozumienie jest przestgpstwem”?,

Trzeci wreszcie btad heretykow, na ktory zwraca uwage sw. Wincenty
z Lerynu to opuszczanie (detrahere) czego$ w doktrynie. Przyktadem po-
nownie moze by¢ wspomniany juz MaI‘C_]OIl ktory — jak stwierdza Tertulian
— okroit Pismo Swigte pozbawiajac Je calych ksiag badz tez fragmentow?'.

Powstawanie herezji dokonuje si¢ nie tylko poprzez przerabianie zapisa-
nej 1 pewnej doktryny, ale takze poprzez zachwianie relacji do wartosci, kto-
re gwarantuja zachowanie ortodoksji. M. Fiedrowicz w przywolywanej juz
wczesniej monografii szczegotowo omawia to zagadnienie. Podazajac za spo-
sobem myslenia pisarzy okresu patrystycznego bierze za punkt wyjscia stowo

18 Vincentius Lerinensis, Commonitorium XXI, PL 50, 666, thum. J. Stahr: Wincenty z Lerynu,
Pamietniki, POK 8, Poznan 1928 (reprint 2012), 40.

1% Trenaeus Lugdunensis, Adversus haereses, Praefatio, PG 7, 441, ttum. W. Myszor, w: tenze,
Ireneusz z Lyonu i gnostycy. Zdemaskowanie i odparcie falszywej gnozy. Tlumaczenie: Adversus
haereses Ksigga I i I, Katowice 2016 = SACh SN 17 (2016) 32.

20 Hilarius Pictaviensis, De Trinitate 11 3, PL 10, 51-52, tlum. E. Stanula: Sw. Hilary z Poitiers,
O Tréjcy Swietej, PSP 64, Warszawa 2005, 81.

2! Por. Tertullianus, De praescriptione haereticorum 38, 9, ed. R.F. Refoulé, CCL 1, Turnhout
1954, 219, thum. E. Stanula: Tertulian, Preskrypcja przeciw heretykom, w: Tertulian, Wybor pism,
PSP 5, Warszawa 1970, 73. Zob. W. Myszor, Wstep. Marcjon i marcjonizm, w: Tertulian, Przeciw
Marcjonowi, PSP 58, Warszawa 1994, 22-23.
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,,Wybor” 1 powstanie herezji dostrzega w wyborze wlasnego mys$lenia zamiast
Bozego. Chodzi tutaj przede wszystkim o relacj¢ heretyka do prawdy. Autor
powotuje si¢ na kilka wypowiedzi pisarzy wczesnochrzescijanskich, w ktérych
doskonale wida¢, na czym polega btad popetniany przez tych, ktorzy wpadaja
w herezjg??. Wspomniana relacja do prawdy zostaje zachwiana wtasnie przez
dokonanie niewtasciwego wyboru. Tertulian w Adversus Marcionem moéwi
0 wybieraniu raczej swojej woli niz Bozego zakazu, co wida¢ w postgpowaniu
Adama. Dlatego popehiony przez niego grzech postawienia wlasnego zdania
nad Bozym uznat Tertulian za pierwotny typ herezji*®. W tym niewlasciwym
wyborze nie liczy si¢ zatem obiektywna prawda, ale subiektywnie podcho-
dzi si¢ do prawd wiary. Wida¢ to przede wszystkim w interpretacji ksiag bi-
blijnych, ktorych tres¢, w przypadku heretykow, nie jest objasniana ,,wedtug
jasnos$ci zawartej w nich prawdy, lecz wedlug wlasnego rozumienia™. Tego
typu zachowanie dostrzec mozna zwlaszcza wtedy, kiedy wezmiemy pod
uwagg fakt, ze kazda z herezji uzasadniata swoje doktryny w oparciu o Pismo
Swigte. Postugiwanie si¢ argumentem biblijnym, by uzasadni¢ swoje poglady,
powodowato, jak twierdzil m.in. $w. Ireneusz z Lyonu, ogromne spustoszenie
w gltowach ludzi nieuczonych i wywieralo wrazenie na przeciwnikach?. Sto-
sowanie tego typu zabiegow prowadzito do indywidualnego osadu okreslonej
prawdy wiary, osobistego jej uznania badz tez odrzucenia, przyjecia swojej
prawdy, takiej, ktora zgodna jest z wlasnym upodobaniem.

Powstanie herezji dokonuje si¢ takze przez niewlasciwa relacj¢ here-
tykow do Kosciota®. Doktadnie charakteryzuje to Tertulian w Preskrypcji
przeciw heretykom:

,heretyk wydaje sam na siebie wyrok potgpienia, poniewaz wybiera to, przez
co si¢ potepia. Nam za$ absolutnie nie wolno wprowadzac to, co nam si¢ po-
doba, ani tez przyjmowac to, co kto§ inny wedlug wlasnej woli wprowadzit.
Dla nas jedynymi nauczycielami sa Apostotowie panscy, ktorzy tez nie glo-
sili co im si¢ podobato, ale przekazali wiernie narodom nauk¢ otrzymana od
Chrystusa. [...] Coz za$ innego sprawia, ze bedac heretykami staliscie sig dla
Apostotow obcymi i wrogami, jak nie odmienno$¢ nauki, ktora kazdy z was
samowolnie i wbrew Apostotom sobie wymyslit, lub tez od innych przyjat?”?’

22 Por. Fiedrowicz, Teologia Ojcow Kosciola, s. 418-421.

2 Por. Tertullianus, Adversus Marcionem 11 2, 7, ed. A. Kroymann, CCL 1, 447, ttum. S. Ryz-
nar: Tertulian, Przeciw Marcionowi, PSP 58, Warszawa 1994, 71.

24 Hilarius Pictaviensis, De Trinitate 11 3, PL 10, 51-52, PSP 64, 81.

% Por. Irenaeus Lugdunensis, Adversus haereses 18, 1, PG 7, 521, thum. Myszor, s. 48. Zob.
Le monde grec ancien et la Bible, éd. C. Mondesert, Paris 1984, 153-170.

26 Zagadnienie to doktadnie omawia, z powotaniem si¢ na teksty patrystyczne, M. Fiedrowicz
(Teologia Ojcow Kosciota, s. 424-429).

¥ Tertullianus, De praescriptione haereticorum 6, 3-4, CCL 1, 191, PSP 5, 45; 37, 7, CCL 1,
218, PSP 5, 72.
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Kilka wiekow pozniej to samo powtarzal §w. Izydor z Sewilli*®. Stwier-
dzit on jednoznacznie, ze w herezji nastepuje odejscie od prawdziwej Tradycji
wiary 1 przej$cie do prawdy subiektywnej, obcej Kosciotowi. Heretycy nie
opieraja gloszonej przez siebie nauki na depozycie wiary przekazanym przez
Apostotow i strzezonej przez Kosciol, ale na doktrynie pochodzacej z wilasnej,
arbitralnej woli. Tertulian powie zdecydowanie: ex nostro arbitrio, czyli to, co
si¢ nam podoba?’. Tymczasem $w. Wincenty z Lerynu stwierdzit:

,Jjest znamieniem chrzescijanskiej skromnos$ci 1 rozwagi nie swoje pomysty
podawaé potomnym, tylko zachowywa¢ prawdy, przejete od przodkow (non
sua posteris tradere, sed a maioribus accepta servare)”.

Z kolei $w. Izydor z Sewilli podkreslat, ze jezeli nawet wezmiemy pod
uwagg, ze poszczegdlne herezje bardzo roznity si¢ od siebie, zalezato to
bowiem od tego, jakiej kwestii dotyczyly, zawsze jednak wspolna im byla
niezwykle krytyczna postawa i odcinanie si¢ od Tradycji wiary KoS$ciota®!.
Sw. Hilary z Poitiers w De Trinitate powiedziat wprost:

,,wszyscy heretycy powstaja przeciwko Kosciotowi. I kiedy wszyscy potrafia
siebie wzajemnie przekonac, to niczego nie osiagaja w stosunku do niego.
Okazuje sig, ze zwycigstwo ich po kolei staje si¢ triumfem Kos$ciota nad kaz-
dym. Herezja bowiem zwalcza w innej to, co w tamtej potgpia wiara Kos-
ciota. Heretycy bowiem nie maja wspolnej nauki, stad przeciwstawiajac sig
sobie wzajemnie potwierdzaja nasza wiarg”*2.

Wspomniana niewlasciwa relacja heretykow do Kosciota wyrazata si¢ nie
tylko w odchodzeniu od koscielnej Tradycji wiary, lecz takze w przypisywa-
niu sobie przez wyznawcow poszczegolnych herezji, ze to oni sa prawdziwym
Kosciolem. Postawe taka mozna bylo dostrzec zwtaszcza u gnostykow, ktorzy
w ogole uwazali siebie za ,,wyzszy stopien normalnego chrzescijanstwa”*. Pi-
sze o tym wielu Ojcow Kosciota, wystarczy jednak przytoczy¢ §w. Augustyna,
ktory w Contra Faustum Manichaeum pyta:

,Bo czy istnieje taka herezja, ktéra by nie twierdzita o sobie, ze jest praw-
da? Obiecuje wszelako, ze doprowadzi do catej prawdy, natomiast nauke

28 Por. Isidorus Hispalensis, Etymologiae VIII 3, 1, PL 82, 296: ,perversum dogma cogitantes
arbitrio suo de Ecclesia recesserunt”.

¥ Por. Tertullianus, De praescriptione haereticorum 6,3, CCL 1, PSP 5, 45.

3 Vincentius Lerinensis, Commonitorium VI, PL 50, 646, POK 8, 14.

31 Por. Isidorus Hispalensis, Etymologiae VIII 5,70, PL 82, 305: , haereses [...] dum in se multis
erroribus divisae invicem sibi dissentiunt, communi tamen nomine adversus Ecclesiam Dei conspi-
rant”. Zob. Fiedrowicz, Teologia Ojcow Kosciota, s. 424-425.

32 Hilarius Pictaviensis, De Trinitate VII 4, PL 10, 202-203, PSP 64, 204.

33 Por. Fiedrowicz, Teologia Ojcéw Kosciola, s. 427 i 429.
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apostotéw przeciwna jej bledowi usituje obalié, jakoby dzigki niej miato na-
dejs¢ to, co jest doskonate™*,

Pewnym podsumowaniem takiej postawy heretykéw moze by¢é wypo-
wiedz sw. Grzegorza Wielkiego, ktory z perspektywy kilku wiekdéw istnienia
Kosciota i rozwijajacych sig ciagle herezji w sposob rzeczowy stwierdza:

,Poniewaz heretycy uwazaja si¢ za posiadajacych §wiatto prawdy, przywo-
huja Koscidt swigty, rzekomo pograzony w nocy btedu, do brzasku prawdy,
azeby dzigki poznaniu Boga powstal niejako ku jasnos$ci brzasku i dzigki mo-
dlitwie pokutnej zmyt to, co byto w przesztosci”™.

Argumentem dla biskupa Rzymu jest przekonanie, iz niemozliwe jest, by
Kosciot tak dlugo bladzit w wierze. Wowczas nalezaloby przyja¢ poglad, ze
Panu Bogu nie zalezalo na przekazaniu prawdy objawionej, nie bylo tez zad-
nych rozumnych ludzi, ktérzy potrafiliby nie tylko przyja¢ depozyt wiary, ale
tez we wlasciwy sposob go zinterpretowac i przekaza¢ pokoleniom chrzescijan.

Kolejna charakterystyczna cecha herezji jest to, ze ukazywany jest w nich
niewlasciwy obraz Boga. Klemens Aleksandryjski w Kobiercach napisat:

,,Zakazdym razem wybieraja to, co im si¢ wydaje bardziej oczywiste od tego, co
zostato powiedziane przez Pana za posrednictwem prorokow i przez Ewange-
lig, a ponadto jeszcze przez apostolow; razem po$wiadczone i utwierdzone™.

Tego typu zarzuty bardzo czg¢sto pojawiaty si¢ w wypowiedziach pisarzy
wczesnochrzescijanskich. Ojcowie zwracali uwage na to, ze takie nielicze-
nie si¢ z Bozym Objawieniem i ocenianie Boga ,,wedtug wiasnych upodo-
ban™’ prowadzi w gruncie rzeczy do batwochwalstwa. Heretycy oddaja bo-
wiem cze$¢ wymyslonym przez siebie bogom. Dosadnie pisze o tym Tertulian
w Preskrypcji przeciw heretykom:

»herezje niczym w gruncie rzeczy si¢ nie roéznia od samego batwochwalstwa.
Wymyslaja bowiem albo innego Boga przeciw Stworzycielowi, albo jesli uznaja
jedynego Stworzyciela, inaczej o nim méwia, niz jest w istocie. Stad tez wszelkie
ktamstwo, ktore odnosza do Boga, jest pewnego rodzaju balwochwalstwem™s,

Taki zatem sposob postgpowania jest nie do przyjecia, poniewaz nie tyl-
ko lekcewazy si¢ Boga, ale tez odrzuca si¢ Go, w miejsce za§ prawdziwego

3 Augustinus, Contra Faustum Manichaeum XXXII 17, PL 42, 507, ttum. J. Sulowski: Sw.
Augustyn, Przeciw Faustusowi. Ksiegi XXII-XXXIII, PSP 56, Warszawa 1991, 138.

35 Gregorius Magnus, Moralia sive Expositio in Iob VIII 37, 61, PL 75, 839, thum. A. Wéjcik:
Sw. Grzegorz Wielki, Moralia. Komentarz do Ksiegi Hioba, t. 2, ZM 41, Krakow 2006, 208.

3¢ Clemens Alexandrinus, Stromata VII 16, 97, PG 9, 536, ttum. J. Niemirska-Pliszczynska:
Klemens Aleksandryjski, Kobierce zapiskow filozoficznych dotyczqcych prawdziwej wiedzy, t. 2,
Warszawa 1994, 298.

37 Hilarius Pictaviensis, Tractatus super psalmos 1, 8, PL 9, 255, thum. wlasne.

38 Tertullianus, De praescriptione haereticorum 40, 8-10, CCL 1, 221, PSP 5, 75.
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Boga, ktory objawit si¢ i dat poznaé ludzkosci, stawia si¢ boga wymys$lonego
i falszywego®.

Warto zwroci¢ uwagg na jeszcze jeden istotny element charakteryzujacy
herezjg. Otdz pisarze wezesnochrzescijanscy w miarg uptywu czasu uscislili
pojecie herezji. Nie wystarczylo powiedzie¢ o kims, ze jest heretykiem, gdyz
popetnia btedy doktrynalne i zmienia tym samym depozyt wiary. Sw. Augus-
tyn w De civitate Dei uscislit, ze:

,»W Kosciele Chrystusowym wszyscy, ktorzy maja jakie$ niezdrowe lub
opaczne zapatrywania, jesli po napomnieniu, by wrocili do mnieman zdro-
wych i poprawnych, uparcie si¢ sprzeciwiaja (resistunt contumaciter) i SWo-
ich, szkodg i1 zatrat¢ niosacych nauk porzuci¢ nie chca, ale trwaja przy ich
obronie, staja si¢ heretykami™.

Biskup Hippony zwraca zatem uwage na to, ze nie tylko btedy w kwe-
stiach wiary czynia kogo$ heretykiem. Takze upor (pertinacia) i podtrzymy-
wanie btedu, trwanie w nim (contumacia), pomimo upomnienia ze strony Kos-
ciota sprawiaja, ze kto$ jest heretykiem*'.

Nalezy jeszcze wspomnie¢ o przekonaniu niektorych pisarzy starozytnego
Kosciota o tym, ze zroédlem herez;ji jest filozofia. Jako pierwszy tego typu zdanie
wypowiedziat §w. Ireneusz z Lyonu. Zarzucil zwolennikom Walentyna, ze swo-
je idee przejeli od pozbawionych wiedzy poetow i filozofow po to, by zebraé

,,sobie tak zwany centon, czyli jakby pozszywana z wielu r6znych kawatkow
szmat, najgorszych tkanin, zewngetrzng szate, i przygotowali ja sobie do no-
szenia przez najbardziej wyszukane $rodki retoryczne”,

Powtarzat to takze Hipolit, ktory uwazal, ze z okreslonej szkoty filozoficz-
nej wrosta jedna herezja, heretykow za$ nazywat plagiatorami. W Refutatio
omnium haeresium napisat:

,Herezjarchowie wywodza si¢ od starozytnych i jak handlarze starzyzna po-
sktadali w jedna cato$¢ ich btedy; tacza je z soba wedle wlasnych pomystow
i jako nowe osiagnigcia glosza niezorientowanym w tej materii”.

Podobne poglady wypowiadat takze Tertulian*, pdZniej za$ jeszcze Epifa-
niusz z Salaminy, a nawet Izydor z Sewilli*. Wydaje sig, ze Ojcowie tego typu
przekonania nie odnosili do wszystkich herezji wezesnochrzescijanskich, lecz

39 Por. Irenaeus Lugdunensis, Adversus haereses 1 10, 3, PG 7, 553-555, thum. Myszor, s. 57.

% Augustinus, De civitate Dei XVIII 51, 1, PL 41, 613, thum. W. Kornatowski: Swiety Augus-
tyn, O panstwie Bozym, t. 2, Warszawa 1977, 380.

4 Por. Fiedrowicz, Teologia Ojcow Kosciola, s. 387-388.

4 Trenaeus Lugdunensis, Adversus haereses 11 14, 2, PG 7, 750, thum. Myszor, s. 142.

+ Hippolytus Romanus, Refutatio omnium haeresium V 6, PG 16, 3123, thum. wiasne.

4 Por. Tertullianus, Adversus Marcionem 1 13,3, CCL 1,454, PSP 58,47,V 19,7, CCL 1, 722,
PSP 58, 312.

4 Por. Fiedrowicz, Teologia Ojcéw Kosciola, s. 437.
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dostrzegali t¢ zalezno$¢ zwtaszcza w gnozie Walentyna oraz w monarchiani-
zmie i arianizmie®.

4. Herezja a schizma. Pozostaje jeszcze jedna istotna kwestia, mianowi-
cie relacji herezji do schlzmy, pomewaz okreslajace je terminy czgsto byty
uzywane jako synommy i nie rozrdézniano ich wprost*. Bywalo tak, ze ten
sam autor postugiwal si¢ zamiennie tymi stowami, jak np. $w. Cyprian z Kar-
taginy® czy $w. Augustyn (chociaz w niektorych wypowiedziach stosowat
wyrazne rozréznienie pojec ,,schizma” i ,,herezja™).

Wydaje sig, ze przynajmniej od IV w. zaczgto w miarg precyzyjnie okre-
sla¢, na czym polega aipeoig i oxiopa. Przyktadem jest chociazby wypo-
wiedz §w. Hieronima z Komentarza do Listu sw. Pawta do Tytusa:

»3adzi si¢, ze migdzy herezja a schizmg jest ta rdznica, ze herezja ma prze-
wrotna nauke, schizma za$ oddziela si¢ od Kosciota [...]. Zreszta kazda schi-
zma tworzy sobie jaka$ herezje, aby prawdziwie wydawalo sig, ze oddalita
sie od Kosciota™?.

W wypowiedzi tej dostrzec mozna watek doktrynalny wlasciwy herezji,
ktory réznicuje schizmg polegajaca na oderwaniu si¢ od wspolnoty Kosciota
na tle podziatéw dyscyplinarnych. W jakiej§ mierze usprawiedliwione tez zo-
stato faczenie tych dwoch termindéw, poniewaz Hieronim stusznie zauwazyl,
iz zroédtem schizmy jest herezja. To za$ powoduje zespolenie btedu (herezja)
z odlaczeniem od jednosci Kosciota (schizma)*'.

Warto przywola¢ w powyzszym kontekscie stowa §w. Bazylego Wielkie-
g0, ktory widzi roznicg pomigdzy herezja i schizma. W jednym z listow pisze:

»Ojcowie, [...] jedne biedne nauki nazywali herezjami (oipéocelg), inne
schizmami (oylopata), a jeszcze inne parasynagogami (Topocvvoywyol).

4 Por. tamze, s. 439.

47 Brak rozrdznienia migdzy herezja a schizma w okresie patrystycznym wydaje si¢ nickiedy
zrozumiaty, poniewaz takze dzisiaj nie zawsze mozliwe jest dostrzezenie réznicy migdzy nimi. Jezeli
chcieliby$my wspolczesnym jezykiem teologicznym zdefiniowac jedno i drugie, wowczas nalezatoby
powiedzie¢, ze herezja polega na wykroczeniu przeciw wierze poprzez dobrowolne odrzucenie prawdy
objawionej. Schizma za$ oznacza wykroczenie przeciw mitoéci polegajace na zerwaniu tacznosci z in-
nymi Kos$ciolami. Stosujac to rozroznienie nalezy doda¢, ze schizma na pierwszym miejscu nie stawia
spraw doktrynalnych, jak ma to miejsce w herezji, ale raczej dochodzi w niej do rdznicy zdan odno$nie
do autorytetu i ustroju w Kosciele; por. G. O’Collins — E.G. Farrugia, Leksykon pojec teologicznych
i koscielnych, ttam. J. Ozog — B. Zak, Krakow 2002, 293; E. Gigilewicz, Schizma, EK XVII 1234.

* Por. Cyprianus, Epistula 51, 1, PL 4, 344, tham. W. Szotdrski: Sw. Cyprian, Listy, PSP 1,
Warszawa 1969, 136.

4 Por. Augustinus, De civitate Dei XX1 25, 2-3, PL 41, 741-742, ttum. Kornatowski, t. 2, s. 541.

0 Hieronymus, Commentarius in epistulam Pauli Apostoli ad Titum 111 10, PL 26, 598, ttum.
A. Baron: Hieronim, Komentarz Listu do Tytusa w jednej Ksiedze, w: Ambrozjaster — Hieronim —
Pelagiusz, Komentarze do Listu sw. Pawla do Tytusa, ZMT 28, Krakow 2003, 187.

ST Por. Widok, Ortodoksja, herezja, schizma — wyjasnienie pojec, s. 31.
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Herezje skupiaja tych, ktorzy odtaczyli si¢ zupehie i odwrocili si¢ od wiary;
schizmy tych, ktorzy odeszli wskutek pewnych przyczyn koscielnych i kwe-
stii mozliwych do rozwiazania przy wzajemnej zgodzie, natomiast parasyna-
gogi sg to ugrupowania powstajace wokot kaptanow lub biskupow, ktorzy nie
chca sie podporzadkowaé, wérdd niezdyscyplinowanego ludu™2.

Po lekturze tego tekstu nasuwaja si¢ dwie uwagi. Pierwsza dotyczy po-
wolania si¢ Bazylego na ,,dawnych Ojcow”. Wynikatoby z tego, ze juz przed
nim wyraznie roznicowano herezj¢ i schizme, co nie wydaje si¢ catkowicie
prawdziwe, tym bardziej, ze — jak juz wskazano wczesniej — traktowano te
pojgcia jako synonimy (nie tylko $w. Cyprian, ale takze p6zniejszy od Bazy-
lego $w. Augustyn). Prawdopodobnie biskup Cezarei Kapadockiej powotujac
si¢ na swoich poprzednikow pragnat uwiarygodni¢ swoja wypowiedz. Druga
za$ uwaga dotyczy nielegalnych zgromadzen — parasynagog, jak je nazywa
$w. Bazyli. Wydaje sig, ze tego typu rozrdznienie na herezje, schizmy i para-
synagogi postuzyto autorowi do doktadnego okreslenia charakteru kazdej ze
wspomnianych grup, by wskazaé na réznice istniejace migdzy nimi>.

Sw. Augustyn dostrzega tez, ale w sensie negatywnym, to co laczy herety-
koéw 1 schizmatykow. W De fide et symbolo pisze:

,Heretycy, majac zte wyobrazenie o Bogu, zniewazaja wiarg. Schizmatycy
natomiast przez nieprzyjazne rozdarcia odsuwaja si¢ od mitosci braterskiej,
chociaz wierza w to samo, w co i my wierzymy. Dlatego ani heretycy nie
naleza do Kosciota katolickiego, poniewaz on kocha Boga, ani schizmatycy,
poniewaz Ko$ciot kocha blizniego™*.

Z jednej strony biskup Hippony dostrzega wyrazna rdéznic¢ pomigdzy he-
rezja i schizma, gdyz pierwsza charakteryzuje si¢ odejsciem od prawowierne;j
doktryny, druga za$ od wspolnoty. Z drugiej natomiast zastrzega, ze ani here-
tycy, ani schizmatycy nie sa we wspolnocie Kosciota, poniewaz wyklucza ich
Z niego sposob postepowania. Kosciol bowiem ze swojej natury jest blisko
Boga i cztowieka. Heretycy natomiast zaprzeczaja mitosci do Boga, gdyz po-
przez popetniane btedy pokazuja Jego falszywy obraz, schizmatycy za$ odry-
wajac si¢ od jednosci z bliznimi zaprzeczaja mitosci do cztowieka.

skosksk

Kwestie zwiazane z herezjami wczesnochrzescijanskimi nie naleza do pro-
stych, chociazby z tego powodu, ze zagadnienie to jest niezwykle obszerne,

52 Basilius Caesariensis, Epistula 188, 1, PG 32, 665, thum. W. Krzyzaniak: Sw. Bazyli Wielki,
Listy, Warszawa 1972, 184.

53 Por. Widok, Ortodoksja, herezja, schizma — wyjasnienie pojec, s. 32-33.

5% Augustinus, De fide et symbolo X 21, PL 40, 193, ttum. L. Gtadyszewski: Augustyn, O wierze
i symbolu, w: Augustyn — Piotr Chryzolog — Wenancjusz Fortunatus, Symbol apostolski w nauczaniu
Ojcéw, ZMT 53, Krakéw 2010, 55.
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a wypowiedzi pisarzy starozytnego Kosciota sa bardzo liczne. Dlatego tez
W niniejszym opracowaniu dokonano koniecznego wyboru autoréw oraz teks-
tow definiujacych herezje¢ i skupiono si¢ na najwazniejszych aspektach, by naj-
pierw odpowiedzie¢ na pytanie o znaczenie greckiego terminu aipecig w lite-
raturze poganskiej i w pismach Nowego Testamentu. Ta wstgpna refleksja byta
o tyle wazna, ze pozwolita dostrzec, jaki byt wptyw biblijnej definicji herez;ji
na rozumienie tego problemu przez pierwszych pisarzy chrzescijanskich.

W kolejnych wiekach, zwlaszcza kiedy odstepstw od prawdziwej doktryny
bylo coraz wigcej, autorzy koscielni podejmowali proby poszerzania definicji
herezji, refleksje za§ zwiazane z jej okre$laniem stawatly si¢ coraz bardziej
wyraziste. Zastanawiano si¢ zarowno nad geneza herezji, jak 1 nad charak-
terystycznymi cechami heretykdw oraz istotnymi cechami herezji. Z czasem
tez udato si¢ precyzyjniej okresli¢ zakres znaczeniowy termindw ,,schizma”
i,,herezja”, ktorych to pojec¢ niekiedy uzywano jako synonimow.

EARLY CHRISTIAN HERESIES — INTRODUCTORY ISSUES
(Summary)

In the times of the Church Fathers the notion of heresy was related to the false
doctrine what became the cause of derogations from the unity of the Church. It
was a false tenet about God, hence the Fathers of the Church tried to define not
only mistakes created within the Church, but also to develop orthodox doctrine.
Due to the vastness of the this subject authors and texts defining heresies were se-
lected. Firstly, attention was drawn on the Greek term aipeoig contained in pagan
literature and the writings of the New Testament, which allowed to see what was
the impact, especially the biblical definition of heresy, on the understanding of the
early Christian writers, especially before the first Council of Nice in 325. It was
also necessary to ask about the origin of heresy and its characteristics. Fathers af-
firmed unequivocally that their creation were associated mainly with making the
wrong choices. The result of this were incorrect relations of heretics to the truth
and to the Church, wrong image of God and abiding in stubbornness. Fathers also
attempted to define more precisely the scope of meaning of schism and heresy,
which are concepts often used as synonyms.

Key words: heresy, schism, Fathers of the Church, orthodoxy, doctrine.

Stowa kluczowe: herezja, schizma, Ojcowie Kos$ciota, ortodoksja, doktryna.
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METAMORFOZY PLATONSKIEJ
»METAFORY SLONCA” (RESPUBLICA 509B)
W HETERO- I ORTODOKSYJNEJ TEOLOGII (I-I11 W.):
GNOSTYCYZM, KLEMENS Z ALEKSANDRII I ORYGENES

Wplyw Platona na wczesna teologi¢ chrzescijanska, zwtaszcza aleksan-
dryjska, jest powszechnie przyjmowany przez badaczy antyku chrze$cijan-
skiego. Nie wszyscy jednak zgadzaja si¢ z tym, iz platonizm przyczynit si¢
w sposob pozytywny do refleksji nad Objawieniem. Niektérzy widza w fi-
lozofii platonskiej zrodto pierwotnych herezji, czego przyktad znajdujemy
zreszta juz w starozytnosci', inni — uznajac zapozyczenia platonskie za pewien
trend, jesli nie ,,modg”, charakteryzujaca pewne osrodki intelektualno-kultu-
rowe, w ktorych tworzyli Ojcowie Kosciola — staraja si¢ w pewien sposob
ogranicza¢ doniosto$¢ platonizmu w ksztattowaniu si¢ ortodoksyjnej doktry-
ny chrze$cijanskiej?>. W niniejszym artykule ukazemy, w miar¢ mozliwos$ci
szczegotowo, wpltyw Platonskiej ,,metafory stonca” na hetero- i ortodoksyjna
teologig pierwszych trzech wiekow chrzescijanstwa. Ze wzgledu na rozmiary

* Dr Damian Mrugalski OP — wykladowca patrologii, historii filozofii starozytnej i jezyka
greckiego w Kolegium Filozoficzno-Teologicznym Polskiej Prowincji Dominikanow w Krakowie;
e-mail: mnichop@gmail.com.

! Por. Tertullianus, De praescriptione haereticorum 7, ed. R.F. Refoulé, SCh 46, Paris 1957,
96-99, ttum. E. Stanula, w: Kwintus Septymiusz Florens Tertulian, Wybor pism, PSP 5, Warsza-
wa 1970, 45-47: ,Filozofia bowiem jest zrodtem wszystkich herezji. Z niej platonik Walentyn,
wysnul nauke o eonach [...]. Nasza nauka zrodzita si¢ w portyku Salomona, ktory twierdzil, ze
Boga nalezy szuka¢ w prostocie serca. Niech o tym pamigtaja ci, ktorzy glosza jakies stoickie,
platonskie czy dialektyczne chrzescijanstwo. Po Chrystusie Jezusie nie potrzebujemy juz zadnych
badan, a po Jego Ewangelii zadnych dociekan!”. Negatywna opini¢ odnosnie do platonskich
wplywow na chrzescijanstwo prezentuje rowniez protestancki mysliciel A. von Harnack (Lehrbuch
der Dogmengeschichte, vol. 1-3, Freiburg 1886-1890; Das Wesen des Christentums, Leipzig 1900),
ktéry w platonizmie widzi nie tylko zrédto herezji, ale i cate chrzescijanstwo, wraz z dogmatami
powstatymi po IV w. uznaje za obcy Ewangelii twor mysli greckie;j.

2 Przyktadem moze tu by¢ opinia M.J. Edwardsa (Origen Against Plato, Oxford 2002, 1), ktory
prowokacyjnie parafrazujac poglad teologéw, iz ,,Aleksandria godzi si¢ na platonizm, jak Londyn
na smog”, stara si¢ wykazac, na przyktadzie dziet Orygenesa, ze pojgcia filozofii greckiej weszty do
doktryny chrzescijanskiej ,,poprzez selekcjg a nie osmozg” (tamze, s. 56). W swej publikacji, Ed-
wards nie wyklucza wptywow mysli Platona na ksztaltowanie sig teologii chrzescijanskiej, jednakze,
podkreslajac oryginalnos¢ nauki zawartej w Biblii, stara si¢ rowniez ukaza¢ oryginalno$é refleksji
teologicznej, ktora prowadzili mysliciele chrzescijanscy, zyjacy w ,.srodowisku platonskim”.
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tego tekstu, ograniczymy si¢ jedynie do teologii aleksandryjskiej. Niemniej
jednak, bedziemy starali si¢ wykazac, na podstawie wybranych tekstow gno-
stykow, Klemensa Aleksandryjskiego i Orygenesa, ze dany koncept filozo-
ficzny w rownej mierze moze wptywac na powstanie doktryn heretyckich, jak
1 W pozytywny sposob przyczynia¢ si¢ do ortodoksyjnej refleksji teologiczne;j,
a nawet sta¢ u podstaw pierwszych chrzescijanskich dogmatow.

1. Platonska ,,metafora stonca”. W Parnstwie Platon porownuje ide¢ Do-
bra do stonca, ktore, cho¢ odlegte od ziemi i1 nie majace z nig materialnego
kontaktu, jest przyczyna wielu zjawisk na niej zachodzacych. Zanim przej-
dziemy do ukazania wptywow, jakie owa Platonska metafora wywarta na dok-
tryng hetero- 1 ortodoksyjnych pisarzy chrzescijanskich pierwszych wiekow,
przyjrzyjmy si¢ najpierw samej metaforze oraz wnioskom, jakie wyprowadza
z niej filozof atenski®. Interesujacy nas tekst Platona brzmi nast¢pujaco:

»Stonce — przyznasz, jak sadz¢ — udziela bytom widzialnym, nie tylko mozli-

wosci bycia widzianym, ale i powstawania, i wzrostu, i pozywienia, mimo ze

ono samo nie jest powstawaniem. [...] A zatem przyznasz takze, ze w przy-

padku bytow poznawalnych, nie tylko bycie poznawalnym od Dobra zalezy,

ale rdwniez istnienie, oraz substancja (10 €lvai e kol TV 0VClAV) za jego

sprawa sa im dane, chociaz Dobro to nie jest substancja, tylko co$ ponad sub-

stancjg, co$ przewyzszajacego ja godnoscia i moca (Emékelvol THE 0VGLOG

npecPeiq kol duvaypel DrepEyovtog).

Z metafory stonca filozof atenski wyprowadza dwa podstawowe wnioski:
pierwszy dotyczacy epistemologii, drugi ontologii. Jesli chodzi o pierwszy
whniosek, to stwierdza on, iz idea Dobra, jest przyczyna poznawalnos$ci tego,

3'W tym miejscu musimy zaznaczy¢, iz w niniejszym punkcie przedstawimy to, co na pismie,
odnos$nie do interesujacego nas zagadnienia, stwierdzil sam Platon. Pomijamy wigc cale mndstwo
wypowiedzi posrednich, ktore w ostatnim potwieczu staly si¢ przedmiotem badan wielu uczonych
i doprowadzity do tzw. ,,nowego paradygmatu” interpretacji platonskich dialogéw. Czynimy tak,
nie dlatego, iz nie zgadzamy si¢ z owym nowym paradygmatem interpretacyjnym, lecz dlatego,
ze w niniejszym artykule interesuje nas bardziej sposob, w jaki Platona interpretowali mysliciele
wczesnochrzescijanscy. Jest prawda, ze ci ostatni znali Platona zaréwno bezposrednio, z jego pism,
jak i posrednio, z przekazow innych platonikow swego czasu. Celem niniejszego artykutu jest jed-
nak ukazanie, jak pewna, bardzo no$na, metafora Platona, ktora niekiedy za posrednictwem in-
nych filozoféw (zwlaszcza medioplatonikéw) docierata do $wiadomosci chrzescijan, wptyneta na
refleksje teologiczna pierwszych wiekow chrzescijanstwa, nie za$ §ledzenie historii jej przekazu,
co moze by¢ tematem odrgbnej dysertacji. W kwestii nowej interpretacji Platona w $wietle doktryn
niespisanych odsytamy do nastgpujacych pozycji, ktore zawieraja takze obszerniejsza bibliografig
dotyczaca zagadnienia. Zob. K. Gaiser, Platons ungeschriebene Lehre, Stuttgart 1963; G. Reale, Per
una nuova interpretazione di Platone alla luce delle ,,dottrine non scritte”, Milano 2010; Platon.
Nowa interpretacja. Materiaty z sympozjum: KUL 30 listopada - 2 grudnia 1992 r., red. A. Kijewska
— E.L Zielinski, Lublin 1993; T.A. Szlezék, Czytanie Platona, ttum. P. Domanski, Warszawa 1997;
tenze, O nowej interpretacji platonskich dialogow, tham. P. Domanski, Kety 2005.

4 Plato, Respublica 509b, ed. J. Adam, Cambridge 1900, 205, ttum. wiasne.
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co poznawalne, podobnie jak §wiatto stonca jest przyczyna widzialnosci tego,
co widzialne. Przedmioty poznawalne (y1yvwoképevor), o ktorych méwi Pla-
ton, to oczywiscie idee, ktore sa zupehnie niecielesne, a jednak dostgpne dla
ludzkiego intelektu (vodg)’. Z tego tez powodu filozof okresli je dalej, jako
rodzaj bytoéw inteligibilnych (10 vontod yévovg), w odrdznieniu od rodzaju
bytéw widzialnych (t0 6pato¥). Cho¢ sam Platon nie wyjasnia doktadnie,
w jaki sposob si¢ to dzieje, to jednak inteligibilnos¢, a wigc mozliwos¢ by-
cia poznanym, jest cecha, ktora idee zawdzieczaja transcendentnej wzgledem
nich idei Dobra.

Jesli chodzi o wniosek ontologiczny, to filozof stwierdza, iz jak stonce,
ktore istnieje ponad ziemia, sprawia, ze byty materialne powstaja i rozwijaja
sig, tak idea Dobra bgdac ponad substancja (éméxeiva THg 00GL0G) jest przy-
czyna istnienia jak i substancji idei. Nalezy tu zaznaczy¢, ze Platon nie mowi,
iz idea Dobra jest przyczyna powstawania (yéveoig) bytow inteligibilnych, jak
to stwierdzit w przypadku relacji migdzy stoncem i bytami Widzialnymi gdyz
idee sa poza procesem powstawania. Sa bytem realnie 1stn1eJ acym, wiecznym,
niezmiennym i niezniszczalnym — istnieja, lecz nigdy nie powstaja’. A jednak,
w jaki$ sposob ich istnienie (10 €lvai) i substancja (f oboia) zalezne sa od
przewyzszajacej je godnoscia 1 moca idei Dobra. Analogia migdzy stofcem
a idea Dobra zarysowuje si¢ wigc nastepujaco: tak jak stonce nie bedac po-
wstawaniem (Y€veo1g), jest przyczyna powstawania (Y€veoic) przedmiotow
widzialnych, tak idea Dobra, nie bgdac substancja (ovoia), jest przyczyna
istnienia i substancji (ovota) przedmiotow inteligibilnych, co nie oznacza, iz
W tym ostatnim przypadku mamy do czynienia z przyczynowos$cia stworcza,
czy rozciagnigta w czasie. Powstawanie i ginigcie nie dotyczy bowiem $wiata
inteligibilnego (vontog).

Metafora stonca, syntetycznle utha W przytoczonym wyzej fragmen01e
Panstwa (509b), jest rozwijana 1 wyjasniana przez samego Platona w in-
nych miejscach dialogu. Jej dodatkowa eksplikacj¢ znajdujemy na przyktad
w metaforze linii®, w ktorej filozof opisuje rdzne stopnie poznania dotyczace
$wiata inteligibilnego i widzialnego. Prawdziwa wiedza (¢miotnun) dotyczy
wigc przedmiotow matematycznych oraz idei, wraz z idea Dobra; natomiast
mniemanie (36Ea), czyli poznanie niepewne, lub opinia, dotyczy przedmio-
tow zmystowych i ich obrazow’. Kolejna metafora, tym razem metafora jaski-

5 Por. tenze, Phaedo 65¢c-66a; tenze, Respublica 477a; tenze, Phaedrus 247c-e.

¢ Por. tenze, Respublica 509d, ed. Adam, s. 205.

" Por. tenze, Phaedo 78d-79a, ed. R.D. Archer-Hind, London 1894, 48-49, gdzie filozof, mowiac
0 niezmiennosci i niezniszczalnosci idei, okresla je na przemian terminami: 1| ovcio (,,substancja’)
oraz 10 Ov (,,byt”). Zob. takze tenze, Phaedrus 247¢c, ed. W.H. Thompson, London 1868, 50, gdzie
idee zostaja okreslone jako ,,substancja realnie istniejaca”: oboio 6vtwg odoa. Na temat pozostatych
ontologicznych cech idei, wraz z licznymi odno$nikami do tekstow Platona zob. G. Reale, Historia
filozofii starozytnej, 11: Platon i Arystoteles, tham. E.1. Zielinski, Lublin 2005, 91-102.

8 Por. Plato, Respublica 509d-511e.

? Metafora linii, ktora szczegétowo opisuje roézne stopnie poznania ludzkiego, zostaje poprze-
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ni'’, wyjasnia w jaki sposob intelekt ludzki moze doj$¢ do ogladu idei Dobra.
Otoz czlowiek uwigziony w jaskini — thtumaczy Platon — ktory cate swe zycie
obserwuje jedynie cienie rzucane na jej Sciang, sadzi, iz owe cienie sg realnie
istniejaca rzeczywistoscia. Zrywajac swe kajdany i odwracajac si¢ od cieni,
zaczyna on widzie¢ przedmioty materialne, ktorych cienie dotychczas ogla-
dal. Owe przedmioty materialne sa widzialne, gdyz o$wietla je ogien rozpa-
lony w jaskini. Odwracajac si¢ jednak od nich oraz podazajac ku gorze, ku
prawdziwemu $wiathu, cztowiek ostatecznie opuszcza mroczna siedzibe do-
tychczasowej egzystencji i zaczyna oglada¢ §wiat realny. Rzeczywisto$¢ na
zewnatrz jaskini o§wieca juz nie ogien, lecz stonce, ktore poczatkowo wydaje
si¢ by¢ oslepiajace. Owo stonce symbolizuje oczywiscie ideg Dobra, a real-
nie istniejace rzeczy, ktdre ona os$wietla, to nic innego jak idee nalezace do
swiata inteligibilnego.

Podobna, intelektualno-etyczna wedrowke, ktora polega na odwracaniu
si¢ od tego, co cielesne i podazaniu ku rzeczywistosci duchowej, albo tez na
wychodzeniu z ciemnosci do zycia w $wietle, bedziemy mogli zaobserwowac
w mysli patrystycznej pierwszych wiekow chrzescijanstwa. Pozostaje jednak
pytanie, czy idea Dobra jest wedtug Platona poznawalna? OdpowiedzZ na to
pytanie pozwoli zrozumie¢, jakim modyfikacjom ulegla Platonska metafora
W epoce patrystycznej. Wiemy juz, ze idee, bedac bytem realnym i niezmien-
nym, sa wedlug atenskiego filozofa Zrédlem wiedzy prawdziwej. Idea Dobra
przewyzsza jednak ontologicznie idee, jest énéxelvo g 0VGlaG, CO moze
sugerowac, iz jej istota nie jest uchwytna dla ludzkiego intelektu. Nie taki jed-
nak wniosek wyprowadza Platon z metafory stonca. W niektorych jego wypo-
wiedziach jest wprawdzie mowa o pewnych zaburzeniach wzroku cztowieka,
ktory wychodzac z jaskini zwraca sig ku prawdziwemu $wiathu, lecz sa to za-
burzenia chwilowe. Filozof ateniski méwi w tych miejscach raczej metaforycz-
nie o trudzie kazdego filozofa, zwiazanym z radykalna zmiana sposobu mysle-
nia, gdy od rozwazan o bytach widzialnych zwraca swa mysl ku kontemplacji
bytéw $wiata inteligibilnego!'. Celem kazdego filozofa jest jednak ogladanie
Dobra najwyzszego i zycie zgodne z tym Dobrem!'?. Zreszta caly misterny
opis idealnego panstwa zawiera roéwniez wskazania o ksztatceniu filozofow
od najmlodszych lat, po to, aby przyzwyczajali si¢ do kontemplacji Dobra,

dzona wcze$niejszym wyjasnieniem, w ktorym Platon dokonuje ogdlnego rozroéznienia na wiedz¢
(¢moun) i mniemanie (86&a), por. tamze 476e-477b, ed. Adam, s. 171-172. Zob. takze Reale,
Historia filozofii starozytnej, 11, s. 198-201, gdzie autor zestawia, rowniez w przejrzystej tabeli,
rozne stopnie poznania zarysowane w platonskim Parnstwie.

10 Por. Plato, Respublica 514a-518d.

" Por. tamze 515¢-516d. Podobne, chwilowe zaburzenia wzroku nastgpuja takze u filozofa,
ktéry przyzwyczajony do ogladania $wiatla stonecznego, schodzi nastgpnie do jaskini, aby tym,
ktoérzy sa jeszcze uwigzieni w kajdanach, glosi¢ nauke o prawdziwej rzeczywistosci 1 prawdziwym
stoncu, zob. tamze 516e-517a.

12 Por. tamze 517b-c; 518¢c-519d.
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a nastgpnie wedle tego Dobra urzadzali panstwo, w ktorym maja rzadzi¢".
W idealnym panstwie filozof musi posiada¢ wiedzg o Dobru najwyzszym.
Kiedy wigc Platon stwierdza, iz ide¢ Dobra trudno jest dojrze¢'®, nie chce
powiedzie¢, iz jest to niemozliwe, lecz, ze wiedzie do niej trudny dialektyczny
proces', ktory symbolicznie opisuje metafora wychodzenia z jaskini. Wiedza
1 prawda pochodza od Dobra i sa z nim spokrewnione, a skoro tak — stwierdza
Platon — rowniez ide¢ Dobra nalezy uzna¢ za poznawalna (yiryvookopévn)'e.
Dusza filozofa, ktora odwrocila si¢ od ciemnosci i zwrécita ku Swiathu, a wige
od $wiata zjawisk ku bytom realnym, dostrzega — jako najjasniejszy sposrod
bytow — wlasnie ideg Dobra. I cho¢ poczatkowo jest to trudne, przyzwyczajo-
na do $wiatta dusza jest w stanie to widzenie wytrzymac'’. Malo tego, filozof
jest zobowiazany, nie tylko wytrzymywac blask Dobra, lecz takze owo Dobro
jasno rozgraniczac¢ od innych bytow i nazywac'®. I cho¢ Sokrates, w Platon-
skich dialogach, nie ujawnia czym jest owa istota Dobra, jest przekonany, ze
poznanie tej istoty jest zadaniem kazdego filozofa. Platonska idea Dobra jest
wigc nie tylko poznawalna, ale i definiowalna i wyrazalna'®. Zaznaczamy to
w tym miejscu, gdyz dla wielu ortodoksyjnych Ojcow Kosciota, jak i dla licz-
nych heretykoéw pierwszych wiekow chrzescijanstwa, istota Boga, poréwna-
nego do transcendentnej idei Dobra, nie bedzie mogta by¢ przedmiotem nauki

13 Por. tamze 519d-520b.

' Por. tamze 517b-c.

15 Por. tamze 533a-d.

16 Por. tamze 508e, ed. Adam, s. 204-205. Zob. tamze 516b; 517b-c; 518c; 532a-b, gdzie
jest mowa o poznawalnosci idei Dobra, lub o mozliwos$ci patrzenia si¢ w stonce, ktore, zgodnie
z platonska metafora, jest jej symbolem. Podobnie, jak o idei Dobra, Platon wyraza si¢ o Demi-
urgu — Tworcy $wiata materialnego, o ktéorym opowiada w swym Timajosie. Jego odkrycie jest
trudne, a opowiadanie o Nim wszystkim jest niemozliwe, por. tenze, Timaeus 28c. Stwierdzenie
to nie oznacza, iz Demiurg jest niepoznawalny, lecz, ze nie kazdy jest w stanie odkry¢ Jego ist-
nienie i poprawnie mysle¢ o Jego naturze. Sam Platon bowiem wylicza nastgpnie wiele jego cech
i opisuje sposob Jego dziatania, jako przyczyny sprawczej wszechrzeczy. Szerzej na temat metafi-
zycznych funkcji platoniskiego Demiurga i jego relacji do idei Dobra, wraz z licznymi odnosnikami
do spisanych i niespisanych nauk Platona, zob. Reale, Per una nuova interpretazione, s. 497-597.

17 Por. Plato, Respublica 518c-d. Odnoszac si¢ do tego fragmentu Paristwa, a takze do episte-
mologii wylozonej w Filebie, Szlezak (O nowej interpretacji platonskich dialogow, s. 211) stusznie
zauwaza, ze wedhug Platona ,,stopien poznawalnosci danej rzeczy odpowiada stopniowi jej bytu, od
zupelnej ciemnoS$ci towarzyszacej niepoznawalnosci niebedacego do wiedzy pewnej o tym, co za-
wsze bedace. Szereg trzech paraboli w srodkowej cze$ci Panstwa ilustruje t¢ mysl nader przejrzyScie:
tak jak stonce jest najlepiej widoczne w sferze zmystowej, i tak jak czg$¢ linii przyporzadkowana
ideom reprezentuje najjasniejsze i najpewniejsze poznanie, tak tez wydobywajacy sig¢ z jaskini
poznaje w koncu najwyzszy punkt $wiata idei, samo Dobro, jako «najbardziej §wiecace z bedacych
(tod 6vTog TO PovOTaTOV)», ktorego swiatlo zrazu moze wprawdzie oslepiac, lecz potem poznajacy
bedzie w stanie je wytrzymac”.

'8 Por. Plato, Respublica 534b-c.

W $wietle nowego paradygmatu interpretacji dialogéw Platona, definicja i istota idei Dobra
jest ,,JJedno — Jedno, ktore jest absolutna miara wszystkich rzeczy”, o ktorym filozof atenski pisat
migdzy innymi w swoim Parmenidesie, por. Reale, Per una nuova interpretazione, s. 361.
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i wiedzy. Swiatto, ktorym jest Bog, jest oslepiajace, i to nie jedynie chwilowo,
jak to widzieliSmy u Platona, lecz w ogoble — to znaczy, ze istota Boga jest nie-
poznawalna i niewyrazalna.

2. Gnostycyzm. Trudno jest moéwic¢ o jednolitym wptywie filozofii Pla-
tona na heterodoksyjne systemy i doktryny chrzescijanskie, ktore obejmuje-
my jednym wspolnym okresleniem ,,gnostycyzm”. Radykalna transcendencja
Pierwszej Zasady to jednak theologoumenon gnostycki, ktory nie bez pod-
staw, mozemy taczy¢ z Platonska teza o transcendencji idei Dobra. Nawet jesli
w tekstach wielkich herezjologdéw znajdujemy informacje o tym, iz niektorzy
gnostycy mowili o trzech odwiecznych Principiach (&pyot) rzeczywistosci,
tylko jedno z nich okreslane jest mianem Dobra bedacego przyczyng istnienia
wszystkiego, co istnieje:

,»Byly trzy niezrodzone Zasady wszechrzeczy (&pyoi t@v 6Amv): dwie me-
skie 1 jedna zenska. Sposrod dwoch Zasad meskich jedna jest nazywana Do-
brym (&yaBdc); tylko On jest nazywany w ten sposob, majac przedwiedze
(mpoyvmoTikdc) o wszystkim. Kolejna jest Ojciec wszystkich rzeczy zrodzo-
nych, nieposiadajacy przedwiedzy, niepoznawalny i niewidzialny (&yvwotog
Kol dopotog). Zasada zenska nie ma rowniez przedwiedzy; jest zapalczywa,
0 podwojnym rozumie i podwojnym ciele”?.

Powyzsza wypowiedz, w ktorej Hipolit referuje poglady Justyna Gnosty-
ka, zawiera odwotanie do trzech Platonskich zasad rzeczywistosci: idei Dobra,
Demiurga i materii. Jak to jest zwyczajem gnostykow, rowniez Justyn, laczy
principia filozoficzne z danymi biblijnymi. W dalszej czgsci tekstu bowiem,
Ojciec rzeczy stworzonych zostaje utozsamiony ze starotestamentalnym Elo-
him, a zenska zasada z Edenem i ziemia (yf)?*'. Stworca Elohim zaptadnia-
jac ziemig (Eden) stwarza $wiat widzialny. Istotna jednak kwestia, 1 ewident-
nym nawiagzaniem do Platonskiej kosmologii, jest fakt, iz przed stworzeniem
$wiata, Elohim, niczym Demiurg z Timajosa, wpatruje si¢ w $wiat idealny??,
a doktadniej w: ,,Dobro, ktore jest ponad wszystkim, Dobro najwyzsze (Tov
gndve Tavtov, TOV ayaBov, tOov dvdtepov)”?. Po uksztaltowaniu $wiata
(dnpovpynoac), Ojciec wszechrzeczy ponownie wstgpuje W najwyzsze czg-
$ci niebios, aby sprawdzi¢, czy bytom przez Niego stworzonym niczego nie
brakuje*!. Tam kontempluje ,,$wiatto doskonalsze (¢ kpettTov) niz to, ktore
On sam stworzyt”®. Chociaz Hipolit, obnazajac bajkowe opowiesci Justyna,

2 Hippolytus Romanus, Refutatio omnium haeresium V 26, 1, ed. M. Marcovich, PTS 25, Ber-
lin — New York 1986, 200, ttum. wiasne.

21 Por. tamze V 26, 7-14, PTS 25, 202-204.

22 Por. Plato, Timaeus 29a.

2 Por. Hippolytus Romanus, Refutatio omnium haeresium V 24, 1, PTS 25, 199.

2 Por. tamze V 26, 14, PTS 25, 204.

2 Tamze V 26, 15, PTS 25, 204, thlum. wlasne.
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stwierdza, iz maja one wigcej wspdlnego z mitologia Herodota niz z Pismem
Swietym, nie trudno dostrzec w nich owej Platonskiej matrycy, na podstawie
ktorej beda zbudowane wszystkie doktryny gnostyckie. Transcendentne i ja-
$niejace ,,nadzwyczajnym” $wiatlem Dobro, demiurgiczna aktywno$¢ Stworcey,
ktory z jednej strony wpatruje si¢ ,,w gore”, z drugiej za$ laczy si¢ z polimor-
ficznym 1 cielesnym podtozem stworzenia, b¢dacym przyczyna istnienia zta
w $wiecie, to niewatpliwie elementy platonskiej, a nie mitologicznej teologii.

Warto w tym miejscu zwrdci¢ jeszcze uwage na motyw epistemologiczny
doktryny Justyna Gnostyka. Pierwsza Zasada, czyli Dobro najwyzsze, jest we-
dtug niego, nie tylko przyczyna wiedzy, jak wyjasniat Platon w swej metaforze
stonca, lecz Ono samo, bedac ukazane w sposob spersonifikowany, ma wiedzg
o wszystkim — jest npoyveooTtikoc. Kolejne Zasady takiej wiedzy nie posia-
daja. Zdobywaja ja o tyle, o ile sa w stanie wpatrywac si¢ w zrodlo swiatta,
ktorym jest Dobro najwyzsze. W doktrynie Justyna Gnostyka wiedzg o Dobru
zdobywa jedynie Stworzyciel swiata, ktory weryfikuje swoje dzieto stworze-
nia w §wietle zasad (idei?), ktore oglada w Pierwszej Zasadzie®®. On sam jed-
nak, cho¢ nie jest doskonaty, jak Dobro najwyzsze, jest niepoznawalny i nie-
widzialny (&yvwoTtog kot dopatog) dla bytow nizszych od siebie. W tym, ale
1 w innych systemach gnostyckich, mamy wigc do czynienia z pewna mody-
fikacja platonskiej metafory stonca, ktora polega na wprowadzeniu elementu
degradacji $wiata duchowego, w miar¢ oddalania si¢ od Prazasady. Wszystkie
idee platonskie w réwnym stopniu byly dobre, w rownym stopniu wieczne,
niezmienne, ale i poznawalne. W $wiecie gnostyckich eondéw natomiast pa-
nuje pewna hierarchia, ktora dotyczy zaré6wno ich statusu ontologicznego, jak
1 epistemologicznego. Owa hierarchia, cho¢ nie wspominat o niej Platon, jest
jednak zwigzana ze swoista interpretacja metafory stonca. Jej symbolem staje
sie bowiem rozchodzace si¢ $wiatlo, ktore stabnie w miare oddalania sie od
swego zrodha. Kolejne eony posiadaja wigc coraz mniejsza moc, ale i coraz
mniejsza wiedzg¢ na temat najwyzszego Dobra. Wrdcimy do tego tematu nizej,
analizujac juz konkretne teksty Zrodlowe.

Oproécz przekazu dotyczacego mysli Justyna Gnostyka, metafory zwigzane
ze $wiattem znajdujemy rowniez w §wiadectwach o doktrynach innych gno-
stykow. Ireneusz informuje, iz Otchtan (BvBog), a wige pierwszy i transcen-
dentny eon w systemie ofitow i setian, jest niewyczerpanym zrodtem $wiatta:

,Jest jakie$ pierwsze §wiatto (primum lumen) w mocy Bythosa, btogostawio-
ne, niezniszczalne i1 nieskonczone, a jest nim Ojciec wszystkiego i nazywa
si¢ Pierwszym Cztowiekiem. Z niego pochodzi jego Ennoia i nazywaja ja sy-
nem tego, ktéry ja wyprowadzil. A wigc jest to Syn Anthroposa, Drugi Czto-
wiek. Pod tymi dwoma jest $wigty Duch, a ponizej Ducha, jesli co$ jeszcze

¢ Trudno doktadnie powiedzie¢, co kontempluje Ojciec stworzenia i jaka wiedzg o Dobru
najwyzszym posiada. W przekazie Hipolita jest mowa jedynie o tym, iz w $wiattoSci, w ktorej
zamieszkuje Dobro, ujrzal On ,.to, czego oko nie widziato, ani ucho nie styszalo, ani nie weszto
w serce cztowieka” (1Kor 2, 9). Por. tamze V 26, 16-17, PTS 25, 204.
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pozostaje, oddzielone elementy: Woda, Ciemno$¢, Przepas¢, Chaos. Ponad
nimi unosi si¢ Duch, ktorego tez nazywaja Pierwsza Kobieta. Nastgpnie, jak
moéwia, gdy Pierwszy Czlowiek ze swym Synem cieszyt si¢ z pigknosci Du-
cha, to jest Kobiety, o§wiecit ja (i/luminante eam) 1 zrodzit z niej $wiatlo nie-
zniszczalne (lumen incorruptibile), Trzeciego Mezczyzng, ktdrego nazywaja
Chrystusem, Synem Pierwszego i Drugiego Cztowieka oraz Ducha Swigtego,
to jest Pierwszej Kobiety?.

W powyzszym teks$cie rozpoczynajacym opis emanacji kolejnych eonéw
Ireneusz odwotuje si¢ do metafory §wiatta, ktorego zrédtem jest Bythos. Owo
swiatlo zwiazane jest z moca (virtus, gr. d0voplg) Pierwszej Zasady, ktore
rozchodzi si¢, a w miar¢ rozchodzenia i oddalania si¢ od Bythosa, w pewien
sposob stabnie lub rozprasza sig. Wida¢ to w dalszej czg$ci Ireneuszowego
tekstu. Matka zyjacych, ktora wedtug mitu, obcowata z Ojcem i Synem byla
przepetniona §wiattem, wregcz nim tryskata. Nie mogta jednak przyjaé i ogar-
na¢ wielkosci $wiatet (magnitudo luminum), ktore pochodzity od Pierwszej
Zasady®®. Kolejni synowie Matki, jak i ich synowie, posiadaja tego $wiatta
coraz mniej. ,,Jak w zrodzeniu, tak i pod wzgledem godnosci i sit (dignitati-
bus et virtutibus), jeden poprzedza drugiego””. Pierwszy z nich, Jaldabaoth,
tozsamy ze starotestamentalnym Stworca, posiada jeszcze owa $wietlana moc,
lecz wzgardziwszy Matka, i za jej pozwoleniem, wyzbywa sig¢ tej mocy. Stwa-
rzajac bowiem cztowieka, przekazuje mu wraz z ,,tchnieniem zycia” resztki
$wiatla, ktore posiadal®.

Pomijajac wyjasnienia poszczegdlnych elementow ofickiego mitu, warty
podkreslenia jest fakt, iz gnostycy wydobywaja z Platonskiej metafory stonca,
nie tylko koncept transcendencji Pierwszej Zasady, lecz rowniez, podobnie
zreszta jak to czynia inni mysliciele aleksandryjscy: Filon, Klemens i Oryge-
nes’!, skupiaja swa uwagg na promieniach emanowanych przez stonce i wy-
ciagaja zen brzemienne teologicznie wnioski. Bog, jako niewyczerpane zrodto
niezliczonych mocy staje si¢ wrecz niepodwazalnym dogmatem teologii alek-
sandryjskiej pierwszych wiekow. Teologia gnostycka, o czym juz wspomnie-
lisSmy wyzej, wprowadza jednak pewien element degradacji $wiata duchowe-
go, ktorego nie znajdziemy w teologii ortodoksyjnej. W Otchtani (Bythosie)
tkwi wigc nieskonczona moc, ktérej nic nie jest w stanie pojac¢ i ogarnac.

27 Trenaeus, Adversus haereses 1 30, 1, ed. A. Rousseau — L. Doutreleau, SCh 264, Paris 1979,
364, thum. W. Myszor: Ireneusz z Lyonu i gnostycy, Zdemaskowanie i odparcie fatszywej gnozy.
Tlumaczenie: Adversus haereses. Ksigga Ii II, SACh NS 17, Katowice 2016, 101.

2 Por. tamze 1 30, 2, SCh 264, 364.

2 Tamze 1 30, 4, SCh 264, 368, ttum. Myszor, s. 102.

30 Por. tamze 1 30, 5-6.

3! Por. Philo Alexandrinus, Quod Deus sit immutabilis 77-81; De cherubim 97; De opificio
mundi 71; De migratione Abrahami 40; De fuga et inventione 165; De mutatione nominorum 4-6.
Odnos$niki do odpowiednich tekstow Klemensa Aleksandryjskiego i Orygenesa znajduja si¢ w dal-
szej czgsci niniejszego artykutu, w paragrafach poswigconych omowieniu ich doktryny.
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Wychodzac z Bythosa, niczym promienie ze stonca, moc ta rozprzestrzenia
si¢ rodzac kolejne eony. Poszczegodlne eony przyjmuja owej swietlanej mocy
tyle, na ile pozwala im na to ich natura. Ponadto, moga ja przekazywac dale;j,
jak to ma miejsce w przypadku stworzenia cztowieka, ktory zostaje obdarzony
rozumem, bedacym czastka boskiej mocy.

Rowniez gnoza szkoty Walentyna, ktora mozna okresli¢ jako najbardziej
intelektualny nurt gnostycyzmu ze wzgledu na subtelnos¢ i oryginalnos¢ spe-
kulacji oraz metod interpretacji tekstu®?, pozostaje pod widocznym wptywem
ontologii Platona i wykorzystuje r6zne elementy platonskiej metafory $wiatla.
W Liscie dogmatycznym Walentynian, przekazanym przez Epifaniusza z Sa-
laminy, eony zostaja okreslone jako swiatla (pdto)**. Emanacja za$ poszcze-
gblnych eonow, dokonuje si¢ w wyniku potaczenia, ktore zostaje nazwane
unia $wiatla (Evotng ewtdc)*. Owo $wiatlo dzieli si¢ wige i rozchodzi ge-
nerujac kolejne eony. Cho¢ mamy tu do czynienia z jgzykiem materialistycz-
nym, chodzi oczywiscie o rzeczywistos¢ absolutnie niecielesna i duchowa.
Jej zrodlem jest transcendentny Ojciec (avTomGTOP), ktdry ,,zawiera w sobie
wszystkie rzeczy, lecz w niczym nie jest zawarty (TeplEXel T TAVIO KO
oVk éumepreyxeton)”®. Wyrazenie to jest niezwykle istotne, gdyz w $§rodowi-
sku aleksandryjskim, u Filona, Klemensa i Orygenesa®, staje si¢ ono tech-
nicznym okre$leniem wyrazajacym niewyczerpana moc tworcza, a zarazem
transcendencje¢ Pierwszej Zasady. Tak wiec Bog zhellenizowanych Zydow, ale
takze gnostykow 1 chrzescijan, jest niczym slonce, ktorego promienie staja
sig przyczyna istnienia tego, co istnieje na ziemi. Promienie te obejmuja cata
rzeczywisto$¢, cho¢ samo stonce, przez nic nie jest ogarnione: ani fizycznie,
ani intelektualnie.

Cho¢ w tekstach Walentynian, Bog okreslany jest wieloma imionami, ta-
kimi jak Prazasada, Praojciec, Otchtan®’, Monada®, Ojciec wszechrzeczy®,
Bog doskonaty i dobry*’, zostaje nazwany rowniez ,,Swiattem samoistnym”,

32 Por. M. Simonetti, Valentino e la sua scuola, w: Testi gnostici in lingua greca e latina, a cura
di M. Simonetti, Milano 2005, 201.

33 Por. Epiphanius Constantiensis, Panarion 31, 6, 3-6, ed. K. Holl, GCS 25, Leipzig 1915,
393-394.

3 Por. tamze 31, 5, 6, GCS 25, 391; 31, 6, 3, GCS 25, 393.

3 Tamze 31, 5, 3, GCS 25, 390.

36 Por. Philo Alexandrinus, De confusione linguarum 136-137; De somniis 1 63-64; De migra-
tione Abrahami 182-183; Legum allegoriae 111 4-6. Odno$niki do odpowiednich tekstow Klemensa
Aleksandryjskiego i Orygenesa znajduja si¢ w dalszej czg$ci niniejszego artykutlu, w paragrafach
poswigconych omowieniu ich doktryny.

37 Por. Irenaeus, Adversus haereses 1 1, 1; Hippolytus Romanus, Refutatio omnium haeresium
VI 30, 7; Epiphanius Constantiensis, Panarion 31, 10, 5; 33, 5, 7-8; 33, 6, 3-4.

38 Por. Hippolytus Romanus, Refutatio omnium haeresium V129, 2.

3 Por. Epiphanius Constantiensis, Panarion 33, 3, 7; 33, 5, 5; Hippolytus Romanus, Refutatio
omnium haeresium V129, 3. 7.

4 Por. Clemens Alexandrinus, Stromata 11 114, 3-6; Epiphanius Constantiensis, Panarion 33,7,
5-6; Hippolytus Romanus, Refutatio omnium haeresium V1 29, 8.
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o czym informuje nas Ptolemeusz, uczen Walentyna, w swoim Liscie do Flo-
ry. Wprowadzajac rozroznienie migdzy natura Boga Dobrego — Ojca Jezusa
Chrystusa, natura Demiurga — Boga Stworcy 1 dawcy prawa Starego Testa-
mentu oraz naturg diabla, stwierdza:

»lstota przeciwnika jest zniszczenie i ciemnos$¢ (skoro jest on material-
ny i podzielony w sobie samym), natomiast istota niezrodzonego Ojca
wszystkiego jest niezniszczalno$¢ i samoistne $wiatto, prostota i jednolitosé¢
(M ovolo €0tV APBopoia TE Kol PAG DTOOV, ATAOVY T€ KOl [LOVOELIEG).
Tego za$ [tj. Demiurga] istota wyprodukowata jaka$ podwdjna moc, on sam
natomiast jest obrazem kogo$ silniejszego™!.

Ciemnos¢ nalezy wigc do istoty (ovoia) przeciwnika Boga, czyli diabta. De-
miurg, poniewaz jest Stworca $wiata materialnego — Stworca stworzonym na
obraz $wiata duchowego — ma w sobie podwdjna moc, ktora taczy w pew-
nym sensie $wiatto 1 ciemnos¢. Istota Boga doskonalego jest natomiast Swiatto
samoistne (p®dG ovTOdV), $wiatto z niczym niezmieszane. Jak wynika z po-
wyzszego, oraz z wszystkich wczesniej przytaczanych fragmentow tekstow,
swiatlo, ktore rozchodzac sig i dzielac rodzi kolejne eony, pochodzi wtasnie
ze zrodia, ktorym jest Bog doskonaty — Ojciec wszechrzeczy. Owo zrodto jest
niewyczerpane, nieskonczone i niczym nieogarnione. Z tego wiasnie powo-
du Walentynianie, jak i reprezentanci innych szkol gnostyckich, beda méwili
o absolutnej niepoznawalnosci 1 niewyrazalnosci Pierwszej Zasady, z ktorej
wszystko pochodzi*?. Bythos jest wigc $wiattem o$lepiajacym, ktdrego nie
tylko cztowiek, ale i poszczegdlne eony ogarna¢ w zupelnosci nie moga®.
Dlatego tez, cho¢ gnostycy przypisuja mu wiele nazw, zadna z nich nie wyraza
tego, czym jest naprawdg. Nawet stowo ,,Bog” (6e6c) wydaje si¢ by¢ nazwa
niewlasciwa, w odniesieniu do Tego, ktory jest ponad wszelkim bytem i od
ktorego przeciez pochodza inni bogowie*.

4 Epiphanius Constantiensis, Panarion 33, 7, 7, GCS 25, 457, ttum. M. Gilski: Epifaniusz
z Salaminy, Panarion. Herezje 1-33. Tekst grecki i polski, Krakow 2015, 549.

42 W tym kontek$cie stusznie zauwaza J. Daniélou (Message évangélique et culture hellénis-
tique aux II° et I1F siécles, Paris 1961, 309-313), Ze termin &yvwotog (=, niepoznawalny”™), staje sig
u gnostykow terminem technicznym w mowieniu o radykalnej transcendencji epistemologiczne;j
Boga. Wczeséniej bowiem 6w termin, cho¢ wystgpowat w wielu tekstach filozoficznych i patrystycz-
nych, odnosit si¢ do niepoznawalnosci wzglednej. Oznacza to, iz wedtug licznych autoréw, rowniez
wedlug Platona, Bog byl niepoznawalny dla wielu ludzi, ze wzgledu na trud intelektualny, ktory
towarzyszyt procesowi poznania, lecz nie byt On niepoznawalny (&yvwotog) z natury. Dla gno-
stykow, niepoznawalno$¢ Pierwszej Zasady staje si¢ niepodwazalnym dogmatem. Szerzej na temat
transcendencji walentynskiego Bythosa, oraz na temat ewentualnych wptywow nauk Platona (spi-
sanych i niespisanych) na system Walentyna zob. G. Chiapparini, Valentino gnostico e platonismo.
1l valentinianesimo della ,, Grande Notizia” di Ireneo di Lione: Fra esegesi gnostica e filosofia me-
dioplatonica, Milano 2012, 299-410.

4 Por. Irenaeus, Adversus haereses 12, 1; 2, 5; Clemens Alexandrinus, Excerpta ex Theodoto 29.

4 _Bogowie” to rowniez nazwa eondw wyemanowanych przez Bythos, zob. Irenaeus, Adversus
haereses 18,5, SCh 264, 131:,,10 yop €k 0e0D yevvnOev Bedg €0TLV”.
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Bazylidianie, wedlug informacji przekazanych przez Hipolita, okreslaja
nawet pierwsza Zasadg, jako: ,,nie-bedaca-Bogiem” (6 o0k @v 0edg), wlasnie
ze wzgledu na jej radykalna transcendencj¢ ontologiczna. Na poczatku wigc,
przed jakimkolwiek stworzeniem, czy jakakolwiek emanacja, byla wedlug
nich absolutna Nico$¢:

»A wiec — powiadaja — nic nie bylo, ani materii, ani substancji (obotia), ani
braku substancji (&kvoboiov), ani prostego, ani ztozonego, ani inteligibilne-
go, ani zmystowego, ani cztowieka, ani aniota, ani Boga, ani czegokolwiek
z rzeczy nazywalnych lub uyjmowanych zmystami lub mysla, ani — oddajac to
bardziej subtelnie — jakiejkolwiek z rzeczy definiowalnych. Nie-bgdacy-Bog
(6 obk @V Bedc), ktorego Arystoteles nazywa ,,mysla mysli”, ci za$ ,,nie-
-bedacym”, bez mysli, bez zmystow, bez woli, bez zamiaru, bez namigtnosci,
bez pozadania chcial stworzy¢ §wiat. Mowig za$ ,.chcial”, jedynie, aby co$
wyrazi¢, w rzeczywisto$ci bowiem — bez woli, bez mysli, bez zmystow”*.

Bog najwyzszy, o ktorym mowa w cytowanym teks$cie, nie nalezy do zadnej
kategorii fizycznej, czy nawet metafizycznej. Nie mozna Go nazwa¢ substan-
cja (ovoia), gdyz, podobnie jak platonska idea Dobra, jest ponad wszelka
substancja. Nie jest On jednak brakiem substancji (&vovoiov), bo jednak
w jaki$ sposob istnieje. Mato tego, jak czytamy w dalszej czgsci tekstu Hi-
polita, jest On przyczyna istnienia innych substancji, ktore rodza si¢ z na-
sienia przezen wyrzuconego*®. Cho¢ Bazylides, méwiac o zrodzeniu §wiata
duchowego, unika terminu ,,emanacja” (ntpopoAn), ze wzgledu na jego ma-
terialistyczne konotacje*’, stwierdza, iz to, co powstato z nasienia wyrzuco-
nego (kotoforopevoc)®® przez Boga, byto wspdtistotne (opoovotog) Bogu®
i, podobnie jak On, bylo ,,nie-istniejace™’. Terminologia negatywna uzywana
przez Bazylidesa moze wigc by¢ mylaca. Jego teza, iz $wiat powstat z niczego
(€€ ovx dvtmVv)®!, nie oznacza wige nic innego, jak to, ze $wiat powstat z sub-
stancji (ovoia) Boga, ktorej przeciez jest wspotistotny (Opoovo10g) 2. Chodzi
tu oczywiscie o §wiat bytow duchowych — eonow.

4 Hippolytus Romanus, Refutatio omnium haeresium VII 21, 1-2, PTS 25, 287-288, thum. wlasne.

4 Por. tamze VII 21, 3, PTS 25, 288:,,10 8¢ onéppo. T0d KOGHOV TAVTa 1XEV €V EQVTH.

470 watpliwosciach Bazylidesa odno$nie do terminu ,,emanacja” (npoBoAn) informuje nas
rowniez Hipolit (Refutatio omnium haeresium VII 22, 2, PTS 25, 289). Jeséli bowiem — zauwaza —
przyjmiemy doktryn¢ o emanacji, musieliby$my zatozy¢, ze Bog stwarza $wiat z jakiego$ podtoza
materialnego (VAng LmOBeoLg), niczym pajak, ktory wytwarza z siebie nici, z ktorych powstaje
pajeczyna, lub cztowiek, ktory wytwarza rzeczy z materiatow takich jak braz, drewno lub z innego
podtoza materialnego.

4 Por. tamze VII 21, 4-5, PTS 25, 288.

¥ Por. tamze VII 22, 7, PTS 25, 290.

30 Por. tamze VII 21, 4, PTS 25, 288; VII 22, 3, PTS 25, 289.

! Por. tamze VII 21, 4, PTS 25, 288.

52 Por. Simonetti, w: Testi gnostici, s. 442, nota 34.
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Po tym wyjasnieniu, zrozumiate staje si¢ stwierdzenie z przytoczonego
wyzej tekstu, a mianowicie, iz Bog nie jest ,,ani prostym, ani ztozonym” (ovy
amAoVV, 00 oLVOeTOV). Jest bowiem zarazem czyms jednym, jak i potencjal-
na wieloscia, gdyz zawiera w sobie ,,zalazki” $wiata duchowego™. Nie bedac
substancja, w takim sensie, w jakim substancja sa byty od Niego pochodzace,
ani nie posiadajac zadnej formy, ktéra mogtaby by¢ uchwycona w jakims pro-
cesie poznania, wszakze nie jest ,,ani inteligibilny ani poznawalny zmysto-
wo” (o0 vontov, 0Ok aictntov), wyrzuca On z siebie nasienie, ktore zawiera
wielos¢ form i substancji (oméppo TOAOLOPPOV OpOD Kol TOALOVGLOV)* .
Wyliczone wyzej terminy negatywne, okreslajace czym Bog jest, a wilasci-
wie czym nie jest, wskazuja na radykalng transcendencj¢ epistemologiczna
Boga, ktora jest konsekwencja Jego radykalnej transcendencji ontologiczne;.
W przypadku ,,Bytu” tak radykalnie roznego od $§wiata, niemozliwe jest ade-
kwatne uzycie jakiegokolwiek terminu w odniesieniu do Jego natury. Nawet
termin ,,niewyrazalny” (&ppntov) nie jest wlasciwie stosowany w odniesieniu
do Boga, gdyz jest on nazwa, ktora probuje okresli¢ co$ zupetnie nienazywal-
nego. O Bogu wigc nie mozna poprawnie powiedzie¢ nic, nawet tego, ze jest
On ,,niewyrazalny” (00d¢ Gppntov)>.

Nie tylko jednak transcendencja Pierwszej Zasady jest tym, co taczy dok-
tryng Bazylidesa z platonska metafora z VI ksiggi Panstwa. Réwniez w tym
przypadku pojawia si¢ symboliczny jezyk zwiazany ze $wiattem pochodza-
cym z wysoka. Bazylidianie bowiem lacza wypowiedz z Ksiggi Rodzaju (1,
3): ,,Niechaj sig stanie $wiatlo$¢” ze zdaniem z Janowego Prologu (1, 9): ,,Byta
Swiatto$¢ prawdziwa, ktora o§wieca kazdego cztowieka, gdy na $wiat przy-
chodzi” i stwierdzaja, ze owa Swiattoscia jest pierwszy eon, ktérego nazywaja
pierwszym synostwem (vi6tng)**. Mowia, iz powstatl On z niczego, ale — jak
juz wyjasnilismy wyzej — owo ,,z niczego” odnosi si¢ do Boga najwyzszego,
ktéry nazwany jest ,,nie istniejacym Bogiem” (60 ovk @v 6edc). Ten, ktory
z Niego wyszedt rowniez zostaje okreslony, jako ,nie-istniejacy™’. Swiat du-
chowy wywodzi si¢ wigc z Boga, niczym promienie ze stonca. Docieraja one
do $wiata materialnego, cho¢ juz nie z taka sama moca, jaka otrzymaty wycho-
dzac ze swojego zrodta®®. Po raz kolejny widzimy wiec pewna metamorfoze

53 Owa wielko$¢ form, ktore znajduja si¢ w nasieniu wyrzuconym przez Boga w momencie
stworzenia $wiata, bazylidianie porownuja do jaja, z ktorego rodzi si¢ ptak, np. paw. Wielo§¢ form
i kolorow, ktorymi charakteryzuje si¢ dorosty osobnik, znajduje si¢ juz w zarodku jaja, cho¢ w nim
pozostaje niewidoczna. Jest to oczywiscie metafora, gdyz, jak juz zostalo powiedziane, w przypad-
ku zrodzenia wspotistotnych Bogu bytow duchowych, nie chodzi o Zaden rodzaj cielesnosci. Por.
Hippolytus Romanus, Refutatio omnium haeresium VII 21, 5.

% Tamze VII 21, 5, PTS 25, 288.

53 Por. tamze VII 20, 3, PTS 25, 286.

56 Por. tamze VII 22, 3-7, PTS 25, 289-290.

57 Por. tamze.

58 Podobnie wigc jak inni gnostycy, rowniez bazylidianie przyjmuja pewien proces degradacji
poszczegodlnych bytow (,,synostw”) $wiata duchowego. Kazdy kolejny byt duchowy, w miarg oddala-
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platonskiej metafory stonca. Nie wydobywa si¢ z niej juz tylko elementu odle-
glosci dzielacej stonce od ziemi, aby wskaza¢ na radykalna transcendencj¢ on-
tologiczna Boga, lecz wykorzystuje si¢ takze element promieni stonecznych,
ktory Platon w swoich wyjasnieniach pominat.

Bazylidianie m6wia jednak rowniez o oswieceniu w aspekcie epistemolo-
gicznym. Ignorancja, ktora panowala, nie tylko w $wiecie materialnym, lecz
takze wsrod archontow i1 Demiurga, zostaje rozproszona za sprawa ilumina-
cji pochodzacej ze $wiata duchowego wspotistotnego Bogu najwyzszemu®.
Os$wiecenie to nie oznacza jednak pelniej wiedzy na temat natury Pierwszej
Zasady, lecz §wiadomosci, ze istnieje wyzszy duchowy swiat, do ktérego,
podczas koncowej apokatastazy, powroca dusze ludzi duchowych — pneuma-
tykow. Ostateczna reintegracja dusz w $wiecie duchowym, bedzie polegata
na zaj¢ciu naleznego im miejsca, wyznaczonego w zalezno$ci od natury, kto-
ra kazda z nich posiada®, nie za$ na zjednoczeniu z Bogiem najwyzszym.
Gdy 6w powrdt si¢ dokona, zostanie usunigte z dusz wybranych dazenie do
osiagnigcia rzeczy niemozliwych do osiagnigcia dla poszczegolnych rodzajow
natur. W ten sposob, nawet przy koncowej apokatastazie, istota transcendent-
nego Boga, jasniejacego na szczycie §wiata duchowego, pozostanie dalej nie-
ogarniona i niewystowiona.

Nawigzania do platonskiej metafory stonca znajdujemy réwniez w tek-
stach z Nag Hammadi. Jeden z nich, Tractatus Tripartitus, zashuguje na szcze-
g6lna uwagge. Jest tak nie tylko dlatego, ze terminologia zwiazana ze $wia-
ttem wystgpuje w nim w bardzo wielu miejscach, ale takze dlatego, ze autor
Traktatu, w sposob symboliczny, lub bardziej teoretyczny, stara si¢ oddac to,
co w wersji mitologicznej wyktadaja przedstawiciele systemow walentynian-
skich. To bowiem w Traktacie Trojdzielnym znajdujemy informacj¢ o tym,
iz eony sa imionami mocy jedynego i transcendentnego Boga®. Ow Bog,

nia si¢ od Boga najwyzszego, degraduje sig. W $wiecie materialnym owo Boze ,,synostwo” reprezen-
tuja ,,ludzie duchowi” — pneumatycy, por. Hippolytus Romanus, Refiitatio omnium haeresium V11 22,
7nn. Cho¢ w przekazie Hipolita jest mowa jedynie ogolnie o trzech rodzajach ,,synostwa” Bozego,
w relacji Ireneusza (Adversus haereses 1 24, 3nn) o doktrynie Bazylidesa jest mowa o niezliczonej
ilosci emanacji. Tak wigc z niezrodzonego Ojca zostat zrodzony Umyst (Nous), z niego zrodzit sig
Logos i Rozumienie, z nich z kolei zrodzita si¢ Madro$¢ i Moc, nastgpnie zostaja zrodzeni: moce,
archonci i aniotowie. Dalej, powstaja rozne sfery niebios, ktorych liczba wynosi 365. Kwestia roznic
zachodzacych migdzy relacja Hipolita i Ireneusza jest trudna do rozstrzygnigcia (zob. M. Simonetti,
Basilide e i basilidiani, w: Testi gnostici, s. 133-136), niemniej jednak roéwniez u Ireneusza widoczny
jest pewien rodzaj degradacji bytu duchowego, powstajacy w miarg¢ oddalania si¢ od niezrodzonego
Boga. Niezliczone emanacje migdzy Bogiem a $wiatem materialnym i ich stabnaca w miarg kolej-
nych zrodzen moc, wyjasniaja w jaki sposob pojawito sig zto w $wiecie materialnym.

% Por. Hippolytus Romanus, Refutatio omnium haeresium VII 26, 1-10.

¢ Por. tamze VII 27, 7-12.

ot Por. Tractatus Tripartitus 73, 8 - 73, 29, ed. H.W. Attridge, w: Nag Hammadi Codex 1 (The
Jung Codex), NHS 22, Leiden 1985, 228, ttum. W. Myszor: Tractatus Tripartitus, w: Biblioteka
z Nag Hammadi. Kodeksy Ii II, SACh SN 7, Katowice 2008, 99-100: ,,Kazdy bowiem z eonow jest
imieniem jakiej$ wlasciwosci i mocy Ojca, ktory istnieje w wielu imionach, w jakim§ zmieszaniu
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okreslony jako jedyny Dobry i doskonaty®* jest niewyczerpanym zrodiem®
niezliczonych mocy, ktére wywodza si¢ z Niego niczym swiatto ze zrodla
$wiatta®. Pomimo nieustannego wyptywu mocy, doskonaty Bog nie traci nic
ze swojej istoty 1 pozostaje niezmienny ponad wszelkim stworzeniem, niczym
stonce nieustannie o$wiecajace ziemig. Mato tego, nie udziela On calej swojej
mocy bytom od Niego pochodzacym, gdyz te nie bytyby w stanie jej przyjac
w cato$ci; w zetknieciu z nig zostatyby unicestwione®. Ze wzgledu na swa
transcendencj¢ ontologiczna Bog-Dobro pozostaje zupelnie niepoznawalny
1 niewyrazalny. ,,Jest nie do wymoéwienia — podkresla autor 7raktatu — 1 nie do
nazwania, przekraczajac wszelki umyst i wszelka mowg.

To ostatnie stwierdzenie pojawi si¢ wielokrotnie réwniez w ortodoksyjnej
teologii aleksandryjskiej, co jest kolejnym przyktadem tego, iz Ojcowie Kos-
ciota wcale nie odrzucali z gory pewnych tez filozoficznych, ktorymi postugi-
wali si¢ heretycy®’. Wrecz przeciwnie, odwotujac si¢ do tych samych metafor
1 uzywajac tego samego jezyka filozoficznego, budowali wtasna teologig, sta-
rajac si¢ przy tym pozosta¢ wiernymi danym Objawienia. Aby tego dokonac,
musieli wypracowa¢ pewne kryteria interpretacji tekstu natchnionego, ktore,
nie wykluczajac uzycia narzedzi filozoficznych, prowadzity do wnioskow
zgodnych z catoscia Objawienia zawartego w ksiggach Starego i Nowego Tes-
tamentu®®. O tym jednak powiemy szerzej w nast¢pnych akapitach.

a jednak we wzajemnych udziatach. Jest mozliwe, aby mowi¢ o nim tylko z powodu bogactwa Lo-
gosu, a takze bogactwa Ojca, ktory wprawdzie jest imieniem jedynym, poniewaz jest on tylko jeden,
jednak niezliczony w swoich wlasciwosciach i imionach. Emanacje Pelni, ktore sa z niego, z Istnie-
jacego, powstaty nie przez rozdzielenie wzajemne, podobnie jak to si¢ dzieje przy oddzieleniu od
tego, ktory je rodzi, lecz ich rodzenie przyjmuje postac rozszerzenia, jak Ojciec rozszerza siebie ku
tym, ktoérych mituje, aby ci, ktorzy wyszli z niego, doszli takze do istnienia jak on”.

2 Por. tamze 53, 5-10; 61, 28-30.

% Por. tamze 60, 10-15.

% Por. tamze 62, 33 - 63, 4.

8 Por. tamze 64, 28 - 65, 1, NHS 22, 212-214, ttum. Myszor, s. 96: ,,Ojciec odpowiednio do
swojego chwalebnego miejsca ponad (bytami) Pelni, poniewaz jest niepoznawalny i nieuchwytny,
ma taka wielko$¢ i jest tak wielki, ze gdyby im wszystkim, takze bardziej chwalebnym eonom, ktore
z niego wyszly, objawit sig¢ nagle i niespodziewanie, bylyby zniszczone. Dlatego zachowat swoja
moc i swoja niespozyta site w swoim sposobie wlasnego istnienia”.

% Tamze 65, 1-4, NHS 22, 214, thum. Myszor, s. 96. Wypowiedzi podkre$lajace niepoznawalno$é
Boga pojawiaja si¢ w Traktacie wielokrotnie, por. tamze 54, 1 - 56, 15; 71, 35 - 73, 4.

7 Przyktadem takiego podejscia moze by¢ wypowiedz Orygenesa, ktory relacjonujac opinig
Celsusa na temat Boga, istniejacego ponad substancja i ponad rozumem, stwierdza: ,,Nie chcemy
polemizowaé ze stusznymi stwierdzeniami, cho¢by autorami ich byli wrogowie naszej wiary, nie
chcemy spiera¢ si¢ z nimi, ani zbija¢ stusznych pogladéw” (Origenes, Contra Celsum VII 46, ed.
M. Borret, SCh 150, Paris 1969, 122, ttum. S. Kalinkowski: Orygenes, Przeciw Celsusowi, Warsza-
wa 1986, 368). Do tego tematu powrocimy jeszcze w dalszej czgsei artykutu.

% O roznicach, ale i o podobienstwach, zachodzacych migdzy gnostycka i ortodoksyjna inter-
pretacja Pism Starego i Nowego Testamentu por. M. Simonetti, Miedzy dostownosciq a alegoriq.
Przyczynek do historii egzegezy patrystycznej, tham. T. Skibinski, My$l Teologiczna 26, Krakow
2000, 27-107.
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3. Klemens Aleksandryjski. Klemens Aleksandryjski, mimo ze wielo-
krotnie i w wyrazny sposob przeciwstawia si¢ roznym tezom formutowanym
przez gnostykow, w swej koncepcji Boga, podobnie jak oni, pozostaje wierny
platonskiej metaforze stonca, opisujacej transcendencj¢ ontologiczng Pierw-
szej Zasady®. Jednakze, rowniez podobnie jak gnostycy, owa metafore mo-
dyfikuje, tak iz niekiedy trudno jest stwierdzi¢, czy polemizuje on z samym
Platonem, czy powtarza rozstrzygnigcia gnostykow’”. W kazdym razie, takze
wedtug Klemensa, Bog jest niedostepna $wiattoscia, z ktorej wywodzi sig cata
rzeczywistos¢:

»Jesli kto§ pojmuje Boga — bynajmniej w sposob godny, c6z bowiem mo-
globy by¢ godnego Boga?, lecz jak jest mozliwe — niech mysli o wielkie;j,
niepojetej i pigknej $wiattosci niedostgpnej (g &mpdoLTOV), Zawierajacej
w sobie wszelka dobra moc, wszelka zachwycajaca doskonalo$¢, troszczacej
si¢ o wszystkie byty, wspolczujacej, niecierpigtliwej, dobrej, wszystko wie-
dzacej, wszystko przewidujacej, prostej, stodkiej, 1$niacej, nietknigtej””".

Cho¢ powyzsza wypowiedz stanowi naw1qzanle do tekstuz I'Tm 6, 16, 0 Bogu
»zamieszkujacym $wiatto$¢ nledostqpnq jej wymowa zostaje nieco zmienio-
na. Wedlug Klemensa, Bog nie tyle ,,zamieszkuje”, co raczej ,,jest” $wiattoscia
(p®d), zgodnie z Platonska metafora. Poréwnanie to — jak zauwaza nasz autor
— jest jednak jedynie niegodnym Boga wyobrazeniem, wtasnie ze wzgledu na
radykalna transcendencj¢ Bozej natury. Nawet okreslenie owej Swiattosci jako
,hiedostepnej” (&mpodoitov), moze wskazywaé na jakies miejsce jej istnienia,
do ktérego nikt nie ma dostgpu (npocitév), tymczasem Bog, co zobaczymy
dalej, jest ponad wszelkim miejscem i jakimkolwiek okresleniem. Podobnie
jak gnostycy, rowniez Aleksandryjczyk, wydobywa z platonskiej metafory
element promieni stonecznych, ktorymi sa dobroczynne moce (oo SOVOLLG
&yo0n) wychodzace z Boga, dzialajace w $wiecie i opatrzno$ciowo troszcza-
ce si¢ o0 kazdy byt. Czgsciej jednak Klemens bedzie mowit, nie o licznych pro-
mieniach i mocach, lecz ogdlnie o jednej §wiattosci bijacej od o$lepiajacego
zrodta $wiatla, a wigc o jednej mocy Boga, ktora dziata na wiele sposobow
w $wiecie. W ten sposob dokona on brzemiennego dla pdzniejszej teologii
rozroznienia migdzy istota (ovoilo) Boga, a Jego moca (d0vapig). Ta pierwsza
jest zupetnie niedostgpna i niepoznawalna, ta druga natomiast jest sposobem

% Szerzej na temat transcendencji Boga u Klemensa pisatem w innym miejscu, por. D. Mrugalski,
11 Dio trascendente nella filosofia alessandrina giudaica e cristiana. Filone e Clemente, Roma 2013,
179-311. W tej czgsci niniejszego artykutu wykorzystam niektore wnioski, do ktorych tam doszedlem.

 Por. S.R.C. Lilla, Clement of Alexandria. A Study in Christian Platonism and Gnosticism,
Eugene 2005, 212-226, gdzie autor zestawia liczne wypowiedzi gnostykow, medioplatonikéw i Kle-
mensa Aleksandryjskiego, aby ukaza¢ pewna wspdlna matrycg, majaca swoje zrodlo w réznych
wypowiedziach Platona, w oparciu o ktora rozwijata si¢ refleksja o Bogu transcendentnym, w $ro-
dowisku aleksandryjskim II i I1I wieku.

I Clemens Alexandrinus, Eclogae propheticae 21, 1, ed. L. Friichtel, GCS 17, Leipzig 1909,
142, thum. wiasne.
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obecnosci Boga w $wiecie, do ktorej ma dostep cztowiek, i na podstawie kto-
rej buduje swoje wyobrazenie Boga:

,Nie nalezy w ogole w odniesieniu do Ojca wszechrzeczy stosowac tego ro-
dzaju wyrazen, jak ksztalt, ruch, postawa, tron, miejsce, prawa strona, lewa
strona, chociaz tak pisano o Nim [...]. A wigc Pierwsza Przyczyna nie ma
okres$lonego miejsca, ale istnieje ponad miejscem, czasem i nazwa, 1 pojgciem
(Vmephived Kol TOTOL KOl XPOVOL Kol OVOLOTOC Kol vonoewg). Dlatego
i Mojzesz mowi: «ukaz mi si¢ sam» (Wj 33, 13), przez co w sposob jak najbar-
dziej jasny dat do zrozumienia, ze nie mozna ludzi pouczy¢ o Bogu, ani méwic
o Bogu, ale moze by¢ On poznany tylko poprzez moc (dVvaypig) od Niego
ptynaca, bowiem Poszukiwany jest bez formy i niewidzialny (&edng xol
&opatog), a dar taski poznania pochodzi od Boga za posrednictwem Syna”’2,

Poznanie Boga jest wigc mozliwe dzigki mocy (d0vopig) od Niego pochodza-
cej. Nie polega ono jednak na konceptualnym, czy definicyjnym uchwyceniu
Bozej istoty, gdyz ta wymyka si¢ wszelkim kategoriom fizycznym i metafi-
zycznym, ktorymi postuguje si¢ cztowiek. Przekracza kategori¢ miejsca i cza-
su, ale takze jakiekolwiek okreslenie (6vopa), czy pojecie rozumowe (VONO1G).
Bog jest nie tylko niewidzialny (&odpoaitog), co jest oczywiste ze wzgledu na
Jego niecielesno$¢, ale takze, jak podkresla Aleksandryjczyk, zupetnie nie-
poznawalny (&e1dng), ze wzgledu na brak jakiejkolwiek formy (g180g), ktora
w procesie poznania uchwytuje ludzki intelekt. Cho¢ w ostatnim zdaniu cy-
towanego wyzej tekstu, owa Moc, dzigki ktorej czlowiek poznaje Niepozna-
walnego, zostaje utozsamiona z Synem Bozym, Klemens nie ma tu na mysli
jedynie historycznego objawienia Ojca, ktore dokonato si¢ za sprawa Wciele-
nia Logosu. Boza Moc dziala bowiem w $wiecie od momentu jego stworzenia.
Dzigki niej tez Bog stawat sig bliski zawsze, dla ludzi wszystkich czasow:

,On sam, cho¢ trzyma si¢ z dala, jednak potrafi podej$¢ tuz tuz. Cud to nie-
wystowiony! «Ja Bog, ktory si¢ zblizam» (Jr 23, 23) — mowi Pan. Z dala
pozostajacy wedle swej istoty (ovoia) — jakze bowiem mogloby si¢ zblizy¢
co$ stworzonego do Tego, ktory nie ma poczatku? — najécislej zbliza si¢ dzig-
ki swej Mocy (d0vopig), ktora wszystko swym tonem ogarnia. «Jezeli kto$
uczyni co$ potajemnie — mowi Pismo — czyz nie dojrze go rowniez?» (Jr
23, 24) — faktycznie, zawsze jest obecna Moc Boza, ktora nas obejmuje swa
sifg tajemnicza, dobroczynng i wychowujaca. Dlatego Mojzesz, bedac prze-
konany, ze przy pomocy samej tylko ludzkiej madrosci w zadnym wypadku
pozna¢ Boga nie mozna, rzekl: «Ukaz mi si¢ sam» (W] 33, 13) i zostat zmu-
szony wstapi¢ w «ciemnosé» (por. Wj 20, 21), gdzie zagrzmiat glos Boga; to
znaczy: do tajemniczych i pozbawionych ksztattu przybytkow mysli o bycie.

2 Clemens Alexandrinus, Stromata V 71, 4-5, ed. L. Friichtel, GCS 15, Leipzig 1906, 374,
thum. J. Niemirska-Pliszczynska: Klemens Aleksandryjski, Kobierce zapiskow filozoficznych doty-
czqcych prawdziwej wiedzy, 11, Warszawa 1994, 58-59 (ttum. poprawione przez Autora).
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Bog bowiem nie pozostaje w ciemnosci ani w jakimkolwiek miejscu, lecz jest
ponad przestrzenia i czasem, i ponad wszelka wiasciwoscia bytow stworzo-
nych (Vepdve Kol TOTOL Kol XPOHVOL KOl THE TOV YEYOVOT®OV 1810TNTOG).
Dlatego nie znajduje si¢ nigdy w jakiej$ czgsci, jako ze jest ogarniajacy a nie
ogarniony (Tepléymv oV TEPLEXOHIEVOC), cZy to przez ograniczenie, czy to
przez oddzielenie””.

W powyzszej wypowiedzi Aleksandryjczyk wyraznie stwierdza, iz Bég, pozo-
stajac daleki pod wzgledem swej istoty, jest bliski pod wzgledem swojej mocy
(TOppm PEV KT 000GV, £YYVTATO O duvapel). Pojecie mocy w doktrynie
Klemensa jest jednak wieloznaczne. W poprzednim cytowanym passusie zo-
stata ona utozsamiona z Synem Bozym, tym razem, interpretujac alegorycznie
wypowiedzi Starego Testamentu, nasz autor mowi o tajemniczej, dobroczyn-
nej i wychowujacej sile (d0vopig), poprzez ktdra ogarnia nas moc (SOVoLg)
Boga. Cho¢ ttumaczka Kobiercow uzyta w tym miejscu dwoch réznych stow:
»sita” 1 ,,moc”, Aleksandryjczyk postuguje si¢ jednym tylko terminem grec-
kim: d0vapic. Jak wige rozumie¢ jego wypowiedz? Ot6z moc jest wedhug
Klemensa sposobem dziatania Boga skierowanym ku stworzeniu. Bog w so-
bie to ovola; aktywno$é Boga wychodzaca z Jego istoty to d0vopig™. Owa
moc jednak dziata w $§wiecie stworzonym na rézne sposoby i to one wlasnie sa
rozpoznawalne i uchwytywane przez ludzki intelekt. Podczas gdy sposoboéw
Bozego dzialania w $wiecie jest wiele (stwarzanie, rzadzenie, wychowywa-
nie, zbawianie), w Bogu stanowia one jedno$¢. Sa Jego moca, a wigc tym
wszystkim, czym jest Bog skierowany ku stworzeniu. Moc ma wigc swoje
zrodlo w Bogu niczym $wiatlo stoneczne w stoncu. Wychodzac zen jednak
owo $wiatlo ,,rozszerza sig” i ogarnia cata rzeczywistos¢. Dlatego tez Aleksan-
dryjczyk postuguje si¢ czasownikami, takimi jak: éyxoAnilw (zamykac w to-
nie) i dntw (zwiazac, objac), ktore wskazuja na wszechogarniajacy charakter
Bozej mocy”. Ponadto, w ostatnim zdaniu cytowanego tekstu pojawia si¢ wy-

 Tamze II 5, 4 - 6, 3, GCS 15, 115-116, ttum. Niemirska-Pliszczynska, I, s. 130-131 (thum.
poprawione przez Autora).

™ Por. tamze VII 7, 7, ed. L. Friichtel, GCS 17, 7, gdzie Syn jest nazwany ,,aktywnoscig”, lub
,dzialaniem” Ojca: matpikn Tig €vépyero 6 viog. Wedtug H.F. Hiagga (Clement of Alexandria and
the Beginnings of Christian Apophaticism, Oxford 2006, 261), rozrdznienie na ovola i dSVVOULG
Boga, jest oryginalnym i najwazniejszym wktadem Klemensa do rozwoju teologii apofatycznej.
Dodajmy, ze jest ono réwniez wazne dla przezwycigzenia pewnej degradacyjnej hierarchii bytow
wiasciwej dla systemdw gnostyckich, ale takze dla doktryn medioplatonskich. Wedtug Klemensa, to
nie jakie$ byty posrednie, lecz sam Bog, dzigki swej mocy, jest obecny w $wiecie, objawia sig i staje
si¢ poznawalny dla ludzkiego intelektu, pozostajac zarazem odlegtym i niepoznawalnym w swej
istocie. O ewentualnych podobienstwach czy tez o polemice Klemensa z teologia medioplatonikow
w tym zakresie zob. tamze, s. 238-251.

S Warto przypomnie¢ w tym miejscu, cytowany juz wyzej tekst z Traktatu Trojdzielnego (NHC
173, 8 -73,29), w ktoérym jest réwniez mowa o ,,rozszerzaniu si¢” Ojca. Otdz wedlug gnostykow
emanacje powstaja, nie przez oddzielenie od Bozej natury, lecz wyptywaja z Boga i pozostaja z Nim
wspolistotne. ,,Ich rodzenie przyjmuje posta¢ rozszerzenia, jak Ojciec rozszerza siebie ku tym, kto-
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razenie, ktorym postugiwali si¢ rOwniez gnostycy, a mianowicie, ze Bog jest
»ogarniajacy, lecz nie ogarniony (nepleywv ob mepieyopevog)”. Oczywiscie,
»ogarniajacy”, czy tez ,,obejmujacy” cala rzeczywisto$¢ dzigki mocy, ktora
z Niego wychodzi; natomiast ,,nie ogarniony”, gdyz Jego istota nie moze by¢
zamknigta w zadnej stworzonej rzeczy. W rzeczywistosci bowiem, pozosta-
je ona zawsze transcendentna wzgledem tego, co z niej si¢ wywodzi, na po-
dobienstwo stonca, ktore oswietlajac §wiat, nie wyczerpuje si¢ w promieniu,
cho¢ przezen ma wplyw na to, co istnieje w $wiecie’®.

Ponadto, w wyzej cytowanym tekscie, po raz kolejny Aleksandryjczyk
stwierdza, iz Bog jest ,,ponad przestrzenia i czasem i jakakolwiek jakos$cia cha-
rakteryzujaca byty stworzone”. Te i inne wypowiedzi odsytaja nas ponownie
do Platonskiej metafory stonca, przy okazji ktérej Platon stwierdza, iz Dobro
nie jest substancja (oboia), lecz istnieje ponad nia (Enéxelva THE 0VOLAK).
Samo wyrazenie: énéxelvo THg ovolag nie pojawia si¢ w pismach Klemensa
explicite, jednakze liczne inne sformutowania, ktore w pewien sposob sytuuja
Boga ,,ponad” wszelkimi kategorlaml metaﬁzycznyml jak i negatywny jezyk,
ktorym sig postuguje nasz autor w mowieniu o Bogu, wskazuja, iz Bog — we-
dhug niego — jest rzeczywiscie ponad wszelkim bytem. Zostaje On na przyktad
nazwany Jednem, ale tuz potem dodaje Aleksandryjczyk, ze jest On czyms, co
jest ,,ponad Jednem i ponad Monada”: éréxkelva. ToD £VOG KO VTEP QLVTNV
povéada’’. Jest wprawdzie przyczyna wszystkiego, ale i czyms, co transcendu-
je wszelka przyczyne: 10 €énéxetva aitiov’®. Warto w tym miejscu przytoczy¢
szerszy fragment tekstu, w ktorym pojawia si¢ wyrazenie: 10 €T€éKeLval a{TLOV,
gdyz wydaje sig, iz odpowiada ono platonskiemu: énéxelva Thg ovotog. Otdz
Aleksandryjczyk, opisujac poszczegolne stopnie wiedzy (yv@oig), po ktorych
wspina si¢ doskonaly chrze$cijanin (yvooTtikog), aby oddac czes¢ prawdzi-
wemu Bogu, zauwaza, iz poczatkowo poznaje on $wiat widzialny, nastgpnie
studiuje Swigte Ksiegi, a w nich najstarsza filozofig i prorokéw, by w koncu
przejs$¢ do kontemplacji $wiata duchowego:

»W $wiecie za§ duchowym (év 1olg vontoig) czci kogos$ najstarszego po-
chodzeniem, bezczasowa, nie majaca poczatku Zasade (tnv d&ypovov
avopyov apyxnv), pierwszy owoc sposrdd istniejacych bytoéw — Syna. Od
Niego mozna si¢ dowiedzie¢ o Przyczynie ponad Przyczyna, Ojcu wszyst-
kiego (10 éméxelvo aitiov, TOV TatéPa TOV OAmV), najczcigodniejszym

rych mituje”. Wedtug Klemensa Ojciec nie ,,rozszerza si¢” poprzez emanacje, lecz obejmuje wszyst-
ko swoja moca.

76 Por. Clemens Alexandrinus, Stromata VII 5, 5-6, GCS 17, 5-6, gdzie Syn zostaje nazwany
»Swiattem pochodzacym od Ojca”, ale takze ,,Moca, ktora przenika moce”. Rowniez On, podobnie
jak Ojciec, nie moze by¢ przez nic ogarniony (Undapuf mepleyopevos). Boskie swiattlo bowiem,
bedac transcendentne wzgledem $wiata, rozswietla wszystko, co jest na ziemi, lecz nie ulega ani
podziatowi, ani uszczupleniu, gdyz jest natury inteligibilne;j.

" Tenze, Paedagogus 171, 1, ed. O. Stahlin, GCS 12, Leipzig 1905, 131.

8 Tenze, Stromata VII 2, 3, GCS 17, 4.
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inajbardziej dobroczynnym dla wszystkich, o ktorym wiedza juz nie jest prze-
kazywana za posrednictwem glosu, a ktory jest wielbiony 1 ktorego nalezy
wielbi¢ w sposob najwlasciwszy drzeniem i ciszg w $wietym zadziwieniu””.

Logos, ktory we wczesniejszych fragmentach tekstu Kobiercow zo-
stal utozsamiony z rzadzaca wszystkim i obejmujaca cala rzeczywistos¢
Moca (d0vauig) Boga, teraz zostaje nazwany Zasada niemajaca poczatku
(M &vopyog épyn). Chodzi tu oczywiscie o brak poczatku czasowego, gdyz,
jako Moc Boga, ma On swoj poczatek ontologiczny (&px1n) w Bogu, na co
wskazuja rowniez dalsze doprecyzowania, gdzie Logos zostaje okreslony
jako: &mopyn TV OAmv, to znaczy ,,pierwszy owoc sposrod bytow, a tak-
ze: viog, czyli ,,Syn”, ktorego przeciez zrodzit Ojciec wszystkiego (motnp
1@V 0Awv). Cho¢ owa Boska Moc jest zasada i przyczyna wszelkiego stwo-
rzenia, ma ,,nad” soba inna Przyczyng (aitiov), ktéra transcenduje wszystkie
inne przyczyny. Dlatego tez, Przyczyna wszystkich innych przyczyn, nawet
tych transcendentnych wzgledem stworzen, jaka jest Logos, zostaje nazwana:
10 émékerva aitiov. Tego typu hierarchia bytéw transcendentnych odsyta nas
znowu do platonskiej metafory, w ktorej przeciez idee istniejace w $wiecie in-
teligibilnym (vontdg) sa przyczyna swiata zmystowego (aicOntog). One same
jednak, bedac bytem realnie istniejacym (10 6v), lub tez substancja (o0otio)®!,
cho¢ sa wieczne i niezmienne, zaleza w swoim bycie od transcendentneJ
wzgledem nich idei Dobra, ktora istnieje énéxeiva thg ovolag. Co wazne,
idea Dobra zostaje okreslona przez Platona rowniez, jako przyczyna tego, co
istnieje i co jest poznawalne, a wigc idei®”. Poniewaz idee z kolei sq przyczy-
na formalng bytow widzialnych, ide¢ Dobra mozna okresli¢ jako przyczyng
przyczyn, a wigc, uzywajac wyrazenia Klemensa, jako 10 énéxeivo aitiov.
Hierarchia bytow $wiata inteligibilnego, jak i typowo platonska terminolo-
gia uzywana przez Aleksandryjczyka, nie pozostawiaja watpliwosci, iz jego
doktryna pozostaje pod wyraznym wptywem filozofa z Aten i jego stynnej
metafory stonca®. Opis duchowej drogi gnostyka, ktorego czgscia jest wyzej
cytowany fragment, mozna natomiast porownac z platonska metafora jaskini,
o ktorej opowiada Platon w VII ksigdze Panstwa, a w ktorej rowniez pojawia

7 Tamze VII 2, 2-3, GCS 17, 4, thum. wlasne.

8 Greckie stowo: amapyn oznacza przede wszystkim ,,pierwociny”. Jego etymologia wskazu-
je jednak na pewne ,,pochodzenie od” (&6 = ,,0d” oraz apyn = ,,poczatek”). Logos wigc, bedac
amopyn T®v SAmv, w tym sensie jest ,,pierwszym owocem wsrod bytow istniejacych”, ze bedac
czyms, co istnieje jako pierwsze lub jako zasada (&pyn), jest zarazem kims, kto pochodzi od (&md)
Boga. G.W. Lampe (4 Patristic Greek Lexicon, Oxford 1961, 177) sugeruje nawet, iz stowo &mopyn,
mozna ttumaczy¢, nie tylko jako ,,pierwszy”, ale i jako ,,najlepszy”. W tym znaczeniu Logos bylby
,,Najwyzszym” sposrod bytoéw, gdyz jest bytem bedacym przyczyna istnienia innych bytow.

81 Por. Plato, Phaedo 78d-79a; tenze, Phaedrus 247c, wyzej cytowane.

8 Por. tenze, Respublica 508e; 517c.

8 Por. J. Whittaker, 'Enéxeiva vod kot ovoiog, VigCh 23 (1969) 93, ktory rowniez zauwaza,
iz wyrazenie Klemensa: ,,t0 énéketvo aitiov”’, odpowiada platonskiemu: ,,énékeiva Thig ovotlog”
z Panstwa (509b).
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si¢ gorujaca nad wszystkim idea Dobra. Gnostyk wigc, w zdobywaniu wie-
dzy, przechodzi stopniowo ze §wiata zmystowego (ai6On1oc), ku poznawaniu
swiata inteligibilnego (vontdg), gdzie, rowniez stopniowo, poznaje najpierw
Przyczyng wszystkich bytow stworzonych, to jest Syna, a nastgpnie Przyczy-
n¢ Przyczyny, czyli Ojca. Czyni wige doktadnie to samo, co filozof, ktory po
wyjsciu z jaskini (symbolu §wiata zmystowego) zaczyna stopniowo dostrze-
ga¢ prawdziwie istniejace byty, oraz spoglada¢ na gorujace nad wszystkim
stonce — symbolizujace transcendentng ideg Dobra®.

Migdzy tezami Platona a wnioskami, do ktérych dochodzi Klemens na pod-
stawie podobnych metafor, istnieja jednak roznice, ktore nalezy tu podkreslic.
Po pierwsze, wedtug Aleksandryjczyka, Logos, cho¢ zawdzigcza swe istnienie
transcendentnej wzgledem niego Przyczynie, jest nie tylko przyczyna formal-
na, czy wzorcza $wiata widzialnego, ale i sprawcza. W pewnym sensie wigc
petni On réwniez role Demiurga z Platonskiego Timajosa. Ponadto, Syn jest
jeden, podczas gdy idei istniejacych w platonskim Ayperuraniosie® jest wiele.
Owa wielo$¢ istnieje jednak w pewien sposob w Logosie, gdyz, jak widzie-
lismy, jako Boska Moc dziala On na wiele sposobow, ale i w jakim$ sensie
w Ojcu, gdyz idee to mysli Boga®, cho¢ sa one w Nim jednos$cia®’. Ponadto,
Platon zaktada, iz idea Dobra jest poznawalna, tak jak stonce, do ktorego swia-
tla przyzwyczaja sig filozof, po wyjsciu z jaskini. Gnostyk Klemensa natomiast
nigdy nie jest w stanie uchwyci¢ istoty Boga. Stonce bowiem, podobnie jak to
widzielismy w wielu systemach gnostyckich, jest wedtug niego oslepiajace.

Cho¢ w wyzej cytowanym tekscie, Aleksandryjczyk zauwaza, iz od Syna
mozna uzyska¢ wiedzg¢ o Ojcu wszystkiego, to jednak wiedza ta, nie polega na
jakim$ dyskursywnym, czy definicyjnym ujgciu istoty Boga®. Nie jest wigc
przekazywana za pomoca glosu i, jak dalej wyjasnia, jest to jedynie wiedza na
miar¢ poznajacego®. W innych miejscach swoich dziet stwierdzi nawet, ze ani
Bog w swojej istocie, ani Jego moc nie moga by¢ w petni poznane przez czto-
wieka, gdyz jest to rzeczywisto$¢ przewyzszajaca nawet §wiat inteligibilny:
jest énéxervor 100 vontov”. Bycie ,,ponad §wiatem inteligibilnym” oznacza
transcendowanie tego, co jest poznawalne przez ludzki intelekt. Z tego tez
powodu — wyjasnia Klemens — Bog nie moze by¢ przedmiotem nauki, gdyz ta
opisuje co$, co posiada pewne formy, ktore moga by¢ uchwycone w procesie
poznania, a nastgpnie nazwane i opisane. Rzeczywisto§¢ Boska jednak, wy-
myka sig¢ jakiejkolwiek formie i ograniczeniu przez definicj¢’'. Nawet nazwy,

8 Por. Plato, Respublica 515¢-517d.

85 Por. tenze, Phaedrus 247c¢.

8 Por. Clemens Alexandrinus, Stromata V 73,1 - 74, 1.

8 Por. tamze V 81, 5-6.

8 Por. tamze IV 156, 1; V 82, 1-4.

8 Por. tamze VII 2, 3.

% Tamze V 38, 6, GCS 15, 352. Por. tamze V 65, 2; VI 165, 5 - 166, 3.
! Por. tamze IV 156, 1; V 81,5-6.
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ktoére przypisuje si¢ Bogu, czy to na podstawie danych ptynacych z Objawie-
nia czy to na podstawie dyskursu filozoficznego, sa wedtug Aleksandryjczyka
nazwami niewlasciwymi. Tak wigc pojgcia takie jak: Jedno, Dobro, Rozum,
Byt w sobie, Ojciec, Bog, Stworzyciel, czy Pan, sq czyms, czego w sposob
nieudolny chwyta sig ludzki intelekt pragnac przyblizy¢ si¢ do poznania Boga,
w rzeczywistosci jednak, opisuja one jedynie rézne przejawy Bozej Wszech-
mocy, jednakze — zauwaza nasz autor — ,,niczego tego rodzaju nie mozna za-
stosowa¢ do pojecia Boga™”.

Konkludujac, Dobro, ktore dla Platona bylo przedmiotem prawdziwej
wiedzy (émotiun), dla Klemensa jest absolutnie niepoznawalne i niewyra-
zalne, cho¢ jeden i drugi mysliciel odwotuja sig do tej samej metafory stonca.
Mato tego, Bog, wedtug Aleksandryjczyka, nie moze by¢ utozsamiony nawet
z Dobrem, gdyz to oznaczatoby jakies, cho¢by definicyjne, ograniczenie Jego
istoty, podczas gdy On jest tym, ktory ogarnia wszystko, pozostajac przez nic
nieogarniony. Gdy jednak Klemens wspomina niekiedy o substancji, czy isto-
cie (ovola) Boga, to nie czyni tego dlatego, aby zamknaé¢ Boga w pewnym,
Scisle okreslonym, pojgciu metafizycznym, lecz po to, by odr6zni¢ Boga w so-
bie od Boskiej aktywnosci, czyli mocy (d0vapic). Ta ostatnia, jest w jakis spo-
sob poznawalna, ta pierwsza w zadnej mierze. Poznawalnos¢ Boskiej mocy,
zwiazana jest z mozliwos$cia intelektualnego uchwycenia przyczyny stworczej
istniejacego Swiata. Bog, zrodto wszelkiej mocy, transcenduje nawet i t¢ przy-
czyng. Jest wige Przyczyna ponad Przyczyna (10 énéxelva aitiov).

4. Orygenes. Metafora stonca i §wiatta w odniesieniu do Boga i jego Lo-
gosu pojawia si¢ w wielu miejscach pism Adamancjusza. Dodajmy juz na
wstepie, ze to wlasnie od niej rozpoczyna Orygenes swoje analizy teologiczne
w dziele O zasadach. W rzeczywistosci bowiem, odrzucajac koncept ciele-
sno$ci Boga, ktory w jego czasach podzielali, nie tylko filozofowie, ale i nie-
ktorzy sposrod chrzescijan®, teolog z Aleksandrii musi najpierw uporaé si¢
z dostowna, tudziez materialistyczna, interpretacja metafor, ktorymi postuguje
si¢ Biblia w mowieniu o Bogu. Przytoczone przez niego wyrazenia: ,,Bog jest
duchem (nvedpa)” (J 4, 24), jak 1,,Bog jest ogniem (wvp)” (Pwt 4, 24), cho¢

2 Tamze V 82, 2-3, GCS 15, 381, thum. Niemirska-Pliszczynska, II, s. 66. Cho¢, jak stusznie
zauwaza Daniélou (Message évangélique, s. 302-308 1 313-316), doktryna Klemensa wykazuje duze
wplywy mysli medioplatonskiej, to jednak jego koncept radykalnej transcendencji epistemologicz-
nej Boga, stanowi epokowy przetom w historii mysli ludzkiej, gdyz teolog aleksandryjski sytuuje
Boga nie tylko ponad substancja, jak to czynit Platon i platonicy, ale i ponad Dobrem samym i po-
nad jakimkolwiek okresleniem. Moim zdaniem owo usytuowanie Boga ponad Dobrem, Jednem,
Monada, lub jakakolwiek fizyczna, czy metafizyczna kategoria dokonato si¢ juz w mysli Filona
z Aleksandrii. Szerzej na ten temat zob. Mrugalski, // Dio trascendente, s.64-178.

% O tym, iz koncept niecielesnosci byt trudnym do zrozumienia dla wielu chrzescijan pisze
Orygenes juz w Przedmowie do dzieta O zasadach. Zauwaza on, iz termin &o®potog (niecielesny)
nie pojawia si¢ w Pismie Swietym, oraz ze Tradycja Kosciota az do jego czasow, nie opracowata
doktadnie tego zagadnienia. Por. Origenes, De principiis, Praefatio 8-9.
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pochodzenia biblijnego, pojawiaja sig¢ rowniez w tekstach stoikow i oznaczaja
rzeczywisto$¢ cielesna’. Aby wykazaé, iz autorzy Ksiag natchnionych, postu-
gujac si¢ tymi samymi pojgciami co stoicy, inaczej je pojmowali, Orygenes
odwotuje si¢ do jeszcze jednej biblijnej wypowiedzi: ,,Bog jest §wiatloscia
(pdc)” (1J 1, 5), ktoéra tym razem odsyta czytelnika, nie do stoickiej, lecz
do platonskiej filozofii zaktadajacej istnienie bytow zupetnie niecielesnych.
Nieprzypadkowo wigc, zanim Adamancjusz zacznie analizowa¢ znaczenie bi-
blijnych poje¢: ,,duch” (mvedpa) i,,0gien” (ntdp), przerywa niejako tok swoich
wywodow skupiajac sig na pojeciu ,,$wiatla” (p@q), ktérym zostaje okreslony
Bog. Chcee przez to wskazad, iz terminy uzywane przez autoréw biblijnych
obciazone sa zawsze pewng interpretacja, ktora nadaje czytelnik: jedne przy-
wotuja na mysl tezy stoikow, inne natomiast odsytaja do Platonskiej metafory
swiatta. Wlasciwe ich rozumienie nie polega jednak na odrzuceniu narzedzi
filozoficznych, lecz na wnikliwym badaniu znaczen termindéw biblijnych oraz
kontekstow ich wystepowania w catosci Pisma Swigtego. Taka tez procedure
stosuje nasz autor podchodzac do analizy wyrazenia: ,,Bog jest Swiatloscia™:

,»Czymze jest $wiatlos¢ Boza, w ktorej cztowiek oglada $wiattos¢, jesli nie
moca Boza, dzigki ktorej o§wiecony cztowiek oglada prawde wszechrzeczy
albo poznaje samego Boga nazywajacego si¢ Prawda? Taki sens ma zdanie:
«W $wiattoéci Twojej ujrzymy $wiattosé» (Ps 36, 10); znaczy to: W Slowie
Twoim i w Madro$ci Twojej, ktora jest Twoj Syn, w Tobie samym ujrzymy
Ojca. Czyz bowiem dlatego, ze Bog zwie si¢ $wiatloscia, mamy Go uwazac
za podobnego do swiatta stonecznego? Czyz mozna stad powzia¢ chocby naj-
1zejsze podejrzenie, iz dzigki temu materialnemu $wiatlu moze kto$ poznaé
przyczyng wiedzy i osiagna¢ zrozumienie prawdy?”%

W tym bardzo syntetycznym tekscie, Orygenes taczy wiele wypowiedzi
skrypturystycznych dotyczacych swiatlosci. Tak wigc zdanie z 1J 1, 5 zesta-
wia ze zdaniem z Ps 36, 10, a takze, czego nie wida¢ wprost, z Prologiem
Jana, gdzie jest mowa o $§wiattosci, ktora byta w Stowie i ktéra oswieca kaz-
dego cztowieka (por. J 1, 4-9). Majac w domysle ten ostatni fragment moze
bowiem stwierdzi¢, iz §wiatto$¢, w ktorej czlowiek oglada swiattos¢ Boga to
nic innego, jak Stowo i Madro$¢, a wiec Syn Bozy. Zadna z tych wypowiedzi
biblijnych nie wspomina jednakze nic o cielesnosci, czy niecielesnosci Boze-
go $wiatta. Adamancjusz przeprowadza wigc wlasne rozumowanie w tej kwe-
stii 1 zauwaza, iz o§wiecenie oznacza poznanie prawdy, a prawda jest czyms
niematerialnym, czyms, co moze przyshugiwa¢ cialom, lecz ciatem nie jest.
Cho¢ wprawdzie nasz autor wskazuje nastgpnie na niepodobienstwo jakie za-
chodzi migdzy $wiattem slonecznym a $wiattem Boga (jedno jest material-
ne drugie niematerialne), nie odrzuca samej metafory slonca. Podobnie jak

% Por. np.: SVF I 88; 98; 124; 146; 157; 11 423; 1009; 1027; 1033; 1035; 1050; 1051; 1054.
% Origenes, De principiis 1 1, 1, ed. H. Crouzel — M. Simonetti, SCh 252, Paris 1978, 90-92,
thum. S. Kalinkowski: Orygenes, O zasadach, ZMT 1, Krakow 1996, 58-59.
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Platon, wydobywa jej epistemologiczne znaczenie: Bog jest zrodtem $wiatta,
to znaczy, ze jest dla czlowieka przyczyna wiedzy, jak Swiatlo stonecznie jest
przyczyna widzenia rzeczy materialnych. Podobna, a nawet bardziej rozbudo-
wang analizg biblijnych metafor, przeprowadza Orygenes w swym Komenta-
rzu do Ewangelii Jana®. Tam tez, zgodnie z terminologia platonska, nazywa
Boga $wiatlem inteligibilnym (vontov ¢®g)’’, z powodu wiasciwej Mu mocy
o$wiecania umystowych oczu (vontoi o@taipot)’.

Wplyw filozofii Platona na mysl Adamancjusza jest jednak o wiele wigk-
szy, anizeli tylko pewne zapozyczenia terminologiczne. Oto bowiem, podob-
nie jak Platonska idea Dobra transcenduje wszelki byt, tak Ojciec, zrodto
swiatta — wedlug filozofa z Aleksandrii — transcenduje $wiatlo$¢, ktora jest
Syn. Komentujac bowiem Janowy Prolog zauwaza:

,, Wreszcie powiedziano, ze $wiattos¢ ta jest «§wiatlo$cia prawdziwa» (J 1, 9).
Jak wigc Ojciec Prawdy, Bog, jest wigkszy i doskonalszy od Prawdy, a bedac
Ojcem Madrosci jest potezniejszy 1 doskonalszy niz Ona, tak tez transcenduje
On bytowo (brepéxet tod elvon) «$wiattos¢ prawdziway. Jasniej zrozumie-
my, ze Ojciec 1 Syn sa dwiema $wiatlosciami, jesli odwolamy si¢ do cyta-
tu z Dawida, ktory w trzydziestym piatym Psalmie powiada: «W $wiattosci
Twojej ujrzymy $wiattosé» (Ps 36(35), 10)™.

Badacze mysli Orygenesa dostrzegaja w tym miejscu wyrazne stwierdzenia
subordynacjonistyczne. Warto jednak przyjrze¢ si¢ temu, na czym doktadnie
6w subordynacjonizm Syna wzgledem Ojca polega'®. Ot6z Adamancjusz nie
nazywa nigdy Logosu ,,drugim Bogiem”, jak to czynili medioplatonicy, ani

% Por. tenze, Commentarii in Joannem XIII 21, 123 - 23, 139.

7 Por. tamze XIII 23, 137, ed. C. Blanc, SCh 222, Paris 1975, 104.

% Por. tamze XIII 23, 139, SCh 222, 104. Zob. Plato, Sophista 254a-b; tenze, Respublica 533d;
tenze, Phaedo 65e-66a.

% Origenes, Commentarii in Joannem 11 23, 151-152, ed. C. Blanc, SCh 120, Paris 1966, 306,
thum. S. Kalinkowski: Orygenes, Komentarz do Ewangelii wedlug sw. Jana, ZMT 27, Krakow 2003,
116 (thum. poprawione przez Autora).

10 Wielu wspdtczesnych teologdéw stara si¢ usprawiedliwiaé pewne wypowiedzi Adamancju-
sza, ktore z punktu widzenia dzisiejszej teologii brzmig heretycko, poprzez wskazanie na wpltyw,
dominujacego wowczas, ,,platonizmu $redniego”. Orygenes, wedlug nich, miatby wigc opisywac
poszczegodlne hipostazy Trojcy oraz relacje migdzy nimi zachodzace, jezykiem medioplatonikow.
Por. J. Daniélou, Orignene, Paris 1948, 85-108; E. Corsini, Introduzione, w: Origene, Commento al
Vangelo di Giovanni, a cura di E. Corsini, Torino 1995, 22-41; C. Moreschini, Storia del pensiero
cristiano tardo-antico, Milano 2013, 389-413. Odmienny poglad w tej kwestii wyraza Edwards
(Origen Against Plato, s. 70), ktory podkreslajac oryginalnos¢ teologii Orygenesa, postuluje, aby
nie umniejszac jej poprzez wskazywanie na pewne tendencje medioplatonskie epoki. Sam Adaman-
cjusz bowiem z nimi otwarcie polemizowal. W catej swojej publikacji, Edwards stara si¢ jednak
minimalizowac¢ rolg wptywu Platona na mysl Orygenesa. Osobiscie sadzg, ze nalezy przezwycigzy¢
jedna i druga tendencjg interpretacyjna. Jest bowiem prawda, ze Adamancjusz znat i odwolywat sig
do mysli Platona (jak i medioplatonikdéw). Jego oryginalnos¢ polega jednak na tym, ze to wiasnie
poglebiona refleksja nad filozofia platoniska (a nie jej odrzucenie, czy powielanie) pozwolity mu
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tez nie uznaje Go za jeden z eondw istniejacych migdzy Absolutem a stworze-
niem, jak to czynili gnostycy. Odrzuca rowniez adopcjonizm i modalizm!'®',
podkreslajac, iz Syn jest tej samej natury, co Ojciec'®, a nawet, ze jest sama
substancja Boga'®, cho¢, jako zrodzony, jest inna niz Ojciec hipostaza'®. Ro-
dzenie Syna przez Ojca jest wieczne, to znaczy, co wielokrotnie podkresla
Orygenes, nie zaklada ,;jakiegokolwiek poczatku: ani takiego, ktory da sig
okresli¢ w czasie, ani takiego, ktory mozna sobie wyobrazi¢ wytacznie rozu-
mowo”'%, Owo rodzenie nie implikuje rowniez podziatu Boskiej substancji,
gdyz dotyczy rzeczywisto$ci zupelnie niecielesnej. Dlatego tez poréwnane zo-
staje do pochodzenia woli z intelektu — rzeczywisto$ci niematerialnych i $ci-
$le ze soba zwiazanych'®. Na czym wigc polega subordynacjonizm gloszony
przez Adamancjusza? W wyjasnieniu tej kwestii pomocna staje si¢ wtasnie
platonska metafora stonca. Otdz tak, jak idea Dobra jest przyczyna istnienia
innych idei, wiecznych, niezmiennych i boskich, tak Ojciec jest przyczyna
istnienia Syna, swej odwiecznej Madrosci. Ten bowiem, kto posiada Prawde¢
1 Madros¢ — rozumuje Orygenes — jest pierwszy logicznie, czy tez ontologicz-
nie, wzglegdem Prawdy i Madrosci, ktora rodzi si¢ w Jego intelekcie. Transcen-
dencja Ojca wzglgedem Syna, o ktdrej mowa w wyzej cytowanym fragmencie,
nie odnosi si¢ wigc do przestrzeni, czasowosci, czy nawet rdznicy natur, lecz
sposobu bytowania (t0 eivon): pierwszy istnieje jako niezrodzony, drugi jako
zrodzony Bog!””. Cho¢ tekst ten mowi wprawdzie o dwoch $wiattach, gdyz
odnosi si¢ do dwoch roznych wypowiedzi Pisma, to w pierwszym przypadku
chodzi Adamancjuszowi o Zrodto $wiatta, w drugim o blask z niego pochodza-
cy, 0 czym wyraznie wspomina w innych miejscach!®. W blasku, ktorym jest
Syn, mozna dostrzec $wiatto, z ktorego ono pochodzi, a ktérym jest Ojciec.
Takie rozréznienie pomaga Orygenesowi unikna¢ pulapki modalizmu: Syn
nie jest bowiem jedynie sposobem objawiania si¢ Boga, lecz posiadajacym t¢

dojs¢ do wielu nowatorskich rozwiazan teologicznych, co bgdziemy starali si¢ pokazaé¢ w dalszej
czesei artykutu.

101 Por. Origenes, Commentarii in Joannem 11 2, 16, SCh 120, 216, ZMT 27, 86, gdzie Oryge-
nes wykazuje btad tych, ,.ktérzy pragna zachowac poboznos¢, ale obawiajac sig, by nie wyznawac
dwoch Bogow, popadaja w falszywe i bezbozne opinie: wyznaja wprawdzie, ze ten, ktorego okre-
$laja mianem Syna jest Bogiem, ale nie zgadzaja sig, ze inna jest indywidualno$¢ Syna wzglgdem
indywidualnos$ci Ojca, albo wreez przecza bostwu Syna i glosza jego odrgbnos¢ w indywidualnosci
i zarazem substancji wlasnej wzgledem Ojca”.

192 Por. tenze, De principiis 12,4;12, 8.

183 Por. tamze I 2, 8.

194 Por. tenze, Commentarii in Joannem 1 24, 151-152; 134, 243-245; VI 38, 188.

195 Tenze, De principiis 12, 2, SCh 252, 114, ZMT 1, 68. Por. tamze 1 2, 4; 11 2,1; tenze, Com-
mentarii in Joannem 1 19, 204.

1% Por. tenze, De principiis 12, 6.

Por. M. Simonetti, Sulla teologia trinitaria di Origene, w: tenze, Studi sulla cristologia del
1l e Ill secolo, SEA 44, Roma 1993, 118-119.

18 Por. Origenes, De principiis 1 2, 4, SCh 252, 118: ,,Est namque ita aeterna ac sempiterna

generatio, sicut splendor generatur ex luce”. Zob. tamze I 2, 7.

107
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samg boska natur¢ bytem, zawdzigczajacym swe istnienie Przyczynie, ktora
nie ma przyczyny.

W innym miejscu Komentarza do Ewangelii Jana znajdujemy teze, ktorej
wydzwigk wydaje si¢ by¢ jeszcze bardziej subordynacjonistyczny:

. Twierdzimy, ze Zbawiciel i Duch Swiety przewyzszaja (bmepéxetv) wszyst-
kie stworzenia, nie przez poréwnanie, lecz przez przekraczajaca wszelka mia-
re wzniostos¢ (VrepBarrlovon VrepoyT). Zbawiciel natomiast, jest przewyz-
szony (Vrepeyopevov) przez Ojca w takiej mierze, a moze i bardziej, w ja-
kiej On sam wraz z Duchem Swietym przewyzsza pozostate byty, ktore nie
sa mato znaczace. [...] Przewyzszajac jednakze tak wiele, tak wspaniatych
bytéw swa substancja, godnoscia, moca, bostwem — jest bowiem Logosem
zyjacym — 1 madro$cia, w niczym nie jest porownywalny z Ojcem. Jest bo-
wiem obrazem Jego dobroci, odblaskiem, nie Boga, lecz Jego chwatly i Jego
wiecznego $wiatta™!%,

Przystegpujac do analizy tego fragmentu, zwrdé¢my najpierw uwage na jego
druga cz¢s$¢. Otdz Logos przewyzsza inne byty substancja i godnos$cia, i moca
(ovola kol mpeoPela kot dvvapel). Wystgpowanie tych trzech termindow
obok siebie, 1 to w takiej samej kolejno$ci (nie wspominajac juz o czasowni-
ku: vrepéyxw = ,,przewyzszac”, ,transcendowac”), odsyta nas do platonskiej
metafory z Panstwa, gdzie idea Dobra zostaje okreslona jako: énéxeivo THg
oumocg npecBewc KO SUVALEL unepsxovrog, a wigc bedaca ,,ponad substan-
cja 1 przewyzszajaca Jq godnosc1q i mocaj’”o Logos — uzupehia Orygenes
Platona — przewyzsza inne byty rowniez Bostwem i Madroscia (Be1d6tntt kot
coola), gdyz jest sama substancja Boga!!! i substan(:]alme 1stnlejch Madro-
$cig Boga''>, Adamancjusz, w odroznieniu od Platona, nie stwierdza, iz Logos
jest ponad substancja (¢ tékelvol THg ovolag), lecz, ze swa substancja (00c1q)
przewyzsza stworzenia, ktore przez Niego si¢ staly. Jest tak dlatego, iz sam
Logos jest substancja — Boska substancja. W jakim sensie jednak przewyz-
sza Go Ojciec? Otdz Ojciec nie jest w niczym poréwnywalny z Synem (00
oLYKIVETOL KT 0VdevV T® Totpl), gdyz jest ponad wszelka substancja, to
znaczy, ze rowniez substancja Syna od Niego pochodzi. Ta ostatnia teza nie
zostaje wyrazona explicite, jednakze jest w pewien sposob zatozona. W rze-
czywisto$ci bowiem, caty wywod Adamancjusza, ktérego fragment zostal tu
przytoczony, jest odpowiedzig na pytanie o natur¢ Boga. Nieco wczesniej bo-
wiem Orygenes wylicza trzy opinie filozofow dotyczace natury Boga: 1) Bog
jest natury cielesnej, subtelnej i eterycznej; 2) Bog jest niecielesny; 3) Bog,
godnoscia 1 moca, jest ponad substancja (VTepenEKELVOL 0VGLOG TPECPELY

19 Tenze, Commentarii in Joannem XII1 25, 151-153, SCh 222, 114, thum. wlasne.

110 Plato, Respublica 509b, ed. Adam, s. 205, thum. wiasne.

" Por. Origenes, De principiis 12, 8, SCh 252, 126: ,,Ipsa dei substantia”.

12 Por. tamze [ 2, 2, SCh 252, 112: ,,Unigenitum filium dei sapientiam eius esse substantialiter
subsistentem”.
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Kol dvvapetl)!. Nastepnie postanawia on przyjrzeé si¢ temu, co o substan-
cji Boga mozna wywnioskowac¢ z Pism. Odpowiedz Orygenesa jest bardziej
wysublimowana, niz zwyczajne: ,,tak” — Bog jest substancja, lub ,,nie” — Bog
nie jest substancja''*. Caty wywod Orygenesa rozbija si¢ o to, co znaczy by¢
transcendentng Przyczyna wszystkiego, dalej, by¢ niecielesna substancja zro-
dzona z Boga, i w koncu by¢ substancja stworzona. Syn swoja substancja
przewyzsza substancje stworzone, gdyz jest Bogiem i Madroscia Boga: wszel-
ka substancja stworzona zaistniala przez Niego i w Nim istnieja idee wszel-
kich substancji'’>. On sam jednak jest substancja — cho¢ niecielesna, wieczna
i Boska — to jednak substancja, gdyz istnieje substancjalnie w Boskim Umysle.
Ojciec przewyzsza Syna, nie dlatego, ze jest Bogiem (bo i Syn jest Bogiem),
lecz dlatego, Ze jest przyczyna istnienia substancji Syna. Syn istnieje w Nim,
niczym pojgcie w intelekcie. Ojciec wige niejako ,,obejmuje” Syna, sam nie
bedac przez nic obejmowany. Transcenduje wigc wszelka substancje godno-
$cia 1 moca (nmpeoPela kol dvvapet), gdzie stowo mpeoPeio mozna thuma-
czy¢ nie tylko jako ,,godno$¢”, gdyz i Syn posiada Boska godno$¢, lecz jako
»starszenstwo”, lub ,,pierwszenstwo”, nie w sensie czasowym, lecz logicznym
badz ontologicznym. Ojciec transcenduje wszelka substancj¢ rowniez moca
(dvvaypet), co w przypadku bytow stworzonych jest oczywiste. W odniesieniu
za$ do Syna, owa transcendencja polega na tym, iz wszelka moc Syna od Ojca
pochodzi, co wcale nie musi oznaczac, iz jest ona mniejsza, gdyz Bog wszyst-
ko czyni w swej odwiecznej Madrosci''é, ktora istnieje w Nim, jak to juz wyzej
stwierdzili$my, substancjalnie''’. Podobne rozumowanie pojawia si¢ rowniez

113 Por. tenze, Commentarii in Joannem XI1II 21, 123, SCh 222, 94-96.

114 Szerzej na temat pojecia substancji u Orygenesa por. H. Pietras, Pojecie Bozej substancji
w poczqtkach Kosciola, w: Metafizyka i teologia, red. R.J. Wozniak, Mysl Teologiczna 62, Krakow
2008, 122-140. W artykule tym Autor zestawia stoickie i platonskie rozumienie substancji. Czyni
to na przyktadzie pism Tertuliana i Orygenesa. Pomija jednak watki arystotelesowskie, z ktorymi,
jak pokazemy ponizej, rowniez mogt polemizowaé¢ Adamancjusz. Ponadto, cho¢ Pietras przytacza
teksty Orygenesa, w ktorych jest mowa o tym, ze Bog jest ponad substancja, ostateczna konkluzja
jego artykutu jest teza, ze wedtug Orygenesa, w odroznieniu od Plotyna, Bog jest substancja (zob.
tamze, s. 140). Analizy terminologiczne, ktorych podjal sig Pietras sa trafne i godne uwagi, niemniej
jednak nie zgadzam sig z jego ostatnia teza. Wedtug mnie, Orygenes kontynuuje mysl swoich po-
przednikoéw: Filona i Klemensa i cho¢ postuguje si¢ terminem oboia (,,substancja) w odniesieniu
do Boga, o wiele bardziej niuansuje sprawg, co pokazemy ponizej.

15 Por. tamze 1 19, 111-115; 1 34, 243-246; 11 18, 126.

16 Por. tamze 1 34 243-246; 11 12, 90; VI 38, 188; XIII 36, 229-234; tenze, De principiis 1 2,
2-3;12, 6;12,9. W innym miejscu Adamancjusz (De principiis 1 2, 10, SCh 252, 134, ZMT 1, 76)
stwierdza, iz Syn jest tak samo wszechmocny (omnipotens), jak wszechmocny jest Ojciec, gdyz
,»wszystko co nalezy do Ojca, jest rowniez wlasnoscia Chrystusa”.

7 Rowniez w teksécie, w ktorym Orygenes komentuje stowa Ewangelii: ,,Nikt nie jest dobry,
tylko jeden Bog Ojciec” (Mk 10, 18), stwierdza, ze zdanie to wskazuje fakt, iz ,,Syn nie ma innej
dobroci, lecz t¢ sama, ktora ma Ojciec (filius non esse alterius bonitatis, sed illius solius, quae in
patre est); stusznie tez nazywa sig jej «obrazemy, poniewaz pochodzi z pierwotnej dobroci (ex ipsa
principali bonitate), a nie ma w Nim innej dobroci poza dobrocia Ojca oraz nie istnieje w Synu
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w Contra Celsum, gdzie Orygenes sugeruje, iz odpowiedz na pytanie, czy
Bog jest substancja, czy tez istnieje ponad nia, zalezy od tego, jak pojmujemy
termin substancja (ovoio):

,,BOg nie uczestniczy w substancji (008" ovolog petéyel O 0edc): raczej
substancja uczestniczy w Bogu anizeli Bég w substancji; uczestnicza w Bogu
ci, ktérzy posiadaja Ducha Bozego. Podobnie, nasz Zbawiciel nie uczestniczy
w sprawiedliwos$ci, ale poniewaz sam jest sprawiedliwoscia, ludzie sprawie-
dliwi uczestnicza w Nim. Zreszta nauka o substancji jest obszerna i skom-
plikowana, zwlaszcza zagadnienie, czy substancja trwala i bezcielesna jest
substancja we wlasciwym znaczeniu tego stowa; czy Bog bedac ponad sub-
stancja pod wzgledem godnoS$ci i mocy (émékelvo 0VGlOG £0TL TPECPELQ
kol dvvépetl) udziela substancji samemu Stowu i tym, ktorym jej udziela
wedle Stowa, czy tez sam jest substancja [...]. Nalezatoby si¢ poza tym za-
stanowi¢, czy mozna nazywa¢ Jednorodzonego i Pierworodnego wszelkiego
stworzenia substancja substancji (ovolav pev ovoLdV), idea idei i poczat-
kiem i sadzi¢, ze ponad tym wszystkim (énéxeiva 8¢ TEVTOV TOVT®V) jest
Bog, Jego Ojciec”!s.

Cho¢ w dzietach Orygenesa moglibySmy wskaza¢ jeszcze wiele innych
tekstow, w ktorych szala odpowiedzi na pytanie, czy Bog jest substancja, czy
tez ponad substancja, przechylataby si¢ raz w jednym, raz w drugim kierunku''?,
to powyzszy fragment jasno ukazuje stanowisko Adamancjusza w tej kwestii.
Jesli wigc — wyjasnia nasz autor — uznamy, iz byt niecielesny i transcendentny,

jakiekolwiek niepodobienstwo ani odmienno$¢ od dobroci (neque aliqua dissimilitudo aut distantia
bonitatis in filio est)” (tenze, De principiis 1 2, 13, SCh 252, 140-142, thum. Kalinkowski, s. 78-79).
Adamancjusz stwierdza wprawdzie w tym miejscu, ze ,,Ojciec jest dobrocia pierwotna”, co moze
sugerowac¢ subordynacjonizm Syna wzgledem Ojca, lecz zaraz dodaje, Ze nie nalezy takiego stwier-
dzenia uwaza¢ za bluznierstwo, ,,bo nie chodzi tu o to, by przeczy¢ dobroci Chrystusa albo Ducha
Swigtego; przeciwnie, nalezy uwazaé, jak to juz poprzednio stwierdzitem, ze pierwotna dobro¢ tkwi
w Bogu Ojcu i ze Syn, ktory si¢ z Niego narodzit, oraz Duch Swiety, ktory od Niego pochodzi,
niewatpliwie maja w sobie istot¢ dobroci istniejacej w zrodle (sine dubio bonitatis eius naturam
in se referet, quae est in eo fonte), z ktérego narodzit si¢ Syn i z ktérego pochodzi Duch Swiety.
Jesli zas Pismo Swigte méwi o jakichg innych «dobrachy, takich jak aniot, cztowiek, niewolnik,
skarb, dobre serce albo dobre drzewo, to mowi to przenosnie, jako o bytach, ktore zawieraja w sobie
dobro¢ udzielong przypadkowo, a nie dobro¢ substancjalna (accidentem, non substantialem in se
continentia bonitatem)” (tamze).

18 Origenes, Contra Celsum VI 64, ed. M. Borret, SCh 147, Paris 1969, 338-340, thum. Kalin-
kowski, 328 (thum. poprawione przez Autora).

11 Wydaje si¢ bowiem, ze Orygenes w zaleznosci od kontekstu swojej wypowiedzi, ktadzie
nacisk na to, iz Bog jest substancja prawdziwa wowczas, gdy stara si¢ odrzuci¢ rozpowszechniony
w jego czasach poglad o cielesnosci Boga. Wowczas, podkresla on, iz Bog, cho¢ niecielesny, jest sub-
stancja prawdziwa i1 dostgpna dla ludzkiego rozumu, por. tenze, De principiis 1 1, 6-8. W innym za$
miejscu, podkreslajac, iz Bog jest absolutng przyczyna wszystkiego — rowniez Syna — nie waha sig
stwierdzi¢, w duchu platonskim, iz Bog jest ponad substancja. Robi to wowczas, kiedy prowadzi dia-
log z platonikami, ktorych nie trzeba przekonywac, ze byt niecielesny jest bytem realnie istniejacym.
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ktory istnieje samoistnie, jest substancja we wlasciwym tego stowa znaczeniu,
to Bog jest substancja prawdziwa, a wszystko inne na r6zny sposob uczestni-
czy w tej substancji. Tak, jak ludzie sprawiedliwi uczestnicza w Sprawiedli-
wosci, ktora jest Syn, tak ci, ktorzy posiadaja Ducha Boga uczestnicza w sub-
stancji Boga'?’. Jesli jednak uznamy, ze substancja jest konkretny, okreslony
byt, a wigc cos, co jest objgte przez jakas formg, jak np. konkretne ciato, czy
nawet idea (gdyz kazda idea, cho¢ ogo6lna, jest scisle okreslona), to Bog nie jest
substancja, poniewaz nic Go nie ogranicza, ani obja¢ nie moze. Nie posiadajac
zadnych atrybutow, czy okreslajacych Go przymiotéw'!, transcenduje wszel-
ki konkretny i ograniczony przez swa forme byt, zwany substancja. W innym
miejscu Orygenes powie nawet, podobnie zreszta jak wczesniej gnostycy i Kle-
mens Aleksandryjski, iz Bog jest ogarniajacym wszystko, lecz nieogarnionym
(Teplexmv o0 mePLeOUEVOS), tO Znaczy, ze swoja moca (dLVALEL) obejmuje
wszelka substancj¢: widzialna i niewidzialna'?, sam za$ nie moze by¢ w przez

120 W dziele O modlitwie Adamancjusz stwierdza to, co w powyzszym tekscie (tenze, Contra
Celsum V1 64) jest zatozone: ,,Ci stusznie pojmuja substancj¢ (ovota), ktorzy uznaja, ze jest nia,
jako pierwsza, hipostaza bytow niecielesnych (mponyovpévny v 1OV ACOUATOV VTOCTUCLY
elvon)” (tenze, De oratione 27, 8, ed. P. Koetschau, GCS 3, Leipzig 1899, 367, thum. wiasne).
W wypowiedzi tej, Orygenes polemizuje z teza Arystotelesa, wedtug ktorego substancja pierwsza
sa konkretne byty materialne, jak np. cztowiek, czy kon; w drugim za$ znaczeniu substancjami sa
gatunki, do ktorych substancje pierwsze naleza. Por. Aristoteles, Categoriae 2a. Wedtug Arystote-
lesa, gdyby nie istnialy substancje pierwsze, nie moglyby istnie¢ inne rzeczy (zob. tamze 2b). Nie
przyjmuje on bowiem samodzielnego istnienia bytdow niecielesnych. Zaktada wprawdzie istnienie
pierwszego nieporuszonego Poruszyciela — czystej formy i czystego aktu — jednakze nie przypisuje
Mu funkeji stworczej. Nieporuszony Poruszyciel jest jedynie teoretycznym gwarantem istnienia
ruchu w $wiecie. Orygenes widzi sprawg inaczej, to znaczy po platonsku. Substancja w pierwszym
i najbardziej pierwotnym stopniu sa byty niecielesne — tylko one bowiem nie ulegaja powigkszeniu,
czy pomniejszeniu. Bedac niezmienne, wieczne i istniejace realnie sa substancja prawdziwa, por.
Origenes, De oratione 27, 8. Taka niezmienna i niecielesna substancja jest rowniez Bog, ktory bedac
Stworzycielem, udziela istnienia innym substancjom, ktore Arystoteles nazywa substancjami pierw-
szymi. Dla Orygenesa pierwszym jest to, w czym wszystko inne uczestniczy. W tym sensie, Bog jest
substancja pierwsza, cho¢ nie w arystotelesowskim rozumieniu tego terminu. Nie jest On wpraw-
dzie bytem konkretnym (ztozonym z formy i materii), jakby chcial Arystoteles, lecz niezmienna,
wieczna i realnie istniejaca natura niecielesna.

121 Por. Origenes, De principiis 1 1, 6, SCh 252, 100, thum. Kalinkowski, s. 62: ,,Jest On niezto-
zong istota duchowa, w ktorej nie ma zadnych dodatkowych atrybutow; wskutek tego nie mozna
wierzy¢, iz tkwig w Nim jakie$ wyzsze 1 nizsze przymioty, lecz jest Monada, i ze si¢ tak wyraze,
Jednia, jest Rozumem i Zrodtem, z ktérego biora poczatek wszystkie istoty duchowe i wszelki ro-
zum [...]. Idzie o to, aby sig¢ nie okazalo, iz to, co stanowi poczatek wszechrzeczy, jest ztozone
i roznorodne oraz ze jest wieloscia, a nie jednoscia; jednos¢ zas, pozbawiona wszelkiej cielesnej
domieszki, powinna si¢ sktada¢ wylacznie, ze si¢ tak wyraze, z idei Bostwa”.

122 Por. tenze, De oratione 23, 1, GCS 3, 349-350, ttum. wlasne: ,Nalezy wierzy¢, ze dzie-
ki niewystowionej mocy Jego Boskiej natury, wszystko zostalo przez Niego ogarnigte i objgte
(mepréyecBo kol cvvexeohar)”. Na temat konceptu Boga, ktory jest ,,ogarniajacy wszystko, lecz
nieogarniony (Tepiéymv ov TepteyOpevog)”, oraz stoickich korzeni tej tezy, ktora jednak Orygenes
przenosi na poziom bytu niecielesnego, zob. tenze, Contra Celsum VI 71; VII 34. W $wietle tych
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nic objety, czy ogarniony. Jest tak, nie tylko dlatego, ze jest On niecielesny, bo
1 idea, cho¢ niecielesna moze by¢ objeta intelektualnie, ale dlatego ze nie ma
zadnej mocy 1 zadnego intelektu, ktory by Go obejmowat. Substancja, takze
ta niecielesna, rozumiana jako pewne okreslenie, moze istnie¢ w Nim i przez
Niego. Jesli wige substancja jest to, co jest objete przez jakas forme, Iub co jest
forma, ktoéra daje si¢ obja¢, to Bog transcenduje wszelka substancje.

Z powyzszych analiz wynika jasno, iz Orygenes, inaczej niz Platon, poj-
muje zagadnienie transcendencji — stad tez wynikaja jego wahania w okre-
sleniu Boga, jako istniejacego ponad substancja. Wedtug Platona, idea Dobra
transcendowata pozostate idee w tym sensie, ze idee zawdzigczaly jej swoje
istnienie i wszystkie byly dobre, to znaczy — wszystkie partycypowaty w Do-
bru. Wedhlug Orygenesa, idee to mysli Boga. Bog wigc ogarnia je swoim In-
telektem. Jesli za substancj¢ uzna si¢ cos, co realnie istnieje, co udziela bytu
innym substancjom i w czym inne substancje uczestnicza, Orygenes nie widzi
powodu, w odroznieniu od Platona, aby Boga nie nazywac substancja. Mato
tego, niekiedy zalezy mu nawet na tym, ze wzgledu na tych, ktorzy podziela-
ja poglad o Jego cielesnosci i nie rozumieja, ze byt niematerialny moze by¢
substancja prawdziwa. Sam Syn zreszta, zostaje nazwany przez Adamancju-
sza substancja substancji (ovolav pev ovol®v). Jesli jednak wezmie si¢ pod
uwage koncept substancji, jako czego$ okreslonego, czyli objetego przez jakas
formg, jak substancja pierwsza Arystotelesa, to — wedtug Orygenesa — Ojciec,
i tylko On, istnieje ponad wszelka substancja (énékeiva Thg ovolag), gdyz
swoja moca ogarnia wszystko, byty widzialne i niewidzialne, sam nie bedac
przez nic ogarnionym'%.

wypowiedzi Bog obejmuje wszystko, rowniez Madros¢, ktdra z kolei obejmuje w sobie wszystkie
formy i zasady zwiazane z prawami wszechrzeczy. Zob. tenze, De principiis 1 2, 9; Commentarii in
Joannem 133,242 -34,244;V 5, 1.

123 Nie zgadzam sie z Corsinim (Introduzione, s. 37-38), ktory uwaza, iz Orygenes nie posunat
si¢ do przypisania Bogu transcendencji wzgledem bytu (obota), ze wzgledu na gnostycyzm, od
ktoérego tez staral sig¢ odzegnaé. Ten ostatni bowiem postulowat radykalng niepoznawalno$¢ i niewy-
razalno$¢ najwyzszego Boga do tego stopnia, ze odrdzniat Go od Boga Starego Testamentu. Wedtug
wloskiego badacza, Orygenes wykorzystuje wigc filozofi¢ medioplatonska swojego czasu jedynie
wowczas, gdy shuzy mu ona do walki z herezja. Gdy za$ sami filozofowie nie sa zgodni na temat
tego, czy Bog jest bytem prawdziwym, czy tez istnieje ponad bytem, rowniez i Adamancjusz wyraza
swe watpliwosci w tej kwestii. W mojej opinii, czego dowodzitlem powyzej, Orygenes, zanim udzie-
li swej odpowiedzi na pytanie o radykalng transcendencjg ontologiczna Boga, przyglada si¢ znacze-
niom poje¢ i stwierdza, ze w danym rozumieniu terminu obctio, Bog jest substancja, w innym rozu-
mieniu, Bog jest ponad substancja. Orygenes nie uzywa wigc filozofii jedynie do walki z herezja, ani
tez nie powtarza jedynie tego, co o Bogu twierdzili filozofowie jego epoki. Znajac jednak historig
danej idei, jak i rézne jej rozumienia, stara si¢ wyjasni¢ swoim czytelnikom, ze w pewnych twier-
dzeniach filozoficznych moze tkwi¢ zarazem prawda i falsz. O takim wiasnie podejsciu Mistrza
z Aleksandrii pisze szeroko jego uczen Grzegorz Cudotworca w swej Mowie pochwalnej na czesé
Orygenesa. Zauwaza on bowiem, iz Orygenes bardzo skrupulatnie wychwytywat fatsz w pewnych
twierdzeniach filozoficznych, ktore jego uczniom wydawaly si¢ oczywiste i prawdziwe. Z drugiej
strony, tezy, ktore stuchacze uznawali za falszywe, wyjasniat w taki sposob, ze mozna bylo dostrzec
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Te subtelne rozroznienia, ktore wydobywamy z wypowiedzi Adamancju-
sza rozsianych w réznych jego dzietach, dotycza jednakowoz kwestii pozna-
walno$ci Boga. Tak wigc Bog, bedac natury inteligibilnej (vontdg), jest, by tak
rzec: ,,z natury”, poznawalny dla ludzkiego rozumu (vodg), ktory zostat stwo-
rzony na obraz Rozumu Boskiego'**. Daje si¢ poznaé cztowiekowi, poprzez
objawienie naturalne, gdyz jest obecny w $wiecie dzigki swej mocy, ktéra nim
rzadzi 1 podtrzymuje w istnieniu, ale 1 poprzez objawienie nadnaturalne, kto-
re dokonywato si¢ w historii ludu Starego i Nowego Przymierza. Powyzsze
tezy nie musza jednak sta¢ w sprzecznosci ze stwierdzeniem, ze Bog w swojej
istocie pozostaje niepoznawalny. W wyjasnieniu tej kwestii Orygenes rowniez
postuguje si¢ metafora stonca i $wiatla:

,»Jego istoty [tj. Boga] nie moze przeciez zrozumie¢ ani wyobrazi¢ sobie (in-
tendi atque itueri) ludzki umyst, cho¢by byl najczystszy i najjasniejszy. Sa-
dzg, ze nie bgdzie rzecza niestosowna, jesli dla wyrazniejszego wyjasnienia
tego zagadnienia powolamy si¢ jeszcze na inny przyktad. Oto6z zdarza sig, ze
nasze oczy nie moga dostrzec samej istoty swiatta, czyli substancji stonca;
ogladajac jednak jego blask lub przenikajace przez okno albo przez jakies
szpary promienie, mozemy dzigki nim domysla¢ sig, jakie jest zrodto i po-
chodzenie materialnego $wiatta. Tak zatem dzieta Opatrznosci Bozej 1 kunsz-
towna budowa wszech$wiata w zestawieniu z sama istota Boga i Jego natura
(ipsius substantiae eius ac naturae) sa jak gdyby jakimi$ promieniami Bo-
zej natury. Poniewaz wigec umyst nasz sam przez si¢ nie moze oglada¢ Boga
w Jego naturalnej postaci, to na podstawie picknosci Jego dziet i wspaniatosci
stworzen pojmuje Go jako Ojca wszechswiata™!?,

Po raz kolejny, jak w przypadku transcendencji ontologicznej Boga, mogli-
bysmy wskaza¢ na wiele wypowiedzi Orygenesa, w ktorych opowiada si¢ on
za poznawalnos$cia, lub niepoznawalnoscia Boga. Powyzszy tekst jednak, jasno
ukazuje jego stanowisko w tej kwestii. Tak, Bog jest poznawalny dzigki Mocy,
ktéra jest Jego Syn. To On przeciez, jak zauwaza w innym miejscu Adaman-
cjusz, rodzi si¢ z Ojca niczym blask ze §wiatlosci (sicut splendor generatur ex
luce)'*. Blask, czy tez promienie, wskazuja — wedle powyzszej metafory — na
zrédlo $wiatla, ktorym jest stonce; ono jednak pozostaje oslepiajace dla ludzkich
oczu. Podobnie jest z Moca i istota Boga. Ta pierwsza jest rozpoznawalna przez
ludzki umyst na podstawie pigkna stworzenia i wskazuje na istnienie tej drugie;.
Ta druga jednak, transcenduje mozliwos$ci poznawcze ludzkiego rozumu.

ukryta w nich prawdg. Ponadto, uczyt on nie tylko doktadnie bada¢ i analizowa¢ kazde twierdzenie,
lecz nie pozwalal zatrzymywac sig przy jednej tylko szkole filozoficznej, zob. Gregorius Thauma-
turgus, In Origenem oratio panegyrica 7, 102-105; 14, 171-172. Taka wtasnie metod¢ badawcza
obserwujemy w wyzej cytowanych tekstach, jak i w tych, ktére bedziemy omawiac¢ ponizej, por.
Origenes, Contra Celsum V1 62.

124 Por. Origenes, De principiis 1 1, 7; tenze, Contra Celsum VII 38.

125 Tenze, De principiis 1 1, 5-6, SCh 252, 98-100, ttum. Kalinkowski, s. 61-62.

126 Por. tamze 1 2, 4, SCh 252, 118.
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Mozna wszakze postawic¢ zarzut, iz powyzszy tekst mowi jedynie o niepo-
znawalno$ci Boga droga naturalnego rozumu. W Pismie Swigtym jest jednak
mowa o poznaniu Boga przez taske, ktora doprowadza do catej prawdy. Sam
Orygenes wielokrotnie odwotuje si¢ do danych skrypturystycznych, ktore
mowia o nadprzyrodzonym poznaniu Boga'?’. Mato tego, proces poznawania
Boga 1 Jego tajemnic jest — wedlug Adamancjusza — droga do doskonalos$ci
chrzescijanskiej lub tez droga do upodobnienia si¢ do Boga'*. Wspomina przy
tej okazji, ze doskonali chrzescijanie, zgodnie z Pismem, b¢da oglada¢ Boga
w przyszlym $wiecie, tzn. po $mierci'®. Nigdzie jednak nie stwierdza, iz owa
eschatologiczna kontemplacja bedzie polegata na doskonatym i zupelnym
uchwyceniu istoty Boga. Wieloznacznos$¢ jego wypowiedzi, ktora wprowa-
dza w zaktopotanie wielu komentatorow mysli Orygenesa, wynika zapewne
z wieloznaczno$ci czasownika: ,,zna¢”. O tej wieloznaczno$ci wspomina row-
niez sam autor:

,Powiada Celsus, ze «Bog nie posiada niczego, co znamy», nie wyjasnia jed-
nak, «co znamy». Jesli ma na mysli cztonki ciata, to zgadzamy si¢ z nim cal-
kowicie, rozumiejac, ze «to, co znamy» oznacza rzeczy cielesne w pospoli-
tym znaczeniu tego stowa. Jezeli zrozumiemy zwrot «to, co znamy» w sensie
ogo6lnym, to stwierdzimy, ze znamy wiele cech Boga: Bog posiada bowiem
cnote, szczescie 1 boskosé. Jesli natomiast pojmujemy «to, co znamy» we
wznioS$lejszym sensie, wszakze wszystko, co znamy, nie dorownuje Bogu, nic
dziwnego, ze i my stwierdzimy, iz Bog nie posiada niczego, co znamy. To, co
dotyczy Boga transcenduje bowiem wszystko to, co poznaje natura, nie tylko
cztowieka, ale takze natura bytow, ktore ja przewyzszaja !>

Do cech Boga, ktore znamy, a ktore lakonicznie zostaty tu wyliczone, Oryge-
nes mogtby dodac jeszcze wiele innych, ktore sam analizuje na kartach swo-
ich pism, a ktére sa danymi Objawienia. Wszystkie one moéwia co$ o naturze
Boga. Jesli jednak wezmiemy pod uwage ontologiczng transcendencje natury
Boskiej wzgledem natury stworzonej, to nalezy stwierdzi¢, iz wszystko to, co,
nawet poprawnie, cztowiek mysli o Bogu, jest o wiele nizsze, niz to, czym On
jest w rzeczywistosci (mavta 0 {opev €AGTTovVA €6TL T0V 0e0D). Jest wige
prawda, na przyktad, ze Bog jest nieztozony, niewidzialny i niematerialny, i ze

127 Por. tenze, Commentarii in Joannem XII1 24, 146; tenze, De principiis 1 3, 4; tenze, Com-

mentarii in Epistulam ad Romanos 3, 8; tenze, Contra Celsum VII 44.

128 Por. tenze, De principiis 111 6, 1. Szerzej na temat drogi poznania i upodobnienia si¢
cztowieka do Boga zob. H. Crouzel, Origéne et la ,,connaissance mystique”’, Bruges — Paris 1961;
tenze, Orygenes, Krakow 2004, 137-175; M. Szram, Chrystus — Mqdros¢ Boza wedtug Orygenesa,
Lublin 1997, 175-248; G. Lettieri, Progresso, w: Origene. Dizionario. La cultura, il pensiero, le
opere, a cura di A. Monaci Castagno, Roma 2000, 379-392.

129 Por. Origenes, Commentarii in Joannem 1 16, 91-93; 143, 305-306; tenze, Commentarii in
Epistulam ad Romanos 1, 16; tenze, De principiis IV 4, 10.

130 Tenze, Contra Celsum V1 62, SCh 147, 334, thum. Kalinkowski, s. 327 (thum. poprawione
przez Autora).
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jest Rozumem; jednakze jest tez prawda, ze Bog jest ,,czyms$” przewyzszaja-
cym rozum i substancj¢ (¢néxeiva vod kol ovolag)!, gdyz to, jak cztowiek
pojmuje rozumnos¢, czy istnienie, ma sig nijak do tego, jak mysli i jak istnieje
Bog. Dlatego tez Adamancjusz nie uwaza za niedorzeczne stwierdzenie, iz tak
naprawd¢ w Bogu nie ma zadnej z tych rzeczy, ktore zna, czyli ogarnia swym
intelektem, cztowiek (008év £€oTL 1@ Be® GV Muelg iopev). Bég bowiem
nie moze by¢ przez nic objety (003év €6Tt 1O TEPLEYOV TOV Be6V)'2. Zaden
byt stworzony, czy to czlowiek, czy stojacy wyzej od niego aniot, z natury
(pvo1g) jest niezdolny do intelektualnego objgcia tego, czym w swej istocie
jest Bog. W podobny, zniuansowany sposob, Orygenes podchodzi do zagad-
nienia nazywalnosci i definiowalno$ci Boga. Zgadza si¢ on, a zarazem nie
zgadza, z twierdzeniem, iz ,,Boga mozna okresli¢ stowami”. Nie zgadza sig,
gdyz — jak wyjasnia — uchwycenie istoty kazdej rzeczy jest niezmiernie trud-
ne, a niekiedy wrgcz niemozliwe. Tym bardziej odnosi si¢ to do istoty Boga.
Zgadza si¢ jednak Adamancjusz z twierdzeniem, iz mozna zdefiniowaé pewne
przymioty Boga ,,po to, aby pouczy¢ stuchacza i spowodowac, azeby dowie-
dziat si¢ 0 Bogu czegos, co jest dostgpne dla ludzkiej natury (xato 10 €prktov
T dvBpomivy evoer)”*. Owo ,,co8” poznawalnego z rzeczy Boskich (Tt t@v
nept avToV), nie prowadzi jednak do pelnej wiedzy o istocie Boga, ktora prze-
wyzsza wszelki rozum i wszelka wiedze!**.

Orygenes uzaleznia wigc swa odpowiedz na pytanie o poznawalnos$¢ Boga,
od odpowiedzi na pytanie, o znaczenie terminu ,,zna¢” (oida). Jego rozréznie-
nia wcale nie zaprzeczaja temu, co w innych miejscach pisze np. o eschato-
logicznym poznaniu tajemnic Boga, ktore Pismo nazywa ogladaniem Boga
twarza w twarz”. Nadprzyrodzone poznanie nieprzebytej glebi (&Bvcococ),
ktora jest Bog, i ktora w jaki$ sposob odstania Syn'*’, nie oznacza wszakze

intelektualnego objecia calej glebi, ktora zawsze pozostaje nieogarniona'®.

131 Por. tamze VII 38, SCh 150, 100.

132 Por. tamze VII 34, SCh 150, 90. Zob. takze inne teksty, cytowane wyzej, w ktorych Orygenes
stwierdza, iz Bog jest ogarniajacym wszystko, lecz przez nic nieogarnionym.

13 Tamze VI 65, SCh 147, 342, thum. wlasne.

134 Por. tamze VII 45-46, SCh 150, 122, thum. Kalinkowski, s. 368, gdzie Orygenes, przytacza-
jac medioplatonska naukg Celsusa o Bogu, ktory jest ponad rozumem (vodg), i poznaniem (vonoig),
i wiedza (émotnun), stwierdza, iz nie ma zamiaru ,,polemizowaé ze stusznymi stwierdzeniami,
cho¢by autorami ich byli wrogowie naszej wiary”.

135 Por. tamze VI 17, SCh 147, 220-222.

13¢ Por. tenze, De principiis IV 3, 14, ed. H. Crouzel — M. Simonetti, SCh 268, Paris 1980, 392-
394, tlum. Kalinkowski, s. 365-366, gdzie Adamancjusz, komentujac wypowiedz Pawta na temat
,.glebokosci (BdOog) bogactw, madrosci i wiedzy Boga” oraz o ,,niezbadanych wyrokach Boga i nie-
ogarnionych drogach Jego” (por. Rz 11, 33), stwierdza: ,,Nie powiedziat przeciez, ze z trudnoscia
mozna zbada¢ wyroki Boze, lecz ze wcale nie mozna ich zbada¢; nie powiedziat, ze z trudnoscia
mozna ogarna¢ Jego drogi, lecz ze nie mozna ich ogarnaé. Cho¢by bowiem nie wiadomo jak bardzo
si¢ kto$ przyktadat do badan i w usilnym staraniu czynit postgpy, nawet wspomagany taska Boza
i o$wiecony w umysle, nie zdota dotrze¢ do doskonatego celu badanych spraw. I zaden stworzony
umyst nie moze poja¢ w zaden sposéb, lecz gdy znajdzie cokolwiek z tego, czego szuka, widzi dal-
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Z transcendencji ontologicznej Boga, o ktorej wyzej pisalismy, wynika wigc
Jego transcendencja epistemologiczna. Jedna i druga jest zwiazana z Platon-
ska metafora stonca, ktora jednak, jak to staralismy si¢ pokazac¢, Orygenes
modyfikuje, wyprowadzajac z niej brzemienne i inspirujace konkluzje dla try-
nitologii, chrystologii, ale takze antropologii i epistemologii.

sk

Platonska metafora stonca oddziatywata tak na teologi¢ heterodoksyjna,
ktéra przedstawiliSmy w niniejszym artykule na przykladzie réznych syste-
méw gnostyckich, jak i na teologi¢ ortodoksyjna, w szczegolnosci na alek-
sandryjska, w pierwszych trzech wiekach chrzescijanstwa. Byla ona jednak
na rézne sposoby interpretowana i adaptowana do poszczego6lnych doktryn
teologicznych i filozoficznych. Wedtug Platona, niczym stonce, ktore wznosi
si¢ ponad ziemig i sprawia, iz byty ziemskie powstaja i rozwijaja sig, tak idea
Dobra, cho¢ jest ponad wszelka substancja (émékeilva ThHe 00Gl0C), jest przy-
czyna istnienia tego, co realnie istnieje, a wigc substancji, ktorymi sa idee.
Ponadto, tak jak stonce, ktore sprawia, iz to, co istnieje na ziemi staje si¢
widzialne dla oczu, tak idea Dobra jest przyczyna poznawalnosci bytow inte-
ligibilnych. Ona sama rowniez jest poznawalna (yryvookopévn) i — wedhug
Platona — moze by¢ przedmiotem nauki, ktdra jest filozofia.

Dla chrzescijan, owym transcendentnym wzgledem wszelkich istnieja-
cych substancji bytem, ktory jest przyczyna istnienia tego, co istnieje, jest
oczywiscie Bog Ojciec. Na tym etapie jednakze, nie konczy si¢ dialog z pla-
tonska filozofia. Pierwsza wazna modyfikacja w stosunku do konkluzji, ktére
z metafory stonca wyciagal Platon, jest zwrocenie przez chrzescijan uwagi
na element promieni stonecznych, pominigty przez atenskiego filozofa. Dla
gnostykOw owymi promieniami sa eony, emanowane przez Pierwsza Zasade
rzeczywistosci — Bythosa; dla Klemensa i Orygenesa jest nimi Syn Bozy, czyli
Moc i Madro$¢ Boga, ktory, cho¢ jeden, na r6zne sposoby dziala i objawia sig¢
w Swiecie stworzonym. Tak dla pierwszych, jak i dla drugich, Bog, nazywa-
ny Dobrem, pozostaje transcendentny wzgledem rozlicznych dobr, ktore od
Niego pochodza, i ktore w tym najwyzszym Dobru na r6zne sposoby uczest-
nicza. Owa transcendencja ontologiczna Boga jest jednak inaczej rozumiana
przez gnostykow, a inaczej przez Klemensa i Orygenesa. Oto bowiem, pod-
czas gdy eony, cho¢ wspdtistotne boskiej naturze, w miar¢ oddalania si¢ od
Praprzyczyny, ulegaja pewnej degradacji, a z pewnoscia coraz mniej wiedza
o zrodle, z ktorego wyszty, tak Syn Bozy, w teologii ortodoksyjnej, pozostaje

sze problemy, ktore trzeba zbadac; a jesli i te rozstrzygnie, ujrzy znowu jeszcze wigcej zagadnien,
ktére powinny zosta¢ zbadane”. Z wypowiedzi tej jasno wynika, iz Bég jest poznawalny droga
ludzkiego rozumu i przy udziale nadprzyrodzone;j taski, lecz proces owego poznawania Boga nigdy
nie bedzie miat konca, co oznacza, iz istota Boza nigdy nie bedzie do konca poznana i ogarniona
przez ludzki stworzony intelekt.
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zawsze ta sama Moca i Madroscia Boga, nawet wowczas, gdy dziata na ziemi,
jako wcielony Logos. Bedac zrodzony z Boga, ale i nigdy si¢ od Niego nie
odfaczajac, zna Ojca i dziata wedle tego, co widzi u Ojca. Pewna transcen-
dencja Ojca wzgledem Syna zostaje jednak podkreslona tak przez Klemensa,
jak i przez Orygenesa. Nie polega ona jednak na stwierdzeniu, iz natura, czy
moc Ojca rdznig si¢ od natury 1 mocy Syna, lecz na tym, iz Ten pierwszy jest
absolutna Przyczyna wszystkiego — wszelkiej istniejacej substancji: zrodzonej
i stworzonej. To On ogarnia wszystko, a sam przez nic nie jest ogarniony (jest
TEPLEX MV 0V TEPLEOUEVOG). Jest rowniez Przyczyna ontologiczng Przyczy-
ny stworczej, ktora jest Syn. Wraz z Platonem, Klemens i Orygenes moga
wigc stwierdzié¢, ze Bog jest: 10 €émékeilva oi{Tiov oraz €émEKeLval THg 0VCLOG
(,,ponad przyczyna” i ,,ponad substancja”). Z tymi ostatnimi wypowiedzia-
mi zgodziliby si¢ i gnostycy, cho¢, jak wspomnieliSmy wyzej, transcendencja
Pierwszej Zasady wzgledem eondw, jest o wiele wigksza (gdyz zaktadaja oni
pewna degradacj¢ $wiata duchowego poprzez kolejne emanacje) niz ma to
miejsce w przypadku teologii ortodoksyjnej. Ta ostatnia podkresla jedynie re-
lacj¢ migdzy Boskimi hipostazami, a wigc wskazuje na logiczne pochodzenie
jednej od drugiej, bez umniejszania mocy zadnej z nich.

Zardéwno gnostycy, jak Klemens 1 Orygenes, wykorzystuja rowniez epi-
stemologiczng interpretacje metafory stonca, ktorej dokonat Platon. Jednakze
1 w tym wzgledzie polemizuja z filozofem atenskim. Tak jedni, jak i drudzy
zgadzaja si¢ wigc z Platonem stwierdzajac, ze Bog jest przyczyna poznawal-
nos$ci tego, co istnieje realnie, a wigc Swiata bytéw niecielesnych i boskich.
Jest jednak poznawalny za sprawa eondw, badz Syna, ktdrzy w obu przy-
padkach porownywani sa do $wiatta majacego swe zroédto w Ojcu. Zarow-
no gnostycy, jak Klemens i Orygenes nie zgadzaja si¢ natomiast z filozofem
atenskim w kwestii poznawalnosci istoty Pierwszej Zasady. Wedlug Platona
bowiem, o czym pisaliSmy w pierwszym punkcie tego tekstu, idea Dobra jest
poznawalna (yryvmokopévn). Chrzescijanie hetero- i ortodoksyjni uwazaja,
ze transcendentny Bog, o§wieca wprawdzie ludzki intelekt w sprawach tego,
co boskie, lecz sam w sobie jest On $§wiattoscia oslepiajaca. Poznawalne jest
wigc wedtug nich to, co od Niego pochodzi, natomiast nie samo zrodto §wia-
tta. Podobnie wigc jak ludzkie oko nie jest w stanie patrze¢ na samo stonce,
cho¢ dzigki jego promieniom widzi rzeczy materialne, tak tez naturalne moz-
liwosci ludzkiego rozumu nie sa w stanie pojac tego, czym w swej istocie
jest Bog, cho¢ rozpoznaja Jego Moc i dostrzegaja Ja w dzietach, ktore przez
Nia powstaly. W tej ostatniej kwestii jednak, rowniez zachodza pewne roznice
migdzy tezami gnostykow a teologia Klemensa i Orygenesa. Ci pierwsi gtosza
absolutna niepoznawalnos¢ Pierwszej Przyczyny, ci drudzy sprawg niuansuja.
Wedtug gnostykow, nawet same eony nie znaja w zupelnosci Ojca, a niekie-
dy ich ignorancja utrzymuje w nieswiadomos$ci rowniez byty nizsze od nich.
Wprawdzie o Bogu moga mie¢ wiedzg nieliczni pneumatycy, ktorzy posiadaja
w sobie wspotistotny boskiej rzeczywistosci element swiata duchowego, lecz
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1 oni nie posiadaja catkowitej wiedzy o transcendentnej Prazasadzie. I nawet
na koncu czasow, powroca, nie do Ojca, lecz do miejsca, ktore zostato im wy-
znaczone w hierarchicznym $wiecie Pleromy. Wedlug Klemensa i Orygene-
sa natomiast, Ojciec jest poznawalny dzigki Synowi, Mocy i Madro$ci Boze;j
stwarzajacej, rzadzacej i obecnej w Swiecie, a jeszcze bardziej staje si¢ On po-
znawalny poprzez Wcielenie Syna. Poniewaz Syn jest substancjalnie ztaczony
z Ojcem, 1 poniewaz Syn zna Ojca, objawia wszystkim, ktorzy w Niego wie-
rza, prawde o Bogu transcendentnym. Nalezy jednak zaznaczy¢, iz Klemens
1 Orygenes, nie odrzucajac danych zawartych w Objawieniu i1 zgadzajac si¢
z teza, ze zbawienie polega na poznaniu Boga, przyjmuja koncept epistemo-
logicznej transcendencji Boga, ktora jest zwiazana z Jego transcendencja on-
tologiczna. Skoro bowiem Bog w swojej istocie nie moze by¢ przez nic ogar-
niony, nie moze tez by¢ zamknigty w zadnej definicji. Istota Boga wymyka sig
wige wszelkim fizycznym i metafizycznym kategoriom. Klemens stwierdza
nawet wprost, iz B6g nie moze by¢ przedmiotem zadnej nauki. Orygenes na-
tomiast, cho¢ jak widzieliSmy, sprawg niuansuje, ostatecznie dochodzi do po-
dobnej konkluzji. Wedlug niego, poznanie per analogiam, ktorym postuguje
si¢ czlowiek w odniesieniu do istoty Boga, wskazuje na wigksze niepodobien-
stwo, anizeli podobienstwo, rzeczywisto$ci porownywanych z przedmiotem
poréwnania. A skoro tak, to prawdziwe jest wedlug niego zdanie, iz cztowiek
nie wie o Bogu ,,nic” (008év). Bog w swej istocie bowiem, co Orygenes moze
powiedzie¢ razem z Klemensem, ale takze i z gnostykami, jest: énéxelvo voo
Kol 006106, to znaczy ,,ponad rozumem i ponad substancja”.

THE METAMORPHOSIS OF THE PLATONIC
“METAPHOR OF THE SUN” (RESPUBLICA 509B)
IN HETERODOX AND ORTHODOX THEOLOGY (I-III CENTURIES):
GNOSTICISM, CLEMENT OF ALEXANDRIA AND ORIGEN

(Summary)

The metaphor of the sun, in which Plato (Republic 509b) compares the idea
of the Good to the sun that dwells above the earth yet affects the phenomena
occurring on it, was an inspiration for both heretical and orthodox theology in
the first Christian centuries. The Gnostics, Clement of Alexandria and Origen all
believed that God, like the Platonic idea of the Good, is radically transcendent in
relation to the world, but at the same time is the cause of everything that exists in
it. Unlike Plato, who believed that the idea of the Good is knowable and can be
the subject of science, the Christian theologians of the first centuries believed that
God was like a blinding light. This means that God, according to them, though
intelligible, is unknowable in His essence. Therefore, God cannot be the subject
of science. Another modification of the Platonic metaphor was the introduction
of the element of sunlight, to which the philosopher from Athens did not refer.
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For the Gnostics, the rays of the sun were “eons” — spiritual beings that existed
in the space between the first principle of all things and the material world. For
Clement and Origen, the light that comes from the sun was the Son — the power
and wisdom of God. In contrast to the Gnostics, who believed in the progressive
degradation of the spiritual world through successive emanations, the Alexandrian
Fathers believed that the Son possessed all the knowledge of God and therefore
revealed to man the true God. Yet the revelation of God by the Son, and even the
grace that assists human beings in the process of learning about God, do not give
man complete knowledge of the essence of God. Thus the Gnostics, Clement and
Origen, despite some doctrinal differences, all accepted the concept of the radical
transcendence of God on the ontological and epistemological levels.

Key words: Idea of the Good, transcendence of God, platonism, gnosticism,
Clement of Alexandria, Origen, the influence of Greek philosophy on Christianity.

Stowa kluczowe: Idea Dobra, transcendencja Boga, platonizm, gnostycyzm,
Klemens Aleksandryjski, Orygenes, wptyw greckiej filozofii na chrzescijanstwo.
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VOX PATRUM 37 (2017) t. 68

Ks. Piotr SZCZUR”

WALENTYNIANSKA INTERPRETACJA BIBLIJNEGO
OPISU STWORZENIA CZYL.OWIEKA (RDZ 1, 26-27)
W PRZEKAZIE KLEMENSA ALEKSANDRYJSKIEGO

Do poznania pogladow walentynian (i ogdlnie gnostykow) w sposob zna-
czacy przyczynito si¢ odkrycie biblioteki w Nag Hammadi (1945). Po doko-
naniu tego odkrycia zauwaza si¢ znaczacy wzrost zainteresowania gnostycy-
zmem, co potwierdza chociazby dwutomowa publikacji, ktora powstata jako
poktosie migdzynarodowej konferencji poswigconej gnostycyzmowi, zorga-
nizowanej w roku 1978'. Na gruncie polskim warto wspomnie¢ liczne stu-
dia i przektady (gtownie z jezyka koptyjskiego) autorstwa wybitnego znawcy
pism, teologii i systemow gnostyckich prof. Wincentego Myszora? oraz dr
Anny Zmorzanki. ROwniez niniejszy artykut wpisuje si¢ ten nurt poglgbiania
wiedzy na temat gnostycyzmu, a szczegdlnie antropologii i egzegezy zapropo-
nowanej przez walentynianskiego mysliciela — Theodota.

Celowo siggnigto w nim po pisma Klemensa Aleksandryjskiego poniewaz
jego mysl teologiczna w znacznym stopniu rodzita si¢ w opozycji do tez gno-
stykow, a szczegolnie bazylidian i walentynian®. Alain Le Boulluec* ukazywat

" Ks. dr hab. Piotr Szczur, prof. KUL — kierownik Katedry Historii Kosciola w Starozytno$ci
i Sredniowieczu w Instytucie Historii Kosciota i Patrologii na Wydziale Teologii Katolickiego Uni-
wersytetu Lubelskiego Jana Pawta II; e-mail: p_szczur@kul.pl.

! The Rediscovery of Gnosticism: Proceedings of the International Conference on Gnosticism
at Yale, New Haven, Connecticut, March 28-31, 1978, ed. Bentley Layton, vol. 1-2, Leiden 1980.

2 Wykaz prac i przektadéw dotyczacych gnostycyzmu przygotowat S. Longosz: Ks. prof. Win-
centy Myszor (22 V 1941 - 19 II 2017). Polski odkrywca gnozy wczesnochrzescijanskiej, VoxP 37
(2017) t. 68, 833-838. Natomiast calos¢ bibliografii opracowata L. Lach-Bartlik, Wykaz drukowa-
nych prac Ks. prof. dr. hab. Wincentego Myszora, VoxP 32 (2012) t. 57, 21-34.

3 Por. SR.C. Lilla, Clement of Alexandria: A Study in Christian Platonism and Gnosticism,
London 1971, passim (warto nadmieni¢, ze ta monografia jest podstawowym opracowaniem na te-
mat filozoficznego tta nauczania Klemensa); E.A. Clark, Clement s use of Aristotle: The Aristotelian
contribution to Clement of Alexandria's refutation of gnosticism, New York 1977; J.L. Kovacs, Cle-
ment of Alexandria and the Vallentinian Gnostics, New York 1978; J.E. Davison, Structural Simi-
larities and Dissimilarities in the Thought of Clement of Alexandria and the Valentinians, ,,Second
Century” 3 (1983) 201-217; E. Procter, Christian Controversy in Alexandria: Clement’s Polemic
against the Basilideans and Valentinians, New York 1995; M. Edwards, Catholicity and Heresy in
the Early Church, Farnham 2009, 57-64.

4 A. Le Boulluec, Le notion d’hérésie dans la littérature grecque, II-I1I° siécles, vol. 2: Clément
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te prawidtowos¢ widoczna w egzegezie i teologii Klemensa. Wspotczesnie,
w nawiazaniu do nauki Walentyna, Judith Kowacs wydata kilka artykutow na
temat antywalentynianskiej Klemensowej interpretaciji Pisma Swigtego (szcze-
golnie czerpiac z jego interpretacji listow $w. Pawla)’. W niniejszym opraco-
wanie postanowiono skupi¢ si¢ na przekazach Klemensa, zawartych przede
wszystkim w Wypisach z Theodota, dotyczacych walentynianskiej interpretacji
tekstu biblijnego opisujacego stworzenie cztowieka (por. Rdz 1, 26-27).
Doskonale wiadomo, ze Klemens stale odpiera heterodoksyjna interpre-
tacje Pisma Swigtego. Mowiac o réznych interpretacjach Biblii Aleksandryj-
czyk przyznaje pierwszenstwo jednym interpretatorom nad innymi. Czyni tak
z dwoch powoddw. Pierwszym jest zastosowanie regulty wiary. Jednak nad tym
elementem Klemens nie rozwodzi si¢ tak, jak mogliby$my oczekiwac (szcze-
gdlnie zwazywszy na zainteresowania wspotczesnych mu pisarzy®) i chociaz
w jego pismach nie pojawia si¢ sformutowanie ,,reguty wiary”, to jednak po-
stuguje si¢ on zwrotem ,,reguta/norma koscielna/Kosciota” (¢kkAnclaGTIKOG
kovov)’ jako jego synonimem?®. Drugim jest przywilej dany prawdziwemu

d’Alexandrie et Origéne, Etudes Augustiniennes, Paris 1985; tenze, Exégése et polémique antigno-
stique chez Irénée et Clément d’Alexandrie: ’example du centon, StPatr 17 (1982) 707-713.

5 J.L. Kovacs, Grace and Works: Clement of Alexandria’s Response to Valentinian Exegesis of
Paul, w: Ancient Perspectives on Paul, ed. T. Nicklas — A. Merkt — J. Verheyden, Géttingen 2013,
191-210; taz, Echoes of Valentinian Exegesis in Clement of Alexandria and Origen, w: Origeniana
Octava, ed. L. Perrone, Leuven 2004, 317-329; taz, Clement of Alexandria and Valentinian Exegesis
in the ,, Excerpts from Theodotus”, StPatr 41 (2006) 187-200.

¢ Por. Irenaeus, Adversus haereses 110, éd. A. Rousseau — L. Doutreleau, SCh 264, Paris 1979,
154-166; 111 4, éd. A. Rousseau — L. Doutreleau, SCh 211, Paris 1974, 44-52; Tertullianus, De pra-
escriptione haereticorum 12-25, ed. R.F. Refoulé, CCL 1, Turnhout 1954, 197-207; tenze, Adversus
Marcionem 111 1 ed. A. Kroymann, CCL 1, 509-510; IV 5, CCL 1, 550-552; tenze, Adversus Praxean
3, ed. A. Kroymann — E. Evans, CCL 2, Turnhout 1954, 1161-1162.

7, Norme Kosciota” Klemens definiuje w nastgpujacy sposob: ,,Norma Kosciota jest zbieznosé
izgodnos$¢ Prawa i prorokéw z Nowym Przymierzem zawartym w czasie obecnosci Pana” (Clemens
Alexandrinus, Stromata VI 125, 3, éd. P. Descourtieux, SCh 446, Paris 1999, 310, thum. J. Niemir-
ska-Pliszczynska, Kobierce zapiskow filozoficznych dotyczqcych prawdziwej wiedzy, t. 2, Warszawa
1994, 187-188).

8 Por. Clemens Alexandrinus, Stromata VI 115, 1 - 132, 4, SCh 446, 288-324; VII 93, 1 - 105,
6, éd. A. le Boulluec, SCh 428, Paris 1997, 282-316. Teksty te najwyrazniej pokazuja akceptowanie
przez Klemensa regula fidei zgodnie z tradycja apostolska. Dowiadujemy si¢ z nich, ze reguta wiary
jest szczegdlnie wazna w interpretacii Pisma Swietego, zwlaszcza przy zwalczaniu heretyckich inter-
pretacji, ktore sa zdecydowanie przeciwne tej regule. Na temat reguly (kovdv) zob. tez tamze I 15,
2, éd. C. Mondésert — M. Caster, SCh 30, Paris 1951, 54: ,,papaddcewg kovove™; 196, 1, SCh 30,
121: ,,10v xowvdvo Thg exkAnciog”; IV 98, 3, éd. A. Van Den Hoek, SCh 463, Paris 2001, 220: ,,t0v
kovove Thg Tiotewg”; VI 125, 3, SCh 446, 310: ,,kavav 8¢ ékkAnciactikog”; VI 165, 1, SCh 446,
392: ;11 100 kvplov ddackariog kol Tov EkkAnolaotikov kavove’; VII 41, 3, SCh 428, 144:
,,TOV ékkAnolaotikov kavova”; VII 90, 2, SCh 428, 274: ,,t0v £kkANoLaoTikov [...] kavova”;
VII 94, 5, SCh 428, 286: ,,tov kovovor Thig dAndeiog”; VII 105, 5, SCh 428, 316: ,,10v kovovor Thg
éxkAnotog”. Zob. E.F. Osborn, Reason and the Rule of Faith in the Second Century AD, w: The
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gnostykowi® jako wlasciwemu interpretatorowi Pisma Swigtego. Wedlug
Klemensa interpretacja prawdziwego gnostyka posiada pierwszenstwo przed
wszystkimi innymi interpretacjami (zwlaszcza heretyckimi), poniewaz jedy-
nie gnostyk moze dostrzec Prawdg poprzez zastong natozona przez Boga na
tekst Biblii.

1. Walentyn i jego szkola. Wydaje si¢ zasadnym, aby na wstgpie pokrotce
przyjrzec¢ si¢ postaci herezjarchy Walentyna i jego aktywnosci nauczycielskie;j.
Urodzit si¢ on ok. roku 100'° w Dolnym Egipcie!'. Prawdopodobnie pochodzit
z rodziny chrzescijanskiej. W Aleksandrii otrzymal staranne wyksztatcenie
w duchu tradycji greckiej. Jego nauczycielem mogt by¢ Teodas — uczen $w.
Pawla'?. W Aleksandrii zatozyt pierwsza szkotg i juz wtedy zaczal odchodzi¢
od ortodoksji. Ok. roku 136, celem gloszenia swej nauki, wyjechat do Rzymu,
gdzie przebywat ok. 30 lat (136-165)". W stolicy Imperium Romanum zyskat
znaczng popularno$¢ wsrod tamtejszych chrzescijan. Prawdopodobnie starat
si¢ 0 godno$¢ biskupa Rzymu po $mierci Hygina (f ok. 142)", jednak w wy-
borach poniést porazke, m.in. ze wzgledu na nieortodoksyjne poglady, i zwy-
cigstwo odniost Pius (1 ok. 155). Pozniej (ok. 165) prawdopodobnie udat si¢

Making of Orthodoxy: Essays in Honour of Henry Chadwick, ed. R. Williams, Cambridge 1989, 40-
46; F.R.M. Hitchcock, The Creed of Clement of Alexandria, ,Hermathena” 12 (1902) no 28, 25-28.

? Klemens wilacza tytutu ,,gnostyk” w ide¢ duchowego postgpu, w ktorym gnoza jest najwyz-
szym mozliwym osiagnigciem w doczesnym zyciu. Na temat gnozy jako ideatu chrzescijanskiego
oraz gnostyka jako doskonatego chrzescijanina istnieje wiele prac autorstwa F. Draczkowskiego,
przyktadowo zob.: Formy i cele modlitwy doskonatego chrzescijanina (gnostyka) wedtug Klemensa
Aleksandryjskiego, w: Medytacja, Homo Meditans 1, red. W. Stomka, Lublin 1984, 127-132; Gnoza
w ujeciu Klemensa Aleksandryjskiego, SACh 12 (1996) 9-21; Mitos¢ — Agape syntezq chrzescijan-
stwa, Pelplin — Torun 1997.

19 Por. P. Siejkowski, Wstep, w: Klemens Aleksandryjski, Wypisy z Theodota, ZMT 22, Krakow
2001, 10. W literaturze na ogdt podaje si¢ informacjg, ze Walentyn urodzit si¢ na poczatku II w.
Iub ze zyt w 11 w. Szerzej na temat Walentyna zob. A. Zmorzanka, Walentyn, PEF 1X 688-690; taz,
Walentyn, EK XX 163-164.

' Por. G. Quispel, Gnoza, thum. B. Kita, Warszawa 1988, 128.

12 Por. Clemens Alexandrinus, Stromata VII 106, 4, SCh 428, 318-320, ttum. Niemirska-Plisz-
czynska, t. 2, s. 306: ,,Podobnie, jak [gnostycy] utrzymuja takze, Walentyn byt uczniem Theodasa,
a przeciez ten zostal uczniem Pawla”.

13 Por. Zmorzanka, Walentyn, EK X 163. Ireneusz z Lyonu (Adversus haereses 111 4,3, SCh 211,
50) informujg, ze Walentyn przybyt do Rzymu w czasach biskupa Hygina i przebywat w Wiecznym
Miscie w czasach biskupa Piusa i Aniceta. Informacjg t¢ powtarza Euzebiusz z Cezarei (HE IV 11, 1,
ed. i ttum. ZMT 70 [wyd. grecko-polskie, oprac. H. Pietras, thim. A. Caba na podstawie tlum. A. Li-
sieckiego], Krakow 2013, 239: ,,Walentyn przybyt do Rzymu za czaséw Hygina, rozwinat w petni
dziatalno$¢ za Piusa i dozyt czaséw Aniceta”). Pobyt Walentyna w Rzymie jest roznie datowany.
P. Siejkowski (Wstep, s. 10) wskazuje na lata 136-160; z kolei Quispel (Gnoza, s. 129) przypuszcza,
ze do Rzymu przybyt ok. roku 140.

14 Por. Tertullianus, Adversus Valentinianos 4, 1, éd. J.-C. Fredouille, SCh 280, Paris 1980, 86.
A. Zmorzanka (Walentyn, EK XX 163) informuje, ze Walentyn starat si¢ o godnos¢ biskupa Rzymu po
$mierci Aniceta. Jednak Anicet zmart ok. roku 166, gdy Walentyn prawdopodobnie juz opuscit Rzym.
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na Cypr, gdzie nauczat. Data $Smierci Walentyna nie jest znana, jednak Tertu-
lian przekazuje informacjg, ze zyt jeszcze za biskupa Eleutera (pontyfikat: ok.
174-189). Pozostawit po sobie wiele dziet napisanych kunsztownym jezykiem
(m.in. listy, homilie, psalm Zniwo oraz traktat O trzech naturach), z ktorych
zachowaly sig tylko fragmenty'’.

Uczniowie Walentyna kontynuowali i rozwijali jego nauke'®. Dziatali od I1
do IIT w. Klemens Aleksandryjski, Hipolit'” i Tertulian'® przekazuja informacje,
ze dziatali w dwoch szkotach — wschodniej, nazywanej anatolijska (dvortodikn
T1g ddaokaiia) oraz zachodniej, nazywanej italska (itoliwtikn)'’. Do bar-
dziej znanych przedstawicieli szkoty anatolijskiej nalezeli: Theodot, Marek
i Bardesanes. Natomiast bardziej znanymi przedstawicielami szkoly italskiej
byli: Floryn, Herakleon, Ptolemeusz i Sekundus. Glosili umiarkowany du-
alizm oparty przede wszystkim na platonizmie i pitagoreizmie, rozwingli ko-
smogonig, nauke o trzech typach (naturach) ludzkich oraz chrystologi¢; wigk-
szo$¢ walentynian przyjmowata doketyzm, jednak — w zaleznosci od szkoty
— odmiennie wyjasniano kwesti¢ pneumatycznego ciata Chrystusa. Warto tez
dodag, ze herezja walentynian byta jednym z najbardziej rozpowszechnionych
we wezesnym chrzescijanstwie nurtow heterodoksyjnych?®.

2. Excerpta ex Theodoto. Traktat ten trudno uwazac za dzieto Klemen-
sa Aleksandryjskiego®'. Faktycznie w Clavis Patrum Graecorum figuru-
je ono pod imieniem Theodota® — jak juz wspomniano — blizej nieznanego
przedstawiciela wschodniej szkoty walentynianskiej**. Wprawdzie Mark Ed-

'3 Istniejace i zidentyfikowane fragmenty zostaty wydane w: W. Volker, Quellen zur Geschichte
der christlichen Gnosis, Tiibingen 1932, 57-60.

16 Szerzej zob. The Rediscovery of Gnosticism, vol. 1: The School of Vatentinus.

17 Por. Hippolytus, Refutatio omnuium haeresium V135, 5-7, ed. P. Wendland, GCS 26, Leipzig
1916, 165.

'8 Por. Tertullianus, Adversus Valentinianos 11,2, SCh 280, 104-106.

1 Einar Thomassen (The Spiritual Seed: The Church of the ,, Valentinians”, Leiden 2008, 39-
45) mowi, ze istnieje wprawdzie rozréznienie migdzy szkotami uczniow Walentyna, jednak trudno
jest dopatrze¢ sig tych rdznic, gdyz rozne zrodla roznie przedstawiaja te szkolty. Wnioskuje jednak,
ze roznica pomigdzy ,,wschodnia” i ,,zachodnia” szkola Walentyna dotyczy glownie soteriologii
(tamze, s. 81-82). Jest to zgodne z klasycznym rozumieniem szkot Walentyna obecnym w literatu-
rze, por. np. J.-D. Kaestli, Valentinisme italien et valentinisme oriental: leurs divergences a propos
de la nature du corps de Jésus, w: The Rediscovery of Gnosticism, vol. 1, s. 391-403. Niektorzy
jednak twierdza, ze podziat na szkole ,,wschodnia” i ,,zachodnia” jest sztuczny, por. J. Kalvesmaki,
Eastern vs. Italian Valentinianism?, VigCh 61 (2008) 79-89.

20 Por. Tertullianus, Adversus Valentinianos, SCh 280.

21 Por. A.-J. Festugiére, Notes sur les Extraits de Théodote de Clément d’Alexandrie, VigCh
3(1949) 193-207.

2 CPG 1139.

2 Na temat Theodota zob. W. Myszor, Theodotos, Gnostiker, LThK 1X 1425-1426; M. Simo-
netti, Teodoto valentiniano, NDPAC 111 5272.
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wards?* sugeruje, ze Theodot z Excerpta moze by¢ tozsamy z Theodotem z Bi-
zancjum?, ktorego tezy obala Hipolit*. Frangois Sagnard watpi, Ze to ten sam
Theodot, o ktorym mowia Excerpta, poniewaz Theodot Hipolita jest adop-
cjanista, a to jest sprzeczne z doktryng walentynian zawarta w Excerpta; nie
sadzi takze, ze jest to inny Theodot wspomniany przez Hipolita w nastgpnym
rozdziale Refutatio® jako uczen Theodota z Bizancjum?.

Najprawdopodobniej tekst Excerpta mial stuzy¢ Aleksandryjczykowi (lub
komus$ innemu) jako podrgczne zrodio informacji na temat nauki Theodota
(czy szerzej: walentynian), a szczeg6lnie jego gnostyckiej interpretacji roz-
nych fragmentow Pisma Swigtego. Prawdopodobnie nie byt tez przeznaczony
do pdzniejszego ,,opublikowania”. Excerpta sa dotaczone do r¢kopisu pism
Klemensa i umieszczone migdzy Stromata a Eclogae Propheticae®. Wydaje
sig, ze zostaty tam umieszczone przez jakiego$ ,,wydawce”, ktory — by¢ moze
— uwazal si¢ za powiernika literackiej spuscizny Klemensa. Publikujac pis-
ma aleksandryjskiego scholarchy ,,wydawca” udostepnit zbior powigkszony
0 Excerpta®.

Warto jeszcze dodaé, ze w manuskrypcie, ktory stanowit podstawe wyda-
nia tekstu, Excerpta sa zatytulowane w nastepujacy sposob: 'Ex 1®v ©€036T0ov
Kol THG GVOTOAOKNG KOAOVHEVNC SLOOOKOALOG KOTO TOVG OVUAEVTIVOV
xpévoug émtopai®’. Jeden z wydawcow tekstu Wypisow Robert Pierce Casey
przettumaczyt ten tytut jako Extracts from the works of Theodotus and the so-
-called ‘oriental teaching’ at the time of Valentinus, kréry mozna przetozy¢
jako Wypisy z dziel Theodota i tak zwane ‘wschodnie nauczanie’ w czasach
Walentyna. Taki przektad tytutu najprawdopodobniej wynikatl z jego przeko-
nania, ze nie ma zadnej konkretnej szkoty, z ktora powinno by¢ kojarzone
»wschodnie nauczanie”. Jednak wydaje sig, ze koncepcje teologiczne obecne
w Excerpta, w duzej mierze sa rownolegte do tzw. wschodniej (czy anatolij-
skiej) szkoty.

2 Por. M. Edwards, Clement of Alexandria and his Doctrine of the Logos, VigCh 54 (2000)
175-176.

% Na temat Theodota z Bizancjum zob. W.A. Bienert, Theodotos (der Gerber), LThK 1X 1424;
M. Simonetti, Teodoto di Bisanzio (Cuoiaio), NDPAC III 5271.

26 Por. Hippolytus, Refutatio omnuium haeresium VII 35,

27 Por. tamze VII 36.

2 Por. F. Sagnard, Introduction, w: Clément d’Alexandrie: Extraits de Théodote, SCh 23, Paris
1948, 5. Na temat Theodota zob. M. Simonetti, 7eodoto di Bisanzio (Banchiere), NDPAC 111 5271.

2 Por. Sagnard, Introduction, s. 5. Robert P. Casey (Introduction, w: The Excerpta ex Theodoto
of Clement of Alexandria, Edided wirh translation, introduction and notes by R.P. Casey, London
1934, 3-5) i Frangois Sagnard (/ntroduction, s. 49) zauwazaja takze, ze Wypisy zostaty przekazane
w dwoch manuskryptach: jeden z Florencji — Codex Laurentianus V 3, z X1 w., a drugi z Paryzu,
Biblioteca Nationale, Supplementa Grecae 250, z XVI w., ktory jest kopia pierwszego. Por. Siej-
kowski, Wstep, s. 13.

30 Por. Casey, Introduction, s. 3-4.

31 Clemens Alexandrinus, Excerpta ex Theodoto 1 1, éd. F. Sagnard, SCh 23, 52.
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3. Walentynianska interpretacja Rdz 1, 26-27 w Excerpta ex Theodo-
to. Biblijny opis stworzenia cztowieka (Rdz 1, 26-27) bedzie znajdowat sig
w centrum przedstawionych ponizej rozwazan, dlatego — ze wzgledu na zna-
czenie tego passusu biblijnego — zostanie przytoczony w catosci, zarowno
w wersji Septuaginty, jak 1 w przektadzie polskim:

kol glnev 0 Bedg Tlothowuey AvBpmmov Kot eikdvor NUETEPOLY Kol KOl
OpolooLy, Kol GpyEtoooy TOV 1x0VmV ThHg BOAECOoNG Kol TOV TETELVDV
T00 0VPOVOD KOl TOV KINVAV Kol TAGNG THE YNHG KOl TEVIOV TOV
EPTETAOV TAOV EPTOVIMV ML THG YNG. KOl £M0iNceV O Be0g TOV GVOpOTOV,
kot eikdva BeoD €moinoev avTOHV, Bpoev kol BHAL €moinoev avTOC”.

»A wreszcie rzekt Bog: «Uczynmy czlowieka na Nasz obraz, podobnego
Nam. Niech panuje nad rybami morskimi, nad ptactwem powietrznym, nad
bydtem, nad cata ziemia i nad wszelkim zwierzatkiem naziemnym!» Stwo-
rzyt wigc Bog cztowieka na swoj obraz, na obraz Bozy go stworzyt: stworzyt
mezezyzng i niewiaste” (Rdz 1, 26-27).

Interpretacja biblijnego opisu stworzenia cztowieka, zaproponowana przez
Theodota, zostanie przedstawiona w kontek§cie nauczania walentynian na te-
mat stworzenia Adama i jego potomstwa.

Na wstepie nalezy zauwazy¢, ze walentynianska interpretacja opisu stwo-
rzenia §wiata (w tym czlowieka) stata si¢ — w minionym stuleciu — dobrze zna-
na badaczom wczesnego chrzescijanstwa dzigki odkryciom w Nag Hammadi.
Zaréwno Ireneusz z Lyonu w Adversus haereses, jak 1 Hipolit w Refutatio
omnium haeresium mowia o tym, co postrzegaja jako rozne odmiany doktryny
walentynian. Z przekazow zawartych w wymienionych pracach polemicznych
wynika, ze istniaty r6zne szkoly walentynian, a kazda z nich starala si¢ wzbo-
gaci¢ nauczanie wlasnymi elementami dodanymi do mitologii kosmologicz-
nej*?. Jednak ani Ireneusz, ani Hipolit nie wnosza wiele do poznania antropo-
logii walentynian.

Hipolit w opisie doktryny walentynian nie poswigca zagadnieniu stworze-
nia cztowieka wiele miejsca, jednak wspomina o trzech réznych elementach,
jakie posiadaty dusze po stworzeniu rodzaju ludzkiego: 1. sam dusza; 2. dusza
i demony; 3. dusza i logoi**. Znacznie wigcej mozna dowiedzie¢ si¢ o antro-
pologii walentynian z notatek Klemensa zawartych w Excerpta ex Theodoto.
Wydaja si¢ one zgadzac z opisem stworzenia rodzaju ludzkiego przekazywa-
nym przez Hipolita:

»Lecz uczniowie Walentyna glosza: skoro «ciato psychiczney zostato uksztal-
towane, nasienie meskie zostato ztozone przez Logos w wybranej duszy, gdy

32 Na temat wiarygodnos$ci wczesnochrzescijanskich opisow doktryny walentynian i innych
sekt zob. M. Desjardins, The Sources for Valentinian Gnosticism: A Question of Methodology,
VigCh 40 (1986) 342-347, spec. 345.

33 Por. Hippolytus, Refutatio omnium haeresium V1 29.
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ta byta w $nie. Nasienie to jest wyptywem elementu anielskiego, tak aby nie
byto zadnego braku4.

»Megskie nasienie” moze by¢ tu z duzym prawdopodobienstwem postrzegane
jako tozsame z logoi z opisu Hipolita. Dalej Klemens kontynuuje swe rozwa-
zania mowiac o walentynianach (poniewaz najwyrazniej nie cytuje tu walen-
tynianskiego pisarza, ale daje wlasny komentarz):

»«Stworzyt ich na obraz Boga, stworzyl ich m¢zczyzna i kobieta» (Rdz 1,
27), a jak mowia walentynianie, <ludzie> sa najlepsza emanacja Madrosci.
To, co megskie, a pochodzace <z tego zrodta> jest wybrane; za$ to, co zenskie
stanowi zbior tego, co powotane. Nazywaja oni to, co meskie «pierwiastkiem
anielskimy, za$§ zenskie — «wyzszym nasieniemy». Podobnie rowniez w wy-
padku Adama, element me¢ski pozostat w nim, podczas gdy wszelkie nasienie
zenskie, wyptyneto z niego, tworzac Ewe (por. Rdz 2, 22), z ktérej pochodza
istoty zenskie, tak jak z Adama istoty meskie. W ten sposob pierwiastki me-
skie pozostaja w $cistym zwiazku z Logosem. Pierwiastki zenskie, przemie-
nione w to, co meskie jednocza si¢ z aniotami i wchodza w Pleromg™.

Z przytoczonej wyzej wypowiedzi wynika, ze istniejq takie istoty, ktorych
przeznaczeniem jest zbawienie oraz takie, ktore nie beda miaty udziatu w zba-
wieniu. Nieco dalej Klemens doktadniej wyjasnia, ze

,»Wedlug walentynian, posrdd istot powstalych z Adama, jedne, czyli Sprawie-
dliwi, zwracajac si¢ do bytow stworzonych, pozostaja zatrzymani w Miejscu.
Inne za$, pozostaja w sferze stworzonej dla ciemno$ci, w miejscu «po lewi-
cy», lub tez doswiadczaja ognia™®.

Przedstawione powyzej poglady walentynian wskazuja, ze zbudowany przez
nich system jest deterministyczny i nie pozostawia miejsca na wolna wolg jed-
nostki. Ta teoria jest jednym z gtéwnych powodow krytyki Klemensa kiero-
wanej pod adresem sekty. Wedtug walentynianskiego mitu kosmologicznego,
demiurg zasial rozne ,,natury” w ludziach, ktérych stworzyt.

W swym nauczaniu Klemens ktadzie nacisk na prawde wyrazona w Ksig-
dze Rodzaju, ze Adam zostal stworzony ,,na obraz” (kot eikova) i ,,na po-
dobienstwo” (ka®” opotwolv) Boga (Rdz 1, 26). Walentynianie twierdzili, ze
okreslenia te nie sa synonimiczne i odnosza si¢ raczej do dwoch typoéw ludzi:

,Demiurg uczynil dusz¢ z ziemi, dusze hyliczna, bezrozumna, wspot-
istotng zwierzgtom; uczynil czlowieka «na obrazy (<6> «kat eikOvoy»
&veponoc). Cztowiek zatem jest <uczyniony> na «podobienistwo» (‘O 3¢
«x0® Opolmoivy) samego Demiurga, ktory «tchnal» i «zasial nasienie»

3% Clemens Alexandrinus, Excerpta ex Theodoto 12, 1, SCh 23, 54-56, ttum. P. Siejkowski,
ZMT 22, 25-26.

35 Tamze I 21, 1-3, SCh 23, 98-100, ZMT 22, 40.

36 Tamze 11 37, SCh 23, 140, ZMT 22, 51-52.



66 KS. PIOTR SZCZUR

w jego poprzedniku, w ktorym tez za posrednictwem Aniolow ztozyt co$
wspotistotnego z soba samym™’.

Zatem pierwszy cztowiek, stworzony ,,na obraz”, posiadal ,,dusz¢ hyliczna,
bezrozumna, wspotistotna zwierz¢tom”. Drugi za$ zostat stworzony ,,na «po-
dobienstwo» samego Demiurga”. Moze si¢ wydawac, ze przytoczony powyzej
opis dwodch réznych typow ludzi w zasadzie dotyczy jednego i tego samego
cztowieka — mozna przeciez po prostu zaistnie¢ po tym, jak Demiurg (stworca)
tchnat zycie — jednak pozmeJ staje sig jasne, ze sa to kompletnie rozne osoby
1 ze reprezentuja dwa rozne typy ludzko$ci. Zatem mit ten stuzy wyjasnieniu
pochodzenia walentynian — chrzescijan nalezacych do ,,prawdziwego” Kos-
ciota i reszty ludzkos$ci oraz zagadnienia, gdzie lezy przyczyna roznic migdzy
nimi. Nieco dalej Klemens przytacza wypowiedz Theodota:

»~Poczawszy od Adama, powstaty trzy natury. Pierwsza, «bezrozumna» do
ktorej nalezat Kain; druga — «rozumnay i «sprawiedliwa» z ktorej powstat
Abel; trzecia — «pneumatycznay, a do niej nalezat Set. Zatem, cztowiek ziem-
ski jest «obrazemy; cztowiek psychiczny — «podobienstwem» Boga; a pneu-
matyczny jest wlasciwa natura Boga™®,

Z przytoczonego tekstu wyraznie wynika, ze trzy rozne typy ludzi r6znig sig¢
migdzy soba. Istota powstata ,,na obraz”, jest zaledwie z prochu ziemi; ta,
ktora powstata ,,na podobienstwo”, jest ,,psychiczna”, a ta, ktora nie pozostaje
w zadnej relacji do dwoch poprzednich, jest ,,pneumatyczna”, ma swa wlasna
naturg, wyraznie r6zng od dwéch pozostatych. Koresponduje to z tym, co wia-
domo o antropologii walentynian i sposobie, w jaki odnosili si¢ oni do siebie
samych oraz jak odrozniali sibie od reszty ludzkosci. Wedtug tej teorii ludzmi
»pneumatycznymi” czy ,,duchowymi”, niezwiazanymi z Demiurgiem, ponie-
waz nie maja tak niskiego statusu jak on, sa walentynianie. Ludzmi ,,psychicz-
nymi”, posiadajacymi szans¢ dostapienia zbawienia (ale nie wszystkim si¢ to
uda) sa zwykli chrzescijanie. Ludzmi ,,z prochu”, nieposiadajacymi w sobie
nasienia i zadnego podobienstwa do duchowej dziedziny (Pleroma), a wigc
bez nadziei na jakiekolwiek odkupienie, sa pozostali ludzie. Idea ta znajduje
swe bezposrednie potwierdzenie w innej wypowiedzi Theodota:

»W tym tez znaczeniu nasz Ojciec, Adam jest «pierwszym cztowiekiem,
uczynionym z ziemi, ziemskim» (por. 1Kor 15, 47). A poniewaz, jesliby on
zasial nasienie z elementu psychicznego i pneumatycznego, tak jak uczynit to
z elementu materialnego, to wszyscy byliby$my zrodzeni «rownymi», «spra-
wiedliwymi» a «pouczenie» byloby obecne we wszystkich. Oto dlaczego
istnieje wielu hylikow, niewielka liczba psychikow, lecz nieliczni sa pneu-
matycy. W ten sposob element pneumatyczny jest ocalony przez naturg, lecz
element psychiczny posiada wolng wolg 1 zdolno$¢ do wiary i nieulegania

37 Tamze 111 50, 1-2, SCh 23, 162-164, ZMT 22, 59-60.
3% Tamze 111 54, 1-2, SCh 23, 170, ZMT 22, 61-62.
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zniszczeniu jak do niewiary i zniszczenia, zgodnie z wlasnym wyborem. Ele-
ment materialny jest z natury skazany na zatracenie”.

W zacytowanej wypowiedzi mamy do czynienia z pewnym rodzajem alego-
rycznej interpretacji opowiadania o stworzeniu Adama i o jego trzech synach.
Dostrzegamy w niej takze dopasowywanie opowiesci biblijnej do gnostyc-
kiego mitu, co bylo krytykowane przez pisarzy chrzescijanskich. Klemens
kwestionuje tez to, co postrzega jako determinizm Kkryjacy si¢ w pismach
walentynian®’.

Wypisy z Theodota zawieraja rowniez odniesienia do ,,lewej” 1 ,,prawej”
reki, co koresponduje z tymi samymi kategoriami ludzi. Méwia one o tych
ludzkich naturach, ktore beda zniszczone, i innych, ktore zostang w koncu
wzigte do Pleromy. Ci po prawej ,,znaja” Zbawce!, podczas gdy ci po lewej
byli stworzeni przez Demiurga pierwsi, zanim ten stworzyt §wiatto — co ozna-
cza, Ze nie maja oni pokrewienstwa z tym §wiatlem**:

,, 10, co jest po prawicy zostalo wylonione za dnia przez Matke/Madrosc,
jeszcze zanim prosita o Swiatto$¢. Lecz nasienie Kos$ciota pojawito si¢ po
tej prosbie, skoro elementy anielskie nasienia powstaly z tego, co Meskie™.

Najwyrazniej ,,nasienie Kosciota” to grupa posiadajaca wyzszo$¢ nad tymi
,,po lewej” 1 ,,po prawej” stronie. Grupy te wydaja si¢ korespondowac¢ z trze-
ma — wyzej omoéwionymi — rodzajami ludzi: ci z ,,lewej” z materialnymi, ci
z ,,prawej” z psychicznymi (o ktorych Matka ,,prosita”) i ,,nasienie Kosciota”
z duchowymi (pneumatycznymi) gnostykami*. Ci ,,po prawej” i ci ,,po le-

% Tamze 111 56, 1-3, SCh 23, 172-174, ZMT 22, 62-63.

4 Warto zauwazy¢, ze Klemens w taki wlasnie sposob odbiera doktryng walentynian. Dlatego
tez jego przekaz nie jest jej doktadnym portretem, jaki dzisiaj znamy dzigki poglebieniu badan nad
mysla walentynian. W Wypisach z Theodota mamy do czynienia z heterodoksyjnym pisarzem, ktory
mowi, ze chrzescijanie (,,psychicy”) sa w stanie dostapi¢ zbawienia. Czy jednak zbawienie jest ro-
zumiane jako pewien postep od ,,obrazu” do ,,podobienstwa”, czy tez przej$cie od wiary do gnozy?
Tego jednoznacznie nie da si¢ rozstrzygnaé, jednak najwyrazniej istnieje jakas forma duchowego
postepu. W kazdym razie, z tekstow z Nag Hammadi wytania si¢ mniej deterministyczny obraz
gnostykow niz przedstawiany przez pisarzy chrzescijanskich w klasycznych pismach herezjologicz-
nych. Por. L. Roig Lanzillotta, 4 Way of Salvation: Becoming Like God in Nag Hammadi, ,Numen”
60 (2013) 71-102.

# Por. Clemens Alexandrinus, Excerpta ex Theodoto 123, 3, SCh 23, 106, ZMT 22, 42: , Zaraz
po Mgce Pana, byt on postany aby przepowiada¢ <Ewangeli¢>. Dlatego tez zwiastowat on Zbawce
pod jednym albo drugim obrazem. <W pierwszym wypadku> jako zrodzonego i podlegtego <Ojcu>
przez wzglad na tych co beda po lewicy, gdyz mogli oni poznac jego w tym obrazie i Igkac sig Jego.
<W drugim wypadku>, wedtug tego, co duchowe, jako pochodzacego z Ducha Swigtego i Dziewi-
cy, tak jak Go znaja aniotowie po prawicy”.

4 Por. tamze 11 34, 1, SCh 23, 134, ZMT 22, 50: ,,A dalej, Moce po lewicy, wytonione <z Mat-
ki>, przed tymi po prawicy, nie zostaly uksztattowane przez nadejscie Swiattosci, lecz owe Moce po
lewicy zostaly pozostawione Miejscu, aby Ono je uksztattowato”.

43 Tamze 11 40, SCh 23, 144, ZMT 22, 53.

4 Jest to zgodne z wyjasnieniem Ireneusza w Adversus haereses 1 6, 1, SCh 264, 90, thum.
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weJ > stronie wydaja si¢ tez odnosi¢ do dwoch roznych stron krzyza. Bierze
si¢ to z obserwacji poczynionej przez Theodota (lub innego cytowanego przez
Klemensa walentynianskiego pisarza), ze eon zwany Staurosem (nazywany
takze Horos lub Metocheos), co znaczy ,,krzyz”, jest granica pomigdzy Ple-
roma a $wiatem stworzonym. Podobnie jak znak krzyza jest nie tylko gra-
nica horyzontalna, ale rowniez granica wertykalna, ktéra oddziela te rzeczy
W stworzonym $wiecie:

,Krzyz jest znakiem Kresu w Pleromie, gdyz oddziela on niewiernych od
wiernych, tak jak Kres rozdziela swiat od Pleromy”*.

skksk

Przedstawione powyzej rozne obrazy trzech typow ludzi stuza wyrazniej-
szemu ukazaniu, w jaki sposob walentynianie radzili sobie z interpretacja tekstu
Rdz 1, 26-27. Zagadnienie to z pewnoscia byto bardzo istotne, gdyz Klemens
Aleksandryjski, poprzez rozszerzona interpretacj¢ opisu stworzenia cztowieka
(Rdz 1, 26-27), wiele uwagi poswigcit zwalczaniu interpretacji walentynian.

Interesujace jest, ze Aleksandryjczyk przy wilasnej interpretacji biblijnego
opisu stworzenia cztowieka na obraz i podobienstwo Boga (Rdz 1, 26-27), nie
dokonuje ani literalnej (czy doslownej), ani alegorycznej interpretacji tekstu.
Opowiadanie to odczytuje on w $wietle innego mitu mowiacego o przej$ciu od
stworzenia do odnowienia (&moxatdotooig) poprzez odkupiencze dziatanie
Chrystusa. Zatem interpretacja tego, mogloby wydawac si¢ mato znaczacego
fragmentu Pisma Swigtego, dopiero nabiera ksztattu — zarowno dla Theodota,
jak 1 dla Klemensa — na szerszym mitologicznym tle. Warto tez zauwazyc,
ze w czasach Klemensa chrze$cijanie twierdzili, ze falszywi gnostycy nie
byli w rzeczywisto$ci chrzescijanami, lecz platonikami lub pitagorejczyka-
mi. Przyktadowo, Hipolit stara si¢ to wykaza¢ poswigcajac temu problemowi
az dziewig¢ rozdzialow VI ksiegi Refutatio omium haeresium*. Obecnie jest
to przedmiotem dyskusji, ale pozostaje faktem, ze mitologia walentynianska
obejmuje elementy biblijne, platonskie, pitagorejskie i hermetyczne, co tez
obecne jest w nauczaniu Klemensa, ktory probuje dokona¢ syntezy mysli bi-
blijnej i platonskiej, chociaz czyni to w zupelnie inny sposob.

W. Myszor, Ireneusz z Lyonu i gnostycy. Zdemaskowanie i odparcie fatszywej gnozy. Thumaczenie:
Adversus haereses Ksiega I i II, SACh SN 17, Katowice 2016, 44: ,Istnieja zatem trzy elementy
(w cztowieku): materialny (hylikon), ktory nazywaja tez «lewymy, ten, jak ucza, z koniecznosci
ginie, poniewaz nie moze przyja¢ zadnego tchnienia niezniszczalnosci, psychiczny (psychikon),
mowia o nim jako o «prawymy, poniewaz znajduje si¢ posrodku, migdzy duchowym (pneumati-
kon) i materialnym (hylikon), i idzie w tym kierunku, ku ktéremu si¢ sktania. Element duchowy
(pneumatikon) zostat wystany po to, aby tu, w potaczeniu z psychicznym i we wspolnym z nim
wychowaniu, zostat uksztattowany”.

4 Clemens Alexandrinus, Excerpta ex Theodoto 1142, 1, SCh 23, 148, ZMT 22, 53.

46 Por. Hippolytus, Refutatio omnium haeresium V1 16-24.
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VALENTINUS’ INTERPRETATION OF THE BIBLICAL DESCRIPTION
OF THE CREATION OF MAN (GEN 1:26-27)
IN CLEMENT OF ALEXANDRIA

(Summary)

The article attempts to show the Valentinus’ interpretation of the Biblical
description of the creation of man (Gen 1:26-27) in Excerpta ex Theodoto pre-
pared by Clement of Alexandria. The first part of the article shows the character
of Valentinus and his school; the second part shows the importance of Excerpta
for getting to know the Valentinian heresy; the third part analyzes the fragments
of Excerpta ex Theodoto referring to the Biblical description of man's creation
and to the anthropology proposed by Theodot — one of the representatives of the
Eastern School.

Key words: Clement of Alexandria, Theodotus, Gnosticism, Valentinians, an-
thropology, exegesis Gen 1:26-27.

Stowa kluczowe: Klemens Aleksandryjski, Theodot, gnostycyzm, walenty-
nianie, antropologia, egzegeza Rdz, 1, 26-27.
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AIPEXZIX AND AIPETIKOX
IN THE ALEXANDRINE SCHOOL
OF THE I1 AND III CENTURIES
(CLEMENT OF ALEXANDRIA AND ORIGEN)

In order to think about the development of Christian doctrine in the Pa-
tristic era in relation with the heterodox views, it is worth to consider how
the two main representatives of the Alexandrine School looked at them. The
aim of this work is to analyze the different meanings of the terms aipecig
and oipetikog in Clement’s Stromata and Origen’s Contra Celsum with the
intention of outlining how in the beginning of the history of Christian Church
the main thinkers were establishing the ground so as to dialogue with their
contemporary culture.

1. Clement of Alexandria. As we may see from Otto Stdhlin’s Regis-
ter', the central term aipeoig has many meanings in the whole of Clement’s
work. First of all, it is related to “the act of choice’?, from which the word
npooipeotc; then, it is also a synonym for a “school” or a “sect’™, for example,
a particular philosophical Greek intellectual community* or a barbarian one”.
For this reason, the same term refers to a religious sect® and, especially, it sig-
nifies Christian “heresy’”’.

* Maria Laura di Paolo — Catholic University of the Sacred Heart (Milan, Italy); e-mail: dipaolo.
mlaura@gmail.com (1. Clement of Alexandria); Vito Limone — Vita-Salute San Raffaele University
(Milan, Italy) and Institutum Patristicum Augustinianum (Rome, Italy); e-mail: vitolimone@alice.it.
(2. Origen).

I Cf. Clemens Alexandrinus, Werke, IV: Register, ed. O. Stihlin — U. Treu, GCS 39/1, Berlin
19802

2 Cf. Clemens Alexandrinus, Stromata 113, 1;117,2;184,1.5;189, 1; 1112, 1; 111 67, 2; IV 91,
2: VI 72, 1; VI 156, 2; VII 12, 4; V11 48, 7; VIII 22, 3.

3Cf.ibidem 137,6;157,1,157,4;11 117, 5; VI 5, 1; VI35, 1, VI 55,3, VI 67,2; VI 83, 1, VI
89, 3; VIII 16, 1.

4 Cf. for Stoic school: ibidem I 64, 1; VII 92, 4; VII 95, 1; for Peripatetic: ibidem I 63, 5; I
127, 3.

5 Cf. ibidem I 57, 1; VII 90, 3-4.

¢ Cf. ibidem 1 69, 6; 111 25, 7; VII 41, 1.

7Cf. ibidem I 15, 2; 144, 3,195, 6.7, 196, 1;199, 4; 11 34, 4; 1148, 1; 11 52, 6; 11 67, 4; 11 74, 4;
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It is worth to notice that the first meaning of aipecig concerns the choice.
In the Stromata the freedom of choice is a very central question which Cle-
ment uses to distinguish the Christian thought from the fatalism implied by the
Stoic philosophy and the deterministic naturalism of some Gnostics: in fact,
man can attain salvation with his free will, and also faith and the real yv@oig
are freely acquired®. At the same time, man may be mistaken with his freedom
and take a wrong way of thinking. When this happens, the term aipecig takes
a highly negative connotation, as Piotr Ashwin-Siejkowski notes in his work”.
Indeed, it represents a wrong, even malicious choice, often of an intellectual
nature; it suggests conscious deformation of a message. In addition, that sort
of misinterpretation expresses itself in immoral acts and a misleading ethi-
cal code. It produces erroneous teaching of a religious nature and ultimately
creates false concepts of God. Consequently those Christians who disfigured
a religious message and then made immoral choices voluntarily, placed them-
selves at the opposite pole to orthodoxy, that of heterodoxy (£€tep6d0&0g), as
Clement states in the Stromata.

With respect to the other meaning of ailpeoic, i.e. “school” or “sect”, it is
possible to note that it is related to the other two meanings. In fact, man can
freely choose to follow truth or its contrary, so that he falls in erroneous he-
resies, but this decision is due to the different schools of thought which diffe-
rently interpret reality''. In the VII book of the Stromata, the Alexandrine Fa-
ther, in order to defend faith from opposed arguments, claims that as “among
the Greek philosophers and the schools in medicine very sects (aipéceic) have

1079,3; I 11,2; M1 25, 1; 11T 40, 1.2; TIT 71, 1; TI1 98, 5; TV 2, 2; TV 170, 2; V 26, 4; VI 123, 3; VII
89, 4; VII 90, 5; VII 91, 2.3; VII 92, 3.7; VII 93, 4; VII 94, 4; VII 97, 1.3; VII 98, 4; VII 101, 1.3;
VII 103, 6; VII 105, 5; VII 107, 3.5; VII 108, 1; VII 109, 1.

8 Cf. idem, Gli Stromata, transl. G. Pini, Milano 1985, footnote 16. 63-64. See also: F. Trisoglio,
La salvezza in Clemente Alessandrino, in: Pagani e Cristiani alla ricerca della salvezza (secoli
I-111), XXX1V Incontro di studiosi dell antichita cristiana, Roma 5-7 maggio 2005, SEA 96, Rome
2006, 639-659.

? See P. Ashwin-Siejkowski, The notion of “heresy” in Stromateis VII and its use in Clement of
Alexandria’s polemic, in: The Seventh Book of the “Stromateis” — Proceedings of the Colloquium
on Clement of Alexandria (Olomouc, October 21-23, 2010), ed. M. Havrda — V. Husek — J. Platova,
Boston — Leiden — K6ln 2012, 277-290.

10 Cf. Clemens Alexandrinus, Stromata VI1 92,7, ed. A. Le Boulluec, SCh 428, Paris 1997, 282.
As Mark Edwards illustates in his work, Clement is one of the five great theologians who flourished
between 180 and 250 and who considered the “Scripture as the sole foundation for argument against
heresy; at the same time it is the Church [...] that furnishes the norms of interpretation” (M. Ed-
wards, Catholicity and Heresy in the Early Church, Farnham Surrey 2009, 5).

' This connection between “school” and “Church” or “sect” made by Clement is due to his
idea that Christ himself is a “Pedagogue” and “Teacher”. For this reason as Oleh Kindiy underlines
in his study, “the distance between the School and the Church is almost non-existent in Clement’s
theological view. Education and personal growth are deepened and realized in sacramental initia-
tion and eternal liturgy” (O. Kindiy, Approximating Church and School in Clement of Alexandria's
“Stromateis” VII, in: The Seventh Book of the “Stromateis”, p. 291-298).
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sprung up”’, but none “hesitates to philosophize or to have recourse to a physi-
cian on account of the different schools in medicine”!'?, so that it is possible to
find different interpretations within the Christian thought, but it doesn’t com-
promise its truth. And he continues saying that

“by the exercise of the apprehension of contemplation, and by reasoning of
the most decisive character, we must distinguish the true from the seeming.
And as, while there is one royal highway, there are many others, some leading
to a precipice, some to a rushing river or to a deep sea, no one will shrink
from traveling by reason of the diversity, but will make use of the safe, and
royal, and frequented way; so, though some say this, some that, concerning
the truth, we must not abandon it; but must seek out the most accurate know-
ledge respecting it”"3.

This is the responsibility of Christian: he has to use his reasoning and free-
ly choose the right way. Hence, faith implies an intellectual and spiritual, i.e.
moral, ascetic, adherence to the unique Church founded by Christ, while the
heretics are divided into many mistaken doctrines and are dominated by pas-
sions, thus they can’t distinguish truth from error. Therefore, the true Gnostic
is the man of faith who by studying the biblical texts and the Greek disciplines
is enlightened by Christ and participatees at God’s life, while the others are
“Gnostic falsely so called”™.

Consequently, Clement states that the truth can be discerned with human
reason and critically and rationally verified by the comparison with the Scrip-
tures and the teachings of Church, while error, like delusion or false percep-
tion, comes from sense perception and self-deception.

However, it is worth to underline that Clement’s aim is showing that heresy
as a phenomenon is not a new, or exclusively Christian, shameful characte-
ristic as it can be found also in Greek philosophical tradition and schools in
medicine's. Every sect requires a free adherence that man can give by his choice
(aipeotc). That is true also for Christian faith which Clement conceives as

“a voluntary preconception, the assent of piety. [...] And since choice is the
beginning of action, faith is discovered to be the beginning of action, being
the foundation of rational choice in the case of any one who exhibits to him-
self the previous demonstration through faith™'¢,

12 Cf. Clemens Alexandrinus, Stromata VII 89, 3-4, SCh 428, 272-274; 90, 3-4, SCh 428, 274,
transl. H. Chadwick, Alexandrian Christianity, Philadelphia 1954.

13 Ibidem VII 91, 4-5, SCh 428, 276-278, transl. Chadwick.

4 Cf. ibidem VII 88, 3, SCh 428, 268, transl. Chadwick. See also: Edwards, Catholicity and
Heresy, p. 12-13. About the use of philosophy as a right way of thinking in order to fight the heresies,
see: A. Le Boulluec, La notion d’hérésie dans la littérature grecque, II*-11I° siecles, 11: Clément
d’Alexandrie et Origene, Paris 1985, 273-275.

15 Cf. Le Boulluec, La notion d’hérésie, p. 370-371.

16 Clemens Alexandrinus, Stromata 11 9, 1-2, ed. C. Mondésert — P.Th. Camelot, SCh 38, Paris
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Finally, there is another topic to consider: when the Alexandrine talks
about the different schools (aipéoelrc), he openly inserts also Christian Church
among those, as he claims in a significant passage of the Stromata. In fact, he
states that

“if there is a demonstration of proof, one should also agree to search and learn
through the scriptures themselves by way of demonstration how the heresies
(opéoerg) went astray, and only in the truth and in the old Church does the
most genuine «gnosis» and the truly best way of thinking (aipeotic) exist”!’.

The use of aipeoig here twice in the same sentence is striking: Firstly to
mean “heresy”’, and then “way of thinking” or “school of thought™. It is the only
occasion in which Clement equates aipecic with his Church, and he clearly
does so only as a play on words, in order to make a point, since elsewhere
oipeotig is a word that Clement uses to characterize his opponents'®. But, any-
way, it is important because this passage resumes the different meanings of
aipeoig and the importance of free choice in order to join the true Church'.

At this point, it is possible to say that in those first centuries of Christianity
the great thinkers were building the bases of doctrine in dialogue with the main
philosophical schools of that period and using their same vocabulary, so that
ailpeotg and yvadoig refer both to Church and to the Heathens or the heresies.

2. Origen. As several scholars have already pointed out®, Origen mainly
uses the term aipeotig in order to define those who either refuse or disagree

1954, 38-39, transl. Chadwick. It is worth to notice how here Clement resumes the Aristotelic idea
of choice: Clement states that “ei pev odv mpoaipeoic £6TLy, dpekTiKn TLVOG 0voa, 1 Speéilg VOV
Sravontikn, €mel 8¢ mpaEewg apyxn M mpoaipeosis” (ibidem I19, 2, SCh 38, 38-39), while the defi-
nition of freedom in Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethic is: “mpdEemg pev odv dpy 1 Tpoaipesig — &Bev
N kivnoig GAL ody 0D Evexo — mpoapéceng 8¢ BpeEig kol Adyog 6 Evexd Tivog” (Aristoteles,
Ethica nicomachea V1 2, 4, 1139a 31-35, ed. F. Susemihl — O. Apelt, Lipsiaec 1912, 71). Anyway,
it is also worth to notice that Clement contends that all philosophers are plagiarists, and that only
the scriptures furnish us with the axioms of faith, on which true knowledge of God is founded. In
this regard, see e.g. Clemens Alexandrinus, Stromata V 26, 1 and cf. also Edwards, Catholicity and
Heresy, p. 57.

17 Clemens Alexandrinus, Stromata VII 97, 3-4, SCh 428, 294, transl. H. Chadwick.

'8 For a deeper analysis of this, see: A. van den Hoek, The “Catechetical” School of Early
Christian Alexandria and Its Philonic Heritage, HTR 90 (1997) 59-87.

1 About the connection between human responsibility and heresy, see also: Le Boulluec, La
notion d’hérésie, p. 381-391.

20 Cf. idem, La place de la polémique antignostique dans le “Peri Archon”, in: Origeniana.
Premier Colloque International des études origéniennes (Montserrat, 18-21 Sept. 1973), ed.
H. Crouzel — G. Lomiento — J. Rius-Camps, Bari 1975, 47-61; idem, La réflexion d’Origéene sur
le discours hérésiologique, RThPh 116 (1984) 297-308; idem, Eresia, in: Origene. Dizionario, ed.
A. Monaci Castagno, Roma 2000, 133-138. With regard to Contra Celsum, see: Le Boulluec, La
notion d’hérésie, p. 443-460; E. Junod, De la nécessité et de I'utilité des hérésies chrétiennes selon
Origéne (Contre Celse III, 12-13), in: Orthodoxie et hérésie dans [’Eglise ancienne. Perspectives
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about the Church’s rule of faith?!, in other words the £tepddo&or*2. Never-
theless, there are some cases in which the Alexandrine’s strategy of argumenta-
tion leads him to use the term also with reference to the Christians, as it occurs
in his treatise Contra Celsum. Given that in this writing the word aipeTikog
means someone who belongs to a school, as Origen very often implies*, our
aim is to list the most significant arguments upon which within his polemics
against Celsus he bases the definition of Christians as aipetikol. In fact, in
Contra Celsum 3, 12 Celsus’ criticism of Christians as divided into “heresies”,
namely as deprived of a unique doctrine*, suggests to Origen a comparison
with both medical and philosophical schools: as in the science of medicine
many are the points of dispute with respect to the manner of curing bodies, and
in philosophy great are the differences of opinion, so among Christians there
are different ways of interpreting the Scripture®. Thus, Celsus and Origen
agree that Christians are divided into “heresies”, like the schools of medicine
and philosophy: however, the former claims that this denies the seriousness
(omovdodtng) and usefulness (xpnowydtng) of their doctrine, whereas the
latter responds that the different points of view occurring among Christians, as
well as in medical and philosophical schools, do not contradict the unique doc-
trine, but they rather deepen it*°. On basis of this feature of Christianity, which
is in accordance with medical and philosophical schools, Origen formulates at
least three arguments against Celsus.

a) Contra Celsum 3, 66. The first argument is the Alexandrine’s reply
to Celsus’ statement that no one could effect a complete change (movteing

nouvelles, ed. H.-D. Altendorf et alii, Géneve — Lausanne — Neuchéatel 1993, 101-124. For a view
on the recently discovered homilies on the Psalms, see: A. Le Boulluec, La polémique contre les
hérésies dans les “Homélies sur le Psaumes” d’Origéne (Cod. Mon. Gr. 314), “Adamantius” 20
(2014) 256-274.

2 That is kavav; see: Origenes, De principiis IV 2, 2, ed. H. Crouzel — M. Simonetti, SCh 268,
Paris 1980, 300; idem, In leremiam hom. V 14, 1, ed. P. Husson — P. Nautin, SCh 232, Paris 1976,
316. On this see: P.W. Martens, Origen and Scripture. The Contours of the Exegetical Life, Oxford
2012, 127, n. 78. See also: R. Somos, Logic and Argumentation in Origen, Miinster 2015.

22 Cf. Origenes, Commentarii in lohannem 1 13, 82, ed. C. Blanc, SCh 120, Paris 1966, 100;
idem, Contra Celsum 5, 63, ed. M. Borret, SCh 147, Paris 1969, 170; idem De principiis 111 1, 16,
SCh 268, 96. They are also termed: “o1 te &m0 TOV aipécemv”, as in: ibidem IV 2, 1, SCh 268, 298;
idem, In Jeremiam hom. V 14, 1, SCh 232, 316; “ot €€ évavtiog”, as in: idem, De principiis 111 1,
16, SCh 268, 94; “ot yoap émhapPavopevor”, as in: ibidem III 1, 18, SCh 268, 111.

2 Cf. Origenes, Contra Celsum 4, 45, ed. M. Borret, SCh 136, Paris 1968, 300; 8, 53, ed.
M. Borret, SCh 150, Paris 1969, 292.

24 Cf. ibidem 3, 12, SCh 136, 34: “®noi § 61t kol DO TANBOLE TAALY SUIOTEPEVOL CEOG
aDTOVG EAEYYOVOLY EVOG DG EIMETV £TL KOLVWVODVTEG, €1 Y€ KOLV@VOLGL, ToL Ovopotog. Kot
10070 POVOV EYKOTOMTETY GPmG ooy OvovTor T Aotma & GALol dAlox Ty Tetdyorton”.

2 Cf. ibidem, SCh 136, 34-36.

26 Cf. ibidem, SCh 136, 36: “°AAL" 00T latpiknv eDAOYWG GV Tig eDYOL S Tag v oOTR
oipécelc, 0VTe PLAOCOPLaY TOD TPEMOVTOG GTOYALOUEVOS TIG OV HIGOT, TPOPOOLY TOD HICETV
DTNV ToptOHEVOG TOG TOAAAG ollpEoELs”.
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petafolrn) in those who are sinners both by nature and custom?’. On the con-
trary, Origen responds that all men are inclined to sin by nature, but this does
not prevent them from a complete change. This point — Origen argues — is
well expressed not only by the Scripture, but also by the philosophical schools
which regard Hercules, Ulysses, Socrates, and Musonius®® as models of com-
plete change for the entire mankind. Furthermore, if Celsus rejects the notion
of complete change, he ends up being in contrast not only with the Christians,
but also with the philosophical background which he seems to belong to”.
Origen’s reply to Celsus thus implies the assumption that the Christians agree
with the philosophers about the notion of change of life, namely conversion®.

b) Contra Celsum 3, 80. The second argument consists in Origen’s reply
to Celsus’ claim of Christian doctrines of the blessed life (naxopio {mn) and
communion with God (wpog tov Betov koltvmvia) as vain hopes. The Alexan-
drine argues that these doctrines are supported not only by the Christians, but
also by ancient philosophers, particularly Pythagoras and Plato, whom Celsus
seems to follow*'. Moreover, he expressly quotes three ideas of ancient philoso-
phy, that is, the immortality of the soul (&Bovacio Thg yoxtc), which derives
from Plato; her duration after death (¢midoupovn), which recalls the Stoics®;
finally, the immortality of the thinking principle (to0 vod &bavacio), which
reminds of Aristotle’s De generatione animalium 736B, 5°°. Therefore, Celsus
contradicts himself, since he refuses those doctrines which the Christians have

27 Cf. ibidem 3, 65, SCh 136, 150: “Kol pnyv movti mov diAov &1t To0g HEV GUOPTAVELY
TEQLKOTAG T€ Kol €10LOUEVOLG 0VBELG Ov 008 KOAALwV TTavTn HETOBAAOL, UATL YE EAE@dV:
@Oow yop auelyol tehémg moryxOAemov: ol & dvapdptntot Bedtiovg kowvmvol Blov”.

2 About Origen’s knowledge of Musonius see: G. Dorival, L apport d’Origéne pour la con-
naissance de la philosophie grecque, in: Origeniana quinta. Papers of the 5" International Origen
Congress (Boston College, 14-18 Aug. 1989), ed. R.J. Daly, Leuven 1992, 198.

2 On Middle Platonism of Celsus see: H. Dorrie, Platonica minora, Miinchen 1976, 250-255,
and more recently: A. Magris, Platonismo e cristianesimo alla luce del “Contro Celso”, in: Discorsi
di verita. Paganesimo, giudaismo e cristianesimo a confronto nel “Contro Celso” di Origene (Atti
del 1l Convegno del Gruppo Italiano di Ricerca su Origene e la Tradizione Alessandrina), Rome
1998, 47-77. On Origen definition of Celsus as Epicurean (Contra Celsum 1, 8, , ed. M. Borret, SCh
132, Paris 1967, 96; 2, 60, SCh 132, 424; 3, 80, SCh 136, 180; 5, 3, SCh 147, 18) see: S.-P. Bergjan,
Celsus the Epicurean? The Interpretation of an Argument in Origen’ “Contra Celsum”, HTR 94
(2001) fasc. 2, 179-204; on this see: G. Dorival, Celso, in: Origene. Dizionario, p. 68.

30 On this topic in Contra Celsum see: P. Aubin, Le probléme de la «conversiony. Etude sur un
terme commun a [’hellénisme et au christianisme des trois premiers siécles, Paris 1962, 137-157, in
particular 151-156.

31 As it results from: Origenes, Contra Celsum 2, 17, 132, 330-332; 6, 52, SCh 147, 308-310;
7,62, SCh 150, 158-160.

32 Cf. Clemens Alexandrinus, Stromata V 105, 1, ed. A. Le Boulluec — P. Voulet, SCh 278,
Paris 1981, 198-200 = SVF II 590, 182, 6-20: “TlaporAncio To0T® Kol ol EALOYILATATOL TOV
TTOTK@V doyHoti{ovot Tept e EKTUPOCEMS SLOAXUBEVOVTEG KOl KOGHOV S101KNOEMG Kol TOD
1dlmg mOLod KOGHOV T€ KOl GVOPOTOL KOl THG TAV NUETEPOV YUY DV EMILOUOVAS .

33 Cf. Origenes, Contra Celsum 3, 80, SCh 136, 180.
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in common (xo1vé Tive)** with the philosophers. Once again, Origen implies
a similarity among the Christians and the philosophical schools.

¢) Contra Celsum 1, 10. A further argument occurs in Origen’s comment
on Celsus’ criticism, that Christians assent to the doctrine of their religion
without reason and a rational guide, whereas one should accept a doctrine only
after hearing the arguments of all the other philosophers, condemning one sys-
tem and supporting another®. To him the Alexandrine responds that, as the
choice to assent to a philosophical school rather another depends on a kind of
irrational impulse (&Aoyog @op&), namely one becomes a Stoic, a Platonist,
a Peripatetic, or an Epicurean on basis not of a careful examination of these
philosophical schools’ arguments, but of a sort of faith, so the same for the
Christians®®. Furthermore, both the Christians and the members of a philoso-
phical school assent to their doctrines on basis of an irrational impulse, which
is followed by critical examination of the opposite doctrines.

3. The case of Panegyric Oration on Origen. The aforesaid data point
out that, in accordance with Celsus’ claim of Christians as “heresies” in Con-
tra Celsum 3, 12, Origen also compares them with medical and philosophi-
cal schools, and he highlights at least three features that are common to both
Christians and philosophers: the notion of conversion; the view of the soul;
finally, the irrational impulse which is the base of attendance to a school. In
addition to this, a comparison between these texts, in particular Contra Celsum
1, 10, and a passage at the end of the Panegyric Oration on Origen, delivered
by a pupil of him in around 238°’, suggests a very interesting novelty about the
Alexandrine’s teaching in Caesarea®. In fact, in Panegyric Oration 14, whilst
describing the life-style of philosophical schools, he declares that one assents
to a philosophical doctrine on basis of a kind of irrational impulse (&Aoyog

3% Cf. ibidem 3, 81, SCh 136, 182.

35 Cf. ibidem 1, 9, SCh 132, 96-98.

3 Cf. ibidem 1, 10, SCh 132, 102-104: “O0 yap mepiueivag GKodOUL TOVG TAVIOV
@LLOGOPMY AOYOVG KOl TV SLoPOPOV CPECEMV KOL TNV GLVALTPOTIY HEV TOVOE KAUTUCKELTV
3¢ £tépov, 00Tog alpeltan ol TToikog fj [TAatovikog f epiratntikog fi "Enikobpelog elvot
1 OTOLOLOINTOTE PLAOCOPOV ULPECEMG AAL” AAOY® TIVi, KAV UM BoOAwVTaL T0VTO OPOAOYELY,
@opa EpxovTon €L TO AOKTOOL, QEP’ EIMETY, TOV OTOTKOV AOYOV, KATOALTOVTEG TOVG AOLTOVG,
f TOV TAATOVIKOV, DTEPPPOVICAVTEG OG TOTELVOTEPOV TOV BAL®V, 1} TOV TEPLTATNTIKOV MG
AVOPOTLKOTATOV Kol LOAAOV TAV AOLTAY OUPEGEMY EVYVOROVOG OLOAOYODVTOL TOL AVOPOTLVOL
ayoBd”.

37 P. Nautin (Origéne. Sa vie et son oeuvre, Paris 1977, 81-86) argues that the identification of
Gregory Thaumaturgus with a pupil of Origen at Caesarea, named Theodore, derives from: Euse-
bius, HE 6, 30, ed. G. Bardy, SCh 41, Paris 1955, 132. On the contrary, see: H. Crouzel, Faut-il voir
trois personagges en Grégoire le Thaumaturge? A propos du “Remerciement a Origéne” et de la
“Léttre a Grégoire”, “Gregorianum” 60 (1979) 287-319; M. Simonetti, Una nuova ipotesi su Gre-
gorio il Taumaturgo, RSLR 24 (1988) 17-41.

38 On this cf. H. Crouzel, L’école d’Origéne a Césarée. Postscriptum a une edition de Grégoire
le Thaumaturge, BLE 71 (1970) 15-27.
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opun)*, rather than the critical examination of the arguments of the other
schools, and he also compares the philosophical schools with the Christians: as
the former assent to a doctrine by an irrational impulse and thus examine other
doctrines, so the latter assent to Christian religion by an irrational impulse and
thus examine the philosophical arguments®. Furthermore, if the idea that both
the philosophers and the Christians are moved by an irrational impulse, that
is &Aoyog @opd or dpun, is well expressed by the Panegyric Oration, which
attests Origen’s teaching in Caesarea by 232, and by the treatise Contra Cel-
sum, which is dated at the end of his life in Caesarea*', then this idea must have
been an argument which Origen taught his school-audience, mainly composed
of higher-educated Heathens*.

skksk

The period which these two Fathers of Alexandria belong to was central for
the cultural background and history. Both of them were in dialogue with the
brilliant exponents of the contemporary philosophy so that they were called to
explain the importance of faith on the intellectual side but with a distinction
from the other schools. This difference of the Church is given in Clement by
the true yv@oig brought by Christ and taught by the Apostles which men have
to join with their free choice (aipeoic).

With respect to Origen, the texts from Contra Celsum and the Panegyric
Oration suggest that, though “heresy”” mainly denotes those who are outside of
the Church’s rule of faith, as said before, the Alexandrine also regards it as phi-
losophical school. In particular, in order to defend the Christian school against
the philosopher Celsus’s criticisms, as it results from Contra Celsum, and to
persuade the Heathens to accept Christianity, as it results from the Panegyric
Oration, Origen acknowledges some features of Christian school which typi-
cally belong to the philosophical schools. Moreover, the fact that this strategy
of argumentation occurs both in a late writing, that is Contra Celsum, and in
the witness of a pupil about his teaching in the first years at Caesarea, that is,
the Panegyric Oration, implies that his audience in Caesarea may have been
composed especially of well-educated in philosophy and lay hearers.

39 Cf. Gregorius Thaumaturgus (?), Panegyrica oratio in Origenem 14, 159, ed. H. Crouzel,
SCh 148, Paris 1969, 162; 14, 162, SCh 148, 162; 14, 163, SCh 148, 164.

40 Cf. ibidem 15, 173-180, SCh 148, 168-170.

4'Tn accordance with: Eusebius, HE VI 36, 2, SCh 41, 138.

“2 About this see: A. Monaci Castagno, Origene direttore di anime, in: Direzione spirituale tra
ortodossia ed eresia. Dalle scuole filosofiche antiche al Novecento, Brescia 2002, 77-84; L. Luga-
resi, Studenti cristiani e scuola pagana. Didaskaloi, logoi e philia dal “Discorso di ringraziamento
a Origene” all’“*Orazione funebre per Basilio” di Gregorio Nazianzeno, CNS 25 (2004) 779-832.
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(Summary)

The aim of this study is to outline the use of the terms aipecic and alipeTikog
according the two main representatives of the Alexandrine School, Clement
and Origen.

In the Stromateis the word aipecig has many meanings and, first of all, it is
related to “the act of choice”, then, it is also a synonym for a “school” or a “sect”,
hence it signifies Christian “heresy”. The connection between human freedom
and schools, mainly philosophical ones, but also the schools of medicine, points
out that Clement conceives “heresy” as an error, an incorrect way of thinking
due to a wrong, even malicious choice, often of an intellectual nature; it sug-
gests conscious deformation of a message. Hence, Clement contrasts the Gnostic
aipetikoc and the “true Gnostic”, the man of faith who by studying the biblical
texts and the Greek disciplines is enlightened by Christ (Stromata VI1 92, 7).

About the Origen’s usage of the term aipeotig in his Contra Celsum it is worth
to note that, firstly, the word aipecig always indicates the philosophical schools
of Late Antiquity (cf. Contra Celsum 4, 45; 8, 53); secondly, that Origen aims at
persuading his enemy, Celsus, that Christian religion is neither a refusal of philo-
sophical schools nor something very different from them, but it may be regarded
as an alpeotg too and, in order to argue this, he shows that not only Christian reli-
gion and philosophical schools share some moral and cosmological topics (Contra
Celsum 3, 66; 3, 80), but also that both Christians and philosophers are moved by
the some &loyog @opd (Contra Celsum 1, 10). Therefore, in Origen’s Contra
Celsum the ailpeoig means not only the philosophical schools of the I and III
centuries, but also the Christian religion as long as it is accepted by the Heathens.

In conclusion, this study shows, once again, that, as the two representatives
of Alexandria were in dialogue with the brilliant exponents of the contemporary
philosophy, they were called to explain the importance of faith on the intellectual
side, using some terms and conceptions of the main schools, on the one side, and
by distinguishing Christian faith from them, on the other.

AIPEZIZ I AIPETIKOX W SZKOLE ALEKSANDRYJSKIEJ II T IIT WIEKU
(KLEMENS ALEKSANDRYJSKI I ORYGENES)

(Streszczenie)

Celem niniejszego opracowania jest przedstawienie pojeé¢ aipeots i olpeTIKOG
w rozumieniu dwoch gléwnych przedstawicieli Szkoty Aleksandryjskiej
— Klemensa i Orygenesa.

W Stromata stowo aipecig ma wiele znaczen: po pierwsze odnosi si¢ do
»aktu wyboru”, nastgpnie jest synonimem ,,szkoty” lub ,,sekty”, stad tez ozna-
cza chrzescijanska ,,herezje”. Powiazanie migdzy ludzka wolno$cia a szkotami,
glownie filozoficznymi, lecz takze medycznymi, wskazuje, ze Klemens postrzega
,herezje” jako btad i mylny sposob myslenia z powodu zlego, a nawet zlosliwego
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wyboru, cz¢sto o charakterze intelektualnym; sugeruje swiadoma deformacjg pos-
tannictwa. Stad Klemens przeciwstawia gnostyckiemu aipetikédg ,,prawdziwego
gnostyka”, cztowieka wiary, ktory przez poznawanie tekstow biblijnych i1 wiedzy
klasycznej jest oSwiecony przez Chrystusa (Stromata V11 92, 7).

Mowiac za$ o stosowaniu przez Orygenesa terminu afresij w jego Contra
Celsum, trzeba po pierwsze zauwazyC, ze stowo aipeoic oznacza zawsze filozo-
ficzne szkoty poznej starozytnosci (por. Contra Celsum 4, 45; 8, 53); po drugie za$
to, ze Aleksandryjczyk ma na celu przekonanie swojego wroga Celsusa, ze religia
chrzescijanska nie odrzuca szkot filozoficznych, ani nie jest tez czyms bardzo r6z-
nigcym si¢ od nich, nawet mozna uznaé, ze jest to rowniez aipecic. Jako dowdd
ukazuje, ze religia chrzescijanska i szkoly filozoficzne nie tylko maja pewne wspol-
ne zagadnienia moralne i kosmologiczne (Contra Celsum 3, 66; 3, 80), ale takze to,
ze chrzescijanie i filozofowie kieruja si¢ tymi samymi impulsami wiary (&Aoyog
oop¢; Contra Celsum 1, 10). Dlatego tez w Contra Celsum Orygenesa olpeotg
oznacza nie tylko szkoty filozoficzne Il i Il w., lecz takze religig chrzescijanska.

Podsumowujac, studium to jeszcze raz ukazuje, ze dwaj Aleksandryjczycy
prowadzac dialog z btyskotliwymi przedstawicielami 6wczesnej filozofii, wezwa-
ni do wyjasnienia znaczenia wiary od strony intelektualnej, z jednej strony uzy-
wali pewnych poje¢ 1 koncepcji charakterystycznych dla glownych szkot, z dru-
giej zas$ odrézniali wiarg chrzescijanska od nich.

Key words: heresy, heretic, Alexandrine school, Clement of Alexandria, Origen.

Stowa kluczowe: herezja, heretyk, szkota aleksandryjska, Klemens Aleksan-
dryjski, Orygenes.
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Don W. SPRINGER"

TELL US NO SECRETS:
ST. IRENAEUS’ CONTRA-GNOSTIC
DOCTRINE OF COMMUNION

Toward the end of the second century the concept of communion with God
emerged as a topic of interest in both early Christian and Gnostic literature.
This paper briefly examines the relevant contributions of Irenaeus of Lyons
and aims to identify how they compare to the analogous Gnostic presupposi-
tions. I will argue that while Irenaeus shared with his opponents an emphasis
on communion as the potentiality for personal union with God, he is distin-
guished by his paradigm outlining how the potential is realized'.

1. Gnostic Communion. When Irenaeus first introduced his readers to the
topic of communion he did so with specific reference to heretical cosmology.
Indeed, throughout Books 1 and 2 of Adversus haereses allusions to commu-
nion primarily concerned the beliefs of the heretics. In these chapters Irenaeus
detailed a variety of gnostic groups and their teachings and was careful to de-
monstrate the many disparities among them. Despite the diversity of thought,
there is generally one element common to Gnostic communion. This I shall
summarize in great brevity and with admitted generalization?. For the Gnostics,
the subject of communion began with the relationship between the Pleroma and
the Aeons. Emanating from the Pleroma — the highest divine source — were the
Aeons: divine offspring (for lack of a better term). The emanations came forth

* Don W. Springer — PhD Cand. and sessional Instructor at McMaster Divintiy College in
Hamilton, Ontario, Canada; e-mail: dwspringer@gmail.com.

! For this study, “communion” is the favoured expression, following the Latin manuscripts’
use of communio. The original Greek would most likely have been koinonia. For a discussion, see
B.C. Blackwell, Christosis: Pauline Soteriology in Light of Deification in Irenaeus and Cyril of
Alexandria, Tiibingen 2011, 61-63.

2 For a more thorough introduction, see N.D. Lewis, Introduction to “Gnosticism”: Ancient
Voices, Christian Worlds, New York 2013; D. Brakke, The Gnostics: Myth, Ritual, and Diversity in
Early Christianity, Cambridge 2010. Concerning Irenaeus’ interactions with and faithfulness to his
opponents’ teachings see G.S. Smith, Guilt by Association: Heresy Catalogues in Early Christianity,
Oxford 2014, 131-171; G. Chiapparini, Irenaeus and the Gnostic Valentinus: Orthodoxy and Heresy
in the Church of Rome Around the Middle of the Second Century, ZACh 18 (2014) 95-119; L. Ayres,
Irenaeus vs. the Valentinians: Toward a Rethinking of Patristic Exegetical Origins, JECS 23 (2015)
153-187; Lewis, Introduction, p. 63-65.

»



86 DON W. SPRINGER

in twos, with each pair being further removed from the Pleroma than the ones
before. Sophia was an Aeon in the final coupling and was thus most distant
from the divine source. According to Irenacus, Sophia was most displeased
with her distant position. The Valentinians in particular stressed Sophia’s unrest
and intense desire for “communion with the perfect Father’”. There is not space
here to summarize sufficiently the entire cosmological narrative, nor the rest
of Sophia’s sordid part in the story*, but the important point can nevertheless
be simply stated. It was the idea of a desire for greater intimacy with God that
provided the context for Irenaeus’ initial use of the term communion.

A move from cosmology to anthropology provides a second context for
understanding the present subject. For the purposes of this paper, the point of
central interest is the manner in which Irenaeus described the heretics’ under-
standing of humanity’s ability to experience divine union. He again argued
there were significant discrepancies between them, but he failed to provide
extensive evidence supporting the claim. His purpose was to focus primarily
on one key and foundational presupposition: the assertion that humanity’s as-
cent to God was possible only through the reception of pure and authentic
knowledge. This gnosis, typically secret and only selectively revealed, was
the means by which one could find union with the divine. This, according to
Irenacus, was the heart of Gnostic communion®. In the Valentinian Gospel of
Truth the term “communion” is not used, but the concept is nonetheless pre-
sent. In paragraphs nine and ten there is a clear congruency between the pos-
session of knowledge with humanity’s possible connection to God:

3 The Valentinian belief, according to Irenaeus, stated: “In like manner, the rest of the Aeons
also, in a kind of quiet way, had a wish to behold the Author of their being, and to contemplate that
First Cause which had no beginning. But there rushed forth in advance of the rest that Aeon who
was the latest of them, and was the youngest of the Duodecad which sprang from Anthropos and
Ecclesia, namely Sophia, and suffered passion apart from the embrace of her consort Theletos.
This passion, indeed, first arose among those who were connected with Nous and Aletheia, but
passed as by contagion to this degenerate Aeon, who acted under a pretence of love, but was in
reality influenced by temerity, because she had not, like Nous, enjoyed communion with the perfect
Father. This passion, they say, consisted in a desire to search into the nature of the Father; for she
wished, according to them, to comprehend his greatness”, cf. Irenacus, Adversus haereses, 12.2, ed.
A. Rousseau — L. Doutreleau, SCh 264, Paris 1979, 38-39; ibidem 11 18, 7, SCh 294, Paris 1982, 184.
Translations modified from existing English texts, in consultation with the “Sources Chrétiennes”
critical editions. English translations referenced include The Apostolic Fathers with Justin Martyr
and Irenaeus, ed. A. Roberts — J. Donaldson — A. Cleveland Coxe, ANF 1, Grand Rapids 1987,
M.C. Steenberg, St. Irenaeus of Lyons Against the Heresies, ACW 64, New York 1992..

4 For a recent study summarizing the emergence of Sophia in Valentinian cosmology, see
C.S. O’Brien, The Demiurge in Ancient Thought, Cambridge 2015. See also R.A. Norris, Who
Is the Demiurge?: Irenaeus’ Picture of God in Adversus Haereses 2, in: God in Early Christian
Thought: Essays in Memory of Lloyd G. Patterson, ed. A.B. McGowan — B.E. Daley — T.J. Gaden,
Supplements to VigChr 94, Leiden 2009, 9-36.

5 On the secrecy of Gnosticism see R.M. Grant, Irenaeus of Lyons, London 1997, 9-14 and 17-18.
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“Since the perfection of the All is in the Father, it is necessary for the All to
ascend to him. Therefore, if one has knowledge, he gets what belongs to him
and draws it to himself. For he who is ignorant, is deficient, and it is a great
deficiency, since he lacks that which will make him perfect. Since the perfec-
tion of the All is in the Father, it is necessary for the All to ascend to him and
for each one to get the things which are his. He registered them first, having
prepared them to be given to those who came from him. Those whose name
he knew first were called last, so that the one who has knowledge is he whose
name the Father has pronounced [...] Hence, if one has knowledge, he is from
above. If he is called, he hears, he replies, and he turns toward him who called
him and he ascends to him and he knows what he is called”.

Although it is a sweeping generalization to so simply characterize the disparate
heterodox groups, in this instance Irenaeus does not seem far off the mark with
his assessment. Therefore, Gnostic communion will be defined as the teaching
on divine intimacy as secured through secret knowledge’. The task moving
forward is to identify the alternative paradigm as proposed by Irenaeus.

2. Irenaean Communion. Discussion of “orthodox” communion is spread
throughout the final three books of Adversus haereses. Like the Gnostics, Ire-
naeus placed great importance on the need for possession of authentic truth.
But whereas his opponents emphasized secrecy and exclusivity, Irenaeus ar-
gued the content of the truth was to be found in the publicly taught, universally
held rule of faith. He provides perhaps his most clear formulation in the sixth
chapter of his Epideixis. The rule, which he referred to as the foundation and
the stabilizing force of the faith, was ordered by three central points:

“God, the Father, not made, not material, invisible; one God, the creator of
all things: this is the first point of our faith. Second: The Word of God, Son
of God, Christ Jesus our Lord [...] through whom all things were made; who
also at the end of the times, to complete and gather up all things, was made
man among men, visible and tangible, in order to abolish death, reveal life,
and produce a community of union between God and man. Third point: The
Holy Spirit, through whom the prophets prophesied, and the fathers learned
the things of God, and the righteous were led into the way of righteousness;
and who in the end of the times was poured out in a new way upon mankind
in all the earth, renewing man unto God”*.

¢ Evangelium veritatis 9-10, transl. R.M. Grant, in: idem, Gnosticism: A Source Book of
Heretical Writings from the Early Christian Period, New York 1961, 149-150

7 For further insight into the subject, see N. Deutsch, The Gnostic Imagination: Gnosticism,
Mandaeism and Merkabah Mysticism, Leiden 1995.

8 Trenaeus, Demonstratio praedicationis apostolicae 6, ed. S. Weber, Friburgi Brisgoviae 1917,
31-32. Translation based on that by J. Behr: St Irenaeus of Lyons, On the Apostolic Preaching,
Crestwood 1997, 43-44.
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The important elements of Irenaeus’ doctrine of communion are all present in
this text. Contra Gnostic cosmology and spirituality stands the assertion of the
one creator God, his Word through whom all was created and in whom revela-
tion, salvation, and communion are made possible. Moreover, it is the Spirit
of God that draws humankind into such possibilities’. At the heart of both Ire-
naeus’ theology and his critique of heresy is the incarnation of the Word, and
the manner in which the salvific work of the Word recapitulates humanity and,
indeed, all of creation to himself. Christ, the true image of God restores the di-
vine image and likeness to God’s people through his coming. This counters the
Gnostic scheme distinguished by the Pleroma and emanating Aeons. Of the key
elements noted in Gnostic communion — the cosmological and anthropologi-
cal — the remainder of this paper will focus strictly on the latter. To narrow the
investigation further still, I will primarily seek to identify the practical dimen-
sions of Irenacan communion'®. This seems warranted by the fact that despite
its robust, ground-breaking theological reflection, Adversus haereses is very
much a pastoral treatise. Indeed, one of Irenaeus’ central concerns was promo-
ting the potential relationship between God and humanity. There are three key
principles which continually reappear; three elements put forth as essential for
humanity to take engage in the mystical journey with God. These are, first, the
necessity of the indwelling of the Spirit of God, second, participation in the true
Church, and third, participation in the life of virtue''.

3. Life in the Spirit. Whereas the Gnostics taught the need for recep-
tion of gnosis, Irenaeus stressed that the truly important reception occurred
at Pentecost. With the Spirit comes two key developments integral to divine
communion: perfection and vivification. Not to belabour the point, but again,
the Gnostics associated perfection with the possession of gnosis. Irenaeus,
however, made very clear his departure from this position. Referencing

? The classic treatment of Irenaeus’ doctrine of the Trinity remains J. Lebreton, Histoire du
dogme de la Trinité des origines au Concile de Nicée, Paris 1928. For more recent treatments,
see M.R. Barnes, Irenaeus’ Trinitarian Theology, NV 7 (2009) 67-106; J. Lashier, Irenaeus on the
Trinity, Leiden 2014.

10 Although Adversus haereses placed extraordinary emphasis on the importance of the incar-
nation and of man’s creation in the divine likeness, it should be noted that cosmological issues, such
as divine generation, for example, are not seriously reflected upon. Though the Gnostics put forth
their understanding of the emanations and inter-divine relations, Irenaeus was less concerned, even
insofar as it would relate to the Trinity.

'The relationship between the doctrines of the incarnation, rededmption, and recapitulation with
anthropology are crucial in Irenaeus’ theology. Several of the most important 20" century English
works that examine these dynamics include F.R.M. Hitchcock, lrenaeus of Lugdunum: A Study of
His Teaching, Cambridge 1914; G. Wingren, Man and the Incarnation: A Study in the Theology of
Irenaeus, transl. R. Mackenzie, Edinburgh 1959; J. Behr, Asceticism and Anthropology in Irenaeus
and Clement, Oxford 2000; E. Osborn, Irenaeus of Lyons, Cambridge 2001; M.C. Steenberg,
Irenaeus on Creation: The Cosmic Christ and the Saga of Redemption, Leiden 2008.
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1 Corinthians, he repeats the Pauline assertion that, “we speak wisdom among
them that are perfect”, but he has an alternative perspective of how perfection
is achieved. He states that:

“the «perfect» are those who have received the Spirit of God. [...] they are
spiritual because they partake of the Spirit, and not because their flesh has
been stripped off and taken away, and because they have become purely spi-
ritual. [...] when the spirit here blended with the soul is united to (God’s)
handwork, the man is rendered spiritual and perfect because of the outpouring
of the Spirit™!2,

According to Adversus haereses, it is reception of the Spirit that leads to per-
fection, and thus, to intimacy with the divine. The process is not, however, an
instantaneous one. Although the presence of the Spirit marks one as spiritual,
it is for Irenaeus only the beginning of the journey. He affirmed that a process
of “vivification” begins for those that truly possess the divine gift'’>. With this
idea, all of the Irenaean emphases are united: communion, intimacy with God,
knowledge, divine likeness, salvation — they each find fulfillment in the work
of the Spirit of God. Irenaeus summarized the entirety of his thought by simply
stating that the Spirit brings life.

“For as the flesh is capable of corruption, so is it also of incorruption; and
as it is of death, so is it also of life. These two do mutually give way to each
other [...] life, when it has obtained power over the man, drives out death, and
restores him as living unto God. For if death brings mortality, why should not
life, when it comes, vivify man?”'4,

The active, present tense of the text is clear: those renewed, those re-united
to God are spiritual not through received knowledge alone but through the
indwelling presence of the Spirit. Moreover, because of the potency of that
presence the believer is in process of being made alive. The concept of life in
the Spirit is not intended to be only theoretical. Life in the Spirit is, after all,
a teaching about actually living life'®. Irenaeus therefore turned to explicitly
practical matters as he discussed the second and third themes of the life of
communion. For Irenaeus, to have renewed life with God and to be vivified by
the Spirit requires two key areas of participation: life in the true Church, and
a life of virtue.

12 Trenaeus, Adversus haereses V 6, 1, ed. A. Rousseau — L. Doutreleau — Ch. Mercier, SCh 153,
Paris 1969, 72-74.

3 Cf. ibidem IV 21, 3, ed. A. Rousseau — B. Hemmerdinger — L. Doutreleau — Ch. Mercier, SCh
100/2, Paris 1965, 683-684.

*Ibidem V 12, 1, SCh 100/2, Paris 1965, 140-141.

!> For recent, detailed discussion of the role of the Holy Spirit in Irenaeus, see A. Briggman,
Irenaeus of Lyons and the Theology of the Holy Spirit, Oxford 2012; idem, The Holy Spirit as the
Unction of Christ in Irenaeus, JTS 61 (2010) 171-193.
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4. Life in Community. According to the bishop of Lugdunum, spiritual
formation and communion with God depend on the Church because Christ’s
Church is the exclusive domain for all that is truly spiritual. In Irenaeus’ mind
there is no truth or authenticity outside the institution established by the Lord’s
apostles. He stated it simply:

“The blessed apostles [...] founded and built up the Church [...] and by this
order and succession we have received from the apostles the church’s tradi-
tion and the preaching of the truth. And this is greatest proof that there is one
and the same vivifying faith, which has been preserved in the Church from the
apostles until now, and has been handed down in truth”!®.

He affirmed elsewhere that in view of such evidence, it is not necessary to seek
the truth amongst others when it is easy to obtain from the Church; since the
apostles, like a rich man (depositing his money) in a bank, lodged in her hands
most copiously all things pertaining to the truth: so that every man can draw
from her the water of life. For she is the entrance to life'’. In view of the spread
of heresy, such exclusive claims are unsurprising. His apologetic motivations, do
not, however, negate the affirmative, essential role that the Church plays in his
theology of communion. Congregational affiliation with the orthodox churches
was not noteworthy only because of an enviable position of historic continuity
with Lord and apostles; of greater significance was that “life”” was there entered
into. The Church is thus firstly a spiritual, not institutional entity. He urged:

“flee to the Church, and be brought up in her bosom, and be nourished with
the Lord’s Scriptures. For the Church has been planted as a paradise in this
world [...] Into this paradise the Lord has introduced those who obey His call,
summing up in Himself all things [...] These things, therefore, He recapitula-
ted in Himself: by uniting man to the Spirit, and causing the Spirit to dwell in
man, He is Himself made the head of the Spirit, and gives the Spirit to be the
head of man: for through Him we see, and hear, and speak”'s.

Communion with God through life in the Spirit takes place in the one, true
Church. In view of the context of communion, unity, and spiritual nourishment,
it is not surprising that Irenaeus also stressed the critical place of the Eucharist.
Orthodox scholar John Behr sees Irenaeus clearly putting forth the idea that the
church is literally “nourished from the cup which is his blood and replenished
by the bread which is his body”". In terms of participation in the life of in the

16 Trenaeus, Adversus haereses 111 3, 3, ed. A. Rousseau — L. Doutreleau, SCh 211, Paris 1974,
33.38. Irenacus’ views on apostolic tradition, the rule of faith, and episcopal succession are im-
portant to this discussion, but outside the scope of this study. See J. Behr, The The Way to Nicaea,
Crestwood 2006; J. Pelikan, The Christian Tradition: A History of the Development of Doctrine,
vol. 1: The Emergence of the Catholic Tradition (100-600), Chicago 1971.

17 Cf. Irenaeus, Adversus haereses 111 4, 1, SCh 211, 44.

18 Ibidem V 20, 2, SCh 153, 259-260.

1 Behr, Asceticism and Anthropology, p. 72.
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church, the onus is upon the individual to recognize the need for nourishment
from Christ within the community of God’s people. This is participation in
the vivification process by repeatedly dying to self, the renunciation of that
which the Word came to expel. Behr refers to this as Eucharistic, or “baptis-
mally living”?. It is one, critical component of Irenaeus’ belief that true life and
communion with God occurs solely in the context of the Church.

5. The Life of Virtue. The final component to Irenaeus’ spiritual life con-
cerns the manner in which the community was called to live in relation to one
another and to the world. The call upon both the Church and her individual
members is the same: all are called to participate through a life of virtue and
moral living. Virtue may be an unexpected element in the formula for the
life of communion with God. But Behr sees this as a natural element to the
Irenaean paradigm. He argues that virtue, for Irenaeus, is from God, “who
deploys his strength in the weakness of human flesh, and is thus manifested in
human beings when they lead their lives in obedience to the Spirit, who alone
makes them spiritual'. Virtue invites intimacy with God. Such a life can be
summarized as incorporating two key elements: humility and morality. To be
humble before God, Irenacus stated, requires the Christian to:

“Offer to Him the heart in a soft and teachable state [...] maintain your origi-
nally created form and you will ascend to that which is perfect, for the moist
clay which is in you is hidden within by the workmanship of God. His hand
fashioned your substance; He will cover you over inside and out with pure
gold and silver, and He will adorn you to such a degree, that even the King
Himself shall have pleasure in your beauty”?.

The first step of virtue is transparency and openness before God; transparency
to admit one’s need, and openness to receive the grace of God. The life of
intimacy begins with the obedience to humble oneself before this King. The
second element to virtue is the life of obedience and morality. Four brief texts
summarize this element of Irenaean theology. The promise is made that the
omniscient God will kindly confer:

First: “that light which they desire on those who seek after the light of
incorruption”?,

Second: “It is therefore one and the same God the Father who has prepared
good things with Himself for those who desire His fellowship, and who rema-
in in subjection to Him”*,

2 Cf. idem, The Trinitarian Being of the Church, VTQ 48 (2003) 86.
2 Tdem, Asceticism and Anthropology, p. 124.

22 Trenaeus, Adversus haereses IV 39, 1, SCh 100/2, 967.

% Ibidem IV 39, 4, SCh 100/2, 970,

2 Ibidem IV 40, 1, SCh 100/2, 974.
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Third: “Those, then, are the perfect who have had the Spirit of God remaining
in them, and have preserved their souls and bodies blameless, holding fast the
faith of God, that is, that faith which is [directed] towards God, and maintai-
ning righteous dealings with respect to their neighbours”.

And fourth: “to as many as continue in their love towards God, does He grant
communion with Him. But communion with God is life and light, and the
enjoyment of all the benefits which He has in store”?.

Desire, obedience, perseverance, faith, righteousness, and love are each put
forth as necessary elements for a life with God. Irenaeus did not express these
as optional or especially blessed gifts or abilities, but as the required, virtuous
traits of any who desire to commune with the divine. This emphasis on virtue
stands in contrast to what Irenaeus claimed was the tendency of the Gnostics.
Their knowledge and perfection, he suggested, allowed all manner of worldly,
immoral behavior?’. Moreover, their yv@o1g could, he alleged, be acquired not
at the cost of holy living, but with a payment of the fiscal variety*.

skosksk

Irenaeus and the Gnostics shared an important belief about communion:
they both taught that intimacy with the divine was possible. Where they dif-
fered was in the practical application concerning how the possibility was
achieved. Speaking very generally, the Gnostic paradigms were defined by the
insistence on the need for reception of secret yvdolc. Irenaeus, however, en-
visioned the journey towards God as a progressive ascent: one participated in
through the indwelling of the Spirit, in the true Church, committed to the life
of holy virtue. Although Gnostic teachings no doubt contributed to Irenaeus
employing the terminology and concerns of communion, his paradigm was
a radical departure in every respect.

(Summary)

Discussion related to the potential for mystical union with God was largely
absent from the writings of the Church Fathers prior to the late-second century.
Toward the end of that century, however, the concept of communion with God
emerged as a topic of interest in both early Christian and Gnostic literature. St.
Irenacus of Lyons was among the earliest Christian writers to critically reflect on
the subject. He argued that participation with the divine was possible only in the

» Ibidem V 6, 1 SCh 153, 80.

% Ibidem V 27, 2, SCh 153, 343.

27 Cf. ibidem I 6, 2-4, SCh 264, 92-100.

2 Cf. ibidem I 4, 3, SCh 264, Paris 1979, 68.
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“orthodox” churches and required three key elements: a life lived in connection
to the Spirit of God, in community with the true people of God, while bearing
evidence of godly piety and virtue. Whereas Gnostic conceptions of communion
frequently included an emphasis on the reception of an exclusive, secret gnosis,
Irenacus’ paradigm offered a public, progressive path of ascent to God.

MOW DO NAS BEZ ZADNYCH TAJEMNIC:
ANTYGNOSTYCKA KONCEPCJA ZJEDNOCZENIA SW. IRENEUSZA

(Streszczenie)

Dyskusje na temat mozliwosci mistycznego zjednoczenia z Bogiem byty
w wigkszosci nieobecne w pismach Ojcow Kosciota przed koncem II wieku.
Dopiero u schytku tego wieku pojgcie komunii z Bogiem stato si¢ przedmiotem
zainteresowania zarowno literatury wczesnochrzescijanskiej, jak i gnostyckie;j.
Ireneusz z Lyonu byt jednym z pierwszych pisarzy chrzescijanskich, ktory podjat
krytyczna refleksje¢ nad tym zagadnieniem. Twierdzit, ze uczestnictwo w boskosci
jest mozliwe tylko w prawowiernych Kosciotach i wymaga trzech kluczowych
elementow: zycia przezywanego w relacji z Duchem Bozym, we wspdlnocie
z prawdziwymi ludzmi Bozymi, i jednoczesnie dajacymi swiadectwo religijnej
poboznosci i cnoty. Podczas gdy gnostyckie koncepcje zjednoczenia ktadly czgsto
nacisk na zastrzezona, tajemna wiedzg, paradygmat Ireneusza oferowat publicz-
na, progresywna droge wznoszenia si¢ do Boga.

Key words: Irenacus of Lyon, Adversus haereses, gnostics, communion.

Stowa kluczowe: Ireneusz z Lyonu, Adversus haereses, gnostycy, wspdlnota.
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GRAMMAR OF THEOLOGY:
LOGICAL ARGUMENTATION
FROM ORIGEN TO THE CAPPADOCIAN FATHERS™

How much does thought depend on the language which formulates it? Is it
possible to think and speak of an incomprehensible God? How can one ensure
that theological discourse refers to an ontological reality and does not just
manifest the idea of deity inherent in the human mind? All these methodo-
logical questions surfaced within different contexts and had long been debated
by the Greek philosophers. Naturally enough they reappeared in the Christian
agenda once initial efforts had begun towards the systematization and institu-
alization of Christian teaching. The debate initiated by Arius after the Nicene
Ecumenical Council, whilst at first more explicitly ontological, turned into
a nit-picking discussion of logical and terminological nuances. Despite the
fact that one of the main pillars of Eunomian teaching was his language theory,
scholars have yet to evince quite as decisively the grammatical nature of the
Cappadocian contra-argumentation. It is a purpose of my paper therefore to fill
this gap and to sketch an overview of the grammatical argumentation of the
Cappadocians. I will show that the principles of their argumentation are rooted
in the exegetical techniques of Origen, which emerged from the methodology
of Hellenic textual critics and grammarians.

To start, let us recall the linguistic and methodological aspect of the Euno-
mian teaching. After the Council of Nicaea the question of the correctness of
divine names, such as unbegotten, begotten, the Father, the Son, remained un-
resolved. In particular, no decisive explanation had been given as to what these
names really signified. In the First Apology' Eunomius ridicules people who
talk about different significata of the divine names among which he mentions
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! The citations from Eunomius’ works are given from: Eunomius (Bishop of Cyzicus), The ex-
tant works, text and transl. by R.P. Vaggione, Oxford 1987.
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essence, action and authority (ovoio, é€ovoia, évépyeln)’. His indignation
points to the direction of Post-Nicene discussions around the meaning of di-
vine names. For instance, Athanasius of Alexandria in his On the Councils
of Ariminum and Selucia (De Synodis) argued that the term &yévvntog has
two different but equally valid meanings (onpoivopeve): the first signifying
“he who has no cause (10 pn €xov tov aitwov)”, and the second signifying
“he who is neither creation (moinpa), nor generation (ktiocpo). Expectedly
enough, this affirmation provoked a set of logical and theological questions
concerning the definition of 10 onpoivépevov, which Eunomius didn’t hesi-
tate to ask. Thus, in the First Apology, Eunomius censured people who:

“stumble at the use of equivocal terms (Tolg OLMVVUINLG TPOCSTTOLOVTOG)
and understand the essence to be one thing (£tepov PEV T1V 0VG10Y VOODVTEG)
and the meaning of the word which designates it to be something else (€tepov

S TL mop” DTNV TO ONULOLVOREVOV) ™,

This argument of Eunomius represents a typical example of a Peripatetic
criticism of Stoic language theory. Ammonius, in his commentary On Aristotle
On Interpretation, affirmed that nouns and verbs directly signify real objects
and that “one should not invent anything in between thoughts and real objects
(0Vdev E1epov dET TOPO TAVTOL EXLVOETY LEGOV TOV T€ VONUOLTOS KO TOV
npdypotog)”’; likewise the Stoics who invented the notion of Aektov°.

The distinction between objects (tvyy&vovta), things named or sig-
nificata (mpdypoto, onpotvopeve, Aektd, vonté), and words or signifiers
formed the basis of Stoic linguistics. This distinction was adopted by Hellenic
grammarians. Pursuing the discussion of the correctness of names, the Stoics
reached a compromise solution of this problem®, which was also supported by
the grammarians’. They believed that names are correctly (i.e. p0oet) assigned
(i.e. 8¢cer). They also taught that in the course of time the initial correctness
of names, which basically attested an agreement of signifiers and significa-
ta, was blurred and such was the provenance of ambiguity and homonymy?®.
It was in conformity with the Stoic linguistics that grammarians believed in

2 Cf. Eunomius, Liber Apologeticus 12; 21; 24.

3 Athanasius Alexandrinus, De synodis Arimini in Italia et Seleuciae in Isauria 46, 3, ed.
H.G. Opitz, in: Athanasius Werke, vol. 2.1, Berlin 1940, 259, my own translation.

* Eunomius, Liber Apologeticus 12, ed. and transl. by Vaggione, p. 49.

S Ammonius, In Aristotelis librum de interpretatione commentarius 17,25, ed. A. Busse: In Ari-
stotelis de interpretatione commentarius, Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca IV/5, Berlin Reimer
1897, my own translation.

¢Cf. Diogenes Laertius, Vitae philosophorum VII 57 = SVF 1I 146.

7 Cf. Apollonius Dyscolus, De constructione orationis 1 2, ed. G. Uhlig, Grammatici Graeci,
vol. 2/3, Leipzig 1910, transl. and commentary by W. Householder: The syntax of Apollonius Dys-
colus, Amsterdam 1981, 19.

8 Cf. idem, De pronominibus 38, 22, ed. R. Schneider, Grammatici Graeci, vol. 2/1, Leipzig
1878, transl. and commentary by W. Householder: The syntax of Apollonius Dyscolus, p. 91.
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the sequential provenance of parts of speech’, where nouns (personal names
and appellatives), which signify substance, are succeeded by verbs signifying
a certain state of substance'®.

Origen generally supported the language theory of Hellenic grammarians.
Although he only once referred to Aextd in the Commentary on Psalms'!,
he rather frequently (more than 100 times) used the term onpoaivopevov to
designate “significatum”. For instance in the Commentary on John he advised
a reader of Scripture to distinguish clearly between “the language (@wvn),
meaning (onpouvopeva), and things (npdypata), on which the meaning is
based”'?. In the Commentaries on Genesis, Origen argued for the sequential
provenance of parts of speech'®. He also supported the concept of the pristine
language, which somewhat justified his idea of the divine origin of the Hebrew
proto-language (viz. before the babble of languages in Gen 11). In such a way
he affirmed that some of the Hebrew divine names (like Adonai and Sabaoth)
help in the ascendance to God'“.

Pondering on this evidence Jean Danié¢lou and John Dillon assumed that
Origen’s language theory could be affiliated with the voces magicae concept
which emerged from the Chaldean Oracles and was held by the Neoplatonic
theurgists'>. In spite of these beliefs, which, as J. Dillon demonstrated, come
really close to the views held by the Neo-Platonists, Origen emphatically re-
nounced the equation of the pagan rituals to the Christian prayer. He under-
scored the different mechanisms of the pagan and Christian worship'®. What-
ever parallels might be seen between Origen’s conjectures on the revelatory
origin of the Hebrew proto-language and the concept of voces magicae (lately
elaborated by Iamblichus in the De mysteriis with regard to the Greek Magi-
cal Papyri'”) the practical appliance of the divine names in prayer and recit-
ing of spells, described by Origen and the Neo-Platonists, reveal an apparent
difference of their language theories. In such a way Origen emphasised that
Christian prayer stands as far away from the magical spell as the inane sounds
from the meaningful words. In the treatise Against Celsus (Contra Celsum)
Origen also asserted that magical spell reveals its weakness in translation,

° Cf. idem, De constructione 4, 10, from: Householder, p. 228-229.

10 Cf. Diogenes Laertius, Vitae philosophorum VII 57 = SVF 11 147-148.

' Cf. Origenes, Fragmenta in Psalmos 80, 1, 20.

12 Origenes, Commentarii in Joannem 11 5,47, ed. C. Blanc, SCh 120, Paris 1966, 236, my own
translation.

13 Cf. idem, Commentarii in Genesim v. 20-25, PG 12, 88.

4 Cf. idem, Contra Celsum 1 24.

15 Cf. J. Daniélou, Eunome [’arien et l’exégése néo-platonicienne du Cratyle, REG 69 (1956)
412-432; J.M. Dillon, The magical power of names in Origen and later Platonism, in: Origeniana
tertia: the Third International Colloquium for Origen Studies, University of Manchester September
7th-11th, 1981, ed. R. Hanson — H. Crouzel, Roma 1985, 203-216.

16 Cf. Origenes, Contra Celsum VIII 17-20.

17 Cf. Dillon, The magical power of names in Origen and later Platonism, p. 207-208.
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which renders it powerless, while the Christian prayer remains powerful as
long as one who says the prayer does it consciously:

“for the Lord of all languages (0 mdong diaAéktov KOpLog) of the earth
hears those who pray to Him in each different tongue, hearing, if I may so
say, but one speech corresponding the meaning (®g Log GOVHG THS KOTO TO
onpovopeva akovwv), expressing itself in different dialects™8.

Besides, from Origen’s Biblical studies we learn that he had a sober scholarly
approach to the common biblical nouns and to the divine names likewise. In the
Commentary on John Origen encouraged the exegetes to investigate a contex-
tual connotation (to0 onpoatvopévov thv dvvopty) of a divine name (€x Thg
@mVNg), since this name is meant not only figuratively but literally (00 Tpomik®dg
AL kuplwg)”. The usage of 10 onpovopevov in these two fragments is in
tune with the Stoic understanding of the “thing signified”, which belongs to the
intellectual reality and implies different connotations; however after actualiza-
tion in a concrete grammatical context, it receives a literal meaning.

Despite of Origen’s leaning towards the Stoic linguistics his language
theory embraced different philosophical concepts and hence should not be ex-
clusively affiliated to any of them. However, I believe that a linkage with the
relatively independent teaching of grammarians is a crucial component of Ori-
gen’s linguistic views. Given that the analytical techniques and relevant con-
cepts of the grammarians emerged from their textual critique of the Homeric
poems, it is simply natural that a closeness of professional interests (of Hel-
lenic, Jewish and Christian exegetes) resulted in a similarity of their methods.

Now, let us see how the Cappadocians made use of the language theories
of the Hellenic grammarians and Origen in their polemics with the Eunomians.
Origen, Basil and Gregory Nazianzen in conformity with grammatical theory
argued that the essence of a subject can be fully expressed by a predicate. In
the Homilies on Jeremiah Origen applied this idea to the scriptural names
of Christ saying that though the nature of Christ constitutes a single subject
(T0 pev Lmokeipevov €v €0TLy), it is conceived of in many names (Tolg o
gmvolong T ToAAG Ovopatal), which represent different aspects of his na-
ture®. In a similar manner, Gregory Nazianzen in his third theological oration
professed that:

“although in accordance with a distinction in our thoughts (¢mivotloig Tiol
droupovpévaig) we use distinct names (6vopoto) and that whatever is pro-
perly (kxvpiwg) called by this name really is God; and whatever he is in his

18 Origen, Contra Celsum VIII 37, ed. M. Borret, SCh 150, Paris 1969, 256, transl. by F. Crom-
bie (with my correction), in: ANF IV, A.C. Coxe — J. Donaldson — A. Roberts, Buffalo — New York
1885, 653.

Y Idem, Commentarii in Joannem 121, 125, SCh 120, 126.

20 Cf. Origenes, In Jeremiam hom. VIII 2, 10-11, ed. P. Nautin, SCh 232, Paris 1976, 357.
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nature (0 8 &v 7y kater @OoLY) is a true name for him — granted that real truth

is contained in facts (v mpdypoocty), not in names (U1 €v dvopooiv)™.

Contemplating the reality beyond the hypostatic names, Basil and Gregory af-
firmed that the Father and the Son are relative names, which manifest an inher-
ent unity of the divine persons because there is no way of imagining the Father
without the Son or vice versa. In the 16™ paragraph of De filio Gregory stated:

“Father is not a name either of an essence or of an action (o9te ovolag Gvopo
0 motnp, [...] obte évepyetlag) [...]. But it is the name of the Relation in which
the Father stands to the Son, and the Son to the Father (oyécewg 8¢ kol ToD
TAG EYEL TPOG TOV VIOV O TATHP, T 6 VIOG TPOG TOV TOTEPRL) 2.

To clarify this statement, Gregory explained the term “relation” in conform-
ity with Hellenic philosophical tradition®. He affirmed that a mere idea of the
Father still brings in the idea of the Son (6 mwothp cvvelsdEel TOv VIOV) and
this fact of the relative connection between the ideas produces no changes in
either of them, or as Gregory puts it:

“will not make it of a different nature, according to common ideas and the
force of these names (00K GALOTPLOOEL, KOTA TOG KOLVAG £VVOLOG KO TNV
TAOV KANCEDV TOOTOV dOVOLY) ™,

In order to understand precisely this relative mode of the Father-Son rela-
tionship we must establish a philosophical pattern of the relationship be-
tween essence and hypostasis. It was again Origen who introduced the term
hypostasis in Christian theology?®, while the Stoics instituted the notion in
a philosophical context?.

Posidonius (131-51 BCE) defined hypostasis as an actualized being which
comes into existence to manifest the eternal essence and its individual quali-
ties in real phenomena. According to a paraphrase of Arius Didymus (1* cen-
tury BCE-CE), Posidonius:

“said that the substance of the whole, i.e. matter (Tnv T®v 6LV 0VGLOV KoL
VAnv) was without quality and without shape, in so far as in no way has it
a form detached of its own (003&v &motetarypévov 181ov Exel oy fpLo), nor
quality by itself either (008¢ moltdTNTOL KOO CDTAV), but always is in some

2! Gregorius Nazianzenus, Oratio 29 (De Filio), 13, 15-20, ed. P. Gallay, SCh 250, Paris 1978,
204, transl. by L. Wickham — F. Williams: Faith gives fullness to reasoning: the five theological
orations of Gregory Nazianzen, introduction and commentary by F.W. Norris, Leiden 1991, 253.

2 Ibidem 29, 16, SCh 250, 210, transl. by C.G. Browne — J.E. Swallow, NPNF Ser. II, vol. 7,
ed. P. Schaff — H. Wace, Buffalo NY 1894, 307.

3 Cf. Simplicius, In Aristotelis categorias commentarium VIII 166, 15-27.

2% Gregorius Nazianzenus, Oratio 29 (De Filio), 16, SCh 250, 210, transl. by C.G. Browne
—J.E. Swallow, NPNF Ser. II, vol. 7, p. 307.

% Cf. Lampe, s.v. D60TOO1G.

26 Cf. H. Koster, dndéotaoctg, TWNT VIII 571-588, spec. 574-576.
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form and quality. For he said that substance differs from matter (dtopéperv
3¢ v odolav thg VAng), being the same in reality, in thought only (odcav
KOt TNV DLOGTOGLY Emvolg povov)™?.

This distinction between the ovcio and VdéGTAGLG gave rise to a tricky
problem that concerned the understanding of hypostasis as an actualization
of essence in its qualities. Thus, hypostasis was considered as something that
manifests essence and at the same time is different from it. The qualities were
understood as the functional characteristics of essence. A detailed explanation
of this vision of essence is preserved in Origen’s Homily on Prayer:

“By qualities (mot6tntoc) they mean distinctively like the actualities and the
activities (t0g €vepyelag Kol Tag Totnoelg) in which movements and relations
of the essence have come to be (t0g kivnoelg kol oyéoelg cVUPEPnKkey)”?.

Interestingly enough this complex vision of the essence, which exists behind
the real objects and actualizes itself in them, finds an echo in the sphere of
logic and grammar. An informative account of this concept is preserved in
Dexippus’ fourth-century Commentary on Categories®. Dexippus stated that
“(t0 vmokeipevov) «subject» has two senses, both with the Stoics and with
the older philosophers (the Peripatetic and the Old Academy)”*. I have forma-
lized his evidence in the following table:

1 sense of subject (tpdTOV VTOKEILEVOV):
qualityless matter (1 &wotog VAN)
= a subject of proposition = potential body (dvvépel copw), e.g., it (t1)
“one being the so-called primary subject (TpdTOV VTOKELLEVOV), i.€.
qualityless matter (1| &otog VAN), which Aristotle calls «potential body»
(duvaypel cdpo)™!.
244 sense of subject: qualified subject (Dmoxeipevov 10 TOLOV)
= actualization (Vr6otao1g) of the subject in the qualities, which are
predicated of the subject (relative terms np6g t1 AéyecOan), e.g., the bronze
“and the second type of subject is the qualified subject
(VTOKELLEVOV TO TTOLOV) ™2,

27 Arius Didymus, Epitome Fr. 20 (apud Stobaeus, Eclogae 1, 133 W; Dox. Gr. 458), in: Posido-
nius Rhodius, Fragmenta, Fr. 92, ed. and transl. 1.G. Kidd: Posidonius, vol. II: The Commentary,
part 1: Testimonia and fragments 1-149, Cambridge 1989, 368; vol. I11: The Translation of the Frag-
ments, Cambridge 1999, 152.

28 Origenes, De oratione 27, 8, ed. P. Koetschau, GCS 3, Leipzig 1899, 368, transl. by W.A. Cur-
tis: http://www.tertullian.org/fathers/origen_on_prayer 02 text.htm [15.09.2016].

2 Cf. Dexippus, In Aristotelis categorias commentarium 23, 25 - 24, 4.

30 Tbidem 22-24, ed. A. Busse: Dexippi in Aristotelis categorias commentarium, Commentaria
in Aristotelem Graeca 1V/2, Berlin 1888, 23, transl. by Dillo: Dexippus, On Aristotle Categories,
London — New York 1990, 50-51.

31 Ibidem.

32 Ibidem.
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general or individual qualities (xolvag 1) 161mg)
e.g., the bronze of statue (general), or the bronze
of the statue of Socrates (particular)

“these attributes are either general or individual (kolvdg 1j 181wg); for both
the bronze and Socrates are subjects (Vnokeipevov) to those things that come
to be in them (£yyivopévoric) or are predicated of them (kaTnyopovpévolg).
For «subjecty is regarded as being a relative term (koto mpog L AéyechHon)

(for it is the subject of something — Tivi yop Vrokeipnevov), either without

qualification, of those things that come to be in it and are predicated of it,
or in a particular sense”.

This concept of essence, which finds its actualization in the qualities of
real things, fitted a complex Christian vision of the divine essence. Basil used
this idea in his polemics with Eunomius and for a formulation of his Christo-
logical teaching. In the Letter 38, he professed:

“That which is spoken of in the specific sense (10 1dlmg AeyOpeVOV) is signi-
fied by the word «hypostasis» (1@ THg LrooTdoemg dNAOVOOUL PALLATL).
For, because of the indefiniteness of the term, he who says «man» has intro-
duced through our hearing some vague idea, so that, although the nature is
manifested by the name (tnv pév ooy €k 100 6vOpOTog deAmOrivat), that
which subsists in the nature (10 8¢ Veectoc) and is specifically designated
by the name is not indicated (dnAoOpevov 1d1mwg DO TOV OVOUALTOG TPALY LA
un onpoverivor)... It is not the indefinite notion of essence (oUy M &b6pLoTOG
g obotag €vvola) which creates no definite image because of the general-
ity of its significance (¢x THg K0O1LVOTNTOG TOL GNUOLVOLEVOL GTAOLY), but
the hypostasis, which is evident through the specific qualities’*.

In conformity with Basil, Gregory Nazianzen also used the category of
“relation” (oxfolg) in his formulation of Christological doctrine. In the se-
cond theological oration he affirmed:

“He [sc. Christ] is word, because he is related to the Father (€xel mpog tov
notépo) as word is to mind (wpog vodv AdYog), not only because of the
unpassionate character of his birth (w0 10 &mabec ThHg yevvnoewc), but
also because of the conjunction and conveying peculiar to this relationship
(BALO kOl TO cLVaEES, kol TO €EaryyeAdTikov). One could say too, per-
haps, that his relationship is that of definition to term defined (6pog mpog 10
opilopevov), since «word» has the meaning in Greek of «definition» (todto
A€yeton AOYog)”™.

3 Ibidem.

34 Basilius Caesariensis, Epistula 38, 3, 1, PG 32, 328, transl. by B. Jackson, NPNF Ser. II,
vol. 8, ed. Ph. Schaff — H. Wace, New York 1895, 137.

35 Gregorius Nazianzenus, Oratio 30 (De Filio), 20, SCh 250, 266-268, transl. by Wickham
— Williams, p. 179.



102 ANNA USACHEVA

Now, having examined the logical and grammatical aspects of the argu-
mentation of Origen, Basil and Gregory, let us return to the questions we posed
at the beginning of this article and try to speculate on the answers which they
might have given to them. How much does thought depend on the language
which formulates it? From the evidence we have assembled above, it is ap-
parent that Origen, Basil and Gregory supported the linguistic theories of the
Hellenic grammarians, who believed in a direct and fundamental connection
between language and thought. Ergo, the logical and grammatical rules of the
correct formulation of thought likewise regulate the mental procedures.

A backbone of Apollonius’ syntaxis constituted an idea that regular orga-
nization (kotaAAnAOTNG) of the significata (vontd) is reflected in regularity
of the signifiers (sc. pwvat, words)*. It is notable that a derivate of a rather
rare terminus technicus KoToAANAOTNG (KOTAAANA0G) is quite as frequent in
Origen’s opera as in Apollonius. A belief in the orderly organization of the uni-
verse also formed a foundation of Origen’s systematic theology. In the Com-
mentary on John Origen affirmed that the whole Bible is one body, whose
parts form a harmonious unity that is the word of God, which “consists of
many ideas each of which is a part of the whole word™’. Gregory Nazianzen
articulated even more clearly the concept of the fundamental orderly orga-
nization of the universe, which is mirrored in the systematic organization of
knowledge. In his Oration 32* he declared that:

“there is an order in elements (T&&wg év ototvyeioig), which constitute the
bodies (¢€ @v tor chdpota)... It was order, then, that assembled the whole
(T&&g 0DV 10 AV cvvesThooto). It is order that holds together the things
of heaven and the things of earth; order among the things we perceive with
our minds (t&&1g €v vontolg TaElg €v aicOntolg); order among those we
perceive with our senses”™.

It should not be overlooked however that the system or order which Origen
and Gregory were talking about was a paradoxical one and this distinguished
it from the syllogistic teaching of Eunomius. An axiomatic belief in the in-
comprehensibility of the divine essence rendered the logical and grammatical
theological arguments of Origen and the Cappadocians as legitimate as one
can expect to draw from the systematic philological analysis of the text. Thus,
I would imagine that their response to our last question: How to think and speak
of incomprehensible God and How to make sure that theological discourse

3¢ Cf. Apollonius Dyscolus, De constructione orationis 2, 3ff., transl., by Householder, p. 90.

37 Origenes, Commentarii in Joannem X 18, 107, ed. C. Blanc, SCh 157, Paris 1970, 446, my
own translation.

3% Cf. Gregorius Nazianzenus, Oratio 32 (De moderatione in disputando), 24-25.

39 Gregorius Nazianzenus, Oratio 32 (De moderatione in disputando), 8, ed. P. Gallay, SCh
318, Paris 1985, 100, transl. M. Vinson: Gregory of Nazianzus, Select orations, Washington D.C.
2003, 196.
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refers to an ontological reality and does not just manifest the idea of deity
inherent in the human mind? — might address a principal distinction between
comprehensible and incomprehensible knowledge. According to Origen and
the Cappadocians, comprehensible knowledge about God that one can extract
from a philological analysis of the text of the Bible and incomprehensible
knowledge about God cannot be rendered in words. Peculiarly consonant with
Ludwig Wittgenstein’s famous motto (7ractatus Logico-Philosophicus 7):
“Whereof one cannot speak, thereof one must be silent”*, Gregory in his se-
cond theological oration stated that: “Since the divine essence is ineffable, we
too will honour it by silence (£7ei 8¢ Gippntol N, Kol MUY CLOTH TILACO®) ™.

(Summary)

The article outlines the philosophical and linguistic background of the Post-
Nicene theological debates concerning the relationship between the Father and
the Son. A sharp focus dwells of the provenance of the term Aypostasis, the phi-
losophical and grammatical understanding of the terms hypokeimenon and ousia
and the Stoic definition of the signifier and thing signified. The article shows new
aspects of the anti-Eunomian polemics of the Cappadocian fathers, which come
into sight due to comparison of theological concepts with Hellenic linguistic and
grammatical theories. In such a way, the comparison demonstrates methodologi-
cal and technical strand of the theological argumentation of the Cappadocian fa-
thers and their affinity for the exegetic methodology of Origen.

GRAMATYKA TEOLOGII: LOGICZNA ARGUMENTACJA
OD ORYGENESA DO OJCOW KAPADOCKICH

(Streszczenie)

W artykule przedstawiono filozoficzne i jezykowe tto ponicejskich debat teolo-
gicznych dotyczacychrelacjimiedzy OjcemiSynem. Starano si¢ zwlaszcza uwypu-
kli¢ nastgpujace zagadnienia: pochodzenie terminu hipostaza, filozoficzne i grama-
tyczne rozumienie okreslen hypokeimenon i ousia oraz stoickie definicje: ,,element
oznaczajacy” i ,,rzecz oznaczana”. W artykule przedstawiono nowe aspekty anty-
eunomianskiej polemiki Ojcéw Kapadockich, ktore wynikajq na skutek poréwna-
nia poj¢¢ teologicznych z greckimi teoriami jgzykowymi i gramatycznymi. Takie
poréwnanie ukazuje metodologiczny i techniczny aspekt argumentacji teologiczne;j
Ojcow Kapadockich, a takze ich blisko$¢ z metodologia egzegetyczna Orygenesa.

40 L. Wittgenstein, Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, with an introduction by B. Russel, New York
1922, 90.

4 Gregorius Nazianzenus, Oratio 28 (De theologia), 20, SCh 250, 140, transl. by Wickham
— Williams, p. 122.
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Rev. Tomasz STEPIEN"

THERE ARE TWO ROADS MARKED OUT TO US
FOR THE DISCOVERY OF WHAT WE SEEK...
EUNOMIUS’ ARGUMENTS ON THE GENERATION
OF THE SON BASED ON THE CONCEPTS
OF SUBSTANCE AND ACTIVITY™

“There are two roads marked out to us for the discovery of what we seek™!.
This sentence from Liber apologeticus by Eunomius opens the fragment re-
cognized as being one of the most important in the entire treaty. Richard Paul
Vaggione notices that “In some ways this might almost be taken as a summary
of the contents of the treatise”. Eunomius presents his theological methodo-
logy and his two ways could be described as deductive and inductive methods
of reasoning®. Vaggione even proposes to recognize the entire structure of
Liber apologeticus according to this fragment®. In my article, I would like to
show the structure and content of his arguments in the context of the response
of Eunomius’ opponents — Basil the Great and Gregory of Nyssa. Since the
deductive argument has already been widely commented on’, I would like to
focus on the latter, which starts form the activity® of begetting and an attempt
to show the nature of the Unbegotten Father.

“ Rev. dr hab. Tomasz Stgpien, prof. UKSW — Chair of The Philosophy of Religion, Department
of Theology, Cardinal Stefan Wyszynski University in Warsaw; e-mail: t.stepien@uksw.edu.pl.

™ The author acknowledges financial support from the National Science Centre, Poland, grant
number 2013/11/B/HS1/04140.

"' Eunomius, Liber apologeticus 20, 5-6, ed. and transl. R.P. Vaggione, in: Eunomius, The Extant
Works, Oxford 1987, 58.

2 R.P. Vaggione, Introduction, in: Eunomius, The Extant Works, p. XII.

3 R.P Vaggione (ibidem, p. XII) calls the methods of Eunomius “a priori and a posteriori” but
since there is no sensual experience in the latter it seems to be more appropriate to call them deduc-
tive (from cause to effect) and inductive (from effect to cause).

4 Cf. ibidem, p. XIL

5 The key point in the deductive argument is Eunomius’ claim that man can know the essence of
God thanks to the unique name “unbegotten”. This argument is based on the specific theory of names
used by the Neo-Arian for this purpose, which was widely criticized by Basil the Great. Eunomius’
theory of names and its critique was widely presented by M. DelCogliano, Basil of Caesarea s Anti-
Eunomian Theory of Names, Leiden — Boston 2010, 25-48 and 153-187.

¢ The Greek term évépyela is often translated by various English terms: “energy”, “action” and
“activity”. R.P. Vaggione in his translation uses the term “action” (eg. Eunomius, Liber apologeticus
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Eunomius declares what his theological methodology is by saying:

“There are two roads marked out to us for the discovery of what we seek — one
is that by which we examine the actual essences and with clear and unadulte-
rated reasoning about them make a judgement on each; the other is an enquiry
by means of the actions, whereby we distinguish the essence on the basis of
its products and completed works — and neither of the ways mentioned is able
to bring out any apparent similarity of essence’”.

The clear goal of Eunomius is to demonstrate that there is no similarity
of essence between the Father and the Son, by which he wants to support the
Heteroousian position. The first way, which may be called deductive, depends
on the knowledge of the essences of the Father and the Son. Eunomius claims
that it is possible to make a study based on the essence as it is in itself (k0@
MV tag ovolag avtdg). He claims that we can know the essence of the Fa-
ther and the Son because they were revealed to us in the names Unbegotten
(&yévvntog) and Begotten (Yévvnuo). Those are not merely names but rather
pure concepts (kaBapog A0Y0G), and that is why they can bring true cognition
of the essence. The name Unbegotten can be demonstrated simply by showing
that the Father existed before all things. Eunomius does not claim that this is
simply a name, but a name that reveals or even is the essence of the Father.
Therefore, he repeats twice that unbegotten must mean the unbegotten essence
(ovota ayévvntog)®. Similarly, the essence of the Son can be known thanks
to the name Begotten. Eunomius feels more comfortable here, starting his ar-
gumentation with reference to the Holy Scripture which calls the Son of God
both “offspring” and “thing made” (yévvnua xoi mwoinpa)’. In several subse-
quent chapters, Eunomius explains how those two terms should be understood
with regard to substance, because they signify the effect of the activity of the
Father, which is begetting. Since in both cases of the Father and the Son the
entire argumentation depends on names which should reveal essence, the core
of counterarguments used by Basil the Great is directed against his under-
standing of the relation between name and essence'. In case of the essence of

20, 8, in: The Extant Works, p. 58). Mark DelCogliano and Andrew Radde-Gallwitz in their transla-
tion of Against Eunomius by Basil the Great propose to use “activity” (St. Basil of Caesarea, Against
Eunomius, Washington D.C. 2011, 77). Giulio Maspero (Trinity and Man. Gregory of Nyssa “Ad
Ablabium”, Leiden — Boston, 2007, 39), commenting on the translation of évépyeia in the works
of Gregory of Nyssa, says: “Following Daniélou, it would seem that the best choice for translating
€vépyelo is «activity» rather than «energy»”. In this article, I will consistently use the term “acti-
vity” apart from the direct quotations of R.P. Vaggione’s translation of Eunomius’ works.

" Eunomius, Liber apologeticus 20, 5-10, ed. and transl. Vaggione, p. 58-59.

8 Cf. ibidem 7, 12, ed. and transl. Vaggione, p. 40: “the Unbegotten, or rather, that he is unbegot-
ten essence (T0 &yEvvntov, paAlov § adtdg €0tV ovoto dyévvntog)”; 8, 17-18, ed. and transl.
Vaggione, p. 42: “the Unbegotten’ must be unbegotten essence (c:0t0 Gv €in ovcio dyévvntog)”.

? Ibidem12, 1-3, ed. and transl. Vaggione, p. 46-48.

10 Cf. DelCogiliano, Basil of Caesarea’s Anti-Eunomian Theory of Names, p. 153-187.
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the Son the problem also lies in the quotation from the Book of Proverbs 8: 22,
which has a different meaning in various Greek translations of the Old Testa-
ment. Because this fragment was frequently used by Arian writers it was also
often commented by Basil the Great and Gregory of Nyssa''.

The second way, which is the main concern of this paper, can be called
inductive since it begins with the activity which should reveal the essence.
However, at the beginning, Eunomius underlines that those two ways are in-
terdependent. The previous analysis of the pure concept of the essence of the
Father showed that his essence is beyond any comparison with any other be-
ing. Since activity must be understood as conforming to the dignity of nature,
it follows that the activities of the Father must also be incomparable with any
other activity. Therefore, the activities as well as the substances of the Father
and the Son must differ'?. The opposite reasoning starts with the creations
which are the effects of activity, and here Eunomius once again refers to Pro-
verbs 8: 22 saying that the Son is “a thing made” (woinpo). Since he is some-
thing made and the Holy Spirit is the creation of the Son it follows that their
activities must differ, and consequently one “accepts as indisputable the proof
that their essences are distinct as well”"*. Eunomius is sure that his reasoning
is so obvious that he only mentions the differences between the acts of cre-
ation performed by the Father and the Son and the difference between the one
who worships (the Son) and who is worshipped (the Father). In his eyes any
property or description (essence, activity, authority, name) is so intrinsically
linked with the being itself that ascribing the same properties to the Father and
the Son unavoidably leads to speaking of “two Unbegottens™'*.

Later on, Eunomius explains further how he understands the activity of
God. One should avoid perceiving it as human activity, because it would mean
that “activity is some kind of division or motion of his essence (Leplopov
1 Klvnotly Tva Thg ovotlag thv évépyelav)”!s. Moreover, he completely re-
jects the notion that activity can be unified with the essence of God. Such “pa-
gan sophistries” would mean making God coeval with the world'®. Eunomius
explains that since the essence of God is without the beginning and endless
activity should also have the same features if it is the same with substance'’.

I Cf. Basilius Caesariensis, Adversus Eunomium 11 1, 20, ed. B. Sesboiié — G.M. de Durand
— L. Doutreleau, SCh 305, Paris 1983, 12; Gregorius Nyssenus, Contra Eunomium 1299, ed. W. Jae-
ger, GNO 1, Leiden 1960, 114,26 - 115, 11; ibidem III 1, 22-63, ed. W. Jaeger, GNO 2, Leiden 1960,
11,8-26, 11.

12 Cf. Eunomius, Liber apologeticus 20, 12-16, ed. and transl. Vaggione, p. 58-60.

13 Cf. ibidem 20, 18-19, ed. and transl. Vaggione, p. 60.

4 Ibidem 21, 1-3, ed. and transl. Vaggione, p. 60: “Ei pév odv undev &ronov fyodviol tdv
aDTOV Emiong Exkotépm petadidovor todTev, olov ovolag, évepyelog, £E0volag, OVOUATOC,
AVELOVTEG TOG TAOV OVOLAT®V KO TPOYHAT®V 310popdG, 800 capdg dyévvnto Aeyétmoay”.

1% Ibidem 22, 9, ed. and transl. Vaggione, p. 62-63.

16 Cf. ibidem 22, 10-12, ed. and transl. Vaggione, p. 62.

17 Cf. ibidem 23, 5-7, ed. and transl. Vaggione, p. 62.
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The result of such proposition could possibly lead only to two false conclu-
sions: that the activity of God is ineffective, or its effect is also unbegotten'®.
This reasoning seems sound but I would like to note that Eunomius leaves
some key premises unexplained. He argues that activity must have its begin-
ning and its end to produce the effect, but he does not clarify how the infinite
essence of God can be the foundation of the beginning of activity. In other
words, if activity must begin at some point, how God who has no beginning
can be the beginning of activity. Eunomius feels safe claiming that activity is
not identical with essence, but such claim must result in the conclusion that
God himself cannot have any internal activity. If so, how can one argue that
he is living God, since life must be perceived as some kind of activity. To my
mind Eunomius’ reasoning results in the perception of God who is more simi-
lar to the Platonic idea — a completely lifeless but perfect paradigm — than the
loving and living God who saves mankind. The solution would be to admit
that the internal activity of God is totally incomprehensible and above human
intellectual power, but this would be inconsistent with Eunomius’s claim that
we can have knowledge of the essence of God.

At this point, Eunomius rather surprisingly shifts from describing activity
as such to the activity of will (BobAnov) and says that the will is “the truest
and most befitting God”"*. The will of God is for Eunomius probably the most
suitable demonstration because it can be described as instant, and the object
willed by God comes to existence at the very moment in which he wills it.
There is an obvious contrast between the eternal and unchanging essence of
God and immediately effective act of will. If God creates by the act of his will
it is obvious that the Son of God must also have been created this way. The
Arian’s reasoning concludes with the statement:

“Only-begotten exists by virtue of the will of the Father, then of necessity it
is not with respect to the essence but with respect to the action (which is what
the will is) that the Son preserves his similarity to the Father”.

As we can see, the activity of God can be characterized as being intrinsi-
cally linked with his essence, but at the same time it cannot be one with the
essence, so it must be external. Since, as he claimed, nothing can be similar to
the Unbegotten essence, the Son is also not similar to the essence but rather
similar to the activity of will. Thus, he is the first creation and must have
a completely different essence than the Father. However, the example of will
shows well another problem which remains unsolved. The act of will is si-
multaneously external and uncreated, and must be understood as something
in between the Father and the Son who, on the contrary, is the creation. So the
problem here lies in a clear distinction of the Creator and the creation, which

18 Cf. ibidem 23, 10-12, ed. and transl. Vaggione, p. 64.
1 Ibidem 23, 16-17, ed. and transl. Vaggione, p. 64-65.
2 Ibidem 24, 2-4, ed. and transl. Vaggione, p. 65.
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becomes vague and impossible to recognize. If so, how can one claim that we
can clearly perceive the Son of God as the first creation?

The last topic discussed by Eunomius is the understanding of the term
“image” ascribed to the Son of God. His entire argumentation of this mat-
ter depends on the exegesis of a fragment from the Letter to the Colossians
1: 15-16, where the Son of God is called “the image of the invisible God, the
first-born of all creation, because in him all things were created, in heaven and
on earth, visible and invisible”. Eunomius does not reject calling the Son of
God with the name “image”, but rather tries to explain how this name should
be understood. According to him the expression “all things created with him”
means that all things were created together with the Son, who is the first cre-
ation. Therefore, the Son is not the image of the essence of God but rather the
image of the activity of God. Since such explanation seems a bit stretched he
tries to elaborate by saying:

“The word «image», then, would refer the similarity back, not to the essence
of God, but to the action unbegottenly stored up in his foreknowledge prior to
the existence of the first-born and of the things created «in himy»™?'.

This explanation exposes deeper how Eunomius understands the relation
between activity and essence. Activity reveals essence, and gives the know-
ledge on the essence of God because it is at first unbegottenly stored hidden
in his foreknowledge (¢vomokeipévny ayevvitog TN npoyvaocet). The act
of creation is simply a confirmation of this foreknowledge which instantly
happens thanks to the act of God’s will. Although this argumentation seems
to support the direct relation between essence and activity, it does not answer
the question about the status of the external act of God’s will. Moreover, Eu-
nomius seems to realize that such explanation of Colossians 1: 15-16 adds
unnecessary complication to the text. Therefore, he explains further trying to
argue that in this text the term “Father” does not describe the essence of the
Father but rather the act of his will, while the term “Son” refers to the essence
of the Son of God. He concludes that any other interpretation would effect in
admitting that there is no difference between the Father and the Son and in
a confusion of not only their essences but also their names®.

In the next chapter, Eunomius tries to demonstrate that the Holy Spirit
as the third person of the Trinity must also have a different essence. The de-
monstration is based on the premise that there is an order in nature. This or-
der presents itself best in the creation of intelligible beings (t1ig T@v vont@v
dnplovpytlog dpiotn taEig), thus the Holy Spirit must be perceived as third
after the Father and the Son®. Since the Holy Spirit was created at the com-
mand of the Father by the activity of the Son, he lacks the power of creation,

2l Ibidem 24, 10-13, ed. and transl. Vaggione, p. 65.
22 Cf. ibidem 24, 18-28, ed. and transl. Vaggione, p. 66.
3 Cf. ibidem 25, 10-12, ed. and transl. Vaggione, p. 66.
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but has the power of sanctifying and instructing what has been previously
created*. In my opinion, here the whole argumentation collapses because Eu-
nomius cannot show any activity specific to the Holy Spirit which would re-
veal his nature in relation to the Father and the Son. He does not mention that
sanctification or instruction can be treated as such activity. The Arian seems
to realize that his argumentation is week at this point so he says at the end that
the issue “requires a lengthy discourse”?.

Eunomius started his reasoning with a quotation from the Book of Pro-
verbs, which shows that the Son is a creation made by the Father. It is so
important because it names the effect of the activity of the Father and allows
the entire second type of argumentation. Basil and Gregory rightly assumed
that undermining the Greek translation of this passage of the Holy Scripture
effectively dismantled Eunomius’ argumentation. However, there is also ano-
ther problem of the interrelationship between substance and activity. As we
have seen, Eunomius firmly claims that these two are almost inseparable and
thus we cannot consider substance without activity as well as activity without
substance. The Arian gives only a vague explanation why it is so. Moreover, if
this assumption is correct how is it possible to claim that activity which is so
intrinsically linked with substance could be only something external.

In his critique, Basil the Great focuses on the problem of being greater and
smaller in comparison between substance, activity and product. He argues that
it leads to a contradiction if one claims that substance is greater than activity
and activity greater than its effect. Activity must be proportional to the pro-
duct and “from a great activity come great products, and from a small activity
smaller products”?. Therefore, if Eunomius claims that activity is greater than
a product the unavoidable conclusion is that the Father is unable to make the
product equal to his activity?’. Basil also criticized Eunomius’ argumentation
as to the title of Christ as an “image of God”. He notices that when his oppo-
nent said: “its activity [activity of the substance] is consistent with and appro-
priate to its own dignity”, he also admitted that unbegottenness is dignity. But
unbegottenness is also the substance of the Father, so it follows that dignity
must also be a substance. Basil then uses the simple reasoning that when A is
B and B is C then A must also be C. Then he goes further saying:

“The dignity, says Eunomius, is consistent with the substance of God; his
activity is proportional to the dignity; the Only-Begotten is an image of the
activity. And vice versa, if the Only-Begotten is an image of the activity, and

24 Cf. ibidem 25, 23-26, ed. and transl. Vaggione, p. 68.

3 Ibidem 25, 29, ed. and transl. Vaggione, p. 69.

26 Basilius Caesariensis, Adversus Eunomium 1 24, 18, ed. B. Sesboiié — G.M. de Durand
— L. Doutreleau, SCh 299, Paris 1982, 258, transl. DelCogliano — Radde-Gallwitz, p. 125.

27 Cf. ibidem I 24, 20-21, SCh 299, 258.
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the activity is an image of the dignity, and the dignity is an image of the sub-
stance, then the Only-Begotten will be an image of the substance”?.

Basil’s argumentation shows that it is useless to multiply the names and
attributes of God, because the conclusion is unavoidable: the Son is the image
of the substance of the Father, not the image of the activity.

The critique of Gregory of Nyssa is even more interesting as he attacks the
very understanding of the relationship between substance and activity used
by Eunomius. In his Second Apology the Neo-Arian writer simply repeats
his main view of the methodology of the entire argumentation® and Gregory
quotes this entire fragment calling it the “system of blasphemy”’:

“Our whole doctrine is summed up in the highest and principal essence, in the
essence which exists through it but before all others, and in the essence which
is third in terms of origin and the activity which produced it. This same order
is revealed whether we consider the essences themselves or approach them
through their characteristic activities™.

Once again Eunomius repeats two types of reasoning starting from the es-
sence and starting from activities. He also confirms that “activities are defined
at the same time as their works, and the works match the activities of those
who effected them™!. What seems to be new is that Eunomius apparently tries
to combine those two methods saying that doubts about activities should be
resolved with reference to essences, and doubts about essence in reference to
primary activities*. This suggests that Basil’s critique somehow undermined
Eunomius reasoning and now he does not see essence and activity in itself
as clearly conceivable. Therefore, activity and essence should be considered
in relation to each other. Essence somehow defines activity, but also activity
defines and reveals essence.

Gregory of Nyssa points out in his critique that Eunomius did not explain
in what sense activity accompanies substance. Clearly it is not activity which
comes from nature, like combustion accompanying fire, because that would
mean that God as substance has accidents®. To claim that the Son of God
is a creation he must have come to existence thanks to a free act of will of
the Father. Eunomius says that this act is voluntary and at the same time it
necessarily accompanies substance like external consequence®®. Gregory sees

2 Ibidem II 31, SCh 305, 130, transl. DelCogliano — Radde-Gallwitz, p. 179.

2 Cf. Gregorius Nyssenus, Contra Eunomium 1 151-154, GNO 2, 71, 28 - 73, 15.

O Tbidem I 151, GNO 1, 71, 28 - 72, 7, transl. S.G. Hall, 4 refutation of the first book of the two
published by Eunomius after the decease of holy Basil, in: El “Contra Eunomium 1" en la produc-
cion literaria de Gregorio de Nisa, ed. L.F. Mateo-Seco — J.L. Bastero, Pamplona 1988, 57.

3 Tbidem I 152, GNO 1, 72, 12-15, transl. Hall, p. 57.

32 Cf. ibidem I 154, GNO 1, 73, 3-15.

3 Cf. ibidem I 208, GNO 1, 87, 9-19.

3% Cf. ibidem 1 209, GNO 1, 87, 19 - 88, 3.
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a clear contradiction here. Moreover, he says that normally in the common lan-
guage nobody says that activity accompanies substance. Activity must always
be perceived as being dependent on substance, and always perceived along
with it, like a person who is described as active at metalwork: such description
contains both substance (person) and its activity (metalworking)**. Eunomius’
claims would not only divide what is normally perceived as joined, but also
would introduce activity as a separate being between the Father and the Son*®.
The problem multiplies in the case of the Holy Spirit, because there has to be
also another activity between the Son and the Holy Spirit which is neither the
Son nor the Holy Spirit*".

The main problem of Eunomius is then understanding activity as some
kind of independent being. To refute such claim Gregory must have properly
defined how the substance produces activity and also how activity reveals the
substance. First, he explains that activity in its existence is intrinsically linked
with substance and he does that by using the preposition meptl with accusative
(not genitive)®. Moreover, he uses the definition of activity as a “movement
of nature (pvoewg xivnoig)™, which, as Giulio Maspero points out, comes
from Aristotle De genratione animalium*. Commenting on the development
of an embryo Aristotle says that any product of nature or art can must origi-
nate from something that is in act. Therefore, activity as such cannot create
anything because it has no independent being — it is always the activity of
nature*'. What is significant, in this fragment Aristotle uses the example of ma-
king a sword which is similar to Gregory’s image of a metalworker, which also
shows that metalworking as activity cannot be perceived as separated from the
person who performs such activity*’. Aristotle more precisely explains that
“heat and cold may make the iron soft and hard, but what makes a sword is
the movement of the tools employed, this movement containing the principle
of the art™. Activity, then, as an accident which is the movement of nature
must be described always with this nature, because if we see it independently
we cannot explain the effect it produces. It is probable that Eunomius could
not see this issue clearly because in his definition activity is (as we have seen
above) “a kind of motion of essence (kivnoiv Tiva Thg ovoiog)”*. Using

3 Cf. ibidem I 210, GNO 1, 88, 4-9.

% Cf. ibidem I 211, GNO 1, 88, 9-17.

37 Cf. ibidem I 247-249, GNO 1, 99, 8-24.

38 See the G. Maspero’s (Trinity and man, p. 38-39) discussion about using ept with accusative.

39 Gregorius Nyssenus, Contra Eunomium 1211, GNO 1, 88, 15.

40 Cf. Maspero, Trinity and man, p. 41.

4 Cf. Aristoteles, De generatione animalium 11 1, 735a, ed. P. Louis: Aristote, De la Génération
des Animaux, Paris 1961, 56.

# Cf. Gregorius Nyssenus, Contra Eunomium 1210-211, GNO 1, 88, 4-17.

4 Aristoteles, De generatione animalium 11 1, 734b-735a, ed. Louis, p. 55, transl. J. Barnes,
in: Aristotle, The Complete Works of Aristotle, Princeton 1991, 1598 (electronic edition).

“ Eunomius, Liber apologeticus 22, 9, ed. and transl. Vaggione, p. 62.
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“substance” instead of “nature” could make the understanding of the intrinsic
bondage of activity with its subject difficult.

It is clear that separating activity of the Father from the Father himself Eu-
nomius could not explain how activity can give us the knowledge of essence.
Gregory mercilessly points out that difficulty in commenting Eunomius’ claim
that “same activities produce identical works”*. Gregory uses the examples
of fire, Sun and food to show that the same activity produces various effects*.
Fire causes that metals melt, clay hardens, wax liquefies, etc. Fire is like the
Sun, which also has one activity producing various effects. Food accepted in
the mouth nourishes various organs. As a last example Gregory gives the ac-
tion of the hand which can produce works of art as well as killing people at
war or cultivating soil*’. Moreover, if Eunomius’ claim would be true, it would
have supported the orthodox position. Since the action of the Son’s will is the
same as the action of the Father according to the Scripture (Jn 5: 19), we can-
not assume that there is any difference between their substances®.

Another problem which Gregory sees in the quoted text is the perception of
the sequence of creation. It is odd to say that creation must take place in such
a sequence and to show it Gregory gives an example: “who would be prepared
to say that the sky being God’s work, the sun is the sky’s, the moon is the sun’s,
the stars are the moons, and anything else is creation is theirs?*** Such an order
cannot be observed even in generation of living beings, because one generates
the other of the same species. It is no use to say that creation is different in case
of spiritual beings because they have an intimate connection of the same nature
so Eunomius’ demonstration means “resisting the principle of nature*.

We can summarize by saying that Gregory of Nyssa strongly opposes the
division between substance and activity which was never clearly explained by
Eunomius. He rightly assumes that activity which is not substantial cannot be
intrinsically connected with substance. To defend his position Eunomius must
explain that activity cannot be identified with the substance. He even accused
his opponents that such identification is of Hellenic influence’!. Therefore, acti-
vity cannot define or show what substance is and vice versa — substance cannot

4 Gregorius Nyssenus, Contra Eunomium 1386, GNO 1, 140, 8-9, transl. Hall, p. 91.

4 Cf. ibidem 1 387-392, GNO 1, 140, 12 - 141, 22.

7 Cf. ibidem 1393, GNO 1, 141, 22-29.

4 Cf. ibidem I 394-398, GNO 1, 141, 29 - 143, 8.

# Ibidem 1213, GNO 1, 88, 28 - 89, 2, transl. Hall, p. 66.

50 Cf. ibidem I 216, GNO 1, 89, 18-25.

SUCf. Eunomius, Liber apologeticus 22, 9-12, ed. and transl. Vaggione, p. 62. It is possible that
Eunomius refers here to the doctrine of Plotinus who in his discussion on the supreme genres op-
posed the peripatetic position. He identifies the supreme genres of Plato’s Sophist with the activity of
intellectual substance (A.C. Lloyd, Anatomy of Neoplatonism, Oxford 1990, 85-95). One of the key
doctrines of Plotinus was also understanding procession of hypostases as double activity, in which
the first activity was described as internal activity of the substance (D. Bradshaw, Aristotle East and
West. Metaphysics and the Division of Christendom, Cambridge 2004, 73-96).
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define its external activity. For Gregory, then, both methods of reasoning pro-
posed by Eunomius are unclear and unjustified because in both cases he does
not start with a premise based on a clear concept. So he questions the me-
thodology as lacking in basic logic™. He simply explains ignotum per ignotum.
Moreover, we can also see another unexplained contradiction which Gregory
sees in the reasoning of his opponent. Eunomius claims that the essences of
the Father and the Son are clearly and simply perceivable but arguing on it he
makes the claims which are contrary to the common perception of the entire
nature. We can conceive the essences of divine persons exactly like any other
essences, but their activities must be perceived in a completely different way.
While the activities of the divine persons have to be separated from their es-
sence, in any other case activity is inseparable from substance. In the case of
the Father generation produces different essence or nature, but in every other
being generation produces an effect of the same nature. Finally, the creation of
the Son and the Holy Spirit took place sequentially but we cannot observe such
sequence in the creation of the universe.

(Summary)

Eunomius of Cyzicus in his writings defends Arian understanding of the ge-
neration of the Son of God. He claims that the generation must be perceived as
creation of the new essence. Therefore, the Son of God is the first creation and
could not be equal with the Father. Among many arguments that he gives to sup-
port his thesis, he also evokes the distinction between essence (ovoio) and activi-
ty (évépyela). Eunomius proposes his own methodology and states that there are
two ways leading to proper understanding of generation. First one leads form the
recognizing of the essence of God to conclusions on the generation, which is the
activity of the Father. Another way of demonstration starts from the activities and
allows distinguishing essences according to the products that they have caused.
Eunomius underlines that both ways of enquiry lead to an irrefutable conclusion
that the Father and the Son cannot have the same essence. Moreover, he claims
that there could be no likeness between the two essences of the Father and the Son.

The goal of this article is to review Eunomius’ arguments from the view-
point of their effectiveness and proposed methodology. The orthodox answer
of Basil the Great and Gregory of Nyssa are the context of reviewing Neo-
Arian claims.

52 Cf. Gregorius Nyssenus, Contra Eunomium 1217-219, GNO 1, 90, 1-19.
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SA DWIE DROGI ODKRYCIA TEGO, CZEGO POSZUKUJEMY ...
ARGUMENTY EUNOMIUSZA DOTYCZACE
ZRODZENIA SYNA BOZEGO
OPARTE NA POJECIACH SUBSTANCIJI I DZIALANIA

(Streszczenie)

Eunomiusz z Kyziku w swoich pismach broni neoarianskiego rozumienia po-
chodzenia Syna Bozego twierdzac, ze musi by¢ ono postrzegane jako stworzenie
nowej substancji. Syn Bozy jako stworzenie nie moze wigc by¢ rowny Bogu Ojcu.
Posréd argumentow, ktére przytacza centralne miejsce zajmuje rozréznienie po-
migdzy substancja (ovola) i dziataniem (évépyeia). Proponuje on nawet swoja
metodologi¢ badan teologicznych twierdzac, ze sa dwie drogi, ktore prowadza do
wiasciwego rozumienia zrodzenia Syna. Pierwsza z niech prowadzi od poznania
istoty Boga do ustalenia natury pochodzenia Syna, za$ punktem wyjscia drugiej
jest samo zrodzenie Syna Bozego, ktore jest dzialaniem Ojca i ma doprowadzi¢
do wlasciwego rozumienia boskiej istoty. Wedlug Eunomiusza obydwie drogi
prowadza w sposob konieczny do konkluzji, ze Ojciec i Syn nie moga posiadac tej
samej substancji oraz ze te dwie substancje nie moga by¢ do siebie podobne.

Celem niniej 52eg0 artykuiu jest przesledzenle argumentow Eunomiusza
w aspekcie ich spojnosci i proponowanej przez mego metodologii. Jako punkt
odniesienia shuzy odpowiedz sformutowana przez jego dwoch wielkich przeciw-
nikow Bazylego Wielkiego i Grzegorza z Nyssy.

Key words: Eunomius, Basil the Great, Gregory of Nyssa, substance, energy,
activity.

Stowa kluczowe: Eunomiusz, Bazyli Wielki, Grzegorz z Nyssy, substancja,
energia, dzialanie.
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Karolina KOCHANCZYK-BONINSKA*

BASIL THE GREAT’S REFERENCES TO EUNOMIUS

In case of many ancient heretics, their opinions and concepts are known
only through or thanks to the accounts of orthodox writers, who were poin-
ting out all mistakes (real or merely imagined) of their adversaries. It is quite
often that we come accross deliberate exaggeration of negative elements. In
my paper, | would like to analyse one of the most interesting discussions in
ancient Christianity, and to be more precise, a part of it, which is the discussion
between Basil the Great and Eunomius. The list of Eunomius’ adversaries was
of course much longer: Gregory of Nyssa, Gregory of Nazianzus, Theodore of
Mopsuestia, John Chrysostom, Didymus the Blind, Diodor of Tarsus, and Cy-
ril of Alexandria. But only treatises by Basil the Great and Gregory of Nyssa
remained in their entirety. But, as Apologia Apologiae, which is the starting
point and basis for Gregory’s Contra Eunomium, is missing, we have only
one pair of complete accounts, namely Liber Apologeticus by Eunomius and
Adversus Eunomium by Basil the Great. I will try to give some remarks consi-
dering the faithfulness of Basil’s account. What does he quote from Eunomius’
work, how precise is he, what does he omit? I am perfectly conscious of the
fundamental difference in understanding of the rules of citations and copy-
rights in ancient times, and of course I have not expected Basil to respect mo-
dern standards, but the results were surprising. I would like to start with some
introductory information about the context of the discussion and its sources.
Then, I will systematically analyse all references to Liber Apologeticus in Ad-
versus Eunomium with particular interest in misinterpreted or missing parts.

1. The sources and their context. The main participants in the polemic
were Eunomius on one side, and Basil of Caesarea and Gregory of Nyssa on
the other'. That is why we base most of all on their teaching. We can become
acquainted with Eunomius’ thought from his preserved work Liber Apologe-
ticus, published in 1987 by Richard Vaggione in the book entitled Funomius,
The extant works. The complete text of his Apologia Apologiae, which was

* Dr Karolina Kochanczyk-Boninska — Assistant Professor in the Department of Philosophy,
Institue of Human and Social Sciences, War Studies University in Warsaw; e-mail: hyris@wp.pl.

! The context of the discussion was carefully referred by M. Cassin in his recent book L ‘écriture
de la controverse chez Grégoire de Nysse. Polémique littéraire et exégese dans le Contre Eunome,
Série Antiquité 193, Paris 2012, 9-48.
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Eunomius’ response to Basil’s book Adversus Eunomium (which on the other
hand was his response to Eunomius’ Liber Apologeticus), has not been pre-
served; however, we do have its numerous fragments in the Contra Eunomium
by Gregory of Nyssa’.

There is no evidence that Basil the Great and Eunomius ever met. But it
is highly probable because when Eunomius accused Basil of cowardice and
pointed out that he had left the Council of Constantinople (360) earlier, even
Gregory of Nyssa in his defence of Basil did not deny that’. We do not exac-
tly know when Eunomius presented his Apology; if it was presented, it must
have been during the Council of Constantinople or directly afterwards. It was
certainly written shortly after the Council (360-361). Basil claims that Euno-
mius’ apology wasn’t really the speech delivered in order to defend himself
but it was a declaration of one’s ideas only written in the form of an apology*.
According to Basil, Eunomius used this trick to gain better reception. It was
a psychological trick.

There are two critical editions of Liber Apologeticus available. These two
books were published practically simultaneously®. I have compared them and
they are really almost identical. If not, we can find the alternative version in
the critical apparatus. The main differences between both editions, which are
totally negligible, are in punctuation and use of capital and small letters. Liber
Apologeticus is one of the remained texts by Eunomius (with Apologia Apolo-
giae and Expositio fidei) that were preserved with orthodox treatises devoted
to refutatio of Eunomian ideas®. R. Vaggione suggests that although it seems
that we can rely on the remained versions, we should remember that Euno-
mius’ text could have been modified by orthodox writers and copyists.

Structure of Liber Apologeticus is strongly connected with the problem
discussed:

I. Introduction 1, 1 - 6,23

II. Argument
A. The Father7,1-11, 14
B. The Son 11, 15 - 24,28
C. The Spirit 25, 1-26

III. Summary 25,27 -27, 15

2 Cf. K. Kochanczyk-Boninska — M. Przyszychowska, Incomprehensibility of God and the
Trinitarian Controversy of the Fourth Century, VoxP 34 (2014) vol. 61, 241.

3 Cf. Gregorius Nyssenus, Contra Eunomium 1 79-90, ed. W. Jaeger, GNO 1, Leiden 1960,
49.16-53.10.

4 Cf. Basilius Caesariensis, Adversus Eunomium 1 2, ed. B. Sesboiié — G.M. du Durand
— L. Doutreleau, vol. 1, SCh 299, Paris 1982, 148-152.

53 Eunomius, Liber apologeticus, in: Eunomius, The Extant Works, text and transl. R.P. Vaggione,
Oxford 1987, 34-74; Eunomius, Apologie, in: Basil de Césarée, Contre Eunome, ed. B. Sesboiié
— G.M. du Durand — L. Doutreleau, vol. 2, SCh 305, Paris 1983, 234-298.

¢ Cf. R.P. Vaggione, Introduction, in: Eunomius, The Extant Works, p. XVI-XVIL
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IV. Conclusion 27, 16-42
V. Appendix’

It seems that Basil read 4Apology shortly after it had been written®. Ac-
cording to all the hypotheses about the time when Adversus Eunomium was
written we can place it between 360 and 366, and what is even more probable
— between 363 and 364°. We should underline that Basil was then a young
man, a young priest, and although he was very well educated, he had no or
very little experience in theological polemics. After years, he was judging his
treatise very severely. In his letter to Leontius the Sophist he wrote:

“I have sent you my writings against Eunomius. Whether they are to be called
child’s play, or something a little more serious, I leave you to judge. So far as
concerns yourself, I do not think you stand any longer in need of them; but
I hope they will be no unworthy weapon against any perverse men with whom
you may fall in. I do not say this so much because I have confidence in the
force of my treatise, as because I know well that you are a man likely to make
a little go a long way. If anything strikes you as weaker than it ought to be,
pray have no hesitation in showing me the error. The chief difference between
a friend and a flatterer is this; the flatterer speaks to please, the friend will not
leave out even what is disagreeable™!®,

The main aim of Adversus Eunomium is preparation for the Council of
Lampsacus (364)'!. The critical edition of Adversus Eunomium presented in
“Sources Chrétiennes” consists of three books. Some researchers suggest that
the last, third book, could have been written somewhat later. There are even
some doubts about its authenticity'?. They point out, for example, the diffe-
rences in the usage of certain terms'?. It is much shorter than the previous two,
but this can be related to the fact that also the commented text of Eunomius
is much shorter. Nevertheless, it lacks the conclusions as if it was written in
a great hurry. That is why scholars suggest that Basil had already returned to
Caesarea and started his pastoral activity.

2. The faithfulness of Basil’s account. According to R. Vaggione: “Basil’s
Against Eunomius is a polemical treatise, a point-by-point refutation of the

" Eunomius, Liber apologeticus, text and transl. Vaggione, p. 11.

8 Cf. B. Sesbotié, Introduction, in: SCh 299, 40.

? Cf. ibidem, p. 45.

10 Basilius Caesariensis, Epistula 20, PG 32, 285B-C, transl. B. Jackson, NPNF, Series II, vol. 8,
Buffalo 1895, 127 (revised and edited K. Knight: http://www.newadvent.org/fathers/3202020.htm
[access: 01.10.2016]).

' Cf. idem, Epistula 223, 5. See M. DelCogliano — A. Radde-Gallwitz, Introduction, in: St. Ba-
sil of Caesarea, Against Eunomius, Washington D.C. 2011, 33.

12 Cf. Sesbotié, Introduction, p. 60-61.

13 Cf. ibidem, p. 44.
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methodology and main tenets of Eunomius’s heteroousian theology as pre-
sented in his 4Apology. Basil proceeds by citing a few lines of Eunomius, then
arguing at length against the suppositions or ideas expressed in the quotation.
[...] for such a methodology in both Christian and philosophical sources in-
clude Origen’s Against Celsus, Marcellus of Ancyra’s Asterius, Eusebius of
Caesarea’s Against Marcellus, and lamblichus’s On the Mysteries. Each au-
thor conducts his refutations in the same way as Basil, alternating citation and
refutation”®. In fact, we can find in Adversus Eunomium at least two types of
quotations. Longer parts, that are marked in the critical edition, and which are
the subject of Basil’s refutatio. These are quoted generally in chronological or-
der. In Basil’s treatise we can also find certain fragments of Eunomius’ words
repeated, as well as other fragments of Apologia which Basil evokes without
indicating the author. Those longer quotations, being a part of a stylistic con-
vention, allow us to follow the argumentation of both sides of the discussion.
In Basil’s opinion, they also emphasise the critique as they let the readers bet-
ter understand the impiety of Eunomius’ ideas:

“Why have I cited all this text of his? To expose the garrulity of the man
throughout the entirety of his discourse. After claiming that on account of
the common notions of all people it is self-evident that God is unbegotten, he
makes an attempt to supply us with the proofs for this”'>.

The appearance of obvious quotations is following:

Apo?(f;:icus E/lljlvo(i:zllﬁn Method of quotation
1, 1-6 12 exact quotation

2,1-7 I3 minor change

3,1-7 I3 exact quotation

4,7-10 14 minor change

5,1-6 14 minor change

6, 1-3 14 exact quotation

7,1-8 I5 exact quotation

7,11-14 IS5 minor change

8, 1-6 IS5 minor change

8,9-10 19 exact quotation

8, 18-22 i 1hmar‘z(::r;?1n;oct};1tli§1y influence the meaning

14 Cf. DelCogliano — Radde-Gallwitz, Introduction, p. 39.
15 Basilius Caesariensis, Adversus Eunomium 15, SCh 299, 170-172, transl. M. DelCogliano
— A. Radde-Gallwitz: St. Basil of Caesarea, Against Eunomius, p. 92.
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9,1-4 116 exact quotation
10, 1-11 119 minor change
) ) important change
11, 1-13.17-19 122 that can potentially influence the meaning
12, 1-7 It exact quotation
12, 8-12 Ire exact quotation
12, 14 Imri minor change
i important change
13,1-8 4 that can potentially influence the meaning
) important change
13, 16-17 7 that can potentially influence the meaning
14, 18 17 minor change
i important change
15,49 s that can potentially influence the meaning
i important change
15,9-14 1o that can potentially influence the meaning.
) important change
15, 18-20 1120 that can potentially influence the meaning
) important change
15, 18-21 21 that can potentially influence the meaning
i important change
16, 1-4 122 that can potentially influence the meaning
i important change
17,8-10 124 that can potentially influence the meaning
18, 16-18 1124 minor change
19, 11-18 II 25 minor change
20, 14-17 11 30 minor change
20, 1-5 131 minor change
) important change
20, 16-19 1131 that can potentially influence the meaning.
20, 19-24 11 32 exact quotation
) important change
24,26-28 124 that can potentially influence the meaning
25, 1-6 11 exact quotation
25, 28-32 11 5 minor change
25-26 e Basil’s summary
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We can see that Basil quoted about 1/3 of the whole text. Usually, Basil
quoted the beginning of each chapter but there are some deviations from this
rule and they are particularly interesting. Two chapters (5 and 12) are quoted in
their entirety; other four (8, 11, 15 and 20) almost entirely, and the majority are
rewritten partially, but some chapters are totally omitted. There are also some
troublesome parts where Basil not only referred Eunomius’ words quite freely
but even attributed to Eunomius the words that he had not written at all. Let’s
have a quick look at some of those passages.

On the following examples, we can see what changes were introduced
by Basil:

“EYN. ‘Hpelg d¢, 10lg T€ VMO TOV Oylov kol TEAol Kol VOV €@ MOV

ATOdELKVULLEVOLG EUHEVOVTEG, UNTE THG 0VC10G ToV B0V TPOCIEREVNS

YEVVNOLY, UNTE UMV ETEPOG TIVOG VMOKENEVNG €lg Y10O YEvvnolv, uUn

6vToL eoEY TOV Y10V YeyeEVVRioOL.

For our part, clinging to that which has been demonstrated by the saints of

old and even now by us, since the substance of God does not admit begetting

and since there is no other substance existing which serves as the substrate

for the begetting of the Son, we assert that the Son was begotten when he did

not exist”'s.

““Huelc 8¢, t0ig T VWO TAOV AYlOV TAAOL Kol VOV €9 MUOV aDTOV
ATOdELKVULLEVOLG EUHEVOVTEG, UNTE THG 0VG10G ToV B0V TPOCIEREVNS
YEVVNOLY (g AYEVVATOL), UATE SLACTAOLY 1| LEPLOHOV (DG APOAPTOV),
UNTE PNV ETEPOG TLVOG VTOKELLEVNG €1C Y10V YEVVNOLY, U1 GVTOL QOLEV
veYEVVRAGOHOUL TOV Y10V.

Our practice has been to keep to the arguments used in times past by the
saints and now again by us: we have not ascribed begetting to the essence
of God (it is unbegotten); we have not ascribed separation or partition (it is
incorruptible); we have not postulated some other underlying material for the
begetting of the Son; rather, we assert that the Son was begotten when as yet
he was not”"’.

Below, I present most important changes to the meaning that occurred in
Adversus Eunomium, but even such changes did not really influence the main
discussion.

“EYN. OV xp1, onot, 11 100 Iatpog kol 10D Yiod TpocEyovTag Tpoon-
yopla AvOpOTIKNY atDTOD TNV YEVVNOLY EVVOETY, KAK TOV €V vOpMDTOLS
YEVEGE®MV AVOYOUEVOVG, TOLG THG HETOLOLOG OVOROOL Kol TABECLV
VIAYELY TOV ObHV.

16 Ibidem II 18, SCh 305, 70, transl. DelCogliano — Radde-Gallwitz, p. 155.
17 Eunomius, Liber Apologeticus 15, 4-9, text and transl. Vaggione, p. 51-53.
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When one attends to the designation «Father and Sony, one must not think of
his begetting as human, and one must not start from generation among human
beings and subject God to the names and passions of partnership”'s.

“Ei 8’ 6Tt ITatnp kol Y10¢, didt ToVTO AvOPOTLVN KOl COULOTIKNY XPT THV
YEVVNOLY €VVOELY, KAK TV €V AVOPMOTOLS YEVECEMV GLVOLYOLEVOLS TOLG
THG HETOVGLOG OVOLOOL KOL TAOEGLY DIAYELY TOV OgoV...

But if, because of the names «Father» and «Sony, it is necessary to understand
this begetting as a human and bodily one, and on the analogy of begetting
among human beings to God to the names and passions of communication of
essence”".

In other situations, we can observe how Basil summarized Eunomius’ text
and formulated Eunomius’ general thoughts/ideas in his own words*. Some-
times, Basil even used Eunomius’ words ironically?'.

But what is most important are in fact a few chapters by Eunomius which
are missing in Basil’s treatise. Chapters 21-24, which were “lost” between
the 2™ and 3 Book of Adversus Eunomium, and chapters 26-28 missing after
Book Three. This is, in my opinion, the most important part of this analysis.

In order to explain why Basil omitted chapters 21-24, there were some
suggestions that Basil read the incomplete version of Apology, the shorter one.
It cannot be true with respect to those chapters because although Basil does not
quote them directly he makes some allusions to them??, so he must have known

18 Basilius Caesariensis, Adversus Eunomium 11 22, SCh 305, 88, transl. DelCogliano — Radde-
Gallwitz, p. 162.

' Eunomius, Liber Apologeticus 16, 1-4, text and transl. Vaggione, p. 53.

20 Cf. Basilius Caesariensis, Adversus Eunomium 111 6, SCh 305, 166, transl. DelCogliano
— Radde-Gallwitz, p. 192: “Once again, the following wisdom is not mine: If he is not a creature,
therefore he is something begotten or unbegotten. But there is one God who is without a beginning
and unbegotten. Nor again is he something begotten. So, then, it remains that he is to be named
«creature» and «something made»”. Cf. Eunomius, Liber Apologeticus 25-26, text and transl. Vag-
gione, p. 66-70; Basilius Caesariensis, Adversus Eunomium 123, SCh 299, 254, transl. DelCogliano
— Radde-Gallwitz, p. 124: ,,But Eunomius considers likeness to be a question of form, and equality
a question of mass; as for size, whatever he thinks it is besides mass he will have to explain more
properly. «For this reason», he says, «he is neither equal nor like, since he is both without quantity
and without form»”. We cannot find such words in Eunomius’ Apology but it doesn’t stand in op-
position with general Eunomius’ thesis.

21 Cf. Basilius Caesariensis, Adversus Eunomium 11 15, SCh 305, 56, transl. DelCogliano
— Radde-Gallwitz, p. 150: “Then I will use your own words against you in a more fitting manner:
this account of yours is the pinnacle not only of blasphemy but also of insanity (et 3¢, dmep 00d€
0éLLG elmely, TOlg GOlg OlKELOTEPOV TPOG GE YPNOOHOL PAHOCLY, OTL 0V BAacENUiag LOVOV,
aAAO kol Tapavoiog VrepBoAny 6 Adyog €xel)”; Eunomius, Liber Apologeticus 13, text and
transl. Vaggione, p. 49: “Now that would be not only the ultimate in absurdity or blasphemy, it
would be completely ridiculous as well (6nep 00 ok &tomiag poévov 1 PAacenuiog, GALL Kol
noong evOelag VIEPBOANY Giv Exot)”.

22 Basilius Caesariensis, Adversus Eunomium 124, SCh 299, 258, transl. DelCogliano — Radde-
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them. Nonetheless, he finished Book Two with chapter 20 and announced that
he would start to discuss the subject of the Holy Spirit*. Than he started Book
Three by quoting chapter 25.

The critical editor of Adversus Eunomium does not even try to explain the
reasons why he did it. In the introduction to Eunomius’ works, R. Vaggione
suggests only that “the most probable reason for their omission is the demon-
strable tendency of these authors to quote less fully as they proceed with their
work™*. T agree with Vaggione’s general observation about the decrease of ac-
curacy, but it cannot be the main reason of total omission. In my opinion there
are two possible solutions to this problem. The first assumes some kind of
unintentional omission. It should be remembered that it is possible that Basil
was forced to pause the work for some time because of pastoral service and
returned to Book Three sometime later. Or, what is even less probable, if we
assume that Book Three is not genuine, he simply did not finish Book Two. But
there is also another explanation, which is based rather on the content of those
omitted chapters than on external circumstances. When we look at those mis-
sing chapters, they are entirely devoted to problems connected with substance
and action. This is one of the crucial problems in this polemic. In my opinion
Basil knew Eunomius’ arguments and deliberately omitted them, perhaps be-
cause of the fact that he could not find counterarguments good enough to reject
Eunomius’ teaching. We do not know what was the exact text of Apologia
Apologiae but we know that the issues presented in the missing chapters re-
turned and were undertaken in Gregory’s interpretation.

Basil does not quote also chapters 26-27, but the reason seems to be dif-
ferent. In this case the missing chapters summarize the already presented main
thoughts and ideas and Eunomius’ Expositio fidei. These issues were already
commented by Basil so there was no need of further analysis?. And, finally,
chapter 28 of Liber Apologeticus, which was added after a very clear conclu-
sion in chapter 27:

“The rewards of those contests are given by Christ, who both in ages past and
in the present offers his rewards: to those who have laboured for the truth, the
genuine liberty and kingship of heaven; to those who through ill-will have dis-

Gallwitz, p. 126: “Father does not indicate an activity but rather a substance. If this is the case, their
contrived account of the likeness is destroyed. For it posits that the Son is like the Father, that is,
like his activity. It claims that the Father did whatever he wanted. That’s why they also named the
Son the image of his will”.

2 Cf. ibidem IT 34, SCh 305, 140-142.

2* Vaggione, Introduction, p. 13.

% Cf. Gregorius Nyssenus, Contra Eunomium 1206, GNO 1, 86.22-87.2; 111 6, 16-19, GNO 2,
191.11-193.5.

26 Cf. Sesbotié, Introduction, p. 58.
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honoured it, inexorable punishment. Let these two alternatives be mentioned
before you but once, and may the outcome go to the better part”?’.

Researchers agree that this part was added later and Basil most likely did
not know it.

skskosk

Basil the Great, in most cases, quotes and interprets Eunomius with great
precision but Contra Eunomium neither gives us knowledge about the whole
text of Liber Apologeticus nor the certainty that the passages are quoted ac-
curately. Basil wrote his treatise as a typical refutation. That is why, “when
one considers the contentious and unsystematic character of this [Basil’s] text,
it is easy to assume that Basil simply talks past Eunomius, making counter-
assertions rather than arguments™®. But despite of this scheme of Adversus
Eunomium we can observe that Basil omits important topics that he does not
want to analyse (substance and action). After a comparative analysis, the only
thing that should be excluded is deliberate manipulation. Although using a rhe-
torical style Basil accused Eunomius of fictitious connections with different
philosophical schools or other faults he never changed Eunomius’ own words
to such an extent that it could be essential for the discussion.

(Summary)

This article presents a comparative analysis of Eunomius’ Liber Apologetius
and Basil of Cesarea’s Adversus Funomium. As a result, we can discover that
Basil wrote his treatise as a typical refutation and is quite precise when refer-
ring to Eunomius. Despite some omissions that can be explained basing on the
structure of The Eunomian work or historical context, we can find one important
omission which is strongly connected with one of the most important topics of the
anti-Eunomian polemic. Although Basil pretends to comment Eunomius’ Liber
Apologeticus systematically, he deliberately skips one of the most important ele-
ments of his adversary’s teaching.

JAK BAZYLI WIELKI CYTUJE EUNOMIUSZA
(Streszczenie)

W artykule poréwnano teksty Apologii Eunomiusza i traktatu Adversus Eu-
nomium Bazylego Wielkiego. W rezultacie wykazano, ze traktat Bazylego to ty-

¥ Eunomius, Liber apologeticus 27, text and transl. Vaggione, p. 73.
2 Cf. DelCogliano — Radde-Gallwitz, Introduction, p. 46.
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powe refutatio, w ktorym autor punkt po punkcie odpiera argumenty przeciwnika,
aw swych odniesieniach jest, jak na zwyczaje antyczne, niezwykle doktadny. Bazyli
systematycznie cytuje mniej wigcej jedna trzecia tekstu Apologii, a fakt pominigcia
niektorych rozdziatow da si¢ uzasadnic¢ poprzez strukture dzieta Eunomiusza lub
kontekst historyczny. Wyjatek stanowia rozdzialy 21-24, w ktoérych Eunomiusz
analizuje problematyke substancji i dzialania. Wydaje sig, ze Bazyli celowo omija
trudny dla niego temat, z ktorym jeszcze nie jest w stanie si¢ zmierzyc.

Key words: Basil the Great, Eunomius, Contra Eunomium, refutation.

Stowa kluczowe: Bazyli Wielki, Eunomiusz, Contra Eunomium, refutatio.
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THE THEORY OF EIIINOIA
IN ST. BASIL OF CAESAREA
AND EUNOMIUS OF CYZICUS:
PHILOSOPHICAL AND THEOLOGICAL BACKGROUND

The aim of this presentation is to shed light on the way in which Saint Basil
bishop of Caesarea at the second half of forth century, prompted by the posi-
tions of his opponent, the neoarian bishop of Cyzicus Eunomius, integrated
in their theological thought the philosophical teaching about the formation of
concepts in human mind (¢nivola). As known, Eunomius proposed a double
methodological process (the two roads marked out for us for discovering what
we seek) in order to discover the ontological true of God; it was essentially
a kind of metaphysics of essences, that is an essentialist conception of a hierar-
chy of beings established with the aim at proving the ontological dissimilarity
existing supposedly between God the Father and His Son. One pillar of his
thought was the claim that certain concepts provide us with access to the es-
sence of the Supreme Being.

In what follows I’ll focus my attention on the manner in which St. Basil
turned a piece of Hellenistic epistemology to advantage in an attempt to set
forth an empiricist theological epistemology by means of which he refuted the
Eunomian metaphysics of essences'.

" Dr Georgios D. Panagopoulos — Assistant Professor of Dogmatics of the Orthodox Church of
University Ecclesiastical Academy of Vella of Ioannina, Greece; e-mail: panagopoulosg@yahoo.gr.

! Let aside the extent presentation by Th.A. Kopecek (4 History of Neo-Arianism, Patristic
Monograph Series of the North American Patristic Society 8, vol. 2, Cambridge MA 1979), the
neoarian theology of Eunomius has been thoroughly investigated only recently by R.P. Vaggione,
Eunomius of Cyzicus and the Nicene Revolution, Oxford 2000. Nevertheless, one could find a more
or less accurately elaborated survey of eunomian theology in general works on history of Christian
doctrine as well as in various articles: L. Abramowski, Funomios RACh VI 936-947; JN.D. Kelly,
Early Christian Doctrines, New York 1960, 249; M. Simonetti, La crisi ariana La crisi ariana nel
1V secolo, Roma 1975, 462-468; R.P.C. Hanson, The Search for the Christian Doctrine of God. The
Arian Controversy 318-381, Grand Rapids MI 2007, 598-636; B. Sesboiié, Saint Basile et la Trinité.
Un acte théologique au IV* siecle, Paris 1998, 19-54; and more recently L. Ayres, Nicaea and his
Legacy. An Approach to Fourth-Century Trinitarian Theology, Oxford 2006, 146-149 (It is also to
mention the PhD thesis of Th. Dams, La controverse eunomiéenne, Thése polycopiée de la Faculté de
Théologie de I’Institut Catholique de Paris 1952, to which, unfortunately, I didn’t have any access).
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1. Basil’s doctrine of énivola. As a starting point is to be taken the crucial
passage of Basil’s Contra Eunomium 1 5, where the bishop of Caesarea ex-
pounds in three versions his theory about énivoia, that is, the cognitive opera-
tion by which notions or concepts about things of the extramental reality are
shaped in human mind. Basil lays as fundament of human knowledge the data
of experience conveyed to us by our senses and exposes his view about the
formation of concepts in human mind as a two steps proceeding according to
which we pass from a primary simple perception impressed in the mind through
sensation in a more accurately articulated concept by mental operation.

It is worth mentioning that Basil’s doctrine of énivolwo had not yet been
thoroughly investigated as far as its philosophical background is concerned.
Antonio Orbe, earlier enough, had spoken of the stoic character of the theory
by pointing out the importance St. Basil ascribed to the data of experience in
the process of concept’s shaping®. Thomas A. Kopecek, on his side, was prone
to recognize the epicurean background of Basil’s doctrine®, a suggestion that it
is in no way at odds with that of Orbe given the likeness existing between stoic
and epicurean €nivola theory, as the related evidence from Diogenes Laertius
allows to suggest’. More recently Karl-Heinz Uthemen, based upon Eunomius’
critic against Basil as reported by Gregory of Nyssa, talked of stoic origin’,
while Maria S. Troiano incorrectly suggested that Basil’s doctrine doesn’t have
any historical precedent®.

Let’s now investigate more thoroughly what the Cappadocian bishop was
thinking about érivoio. In the first version of his definition St. Basil illustrates
the énivolo — as he says in accordance to the current usage — as an operation
of human mind (vodq):
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Opdpev tolvov, 0Tt [...] T0 Tolg ABpdog EMPoAnlg ToD VoL ATAQ
doxodvta elval Kol povoryd, Tolg 8¢ kot Aemtov £Eetdioect motkila
QULVOUEVD, KOl TOAAX TODTA T@ VA dLolpoOREVE, ETLvolg LOVN dtoit-
peto Aéyeton”.

2 Cf. A. Orbe, La Epinoia. Algunos preliminares historicos de la distinction xot €mivolov,
Romae 1955, 41: “La Epinoia es como la flor y nata del pensiamento espontaneo provocado en el
almapor los sentidos”.

3 Cf. Kopecek, A History of Neo-Arianism, vol. 2, p. 461.

4 Cf. Diogenes Laertius, Vitae philosophorum VII 53 = SVF 11 87; ibidem X 32; cf. also A. Long
—D. Sedley, The Hellenistic Philosophers, vol. 2: Greek and Latin texts with notes and bibliography,
Cambridge 1987, 240.

5 Cf. K.-H. Uthemann, Die Sprache der Theologie nach Eunomius von Cyzicus, ZKG 104
(1993) 163.

¢ Cf. M.S. Troiano, I Cappadoci e la questione dell’ origine dei nomi nella polemica contro
Eunomio, VetCh 17 (1980) 314.

"Basilius Caesariensis, Adversus Eunomium15, ed. B. Sesbolié — G.M. de Durand — L. Doutreleau,
SCh 299, Paris 1982, 184, 21-25.
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It is about an activity of ratio discursiva, which after having focused to
a thing that at first sight (toig &@poog émBoAraic Tod vod) seems to be (and
from a point of view actually is) simple and single, then proceeds, based on
detailed examinations (tolg kot Aentov €EeTdioeat), to a thorough conside-
ration with the result that this same thing comes to appear as varied and many,
because it has been mentally divided (drocpoOpeva). In such a case one talks
of things that are dividable into different aspects according only to €mivoia,
that is a mental operation (€mivolg OV SLPETH AEYETOL).

To elucidate the issue Basil holds up as an example the case of body. Al-
though the first apprehension conveys to us the impression that it is a simple
thing, then comes the more articulated reasoning which presents it as a com-
plex one by decomposing it through the mental operation of epinoia into the
elements of which the body is made up, that is, colour, figure, hardness, mag-
nitude etc.® Needless to say that St. Basil doesn’t distinguish here between the
so-called primary and secondary qualities of a thing, as did earlier Democritus
or later, actually more accurately, John Lock’.

The second version of the definition advanced by St. Basil presents the
epinoia as the cognitive operation which takes as starting point the perception
first raised in us from the sensation (T0 TPMTOV MUIV ATO THG AiCONCEWMC
gyywvopevov vonua) and then proceeds to a more subtle and accurate reflec-
tion (Aemtotépa kol dkpiectépa €mevBOunon), which, so our bishop, is
called énivola. As illustrating example Basil uses the case of grain:

“®oTe PHETH TO TPMTOV NUIV ATO THE 0loBNCEWS £YYLVOREVOV VONUOL TNV
AETTOTEPOY KOL GKPPBESTEPOY TOD VOMOEVTOG €mMEVOOUNCLY ETivoloy
ovopaleoot. Olov Tod 61Tov VOMUO pev AoV Evuntdpyetl oL, KaBO
eovevto yvopilopev: €v de TQ axpiel mept adToV €Eetdioel, Bempio
e TAEOVOV TPOCEPYETOUL, KOL TPOCTYOopPlol SLB@opol TAV VONOEV-
TOV onuovTikod”.

8 Cf. ibidem I 6, SCh 299, 184, 25-29: “Olov, 10 cOpHo ATAODY pEV elval enoty 1 TpOT
gvtevglg, mowkidov 8¢ 6 Adyog €miav deikvuot, TH mvola adtod eig o €€ OV chykelton
S1oA bV, Kol XpdU, Kol OO, KOl BVTITUTLOY, Kol LEYEDOC, Kol TA AoLmd”.

° As already known, Lock defined the primary qualities as thing’s powers capable of pro-
ducing in us an idea (e.g. white, cold, round e.c.). Primary qualities are inseparable of the thing,
whatever change it undergoes. On the other hand, he considered as “secondary” qualities which
are nothing in the objects themselves but powers to produce various sensations in us, such as co-
lours, sounds, tastes and odors, cf. J. Lock, An Essay Concerning Human Understanding 11 8, 9, ed.
J. Manis, Pennsylvania State University, Hazleton (PA) 1999, 117; cf. also F. Copleston, A History of
Philosophy. British Philosophy: Hobbes to Hume, London 2003, 86-88; in regard to Democritus cf.
Plutarchus, Adversus Colotem 1110E; Diogenes Laertius, Vitae philosophorum 1X 45; also J. Barnes
(The Presocratic Philosophers, London — New York 2006, 371), who advanced doubts about the
current interpretation of the aforementioned quotations.

10 Basilius Caesariensis, Adversus Eunomium 1 6, SCh 299, 186, 41-47.
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Putting aside, for the purpose of my presentation, the third account about
epinoia, where, St. Basil summarizes his doctrine by combining the two afore-
mentioned versions, I’ll concentrate my attention to the second one and par-
ticularly to the example of grain. It is exactly this which should be especially
taken into consideration, since both its meaning and its terms recall crucial
elements of the Hellenistic epistemology. Basil says that the meaning of grain
(Tod oltov vompa) exists as something simple in everyone according to the
knowledge we acquire of it by virtue of his appearance to us through sensa-
tion (ToD 61T0L VONUA ATAODY EVOTAPYEL TOIG TAGOL [...] KOO QOVEVTOL
yvopilopev). But as a result of a more accurate inquiry arises a consideration
of many aspects of the thing as well as the need to utilize various names
(mpoonyopilon) signifying them.

Basil explains what he says by referring to the fact that we call the same
grain fruit when we have to do with the product of the previous crop; we also
call it seed as start of the next one; last but not least we call it food as something
adequate for our bodily development. Here it is not so much of importance the
fact that the example of grain had been several times used by philosopher of
Hellenistic period in similar contexts'!; more significant for our purpose is the
striking resemblance of crucial terms appeared in our passage with those used
by the main philosophers of Stoa, such as Chrysipp; I mean here terms such as
droupovpeva and drapetd, that is, what is and what can be mentally divided.

Moreover, in my PhD Thesis, published in Athens eight years ago'?, I've
tried to establish the view that Basil’s description of the first apprehension of
a thing as a simple notion shaped on all human beings according to the sense
data is to be interpreted under the light of the stoic prolepsis, that is, the pre-
conception of a thing which is shaped in humans naturally and without special
elaboration (pvoik@®g Kol &vemiteyvNT®G) according to a stoic testimony
reported by Diogenes Laertius. Taking into consideration that stoic TpoAnyig
as well as the result of first apprehension according to Basil’s second account
of énivowa are the product of reason’s natural activity on sense data accumu-
lated by repeated experience', taking further into consideration the fact that
St. Basil adheres to the stoic-aristotelian view, that human soul is like a wax
upon which sense perceptions get impressed, then one can easily recognize the
empiricist aspect of Basil’s epistemology.

' Cf. evidences from Alexander of Aphrodisias, Amonios, son of Ermias etc. in: G.A. Dimi-
tracopoulos, Ot TNYEG T0D TEPLEYOREVOL Kal THG xpHoNg Tod Gpov éntvota 616 Katd Ebvopiov
I tofi Bacilelov Katoapelog: Ztmikot kol [TAmTtivog, “Bulovtive” 20 (1999) 23.

12.G.D. Panagopoulos, ‘H otwikf grlocogio. 611 Bgodoyiar Tod M. Baoidelov. ZupPoin
GTHY EpeLVOL TAV OYXECEMY EAANVIKAG PLAOGOPLOG KOl XPLOTLOVIKAG BEOLOYLOG TOV 4° oldVvaL,
Abfvo 2009, passim.

13 So has to be interpreted the crucial phrase “t00 o1tov vompo &rhody Evondipyel Tolg TOoL,
k000 owvévta yvopilopev” and not as the French translator of Adversus Eunomium (SCh 299,
187) in the Sources Chrétiennes series suggests.



THE THEORY OF EITINOIA IN ST. BASIL OF CAESAREA AND EUNOMIUS OF CYZICUS 133

Moreover, as one can see, in this second definition Basil conceives €nivoio
as a cognitive process by means of which starting from the notion of a thing as it
appears through sensation to us in the present, one comes to figure out properties
or aspects of it which characterize it either in the past or in the future. As I have
also proved elsewhere, St. Basil turned to his own advantage here the stoic theo-
ry of concept’s shaping in its relation to different periods of time. Basil’s position
that starting from a present thing human mind can be led to temporarily unre-
vealed aspects of it by projecting himself into the future or into the past is to be
considered in comparison with stoic passages from Chalcidius’ Commentarius
in Timaeum or Cicero’s De officiis which admittedly conveys stoic ideas'.

True, Basil elaborates his énivoia model on the basis of what occurs in the
realm of our sense experience. Concepts or notions shaped on the ground of
sense data by reason’s activity enable as to think and speak about our world
using various names signifying properties or aspects and picking through them
out individual things. But although he several times lays stress on the un-
bridgeable ontological difference existing between the uncreated nature, that
is God, and the created one, he feels nonetheless free to apply the doctrine of
énivowa in theology. He is obviously concerned to provide a solid base to talk
about God, especially about the salvific revelation of God in the Person of the
Incarnate God the Son without yielding to any kind of metaphysic of essences.
After all, theological names reflect the charismatic experience of the members
of Christ’s body without exhausting it in notional entities, terms and names;
hence they must be regarded as a pastoral guide in the process of spiritual
growth of believers in Christ.

2. Epistemology of Basil and Eunomius in a comparative survey. Let’s
now trace an outline of the theological epistemology of the two theologians in
a comparative survey. On the one side Eunomius disregarded human concepts
and names about God as pure flatus vocis (an ultranominalistic view) by poin-
ting to the various products of human reason’s activity, such as the Centaurs,
which obviously are devoid of any true value so far as they don’t correspond to
any extramental reality. The examples used here by Eunomius recall admittedly
the stoic catalogue of the so called meaningless names (&onpo)'®. But, nonthe-
less, Eunomius goes a step further. The neoarian bishop opted for a theory ac-
cording to which there are certain concepts to which we must ascribe a special

4 Cf. Chalcidius, Commentarius in Timaeum 220 = SVF II 879 (cf. Long — Sedley, The
Hellenistic Philosophers, vol. 2, p. 313); Cicero, De officiis 1 4: “homo autem, quod rationis est
particeps, per quam consequentia cernit, causas rerum videt earumque praegressus et quasi anteces-
siones non ignorat, similitudines comparat rebusque praesentibus adiungit atque annectit futuras,
facile totius vitae cursum videt ad eamque degendam praeparat res necessarias”; Plato, Theaetetus
186b-c. Cf. Panagopoulos, ‘H ctwikn eitlocopio o1 Beoroyiar To0 M. Baciieiov, p. 287.

15 Cf. Diogenes Laertius, Vitae philosophorum VII 57; Sextus Empiricus, Adversus mathemati-
cos VIII 133.
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epistemological status in so far as they have been somehow impressed by God
to human souls. The eunomian theory concerning natural notions (@uotkoi
€vvolai), whose roots are to be looked for in the middle platonic interpretation
of stoic kotval évvolou , assigns to certain notions, such as &yevnoio (unbegot-
teness) as well as to its synonyms, the function to reveal God’s essence in virtue
of being allegedly innate to human souls. In this way Eunomius aimed at pro-
ving the full ontological dissimilarity between God the Father, the first and only
thru God in his onto-theological system, and the second divine being, that is the
Son, given the fact that the supposedly revealing the divine essence concept of
ayevnolo (unbegotteness) has been always associated only with the Father.

In contrast to Eunomius, St. Basil is arguing for the epistemological va-
lue of émivola also in theology by according to human concepts and names
shaped on the basis of empirical data a real reference to God and at the same
time ruling out any possibility of knowing or comprehending God’s being per
se'S. Our inquiry prompts to suggest that both theologians are most probably
acquainted with the same philosophical material concerning human mind’s
concepts; nevertheless each of them evaluate differently its epistemological
status in order to provide support to different theological preoccupations. Eu-
nomius’ rationalistic doctrine concerning human knowledge about God gave
Saint Basil the opportunity to advance an empiricist epistemological view that
on one side makes possible a talk about God based on sense data and on the
other side keeps fully intact the absolute transcendence of God’s essence!'”.

As a matter of fact in several passages of his writings, and especially in those
addressed against the neoariansim, Basil lays full stress to the fact that humans
have the experience of God’s existence on account of His salvific activities or
energies towards the world; but it doesn’t mean that they can attain any kind of
knowledge of the divine essence. In his Epistula 234, written more than a decade
after Adversus Eunomium, St. Basil seeks to emphasize this by maintaining that

16 Cf. Sesboiié, Saint Basile et la Trinité, p. 83: “La ou Eunome parlait de notion naturel-
le (pvoikn €vvoiar), son adversaire privilégie I’adjectiv commun. Il parle de méme de principes
commun (kowvoi mpoAnyelg). Tous ses termes sont voisins et ont une origine stoicienne com-
mune. Mais ils fonctionnent chez les deux hommes a ’intérieur de visées profondement différentes.
Pour Eunome il s’agit d’une notion naturelle et innée dont 1’origine est en Dieu lui-méme; pour
Basile, il s’agit de ce qui est commun a tous les hommes et appartient a la cohérence d’un usage”.
Notwithstanding, I’'m not ready to agree with Sesboiié¢’s view that in Basil’s thought the divine
Logos comes to fertilize our rational knowledge of the world; for, to my opinion, it is inappropriate
to read into the texts of an author of 4" century the kind of relation between natural and revealed
knowledge elaborated in much posterior period in the Christian west.

171t should be noted at this point that Basil was not the first who applied the énivoia theory in
theological matters. He was surely fully aware of the fact that already Origenes had used it in his
christology: Origenes, Commentarii in Johannem 1, PG 14, 60-84. Cf. M. Harl, Origene et la fonc-
tion révélatrice du Verbe incarné, Patristica Sorbonensia 2, Paris 1958, 175 and 234-236; J. Rius-
Camps, El Dinamismo trinitario en la divinization de los seres racionales segun Origenes, OCA
188, Roma 1970, 120-161; H. Crouzel, Origen et le probléme de la “connaissance mystique”, Paris
1961, 390-391 and 470-471; J.W. Trigg, Origen, London — New York 2002, 26.
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“we know God from His energies; nevertheless we don’t profess that we ap-
proach His essence; for, His energies descend to us, while his essence remains
unapproachable”'®,

So Basil feels himself fully justified to reject the essentialist theological epis-
temology of his opponent:

“we ascend to God through His energies and we think of the creator’s existen-
ce from the creatures and therefore we realize His goodness and wisdom™".

Of course, this is no to say that in this way it is granted to us any cogni-
tive access to the divine essence. For, so St. Basil, it is ridicules to identify the
creative power with the essence, the divine providence with the essence and,
so to speak, to identify every energy with the essence®.

Hence the theory of émivoia, which the Cappadocian Father articulated by
drawing, as he declares, both on Bible’s teaching and the common usage (actu-
ally on stoic-epicurian accounts), enabled him to interpret the church’s teaching
without metaphysical connotations. In order to achieve this he put forward a con-
cept of theological reasoning and teaching that do justice both to the empirical
background of any kind of knowledge and the mind’s activity without there be-
ing the need to postulate an intellectus agens in order to attain true knowledge by
abstracting the metaphysical identity of things, that is, the species intelligibiles.
One could therefore suggest that at this point St. Basil reminds us of how J. Lock
insisted on the empiricist background of our knowledge by rejecting the theory
of “innates ideas”; this means further that St. Basil allows us to distinguish his
attitude from that of theologian and philosophers belonging to the platonic tradi-
tion of the medieval period?'. On the other side, as one can conclude from Basil’s

18 Basilius, Epistula 234, 1, ed. Y. Courtonne: Saint Basile, Lettres, 111, Paris 1966, 42: “‘Huelg
8¢ €K PEV TV EvepYel®V YVOPLLELY AEYOUEV TOV OOV NUOV, T 8¢ 0VoLY 0DTOD Ttpooeyyilely
oVY, VIO VOUHEDD. Al peV YOp EVEPYELOLL OLDTOD TTPOG NUAS KATAUBOLVOVGLY, 1| 8€ 0VGTO LVTOD
pével ampodéortog”, my own translation. Cf. idem, Epistula 235, 2, ed. Courtonne, 11, p. 45; idem,
Adversus Eunomium 1 14, SCh 299, 220; idem, De Spiritu Sancto 1X 22, ed. B. Pruche, SCh 17b,
Paris 2002, 234-236; idem, Homilia in sanctum martyrem Mamantem 4, PG 31, 597. See the related
statement of V.H. Drecoll, Die Entwicklung der Trinitdtslehre des Basilius von Cdsarea. Sein Weg
vom Homdusianer zum Neonizdiner, Gottingen 1996, 287: ,,Als Ergebnis dieser Argumentation halt
Basilius fest: Bei Gott ist die oboio von seinen €vépyeian zu unterscheiden. Erstere ist schlechtinnig
und bleibt unnahbar und unzugénglich (&mpdcitog), letztere sinf vielfiltig und ermdglichen das
yvopilev Oeov”.

1% Basilius, Adversus Eunomium 1 14, SCh 299, 220, 16-19: “éx 8¢ 1@V &vepyel®v 100 Oeod
QVOYOEVOD MUAG, KOL 10 TAV TOMHATOV TOV TONTNV €VVOODVTES, THG GyofdTNnTog 0dToD
Kol ThHg coplog AopBdvely Ty cOvesty”, my own translation.

20 Cf. ibidem I 8, SCh 299, 194, 22-25: ., t®dg 00 KATAUYELXGTOV TO dNUIOVLPYLKOV 0VolaY
elvo AEyeLy, TO TPOVONTLKOV 0VGLOWV; TO TPOYVMOTIKOV TOALY MOADTOG; KOl OmADG TAoaV
£vépyeloy ovolay Tiechon”.

21 Tam referring here especially to the illuminatio doctrine, which is a Christian version of the pla-
tonic innatism. Cf. Augustinus, De magistro 12, 40. See J. Hirschberger (Geschichte der Philosophie,
vol. 1: Altertum und Mittelalter, Freiburg — Basel — Wien 1991, 351) who considers it as a “platoni-
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first account of €nivoua, the bishop of Caesarea doesn’t seem to accept the pas-
siveness of human mind in the process of shaping concepts to the extent that the
English Philosopher did it especially regarding to the so called “simple ideas™*.

In any case it is worth mentioning that Eunomius in his reply Apologia
Apologiae accused St. Basil of having denied the divine providence on ac-
count of his philosophical concept of énivoia.. Eunomius was fully aware of
the fact that also his own theory of theological knowledge was of philosophical
origin. The main problem for him was that St. Basil’s cognitive and linguistic
theory discouraged any attempt to reconstruct the order of world by means of
a priori reasoning which, as a matter of fact, was the key point of Eunomian
onto-theological metaphysic of essences. It is tempting to suggest that it was
on the one side Eunomius’ érivola description and on the other his insistence
on the ontological function of certain names-concepts that triggered St. Basil
to integrate in his theological epistemology the empiricist aspect of the Hel-
lenistic érivola theory. In doing so Basil presents a splendid model of creative
use of philosophical material in order to consolidate the Christian message
against the attacks of heretics who first utilized philosophy in a manner which
contaminated the biblical testimony. It was not actually a verification of the
medieval concept of the philosophia as ancilla theologiae; it was rather an ap-
plication for pastoral reasons of the Pauline saying: “We demolish arguments
and every pretension that sets itself up against the knowledge of God, and we
take captive every thought to make it obedient to Christ” (2Cor 10:5).

(Summary)

In the paper our attention is focused on the way in which both Saint Basil of
Caesarea and his opponent, the anomoian Eunomius of Cyzicus, integrate in their
theological thought the philosophical teaching about the formation of concepts
(émivola) in human mind and their relation to the external objects. Our inquiry
will provide the evidence that the two theologians are acquainted with the same
philosophical material concerning human mind’s concepts; nevertheless each of
them opted to use a different element from the related philosophical traditions in

sierende Art des Denkens”; also J. Marenbon, Medieval Philosophy. An historical and philosophical
introduction, London — New York 2007, 225-226; R. Pasnau, Human Nature, in: A.S. McGrade,
A Cambridge Companion to Medieval Philosophy, Cambridge 2003, 219: “divine illumination held
a central place in medieval epistemology until the thirteenth century, when it was gradually displaced
by Aristotelian empiricism”; and last but not least N. Abbagnano, Storia della filosofia. La filosofia
antica, la Patristica e la Scolastica, Torino 2003, 539-540. So while philosophers and theologians
seek to guarantee the objectivity of things’ knowledge by means of epistemic theories drawn upon the
plato-aristotelian tradition (i.e. i/luminatio or the intellectus agens theory), Basil seems to have got
rid of both. In doing this he is constraint to tolerate, or even to accept, some portion of probabilism as
far as the knowledge of the created things concerned, although this fact doesn’t seem to bother him at
all. (It is of course a quite different issue the charismatic knowledge of God).
22 Cf. Copleston, 4 History of Philosophy, p. 79-81.
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order to provide support to different theological purposes. Eunomius’ rationalistic
doctrine of God’s knowledge, which goes hand in hand with his account of human
language and mind, prompted Saint Basil to advance an empirical epistemologi-
cal view that both makes possible a talk about God based on sense data and keeps
fully intact the transcendence of God’s essence.

KONCEPCJA SW. BAZYLEGO Z CEZAREI I EUNOMIUSZA Z KYZIKU
NA TEMAT EPINOIA: TLO FILOZOFICZNO-TEOLOGICZNE

(Streszczenie)

W artykule zwrdocono uwage na to, w jaki sposob, zarowno §w. Bazyli, jak
ijego przeciwnik — anomejczyk Eunomiusz z Kyziku, wiaczaja w swa mysl teo-
logiczna tezy filozoficzne o powstawaniu poje¢ (énivola) w ludzkim umysle oraz
ich relacjach do zewngtrznych przedmiotow. W swych poszukiwaniach autor
opracowania dostarcza dowodow na to, ze teologowie ci przestudiowali ten sam
materiat filozoficzny, dotyczacy koncepcji ludzkiego umystu; kazdy z nich jednak
zdecydowat si¢ uzy¢ innych elementéw zaczerpnigtych z powiazanych tradycji fi-
lozoficznych w celu uwiarygodnienia roznych tez teologicznych. Racjonalistyczna
doktryna Eunomiusza na temat Bozej wiedzy, ktéra idzie w parze z jego koncep-
cja dotyczaca ludzkiego jezyka i umysthu, sktonita sw. Bazylego do rozwinigcia
empirycznego pogladu epistemologicznego, ktéry umozliwia zarbwno mowienie
o Bogu oparte na danych zmystowych, jak i zachowuje w pelni nienaruszona
transcendencj¢ Boskiej istoty.

Key words: epinoia, philosophy, theology, Basilius of Caesarea, Eunomius
of Cysicus.

Stowa kluczowe: epinoia, filozofia, teologia, Bazyli z Cezarei, Eunomiusz
z Kyziku.
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Marta PRZYSZYCHOWSKA"®

THE COMMONLY ACCEPTED STATEMENT
(TO OMOAOI'OYMENON) AS A STARTING POINT
FOR A THEOLOGICAL DISCUSSION
— EUNOMIUS AND GREGORY OF NYSSA™

It surprised me a lot when I found out when translating Contra Eunomium
by Gregory of Nyssa that after customary insults Gregory focused on argu-
mentation based on the “commonly accepted” statement (T0 OLOAOYOVREVOV)
and devoted the major part of the first book to pointing out that what Eunomius
preached as commonly accepted was actually commonly denied. My surprise
comes from the fact that at the first glance such an argument seems to be inef-
fective and irrelevant. What can be proved or refuted with the sole statement
that it is or it is not commonly accepted? It surprised me even more to learn
that it was customary in the 4™ century’s theological discussions to invoke such
argumentation'. Therefore, I have decided to search for its possible sources.

In the last few decades the Eunomian controversy has been thoroughly
studied by many scholars. The original writings of the main parties of the con-
flict have been recently edited’; three congresses on Gregory of Nyssa have
been dedicated to the three books of Contra Eunomium by Gregory of Nyssa,
all followed by publications with English translations and many studies on

* Dr Marta Przyszychowska — The Institute of Classical Studies at the Faculty of Polish Studies
of the University of Warsaw; e-mail: przymarta@gmail.com.

" This article is the part of the project financed by the National Science Centre (UMO-2013/11/B/
HS1/04140).

! Athanasius of Alexandria, for example, claimed that all people agreed that Christ is the Son
of God (6poroyodpevov HId mévtov givotl Oeod Yidv); cf. idem, De incarnatione Verbi 30, PG
25, 149A, and that all agreed that He is God (tov Kbptov 0o mévtov oporoyodpevov Ogdv),
cf. idem, Orationes contra arianos 111, PG 26, 468A. Nemesius Emesenus confirmed that the syl-
logisms should be deduced not from what is dubious, but from what is commonly agreed (o0 8¢t
8¢ €x APOBAALOPEVOV GUVAYELY TOVG GLVAAOYIOHLOVG GALEK Opoloyovuévmv), cf. idem, De
natura hominis 11, PG 40, 549A.

2 Cf. Gregorius Nyssenus, Contra Eunomium, ed. W. Jaeger, GNO 1-2, Leiden 1960; Basilius
Caesariensis, Contre Eunome, ed. et trad. B. Sesboii¢ — G.M. de Durant — L. Doutreleau, SCh 299,
Paris 1982 and SCh 305, Paris 1983; two editions of Eunomius’s Apology: Apologie, éd. et trad.
B. Sesboii¢ — G.M. de Durant — L. Doutreleau, SCh 305, 234-298 and Liber Apologeticus, ed. and
transl. R.P. Vaggione, in: Eunomius, The Extant Works, Oxford 1987.
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the subject: the first one in Pamplona in 1986°, the second one in Olomouc
in 2004* and the third one in Leuven in 2010°. It could seem that all possible
aspects of those writings have been already examined and clarified, but I have
found nothing that would strictly refer to the methodology of the polemic.
Even the recent book by Mathieu Cassin about the literary aspects of Euno-
mius’ and Gregory’s writings®, detailed and erudite, does not concern metho-
dological issues.

Having no tips from others, I have decided to analyze the originals. I star-
ted with the very texts of Eunomius and Gregory of Nyssa, and then I looked
for possible sources of the term 10 6poAoyobpevov.

Both Eunomius and Gregory of Nyssa listed the same three types of argu-
ments that should be used in the debate:

1. ol kowvol &vvoiot — natural, common notions which are identified
with 10 opoloyovpevov — commonly accepted statement;

2. teaching of the fathers and/or philosophers;

3. testimony of the Holy Scripture.

In his Liber Apologeticus, Eunomius claims that his teaching stays in line
with both natural knowledge and the teaching of the fathers:

“It is, therefore, in accordance both with innate knowledge (katd & pLOIKTV
g€vvolav) and the teaching of the fathers that we have made our confession
that God is one, that he was brought into being neither by his own action nor
by that of any other, for each of these is equally impossible™”.

In another place of the same book, he invokes the Scripture and common
notions:

“The Scriptures themselves clearly state, «God exists before the ages» and the
common reckoning (aii kotvoi €vvoton) of mankind confirms them™®.

Finally, he uses the argument that something is not commonly agreed to
prove his own teaching:

3 Publication: El , Contra Eunomium 1" en la produccion literaria de Gregorio de Nisa:
VI Coloquio Internacional sobre Gregorio de Nisa, ed. L.F. Mateo-Seco — J.L. Bastero, Pamplona
1988.

4 Publication: Contra Eunomium II: An English Version with Supporting Studies: Proceedings
of the 10™ International Colloquium on Gregory of Nyssa (Olomouc, September 15-18, 2004), ed.
L. Karfikova — S. Douglass — J. Zachhuber, Leiden — Boston 2007.

5 Publication: Gregory of Nyssa: Contra Eunomium III: an English translation with commen-
tary and supporting studies: proceedings of the 12th International Colloquium On Gregory Of Nys-
sa (Leuven, 14-17 September 2010), Leuven 2014.

¢ Cf. M. Cassin, L’écriture de la controverse chez Grégoire de Nysse. Polémique littéraire et
exégese dans le Contre Eunome, Paris 2012.

" Eunomius, Liber Apologeticus 7, ed. and transl. by R.P. Vaggione, in: Eunomius, The Extant
Works, Oxford 1987, 41.

8 Ibidem 10, ed. and transl. Vaggione, p. 45-47.
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“If both of these are admittedly (6pLoAoyovpévmg) ridiculous, then the rema-
ining possibility must be correct: that granted the effects had a start, the action
is not without beginning, and granted the effects come to an end, the action is
not without ending™.

Gregory of Nyssa more clearly enumerates tree types of evidence:

“Neither do we know any of the philosophers outside the faith who have made
this mad statement, nor does such a thing agree with either divinely inspired
texts or common notions (tolg kowvailg évvoiong)”!O.

Eunomius and Gregory surely equated common notions with the common-
ly accepted statement which was (I will show that latter on) a normal practice
at their times. Gregory, however, rarely used the expression “common notions”
(ot kowvol €vvolai) and in nearly all cases when quoting Basil. His favorite
term was 10 OpoAoyoOpevov; that is why I will focus on it. It is not a techni-
cal term and Gregory used the verb opoloyéw and the participle derived from
it often in the meaning “to admit”. But I found in Contra Eunomium at least
36 places'' where the participle t0 6poloyodpevov (and less frequently the
verb opoloyém) undoubtedly means “commonly agreed” in a very specific,
philosophical sense.

It is worth quoting at least one of those excerpts to see the way of Grego-
ry’s argumentation:

“For who does not know that every argument takes its first principles from
things manifest and generally agreed (¢x T@OV @avep®dv Te KOl TACLY
g¢yvoopévov), and thereby brings assurance in matters in dispute, and
no unknown thing would ever be apprehended, if things assented to (t@v
oporoyovpévwv) did not lead us by the hand to the understanding of the ob-
scure? But if the things we take as first principles of arguments for the clarifi-
cation of things unknown were in conflict with the apprehensions of ordinary
people, they would hardly be the means to clarifying the unknown. The whole
conflict and doctrinal dispute between the churchmen and the Anomeans is
about whether we should consider the Son and the Spirit to be created, as
our opponents say, or of the uncreated nature, as the church’s faith holds.
So Eunomius asserts that very thing which everyone denies as being agreed
(¢ oporoyovpevov), and without seeking and evidence that the subsequent
being is the work of the one that precedes, he boldly decrees that it is so, get-

? Ibidem 23, ed. and transl. Vaggione, p. 65.

10 Gregorius Nyssenus, Contra Eunomium 1186, GNO 1, 81, 16-18, transl. S. Hall, 4 refutation
of the first book of the two published by Eunomius after the decease of holy Basil, in: El “Contra
Eunomium 1" en la produccion literaria de Gregorio de Nisa, p. 62.

"Cf. ibidem 1 166;1219-221;1225;1228;1238;1258;1278;1361;1404;1431;1469;1486;
1497 (here, there is a compound dtwpordynton); I 581; 1582; 1 622; 11 170; 11 214; 11 356; 11 544,
11 550; 11 551; 11 554 11 610; TIT 1, 19; T1T 1, 23; T11 1, 32; TI1 1, 138; 111 2, 35; 111 2, 58; 111 2, 114;
112, 116; 111 2, 118; 11 2, 150; 111 2, 156; 111 6, 52; 111 8, 5.



142 MARTA PRZYSZYCHOWSKA

ting his boldness from I know not what training or philosophy. If assent (tnv
opoloyiav) should, as something uncontested and undisputed, precede every
argument and demonstration, so that the unknown is shown as strictly deri-
ving from the premiss through the intervening arguments, then the one who
proposes the subject of inquiry as an argument for yet further things merely
argues from ignorance to ignorance and from deceit to deceit. That is to make
oneself a blind leader of the blind, as the Gospel says”'2.

We do not have the text of Apologia apologiae by Eunomius, so we have to

believe Gregory that Eunomius as well as Gregory himself used the argument
of “the commonly agreed statement” as a starting point for his teaching.
My question is: why such an argument was so crucial that for both parties to
the conflict it seemed to be an irrefutable proof of rightness? Why did they not
use the Holy Scripture as the first and the last argument? I think the answer is
quite simple. That theological dispute was strictly scientific in terms of those
times. The participle opoAoyodpevov leads us to the philosophical sources of
the methodology of that debate.

1. To 6poroyoipevov in Ancient philosophy. The verb 6poloyéw and the
participle 10 0poAoyobpevov were used already by Plato', but in the sense fo
accept. It was Aristotle who gave that verb a specific philosophical meaning. Ac-
cording to Aristotle a deictic proof starts with the commonly agreed statements:

“Proof per impossible differs from ostensive proof in that the former posits
that which it intends to refute by reducing it to an admitted fallacy, where-
as the latter proceeds from admitted positions (1 3¢ deikTik™ [ATOdEELS]
GmEeton €€ OpoloyoVpEVOV BECEWV)”4.

“How then can the person who is trying to define prove the essence or defini-
tion? He cannot exhibit deductively from admitted facts (¢€ OpLoAoYOVLEV®V)
that, given these facts, a conclusion distinct from them must follow — that is
demonstration (&ndde1&ig)”".

Demonstration (&modeléic) is a type of syllogism, but a very specific one.
Mario Mignucci stresses that the difference between ano6deléig and any other
syllogism does not consist in the form, but only in the content — the premiss
must be true as true derives only from true'¢. According to Aristotle, scientific
proofs are sensu stricto deictic syllogisms. Tadeusz Kwiatkowski explains that

12 Ibidem 1219-221, GNO 1, 90, 11 - 91, 9, transl. Hall, p. 67.

13 Cf. Plato, Cratylus 387a-d; idem, Philebus 28e.

14 Aristoteles, Analytica priora 11 14, 62b, ed. and transl. H. Tredennick, in: Aristotle, The Cate-
gories, On Interpretation, Prior Analytics, LCL 325, London 1962, 472-473.

15 Idem, Analytica posteriora 11 7, 92a, ed. and transl. H. Tredennick, in: Aristotle, Posterior
Analytics, Topica, LCL 391, London 1960, 194-195.

16 Cf. M. Mignucci, La teoria aristotelica della scienza, Firenze 1965, 110-111.
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a syllogistic form is an obligate condition of the strictly scientific demonstra-
tion, but it is not sufficient. Informal elements decide about the scientific cha-
racter of the demonstration and those elements are the specific character of the
premisses'’. We have just read the excerpts where Aristotle stated that it is 0
OpoAoyoLpevVov that constitutes the premiss of true syllogism that provides
absolute knowledge. In another place of Analytica posteriora he described the
premiss demonstrative syllogism without using the participle OpLohoyovpevov:

“Our contention now is that we do at any rate obtain knowledge by demon-
stration. By demonstration I mean a syllogism which produces scientific
knowledge, in other words one which enables us to known by the mere fact
that we grasp it. Now if knowledge is such as we have assumed, demonstra-
tive knowledge must proceed from premisses which are true, primary, imme-
diate, better known than, prior to, and causative of the conclusion (¢ &AnO®Ov
T glvol Kol TPOTOV Kol AUECOV KOl YVOPILOTEPOV KOl TPOTEPMV KOl
oitiwv 100 cvunepdopevog) s,

So it is not enough to say that for Aristotle T0 OpoAoyoOpEVOV means
“a commonly accepted statement”, it means much more: a statement (premiss)
that is “true, primary, immediate, better known than, prior to, and causative of
the conclusion”.

We do find very similar definition of demonstration in Chrysippus; he de-
fines a demonstration as a reasoning that uncovers an unproved thing through
deduction from the commonly accepted premisses (&nddel&lg €ott AOYOG
U OLOAOYOVUEVOV ANUUATOV KOTO CUVOY®YNV ETLPOPAY EKKOUAVTTOV
adnrov)”. As only fragments of his works have been preserved we can only
assume that he could mean the same as Aristotle did.

2. Terms and ideas. Many scholars think that another term used more fre-
quently by Aristotle i.e. £vdo&ov means “commonly accepted” (it was trans-
lated as such by Hugh Tredennick), although there are some suggestions that
£€vdo&ov means probable?!,“reputable” or “respectable”?2.

Let’s take a careful look at the very text by Aristotle where he defines

£€vdokov:

“Reasoning is dialectical which reasons from generally accepted opinions
(¢€ €vdoEmv). Things are true and primary which command belief through

17 Cf. T. Kwiatkowski, Poznanie naukowe u Arystotelesa, Warszawa 1969, 94.

18 Aristoteles, Analytica posteriora 11 2, 71b, ed. and transl Tredennick, p. 30-31.

1 Chrysippus, fr. 266, in: Sextus, Adversus Mathematicos VIII 310, SVF 1I 314,

2 Cf. T. Trwin, Aristotle’s first principles, Oxford 1990, 494, note 42.

21 Cf. Kwiatkowski, Poznanie naukowe u Arystotelesa, p. 25; P. Aubenque, Le probléme de
[’étre chez Aristote, Paris 1966, 258-259.

22 Cf. J. Barnes — M. Bonelli, Method and Metaphysics: Essays in Ancient Philosophy, Oxford
2011, 166.
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themselves and not through anything else; for regarding the first principles
of science it is unnecessary to ask any further question as to «why», but
each principle should of itself command belief. Generally accepted opinions
(Evdoka 6¢), on the other hand, are those which commend themselves to all
or to the majority or to the wise — that is, to all of the wise or to the majority
or to the most famous and distinguished of them™?,

I am sure (on the basis of above-quoted texts) that T0 OpoAoyoOpEVOV
hides here behind the adjectives “true and primary” (31& TIvov TpOTOV KOl
aAnddv) and the conjunction &¢ (translated by Edward Seymour Forster
with the expression “on the other hand”) points out the difference between
opoAoyovpevov and €vdo&ov. That interpretation is confirmed by Alexander
of Aphrodisias who commented on that excerpt as follows:

“After speaking about demonstration he next speaks about the dialectical syl-
logism. He says that it is the syllogism which proceeds through approved (pre-
misses). After saying this, he next explains which are those true and primary
(premisses) through which he has said the demonstrative syllogism proceeds,
and which are the approved ones through which he has said the dialectical
syllogism proceeds, and points out the difference between them. True and
primary, he says, are things «which have their credibility not through others
but from themselvesy. The things which are immediate are of this sort. For he
affirms that the principles which yield knowledge should of themselves have
credibility, and one should not be looking for the cause of their being so: if
they had other principles and causes, they would no longer be principles in
their own right. Definitions are of this kind, for the things assumed in defini-
tional accounts are not obtained through demonstration; and what are called
the «natural» and «commony notions (ol LOIKOL KOl KOLVOlL £vvolat), to
which the axioms belong, are also of this kind”*.

In the above-quoted excerpt we can see a very interesting connection of the
Aristotelian and Stoic tradition. In the commentary to the Aristotle’s treatise
on logic Alexander uses one of the basic Stoic expressions koivol €vvoilot,
evidently in the same meaning as he would have used 6poloyodpeva®. So
we have a proof that at least in the 3™ century those terms were considered
synonymous. Dirk Obbink argues that koivr) indicated universal agreement in

2 Aristoteles, Topica 11, 100ab, ed. and transl. H. Tredennick, in: Aristotle, Posterior Analytics,
Topica, LCL 391, 272-273.

24 Alexander Aphrodisiensis, In Aristotelis topicorum libros octo commentaria, ed. M. Wallies,
Berlin 1891, 18, transl. J.M. van Ophuijsen, Alexander of Aphrodisias on Aristotle’s Topics, New
York 2001, 20.

2 D. Obbink (What All Men Believe — Must Be True: Common Conceptions and Consensio
Omnium in Aristotle and Hellenistic Philosophy, “Oxford Studies in Ancient Philosophy” 10:1992,
227) thinks that the Stoics assimilate common conceptions with Aristotle’s appeal to €vdo&a., but it
is important to notice that he thought that £€vdo&ov means “universal agreement”.
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the later Hellenistic period, possibly even within the Stoa itself**. These are not
the only terms that were used with the same meaning as T0 OpLOAOYOVUEVOV.
Already Chrisippus equated mpoAnyig, koivn €vvola and puoikn €vvolo. He
regarded both prolepsis and common conception as criteria of truth?’.
Anyway, the question is where the commonly agreed statements come from
and what is their value in scientific research.

3. The commonly accepted statement (T0 OpLoAoyoOLEVOV) in science.
Aristotle believes that the commonly accepted statement (T0 OLOAOYOVRLEVOV)
is the premiss for demonstration that gives us absolute and perfect knowledge.
We do not really know whether it is innate or has been achieved and if the lat-
ter is true — whether it has been achieved intuitively or deliberately.

It is commonly assumed that when the Stoics refer to xoivai €vvolot or
Kowval mpoAnyelg (that I am sure are synonyms of 10 6ploAoyobpevov) they
mean conceptions that are possessed by all humans®®. Chrysippus probably
thought of prolepses as merely providing pretheoretical conceptions of the
corresponding qualities and nominal definitions of the corresponding terms®.
Henry Dyson explains: “The prolepses that are essential for natural function-
ing and the development of virtue are possessed by all humans; these are the
common prolepses (kKolval TPOAAWYELS) or common conceptions (kKoivol
€vvolai). The universal possession of the common prolepses is evidenced by
certain common tendencies (kotvai @opadi) in human behavior and speech.
The common conceptions in the specific sense are the articulations of common
prolepses that result from philosophical analysis™*.

Of course these are theoretical considerations. In practice, Aristotle used
10 OpoAoyoLpevVoV as a starting point for his ethics as he stated that every-
one agrees that happiness is the highest good and it is only necessary to
state what the happiness actually is®'. He used the argument that there is no
OpoAoyobpevov in his teaching to discredit Empedocles®.

It is very interesting to take a look at the frequency of the term 10
opoAoyovpevov in the Ancient rhetoric. We can find the argument that
something is relevant/true because it is OploAoyoOpEVOV in the orations of
Isocrates and his student Isacus, Demosthenes, Hermogenes of Tarsus, Dio
Chrysostomus, Sopater and even more frequently in Ancient scholia to their
orations. There is no doubt that such argument was crucial in philosophical

% Cf. ibidem, p. 224-31.

27 Cf. H. Dyson, Prolepsis and Epinoia in the Early Stoa, Berlin — New York 2009, 8.

28 Cf. ibidem, p. 48.

¥ Cf. F.H. Sandbach, Ennoia and Prolepsis in the Stoic Theory of Knowledge, CQ 24 (1930) 46.

30 Cf. Dyson, Prolepsis and Epinoia in the Early Stoa, p. 72.

31 Cf. Aristoteles, Ethica Nicomachea 1097b: “tnv pév gddoipoviav 10 Gplotov Aéyelv
OpoAoyoLpEVOV TL poiveton”, ed. I. Bywater, Oxonii 1890, 10.

32 Cf. idem, Metaphysica 985a.
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demonstrations, but it was as well used with no (conscious) philosophical
background just as a strong and convincing argument.

Gregory of Nyssa straightforwardly claims that that sort of deduction
should be applied to every doubtful question:

“On every doubtful matter conclusions are reached by starting with ack-
nowledged truths (mavtog ybap mpdypatog AUEPoALOLEVOL Sl TOV
OpoLOYOLUEV@Y Ol GTodel&elg YivovTot) ™.

It is of no importance whether Eunomius and Gregory took that sort of
argumentation directly from Aristotle, indirectly from Chrisippus®, or from
well-known orators; it is important that the commonly accepted sentence (t0
OpoAoYOoLpEVOV) Was at that time the main strictly scientific premiss of scien-
tific demonstration. The methods used by Eunomius and Gregory of Nyssa
show that their dispute was not what we would today call a religious issue, but
a truly scientific/philosophical debate conducted in accordance with the com-
monly accepted (nomen omen!) rules.

ook

The goal of my research has been to find out whether the argumentation
that something is or is not commonly accepted (10 OpoAoyobuevov) often
used by both parties of the Eunomian controversy has any deeper than rhetori-
cal and slanderous meaning. I am convinced that that method of proving has
its roots in the Aristotle’s theory of absolute knowledge, possible when starting
from commonly accepted premisses. The same type of premiss was used by
the Stoics, and at least in the 3™ century the expression “commonly accepted
statement” (t0 OpoAoyoLpevov) was considered synonymous to one of the
main stoic ideas — the idea of “common notions” (kowvai €vvoion). The grand
personages of Ancient rhetoric widely applied that kind of argumentation not
without — I am sure — its philosophical connections. That entire heritage al-
lowed both Eunomius and Gregory to use the “commonly accepted statement”
(T0 Oporoyovpevov) as a proof of their own rightness.

(Summary)

During the debate between Eunomius and Gregory of Nyssa as a basic and
irrefutable argument both parties to the conflict used the statement that the the-
ses they promoted were commonly accepted. Both of them defined the commonly
accepted statement with the Greek term 10 6poAoyobuevov which in the philo-

33 Gregorius Nyssenus, Contra Eunomium 1431, GNO 1, 152, 14-15, transl. Hall, p. 98.
3 Gregory of Nazianzus (De moderatione in disputando (Oratio 32), PG 36, 201C) and Basil
(Adversus Eunomium 15, PG 29, 516C) invoke syllogisms of both Aristotle and Chrysippus.
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sophical tradition derived from Aristotle meant true and reliable premiss that led
to absolute knowledge. In such a meaning that term — interchangeably with the
expression kotvol €vvoloil — was used not only in philosophy but also in rhetoric.
The methods used by Eunomius and Gregory of Nyssa show that their dispute was
not what we would today call a religious issue, but a truly scientific/philosophical
debate conducted in accordance with the commonly accepted (romen omen!) rules.

TWIERDZENIE POWSZECHNIE PRZYJETE (TO OMOAOT'OYMENON)
JAKO PUNKT WYIJSCIA DYSKUSJI TEOLOGICZNEJ
— EUNOMIUSZ I GRZEGORZ Z NYSSY

(Streszczenie)

W debacie Eunomiusza z Grzegorzem z Nyssy obie strony konfliktu uzywaty
jako podstawowego i nieodpartego argumentu stwierdzenia, ze gltoszone przez
nich tezy sa powszechnie przyj Qte Obaj stosowali na okreslenie twierdzenia po-
wszechnie przythego termin 10 Opoloyovpevov, ktory w tradycji filozoficznej
wywodzacej si¢ od Arystotelesa oznaczat prawdziwa i pewna przestanke prowa-
dzaca do wiedzy absolutnej. W takim znaczeniu termin ten byt szeroko stosowa-
ny nie tylko w filozofii — zamiennie z wyrazeniem kowvol €vvolon — ale takze
w retoryce. Ta wlasnie argumentacja uzywana zarowno przez Eunomiusza, jak
i przez Grzegorza z Nyssy, dowodzi, ze ich dyskusja nie byta czyms, co dzisiaj
nazwaliby$my kwestia religijna, ale prawdziwa naukowa/filozoficzng debata, pro-
wadzona zgodnie z powszechnie przyjetymi (nomen omen!) zasadami.

Key words: Gregory of Nyssa, Eunomius, Aristotle, Chrysippus, syllogism,
demonstration, commonly accepted statement, common notions.

Stowa kluczowe: Grzegorz z Nyssy, Eunomiusz, Arystoteles, Chryzyp, sylo-
gizm, dowodzenie, twierdzenie powszechnie przyjete, wspdlne pojecia.
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FROM ABSTRACTION TO UNSAYING:
HOW THE EUNOMIAN CONTROVERSY CHANGED
GREGORY OF NYSSA’S APHAIRETIC ETHICS
TO AN APOPHATIC ETHICS™

In early Christian thinking negative theology was often applied for prima-
rily polemical purposes, as Christian thinkers engaged critically with Hellenic
philosophy and religion. The fundamental purpose of applying negative theo-
logy in these polemical contexts was to assert the distinction between God and
everything else'. Often this polemical aspect of negative theology has been
overlooked. David Palmer rightly noted that modern scholars have too often
attempted to fit the negative theology of the apologetic fathers into a syste-
matic framework “which is not in keeping with the method and purpose of the
apologists themselves™.

A good example of a study that did emphasize the polemical aspect in Pa-
tristic thinking was Ronald Heine’s work on Gregory of Nyssa. According to
Heine the polemics against Eunomius on the one hand and sorts of Origenism
on the other shaped Gregory’s later thinking, especially his negative theology
and ethics®. Heine argued, however, that the changes from the early On the In-
scriptions of the Psalms (c. 377) to the late The Life of Moses (c. 390-394) are
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partment of Media, Cognition and Communication of the University of Copenhagen (DK); e-mail:
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" This article was presented as a shorter paper at the The International Patristic Conference
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May 2016. I participated in the conference with the support of the Danish Ecumenical Study Grant
(Det okumeniske studielegat).

! Cf. R. Sokolowski, The God of Faith and Reason: Foundations of Christian Theology, Wa-
shington D.C. 1995, 32.

2 Cf. D.W. Palmer, Atheism, Apologetic, and Negative Theology in the Greek Apologists of the
Second Century, VigCh 37/3 (1983) 236.

3Cf. R. Heine, Perfection in the Virtuous Life: A study of the relationship between edification
and polemical theology in Gregory of Nyssa's “De Vita Moysis”, Cambridge (MA) 1975. Heine
argued that Gregory’s discussion of the two first theophanies in On the Life of Moses reflects an anti-
Eunomian emphasis, while the third theophany and Gregory’s notion of spiritual ascent expresses
an anti-Origenist argument. See ibidem, p. 194-195; see also H. Langerbeck, Zur Interpretation
Gregors von Nyssa, ThL 82 (1957) 81-90.
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not of a radical kind, but rather a change in emphasis®. In the following I will
discuss to what degree this characteristic should be taken for granted.

In On the Inscriptions of the Psalms some sort of negative theology does
only seem to be a stage before a final likeness to God, which can be described
partly in positive terms, for example by using metaphors of light. This has
changed in On the Life of Moses as the final stage is now conceived of in terms
of darkness and ineffability. This also has consequences for Gregory’s ability
to make an adequate account of the virtuous life, as Gregory admits of being
incapable of capturing the virtues of Moses in his treatise. The result is that
imitation of God must now consist in following Christ in the sense of imita-
ting his works in history, rather than imitating the divine form or nature itself.

Between these two treatises is the Eunomian controversy, in which Gre-
gory’s polemical thought played a significant role in developing his negative
theology. The application of this polemical aspect of negative theology helped
change Gregory’s thinking from a negative theology based on abstraction to
one based on unsaying or apophasis. My claim is that these changes also re-
sulted in changes in Gregory’s ethics, his moral epistemology in particular. It
was, to a large degree, the Eunomian controversy, which helped Gregory to de-
velop his aphairetic moral epistemology into an apophatic moral epistemolo-
gy. The link between apophatic theology and moral epistemology is Gregory’s
theory of émivola or conception which can be considered the epistemological
equivalent of so-called énéxtaoic. Finally, the result of this connection is, that
imitation of God is conceived of in terms of following rather than of likeness.

1. Negative theology? Negative theology can fundamentally be defined as
the practice of using negative definitions for describing and referring to God.
In Middle- and Neo-Platonism negative theology was applied as abstraction or
removal in order to gain a clear conception of the One. This method was taken
over by Christian Neo-Platonists such as Clement of Alexandria’.

Negative theology is often understood as an intellectual or ethical method,
a “way” or via negativa. But in early Christian thinking it was not so much
a philosophical way in the later sense. Rather, for the early apologists, negative
theology was a polemical tool for dismantling the claims of especially Pagan
philosophy and religion. By emphasizing the incomprehensibility of God and
the difference between creator and creation, apologists could demonstrate the
absurdity of, e.g., Greek religion as well as Greek philosophy?®.

The terms “apophatic” theology and “negative” theology are often used
as synonyms. But it would be more precise to understand apophatic theology
as a subgenre of negative theology. Negative theology includes the way of

* Cf. Heine, Perfection in the Virtuous Life, p. 2.

5 Cf. H.F. Hagg, Clement of Alexandria and the Beginnings of Christian Apophaticism, Ox-
ford 2006.

¢ Cf., e.g., Aristides, Apologia.
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removal, or the via remotionis on the one hand, as well as the way of negation,
or the via negationis on the other. As Raoul Mortley and others have poin-
ted out, the distinction can be traced back to Aristotle’s distinction between
doaipeoig and anoQaoLs’.

By d&opaipeoig should be understood removal or abstraction in the sense
that certain properties are abstracted from an object, in order to distinguish it
more clearly from other objects®. An example of an aphairetic negative theolo-
gy can be found in the one criticized by Gregory of Nazianzus. Gregory notes
that defining God solely through negations is like saying what two times five
is by counting all the numbers besides ten’. This approach, it could be argued,
is abstractive, since it ends up confirming the positive value of the number by
negation. But the result of this process is not itself a negative definition.

By anoéeacig should be understood unsaying or negation in the more ge-
neral sense that a claim about an object is negated. While abstraction results
in more definite knowledge about the object in question, negation in the sense
of &ndpoacig does not!’. It should be noted that negation is not the same as
opposition. As Mortley notes “common-sense often extends negation into op-
position, though a coherent logical account would scarcely do”!!. The claim
that God is not, for example, material does not make him belong to a class that
is opposite to what is material, but only gives us an indefinite conception about
what God is not.

Though the precise distinction between the terms &@aipeoig and &mogo: -
o1¢ was often not preserved in later philosophy, the distinction can be used to
describe different approaches to negative theology. As abstraction, negative
theology searches for distinct and definite notions about the divine by distin-
guishing the divine from other things. But as negation or unsaying, negative

"Mortley rightly emphasizes the distinction between dpaipeoig and dnoégocig. But Mortley
does not always put enough weight on the polemical aspect of early negative theology, I believe. Cf.
R. Mortley, From Word to Silence, 11: The Way of Negation, Christian and Greek, Bonn 1986, 261;
Aristoteles, Ethica nicomachea 1145a; idem, Metaphysica 1061a 29. Aristotle argues that God and
the brutes have that in common that they are not virtuous. This is not a common privative property.
It does not mean that they could have been virtuous but are not. The lack of virtue in this case only
means that God and the brutes are common in not being describable in terms of virtue or vice.

8 In Thomas, the via remotionis is a way of clearly distinguishing between Creator, as the first
cause, and creature. See Thomas, Summa Contra Gentiles 1.10-102. Celsus (2nd c.) uses &vaAvoig
instead of dpaipeotic, but it has the same function of clearly distinguishing between what belongs
to a subject and what not. Cf. J. Daniélou, Gospel message and Hellenistic culture, Westminster
1973, 340-341.

? Cf. Gregorius Nazianzenus, Oratio 28 (De theologia), 9.

1" Mortley suggests that it was such indefiniteness that made the apophatic method unattractive
to Aristotle. Cf. R. Mortley, What is Negative Theology? The Western Origins, “Prudentia” supple-
mentary number: Via Negativa Conference — University of Sydney (1981) 10.

' Tbidem, p. 9.
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theology points to the ultimate indefiniteness and incomprehensibility of the
divine by unsaying every known thing'?.

The distinction can also be applied to moral epistemology. By moral epis-
temology I mean our theory of how we can obtain moral knowledge, for exam-
ple by describing the character or life of virtuous persons. When applied to
moral epistemology, the distinction between abstraction or removal on the one
hand and negation or unsaying on the other results in different moral episte-
mologies. In the first case, ethics will often be taken to consist in descriptions
of virtuous persons who have separated (or “abstracted”) themselves from
material things while in the latter case, ethics will often be taken to consist in
continuous negations of definite descriptions of what virtue is in order to make
it clear that virtue cannot be achieved in any final way.

That there is a connection between negative theology and ethics is obvious
in the case of Gregory of Nyssa'®. For Gregory, the polemical use of negative
theology seems to have changed his theology to a more radically apophatic
one'. This change is also reflected in his moral epistemology. A good way of
exemplifying this is a comparison of his early treatise On the Inscription of the
Psalms and his late treatise On the Life of Moses. In both treatises Moses is
used as an example of a virtuous person. But Gregory’s reflections on the pos-
sibility of giving an adequate description of the life of virtuous persons differ
much in the two treatises.

There are quite a few examples of diachronic readings of the developments
in Gregory of Nyssa’s thinking. As noted in the introduction, Ronald Heine
discussed how Gregory’s thinking had developed from his early treatise On
the Inscriptions of the Psalms to a more apophatic one in his On the Life of
Moses. Jean Danielou has also noted how Gregory’s thinking became less Pla-
tonic as it developed's. This is obvious in how Gregory reshaped the Platonic
allegory of the cave. It is not possible for human beings to exit the cave, but
as Christ has himself been incarnated in our world it is now possible to gaze at
the infinity of God without exiting the cave. As Anthony Meredith notes, “for
Gregory knowledge of the reality, incomprehensibility and infinity of God are

12 The purpose of apophatic theology is not just saying that God is different from other things but
that God is “differently different”. Cf. Sokolowski, The God of Faith and Reason, passim; J. Wissink,
Twwo Forms of Negative Theology Explained Using Thomas Aquinas, in: Flight of the Gods: Philo-
sophical Perspectives on Negative Theology, ed. LN. Bulhof — L. ten Kate, Fordham 2000, passim.

13 Cf. J. Steenbuch, Doing the Unthinkable: Theology and Moral Epistemology in Three Early
Christian Thinkers, Copenhagen 2014, passim.

14 Giulio Maspero has characterized Gregory’s negative theology as consisting in four funda-
mental elements. The elements are “(1) the division between created and uncreated, (2) the theory
of language, (3) the ovota-évépyeia distinction and (4) the argument concerning the goodness and
power of God”. To this I think could be added a fifth, namely the polemical function of negative theo-
logy. Cf. The Brill Dictionary of Gregory of Nyssa, ed. L.F. Mateo-Seco — G. Maspero, Brill 2009, 73.

15Ct T, Daniélou, Le symbole de la caverne chez Grégoire de Nysse, in: Mullus. Festschrift The-
odor Klauser, Miunster 1964, 43-51.
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not arrived at by abstraction from the facts of nature and history, but by know-
ledge of and immersion in them™'®,

Though this is well-known, I will make a short comparison before intro-
ducing the Eunomian controversy and finally a discussion on how this contro-
versy might have led to the changes in Gregory’s negative theology and conse-
quently his moral epistemology. An important link is Gregory’s theory on con-
ception or émivola, which, I will argue, is the epistemological parallel to the
idea of continuous or never-ending progress in virtue, so-called énéxtootg,
which Gregory in particular develops in the treatise On the Life of Moses.

2. Moses according to the early Gregory. In On the Inscriptions of the
Psalms Gregory argues that the headings of the biblical Psalms contain certain
ethical teachings. Gregory argues that the inscriptions of the Psalms present
a subtle teaching intended to direct the hearer to the virtuous way of life by cer-
tain “suggestions and bits of advice” (brodAKLg TIo1Y Kol GVHPBoLANTG) .

There is a certain sequence in these suggestions, which Gregory later in the
treatise describes as the “logic of virtue” (tov Adyov thg dpetic)'®. The goal
of “the economy of the Holy Spirit”, says Gregory, is “to set forth the previous
accomplishments of holy men for guidance”, so that by this represenation we
can be led to that good which is “equal and similar”.

One of these holy men is Moses. In the treatise Gregory attempts to give
a “description of what that sublime Moses” was like'’. Moses, says Gregory,
willingly “shook of his royal dignity” and “banished himself from human so-
ciety”. He focused “steadfastly in undistracted solitude on the contemplation
of invisible things” and after this he was “illuminated by the inexpressible
light”. Moses had a “keen vision in the divine darkness, and beheld the One
who is invisible in it”, says Gregory.

After his vision Moses “bore upon his face the tokens” (ta¢ cOpnBoin) of
“the divine power” (Belog dvvépemc). The idea expressed here can also be
found in Gregory’s interpretation of Psalm 4:7, “The light of your face has been
imprinted on us, Lord” (Ps 4:7). This is taken to mean that “the face of God”
(Tob Belov TpocmdmTov) can be contemplated “in certain imprints” (&v yopoui-
THpot Tt Bewpovpevov)®. These imprints are the virtues in the human soul,
in which “the divine form is imprinted” (6elov €idog yopaktnpileton).

Virtue is hidden to immediate sense-perception, but it is possible “to find
virtue separated from evil” (dtakekpipévny €0TLV €LPEIV TNV APETNV €K

16 A. Meredith, Plato’s Cave (“Republic” VII 514a-517¢) in Origen, Plotinus, and Gregory of
Nyssa, StPatr 27 (1991) 60.

17Cf. Gregorius Nyssenus, In inscriptiones Psalmorum, ed. J. Donough, GNO 5, Leiden 1962, 28.

18 Cf. ibidem, GNO 5, 151.

19 Cf. ibidem, GNO 5, 51.

20 Cf. ibidem, GNO 5, 35.
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g xokiag) by “obvious indications” (pavepolg onuetolg), says Gregory?!.
The difference between virtue and evil is something distinct (dtapopav),
says Gregory, and in this case he talks of different kinds of joy or well-being
(ebppocOvn), which belongs to evil and virtue respectively.

Early in the treatise Gregory describes the telos of the virtuous life as be-
atitude or, the Platonic-sounding, likeness to God (10 6gtov opolmoig)?. The
inscriptions of the Psalms teaches, according to Gregory, that this is developed
in three stages: First, the separation from evil, then, the meditation on sublime
things, and finally, the actual likeness to God*.

The final stage in spiritual progress is illumination, as is clear from the
example of Moses who ends up shining with the divine tokens. Gregory hard-
ly asserts the theme of “divine darkness” at all in On the Inscriptions, as he
will in his later works, even if he does mention it once in his description of
Moses®*. Rather Gregory uses light-metaphors, as when he notes that we are
united with the divine when “the brightness of God” shines in our conduct®.
By changing to the good “one receives a radiant and snowy expression instead
of a black and murky one”.

Gregory’s moral epistemology is in this context primarily a positive or akata-
phatic one, with the negative, abstractive element being instrumental in attaining
positive insight. Gregory’s descriptions of Man as a microcosm, representing the
musicoftheuniverseinthebanquetofthe virtues, does also suggestapositive mo-
ral epistemology?®.

Even if Gregory in On the Inscription of the Psalms talks about the “inex-
pressible light” and the One who is “invisible” in the divine darkness, this does
not amount to a truly apophatic theology, since it does not depend on a con-
tinuous negation in the sense of unsaying that which is contrary to the good.

Gregory does, however, use somewhat apophatic formulations in the trea-
tise: By noting that the goal of virtue is peace and rest, the author of the Psalms
points out what is contrary to virtue by means of silence, says Gregory”’. In
this way evil is described by means of negative statements. But this is not the
same as defining the good in negative terms. It may be that evil already at

21 Cf. ibidem, GNO 5, 34.

22Cf. ibidem, GNO 35, 26; Plato, Theaetetus 176b.

2 This three-stage notion of the virtuous life has been proposed as a basic key to Gregory’s
spiritual teachings in general, for example by the early Jean Daniélou. He eventually changed his
views and argued that Gregory’s notion of énéxtactg is not compatible with this notion. It does
seem, however, that at least Gregory’s early ethics is based upon this three-stage notion.

2 Heine noted that Rondeau is wrong in claiming that Gregory does not assert the theme of
“divine darkness” at all in On the Inscriptions. Cf. Heine, Perfection in the Virtuous Life, p. 53-54;
M.J. Rondeau, Exégese du Psautier et anabase spirituelle chez Grégoire de Nysse, in: Epektasis:
Meélanges patristiques offerts au cardinal Jean Daniélou, Paris 1972, 517.

% Cf. Gregorius Nyssenus, In inscriptiones Psalmorum, GNO 5, 51.

26 This is basically Pythagorean. Cf. ibidem, GNO 5, 30-34.

27 Cf. ibidem, GNO 5, 37.
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this point for Gregory could be defined as privation (cté€pnoig), but it is not
something that he develops in any comprehensive way. The need for a double
negation, so to speak, as a manner of affirming the good by negating evil, does
not seem to be the primary focus.

Negative definitions of evil have a highly aphairetic or abstractive func-
tion. Spiritual progress consists in separation from evil. When the Word trans-
forms us into “the divine likeness” it proceeds “methodically and orderly” as
it first separates us from evil, then trims off the excess of matter and then strips
off the things which hinder the representation of the divine in the human soul.
Finally “it forms Christ in us” by means of the “forms of virtue”.

Gregory initially notes that spiritual progress (“entrance to the good”)
starts with “the departure from those things which are opposite to it” and that
the “participation in what is superior occurs by means of this entrance”*. But
this does not amount to an apophatic definition of the good or virtue. It is only
at the lower levels that negations are relevant, and the purpose of these nega-
tions are to affirm definiteness, not indefiniteness. The third, highest level,
actual likeness to God, is not described in negative definitions, but in terms of
a positive likeness to the divine form.

This idea, that the divine form is imprinted in the virtues of the human
soul, suggests a rather positive moral epistemology. What we are dealing with
here is, in other words, an abstractive or aphairetic ethics, rather than an apo-
phatic one.

3. Moses according to the later Gregory. Gregory’s later treatise On the
Life of Moses seems to have been written as a reply to a Caesarius, who had
asked for advice on how to lead a life fitting for a priest. In the treatise, the life
of Moses is presented as an allegory for the ideal priesthood.

In the introduction to On the Life of Moses, Gregory sets out to obtain
“suggestions of virtue” (&petnc VmodNKNV) from Scripture, much as in On
the Inscriptions of the Psalms, where Gregory searches the Psalms for “sug-
gestions and bits of advice” (VroBNKag Tioly Kol cVUBovANIG) about the
attainment of virtue®.

The history of the life of Moses is as a beacon, which brings “our soul to the
sheltered harbor of virtue”, says Gregory*’. The purpose of Gregory’s treatise
is to bring out “the spiritual understanding which corresponds to the history™!.
This idea seems similar to the idea in On the Inscriptions of the Psalms that
the “economy of the Holy Spirit” presents “the previous accomplishments of
holy men for guidance”. But where Gregory had in his early treatise On the

2 Cf. ibidem, GNO 5, 39.

¥ Cf. idem, De vita Moysis, Praefatio 15, ed. J. Daniélou, SCh 1bis, Paris 1987, 54; idem, In
inscriptiones Psalmorum, GNO 5, 28.

30 Cf. idem, De vita Moysis, Praefatio 13, SCh Ibis, 52.

3 Cf. ibidem, Praefatio 15, SCh 1bis, 54.
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Inscriptions of the Psalms “‘enthusiastically” welcomed the invitation to in-
vestigate the spiritual meaning of the inscriptions, he is much more reluctant
in the work on Moses: “It is beyond my power to encompass perfection in my
treatise or to show in my life the insights of the treatise”, says Gregory*.

But the most striking difference between the introductions to the two trea-
tises is the reasoning that immediately follows Gregory’s reservations in On
the Life of Moses. Gregory notes that where the perfection of “everything
that can be measured by the senses” is marked off by definite boundaries,
the perfection of virtue knows no limit, since “no good has a limit in its own
nature”. The good is, in other words, infinite, which means that everything
that is marked off by boundaries is not perfect virtue.

From this follows that it is “undoubtedly impossible to attain perfection”
(Tod telelov), says Gregory*. Gregory then introduces the idea of never-en-
ding progress in virtue (so-called énéxtaoig): “the perfection of human nature
consists perhaps in its very growth in goodness”, says Gregory>’. What we are
dealing with here is, in other words, a truly apophatic account of virtue, where
it is precisely the indefiniteness of virtue that characterizes its perfection. This
seems to be the reason why Gregory must admit that he is not able to encom-
pass perfection in his treatise On the Life of Moses. On the Life of Moses.

Throughout the treatise Gregory discusses Moses’ three theophanies. Gre-
gory takes the first theophany, that of the burning bush, to symbolize a spiri-
tual experience, where “the eyes of our soul” are illuminated with the rays of
God*%. God’s commandment, that Moses take off his sandals, means that for
this illumination to take place, we must purify “our opinion concerning non-
being™’. Moses learns that by separating himself from worldly or material
things, he draws near to God.

In the second theophany, the theme of light is replaced by a theme of dark-
ness. Gregory himself notes that “[w]hat is now recounted seems somehow to
be contradictory to the first theophany®. Knowledge about God comes at first
as light and is as such perceived as contrary to darkness. But where truth was
first defined as “not to have a mistaken apprehension of Being”, now know-
ledge of the divine is defined as “the seeing that consists in not seeing”.

The main theme of Gregory’s interpretation of the third theophany is
that of never-ending progress in virtue. When God walks by Moses who had
wished to see God, Moses is only allowed to see God’s back, and not his face.
This does not mean that Moses’ request to see God was not granted, but only

32 Cf. ibidem, Praefatio 3, SCh 1bis, 46.
3 Cf. ibidem, Praefatio 5, SCh 1bis, 48.
3 Cf. ibidem, Praefatio 8, SCh 1bis, 50.
35 Cf. ibidem, Praefatio 10, SCh 1bis, 50.
3 Cf. ibidem II 19, SCh 1bis, 116.

37 Cf. ibidem II 22, SCh 1bis, 118.

3 Cf. ibidem II 162, SCh 1bis, 210.
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that “[t]he divine voice granted what was requested in what was denied”’.
Gregory connects this to a theme of hope: “Hope always draws the soul from
the beauty which is seen to what is beyond, always kindles the desire for the
hidden through what is constantly perceived”.

The first part of Gregory’s treatment of Moses’ theophanies in On the Life
of Moses 1s compatible with his treatment in On the Inscriptions, where Moses
is depicted as one who has gone through the three levels of spiritual progress.
The second part is more likely to be incompatible with On the Inscriptions,
though Gregory does mention the divine darkness in the early treatise. What
is even more obviously incompatible with the early account is the claim that
Moses never attains a final vision of the divine nature.

Moses does not end up representing the divine form in his face and Grego-
ry does not attempt to present an adequate account of Moses’ virtue. Neither
are there any notions of the virtuous soul as a microcosm reflecting the music
of the universe. The virtue of Moses seems to be completely ineffable, just as
the divine nature, that he reflects.

4. The effects of the Eunomian controversy. The Neo-Arian Eunomius
of Cyzicus and other Anomceans argued that the Son was of a different nature
(ovotia) from the Father. Against (neo-)Arianism Gregory affirmed that “all
hope of salvation should be placed in Christ”, and thus defended a Christo-
centrism that made it crucial to ensure the theological or ontological as well
as epistemological status of the Son*. Christ is himself divine, and it is only
through him that we know God.

Eunomius claimed that the Father and the Son must have essentially diffe-
rent natures or essences, since the Father is ungenerate (&y€vvnrog), while the
Son is generate (Yevvntog). Eunomius maintained that the term “ungenerate” is
derived from the very essence of God, about which we can have a direct know-
ledge. God, the Father, is first of all to be defined as ungenerate essence*'. Eu-
nomius claimed that since God’s ungeneracy is an essential property, the term
&yévvnrog is not an invention (¢nivola) of human thought and speech. Neither
is it a privative definition (in terms of 6tépno1g), nor is it a relational property*.

In Gregory’s defense of orthodox trinitarianism, the notion of divine infi-
nity became central. Gregory, against Eunomius, argued that since the divine
nature is infinite and unlimited (&relpov and &dpLoTOQ) it is also completely
incomprehensible and unknowable for created and limited beings. This should
be understood in strictly apophatic terms. Saying that God is infinite is simply

3 Cf. ibidem IT 232, SCh 1bis, 266.
4 Cf. idem, Contra Eunomium 11 50.
41 Cf. Eunomius, Apologia 30, 841.
4 Cf. ibidem 30, 844.
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a way of saying that God is not like any finite thing which can be known®.
Terms such as dryévvnrog says nothing about God’s essence, and so Eunomius’
arguments against trinitarianism must be wrong.

For this argument to work Gregory had to come up with an alternative to
Eunomius’ idea that our names for God are derived positively from the divine
nature. Gregory defended the legitimacy of inventing new names for God:
“men are masters” (elvoil kvpiovg) of such “word-building” (6vopatoroiiag),
“adapting their appellations to their subject, each man according to his
judgment™*. There is no absurdity in having to invent names for the ineffable
divine nature, such as Eunomius had claimed. We are, says Gregory, fully jus-
tified in applying new words in respect to God himself.

It turns out that apophatic theology in the Eunomian controversy was much
more useful for Gregory’s polemical purposes than aphairetic theology was.
We do not now gain an idea of God by removing that which is not God from
our ideas in order to gain a direct insight into the essence of God, but rather
make up names for the incomprehensible divine nature by negation. We can
have no directly comprehensive idea of the good, but we can have an indirect
notion through what could be called an ontological-epistemological double
negation — the epistemological unsaying or andéeacig of evil, understood as
the ontological privation or otépnotig of goodness.

But because we are not here dealing with a simple logical double-negation,
the unsaying of privation does not give us a direct, positive account of the
good. Though the divine nature is of course ontologically independent of evil,
evil has in this sense an epistemological primacy before the good®. Evil can be
comprehended because it is limited, while the good can only be comprehended
as the negation or unsaying of limitations. But unsaying does not help us to
gain a more definite idea of the good by separating it from evil, as abstraction
or removal does, but only gives us a still more indefinite idea of the good by
denying that which ontologically lacks goodness.

From Gregory’s polemics against Eunomius followed a growing convic-
tion that language works conceptually and that talk about the divine essence is
possible in spite of its infinity, though only in apophatic terms. When applied
to the divine nature, conception uses negative definitions by saying what God
is not. Negative definitions are not a way of reaching a more comprehensive
positive definition of the divine nature, but of unsaying language altogether as
a way of pointing beyond language to that which cannot be named.

Making up new names from negative definitions of God is not something
which can finished at once, but a continuous process. Gregory defines concep-
tion as the method by which we discover things that are unknown, going on

# Cf. R.S. Brightman, Apophatic Theology and Divine Infinity in St. Gregory of Nyssa, GOTR
18 (1973) 111.

4 Cf. Gregorius Nyssenus, Contra Eunomium 11 1438.

4 Cf. Steenbuch, Doing the Unthinkable, p. 159.
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to further discoveries by means of what adjoins to and follows from our first
perception with regard to the thing studied*. As we invent new names for
things we gain the possibility of going still further. This is true in particular for
theological language, it seems.

Even seemingly positive definitions for God are implicitly apophatic defi-
nitions in so far as they refer to the divine nature. Saying that God is just
is equivalent to saying that he is not unjust, while saying that he is good is
equivalent of saying that he is not evil*’. What we can know is God’s activity
and works in history. God’s mercy is something immanent (npoy€1pog), not an
abstract property of the divine nature®,

That there is also a contemplative and spiritual aspect of conception be-
comes clear as Gregory during the polemics against Eunomius discusses Abra-
ham’s journey out of Chaldea. Abraham desired to behold the archetype of all
beauty and he raised his thoughts as far as possible above the common boun-
daries of nature®. This is by Gregory interpreted as a gradual negation of every
prejudice about the divine nature, resulting in an ecstasy the moment where
Abraham recognizes that God is greater than any token by which He may be
known*’. This “ecstasy” is, however, not the final goal of Abraham’s journey.
Rather it becomes the presupposition of faith, which Gregory, by paraphrasing
Heb 11:1, interprets as related to hope rather than knowledge.

What should be noticed is how Gregory’s idea of conception as a continu-
ous process resembles his claim in the introduction to On the Life of Moses,
where the perfection of human nature consists in its continuous growth in
goodness. The reason for the endlessness of conception and human perfection
is divine infinity.

It is this divine infinity, which makes it impossible to make a final, ade-
quate description of what virtue looks like. Virtue can be described continu-
ously through conception, it seems, but we can never make a final or adequate
description of what it means to imitate the divine nature.

5. So, did this really change Gregory’s moral epistemology? Though
there are obvious changes in Gregory’s thinking, it is far from obvious that
Gregory did not have an apophatic theology and a corresponding moral epis-
temology from early on. In On Virginity (ca. 368) virginity is described by
Gregory as “an actual representation (eix@v) of the blessedness in the world
to come, showing as it does in itself so many signs (pépwv) of the presence
of those expected blessings which are reserved for us there™!. But virginity,

4 Cf. Gregorius Nyssenus, Contra Eunomium 11 182.

47 Cf. ibidem IT 132.

4 Cf. ibidem IT 149.

4 Cf. ibidem 1II 86.

50 Cf. ibidem II 89.

St Idem, De virginitate XIV 4, ed. M. Aubineau, SCh 119, Paris 1966, 440.
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notes Gregory, is quite incapable of being described. The only sufficient way
of praising virginity is “to show that virtue is above praise, and to evince our
admiration of it by our lives rather than by our words™*?. Hence Gregory from
early on expresses what could be called a rather non-cognitive view on moral
perfection, which might be considered partly apophatic.

But even if Gregory expresses a somewhat non-cognitive view on moral
perfection in the early works, it is not obvious that he at this point believes
moral perfection to be absolutely ineffable. Gregory describes himself as one
who cannot attain or even describe the virgin’s perfection. But this does not
mean that moral perfection is absolutely ineffable and can only be defined
in apophatic terms, but only that it is ineffable for the uninitiated®. The man
whose thoughts are fixed upon the invisible is necessarily separated from all
the ordinary events of life, says Gregory, but it is not obvious that the virtuous
man can only understand himself in apophatic terms. Rather, in this early trea-
tise, negations seems to be instruments for reaching a final higher stage, which
is reached by separating oneself from evil®. This is abstraction, not unsaying.

It could also be argued that there are good examples of what could be called
an aphairetic or abstractive moral epistemology in Gregory’s later works,
where moral perfection can be described in terms of learning to distinguish
between oneself and one’s surroundings®. But in the case of the later examples
of an abstractive ethics, this does not preclude a truly apophatic ethics. Ab-
stractive ethics only works as an early stage on the way to étéktacig, as when
Moses takes off his shoes in the first theophany.

Hope as a means of anticipating future perfection is central to the treatise
On the Life of Moses. But it was also a theme in the early work On the Inscrip-
tions of the Psalms. But in this treatise such anticipation seems to have a much
more definite character. The one “who adheres to God through hope” (31 T@®v
éAnidmv) becomes united with God, says Gregory in the first part On the In-
scriptions of the Psalms®®. Later in the treatise Gregory notes that the virtuous
person “makes day for himself by hoping in the light, by means of which the

52 Tbidem I, SCh 119, 260.

531f so, this would be reminiscent of Plato’s claim that the good is hard to describe to all, a claim
which is also quoted by Clement of Alexandria. Clement, however, reinterprets it as referring to
absolute ineffability, something which Origen rightly criticizes, as Origen points out that Plato’s
meaning was properly only that only a few are capable of grasping the good, not that the good is in
itself incapable of being grasped. In his early moral epistemology, I think that Gregory is closer to
Origen than to Clement, in this respect.

54 Cf. Gregorius Nyssenus, De virginitate XVIII 4, SCh 119, 474-476.

55 For example in On the Song of Songs: “Our greatest safeguard is not to be ignorant of oneself
and not to suppose that one is looking at oneself when in fact one is viewing something else, some-
thing that hangs about the outer edges of oneself” (idem, In Canticum canticorum, ed. H. Langer-
beck, GNO 6, Leiden 1960, 63).

3¢ Cf. idem, In inscriptiones Psalmorum, GNO 5, 43.
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darkness utterly disappears™’. Again we see the metaphors of light being more
ultimate than those of darkness in On the Inscriptions of the Psalms.

My point is that the development in Gregory’s thinking does not only mean
a shift in emphasis. Heine’s claim, that Gregory’s discussion of the two first
theophanies in On the Life of Moses reflects an anti-Eunomian emphasis, while
the third expresses an anti-Origenist argument, is well-argued®. But my claim
is that Gregory’s interpretation of the third theophany to a large degree also
expresses the epistemology and philosophy of language developed in the con-
troversy against Eunomius and that this is what distinguishes Gregory’s later
ethics from his earlier ethics.

This is clear from what Gregory says early in his treatise On the Life of
Moses about the infinity of the good and virtue as being indescribable because
of the endless character of ethical progress. Gregory later notes that when God
passes by Moses, this signifies that Moses cannot see God’s face, since “good
does not look good in the face, but follows it”*. He who follows sees the back,
says Gregory and “to follow God wherever he might lead is to behold God”. If
“the face of God” can still be contemplated “in certain imprints” in the human
soul, it can only be as negative imprints in the follower of Christ.

Much more could be said about this “ethics of following”, as it could be
called. Here it is enough to be aware that in the early treatise On the Inscrip-
tions of the Psalms, the term é&xoAovOio is mostly used to denote the logi-
cal or ontological sequence of virtue®. Though a similar understanding of
axoAovBia as a certain order or &€l of the soul can be found in the later
treatise On the Song of Songs®', we also find an understanding in On the Life
of Moses which is much more likely to reflect the idea of conception, as de-
veloped in the Eunomian controversy. In On the Life of Moses, the idea of an
endless progress in virtue is the ethical counterpart of conception, which in
practice is expressed as following Christ by imitating his works.

It may also be asked what it means for Gregory to imitate the virtues of
God if the virtues in the human soul no longer can be said to reflect the “divine
form” in any positive way, as it could in On the Inscriptions of the Psalms. In
his sermons on the Beatitudes Gregory argues that it is not possible for human
beings to imitate the divine nature®. Instead human beings should be humble,
as Christ became humble as he incarnated himself. Christians should imitate
the works of Jesus Christ as known in the economy of salvation. Participation
in the Godhead (or rather, the divine activities) must as such mean imitation

57 Ibidem, GNO 5, 149.

58 Cf. Heine, Perfection in the Virtuous Life, p. 194-195.

% Cf. Gregorius Nyssenus, De vita Moysis 11 253, SCh 1bis, 280.
% Cf. e.g. idem, In inscriptiones Psalmorum, GNO 5, 117-118.
' Cf. idem, In Canticum canticorum, GNO 6, 148.

2 Cf. idem, De beatitudinibus 1, 4.
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of the concrete historical works of God in the world®. Participation in God
means participation in his philanthropy (@iAaveponia). A similar claim is
made in On the Life of Moses, which Gregory concludes by talking of virtue in
terms of “friendship” with God®.

To sum up, not only did the Eunomian controversy affect Gregory’s trinita-
rian theology and his notions of language. It also had immense consequences
for his view on moral epistemology. Where aphairetic theology was before
used to gain an idea of what it means to imitate God, apophatic theology was
later used as a means of pointing to the fact, that virtue can only be realized
continously, not statically, in following Christ, something to which there can
be no final end. To be sure, the point is that conception is the epistemological
correspondent to epektasis, and that this is what connects apophatic theology
with ethics through epistemology.

Gregory’s apophatic claim is made both in the polemical context and in
the moral philosophical context in order to point at the need for imitating that
which can actually be known, namely the concrete works of Christ in his-
tory rather than the transcendent divine nature. Again, apophaticism is a way
of affirming a Christocentric approach to human language as well as ethics.
The heightened priority of Christology was the real effect of the Eunomian
controversy, and the apophatic theology developed in order to ensure Christo-
centrism is what results in the new approach to epistemology and virtue in the
later treatises of Gregory of Nyssa.

(Summary)

In early Christian thinking negative theology was often applied for polemi-
cal purposes, as a means of asserting the Christian distinction between God and
everything else. Only later did negative theology develop into a philosophical and
contemplative method. But even then it often kept a polemical function. This was
the case for Gregory of Nyssa who applied forms of negative theology in his
spiritual and exegetical works as well as in his polemical works, especially those
against Eunomius. Using a distinction between aphairetic and apophatic kinds of
negative theology, it can be argued that Gregory’s theology, epistemology and
philosophy of language, as developed during the Eunomian controversy, changed
his negative theology in a fundamental way from an aphairetic theology, based on
abstraction, to a thoroughly apophatic theology, based on negation in the sense of
unsaying. It can further be argued that the results of this development influenced
Gregory’s ethical theories, his moral epistemology in particular. The main texts in
question, besides Gregory’s writings against Eunomius, are his early work on the
inscriptions of the Psalms and his later work on the life of Moses. Both contain

% A well known theme. See D.L. Balas, Metousia Theou — Man s participation in God s Perfec-
tions according to Saint Gregory of Nyssa, Roma 1966, passim.
¢ Cf. Gregorius Nyssenus, De vita Moysis 11 320, SCh 1bis, 326.
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reflections on Moses’ spiritual development, but while the former uses mostly
affirmative language, the latter involves a much higher degree of apophatic theo-
logy. This change is likely to have occurred during the Eunomian controversy
where such things as God’s infinity and the inability of human beings to grasp
the divine essence became fundamental in such a way that apophatic, rather than
aphairetic, language and thinking gained a central role in Gregory’s theology as
well as ethics.

OD ABSTRAKCIJI DO NIEWYPOWIEDZIANEGO.
JAK KONTROWERSJA EUNOMIANSKA ZMIENILA ETYKE
GRZEGORZA Z NYSSY Z AFAIRETYCZNEJ NA APOFATYCZNA

(Streszczenie)

Teologia negatywna we wczesnochrzes’cij aﬁskiej mysli byta czgsto stosowana
w celach polermcznych Jako sposob na rozréznienie migdzy Bogiem a wszystkim
1nnym Dopiero pOZl’llC_] rozwingta si¢ ona jako metoda filozoficzna i kontempla-
cyjna. Ale nawet wowczas czgsto petnita funkcjg polemiczng. Tak bylo w przy-
padku Grzegorza z Nyssy, ktory stosowat elementy teologii negatywnej w swych
dzietach ascetycznych, egzegetycznych, a takze polemicznych, zwlaszcza skie-
rowanych przeciw Eunomiuszowi. Stosujac rozréznienie negatywnej teologii na
afairetyczng i apofatyczna, autor dowodzi, ze teologia, epistemologia i filozofia
jezyka Grzegorza, wypracowane podczas sporéw z Eunomiuszem, fundamentalnie
zmienily jego negatywna teologig z afairetycznej, bazujacej na abstrakcji, na apo-
fatyczna, oparta na negacji — w sensie niemozliwego do wypowiedzenia. Wykazuje
tez, ze rezultaty tego rozwoju wplyngty na etyczne teorie Grzegorza, zwtaszcza na
jego epistemologi¢ moralna.

Gloéwnymi tekstami, dotyczacymi tej problematyki, oprocz dziet Grzegorza
przeciw Eunomiuszowi, sa: weczesne pismo O tytutach Psalmow 1 jego pozniejszy
traktat O zyciu Mojzesza. Oba zawieraja refleksje na temat duchowego rozwoju
Mojzesza, z tym ze w pierwszym Grzegorz uzywa gtownie jezyka afirmatywnego,
w drugim za$ stosuje zaawansowang teologi¢ apofatyczna. Ta zmiana nastapita
prawdopodobnie podczas kontrowersji eunomianskiej, w ktorej takie elementy
jak nieskonczonos$¢ Boga i niemoznos¢ dotarcia przez cztowieka do Boskiej istoty
staty si¢ fundamentalne do tego stopnia, ze apofatyczny, a nie afairetyczny jezyk
i myslenie odegraly kluczowa rolg w teologii, jak rowniez w etyce Grzegorza.

Key words: Gregory of Nyssa, Eunomius, ethics.

Stowa kluczowe: Grzegorz z Nyssy, Eunomiusz, etyka.
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Ilaria VIGORELLI"

XXEXIX AND OMOOYZXIOX
IN GREGORY OF NYSSA’S CONTRA EUNOMIUM:
METAPHYSICAL CONTEST AND GAINS
TO TRINITARIAN THOUGHT

1. G.C. Stead and the Accusation of Tritheism Made against the Trini-
tarian Theology of Gregory of Nyssa. A scholar as George Christopher Stead
was capable of reinserting the theme of the philosophical sources of the Fa-
thers into the much broader problem that the Fathers had to contend with for at
least four centuries, namely, the fact of having to understand the new concep-
tion of God that was ushered in by the experience of Christ. With this event,
a kind of “metaphysical revolution” occurs for believers, which would bring
an entire civilization from the conception of a unique and transcendent divi-
nity shared by Greek philosophy and Judaism, toward the assimilation of the
ontological consequences that come from faith in the immanent communion
between Father, Son and Holy Spirit.

Consequently also anthropology had to change and there had to be a move-
ment from the deification of man — “insofar as is possible” — according to the
necessary and dialectical mode of ascension proposed from within a dualistic
and graduated conception of being proper to the Platonic ontologies of the late
antiquity, toward a conception of a gratuitous deification and gift of divine
filiation proper to the logic of creation through Love and of salvation in the
Logos incarnate.

Therefore, in his article The Significance of the Homoousios, published in
“Studia Patristica” in 1961, Stead emphasizes how it would not make sense to
seek to understand the Athanasius’ meaning of divine ovcia and 6pLooVGLOG,
starting from the definitions of the logic of the Academy. This Father never had
the knowledge or the pretense to enter into the debates of the commentators
concerning Aristotle’s Categories, but rather he wanted to explain, through
metaphors and parallelisms, the novelty of the knowledge of the divine being
revealed by Jesus of Nazareth and kept by the apostolic tradition. Stead there-
fore writes:

" Dr. Ilaria Vigorelli — Higher Institute of Religious Studies “all’ Apollinare” at Pontifical Uni-
versity of the Holy Cross, Rome; vigorelli@pusc.it.
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“The question, whether the o0cia that is common to Father and Son is tpdtn
oboto or devtépa 0votia, is misleading and should be avoided. For this an-
tithesis, as we now understand it on the basis of Aristotle’s Categories, was
neither familiar to Athanasius, nor even applicable to the theological debates

2]

of his time”'.

A little further on, the Cambridge professor specifies this unsuitability of
such a move even better:

“The relationship which Athanasius posits between Father and Son cannot be
expressed in terms of a logic which was only constructed to deal with ordi-
nary individual objects, the classes into which they fall, and the essential and
accidental resemblances between them™>.

Thus, the statement about Gregory of Nyssa in the article that Stead dedi-
cated to the terminology of the Cappadocian a few years later, becomes par-
ticularly intriguing. In Ontology and Terminology in Gregory of Nyssa® he
seems to have not forgotten what he affirmed with regard to Athanasius, (“it
was more important to consider what was believed than to insist on a precise
terminology’) while he traces the Trinitarian thought of the Cappadocian Fa-
ther, since he shows how even for the work of Gregory of Nyssa a detailed
assessment of philosophical distinctions can become deeply inadequate. How-
ever, focusing on the problem of what he believes is lacking in the articulation
between the divine simplicity of essence and the identification of the three
persons, Stead seems to run the risk of losing the extraordinary wealth of the
theological — and thus, metaphysical — contribution of Gregory. Let us pro-
ceed, then, to read what directly follows the 1976 article — its conclusions:

,,] would add that in his doctrine of the three hypostases Gregory uses two argu-
ments which have no connection with the logic of universals and particulars.
The first is that the names Father, Son and Spirit must each have a real «hypos-
tasis», they must not be empty names. The second is that each person must have
his own distinct «hypostasisy, i.e. his own distinct manner of origination; this is
of course contrary to what is normally found in the members of a species.

But does this interpretation of the three persons as individual members of
a species give us an adequate theological picture of the Trinity? It has of course
been frequently criticized as giving too little emphasis to the unity of the three
persons; and I have tried to show that it rests upon a philological myth. But

' C.G. Stead, The Significance of the Homoousios (1961), in: idem, Substance and illusion in
the Christian Fathers, London 1985, 411.

2 Ibidem.

3 Cf. idem, Ontology and terminology in Gregory of Nyssa (1976), in: idem, Substance and II-
lusion in the Christian Fathers, p. 107-127.

4 Idem, Philosophy in Christian Antiquity, Cambridge 1994, 162. This concept was already
formulated in 1961 and subsequently recovered many times from the same author.
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I will end by submitting a rather different point. I think that we cannot do
justice even to human individuality if we think of several individuals as pos-
sessing a common character, with certain distinguishing marks simply added
to it; human individuality is rather the particular blend and proportion of com-
mon characteristics. A fortiori, any adequate doctrine of the three divine per-
sons must somehow do justice to the doctrine of divine simplicity; it must not
represent each person as a compound entity, composed of a common «ousia»
plus distinguishing characteristics; it must seek to integrate these two facts,
and show that the distinct persons represent distinct ways in which the one
common «ousiay» is developed and manifested. Gregory fails at this point be-
cause his philosophical equipment is not handled with the seriousness which
is needed in order to do justice to his theological and Christian intuitions™.

We want to attempt to engage with this last statement by retrieving certain
passages of Gregory from within the context of his theological debate with
Eunomius; we will do this in order to see how the individuation of the divine
Persons does not negate the cogency of the affirmation of the divine simplicity
thanks to a common sense, somewhat pre-philosophical observation: the ob-
servation of the reciprocal dimension of the relation that is made known by the
divine names that are revealed. We then see that it is precisely this relational
character of reciprocity that allows for the interpretation of the difference of
hypostases: not as being caused by characteristics that are added to the com-
mon essence, but rather as different ways in which the total self-giving of the
same oVola is in the reciprocal relation of the loving subjects.

2. Contra Eunomium 1 496-507: The npoc dAlela oxéclg in the Am-
bit of Its Trinitarian Ontological Valence. It may help to first recall how
Gregory of Nyssa, in the school of Basil, reiterates the importance of tracing
the debate about the value of the 6poobc10g back to the revealed names (Fa-
ther, Son) and not, as did Eunomius, to semantic reductions. These reductions
were quite common in the post-Nicene Trinitarian debate, the divine names
were converted into the notions of Unbegotten (&yévvntog) and begotten
(Yévvepo). As is well-known, the argument already advanced by Basil with
Eunomius was that the latter was changing the referent as modifying the no-
tion was to neglect the very relationship present in the revelation of Christ,
who calls God his “Father™®.

Gregory, like Basil, appoints to biblical text. The passage that is perhaps
the most incisive and concise regarding the question that interests us here, is
found in the first book of Contra Eunomium. There Gregory focuses on the
explanation of the otherness of the intra-Trinitarian communion:

5 Idem, Ontology and terminology in Gregory of Nyssa, p. 119.
¢ Cf. Basilius Caesariensis, Adversus Eunomium 1 5, 63-69, ed. B. Sesboiié — G.M. de Durand
— L. Doutreleau, SCh 299, Paris 1982, 174-176.
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“By having heard from the truth «Father» and «Son» we learned that in the
two subjects [or in the two significants? — €v 0o 1T0lg VRokepEVOLS?] there
is a unity of nature (v évoétnta The Ooemg), being this naturally indicated
by the names for the reciprocal relationship (tfig mpog GAANAQ GYECEMC)
and by the voice of the Lord. What could the one who in fact said «the Father
and I are one», have meant (onpoivetl) but to express (Tt &AAo §| 16 1€
[...] mopiotnory) that he himself is not without a principle of his being (un
Gvapyov €avtod) through conformity with the nature’ of the Father (dic
TG T0V ToTPOg OpoAoyiag) [first sense], and [to express] the communion of
nature (t0 kKowov [...] Thg eVoewg) through the union/unity with the Father
(81 THg TPOg TOV TarTEPaL £vOTNTOC) [second sense]?”

As is well-known, the argument of Gregory refocuses the believer’s atten-
tion onto the revelation of the filiation of the Word, and onto the eternity of
this relation: this is in perfect continuity with the letter of Basil to Maximus
of Ephesus.

Let us briefly recall this letter. In it, Basil would trace the source of the
Anomean bishops’ unorthodox definition back to the doctrine of Dionysius of
Alexandria — the Bishop of Alexandria in the middle years of the third cen-
tury (c. 248-260). This was the inspiration, after Nicaea, for a portion of the
episcopate that had not accepted the formula according to which the Son is
opoobotog with respect to the Father. This error was not due to immoral judg-
ment, wrote Basil, but it was due to an emphasis that was placed in opposition
to Sabellius, and this was in order to sustain that the Father and the Son “are not
the same subject” (00 TaLTOV 1@ VROKEWWEV®)’. Dionysius had distinguished
the Father and the Son not only according to their hypostases (o0y €tepoTnTa
povov Tdv vrootdoemc)'’ but also according to their essence (GAAQ Kol
ovotog dtapopdv)', introducing a subordination of power and glory, and lo-
sing the correct doctrine (t1ig 8¢ 6pOOHTNTOC TOO AOYOL SLOUOPTETV)'?.

Basil explained to Marcellus that Dionysius did not want to accept the
term 6pooG10g because his opponents adopted it in the sense of denying the
reality of the three hypostases'. The bishop of Cesarea then expresses the
proper position after having shed great light on the meanings attributed to the

7*Oporoyla, in the sense of stoic philosophy. See also Cicero, De finibus bonorum et malorum
M6, 21, ed. H. Rackham, London — New York 1914, 238: “quod 6poAoyioy Stoici, nos appellamus
convenientiam”.

8 Gregorius Nyssenus, Contra Eunomium 1498, 1 - 499, 5, ed. W. Jaeger, GNO 1, Leiden 1960,
170, our translation.

? Basilius Caesariensis, Epistula IX 2, 16-17, ed. Y. Courtonne: Saint Basile, Lettres, 1, Paris
1957, 38.

1 Tbidem IX 2, 19-20, ed. Courtonne, I, p. 38.

' Tbidem IX 2, 20, ed. Courtonne, I, p. 38.

12 Ibidem IX 2, 21-23, ed. Courtonne, I, p. 38.

13 Cf. ibidem IX 2, 23-27, ed. Courtonne, I, p. 38.
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same words prior to him, very cautious of the danger of equivocal words. Basil
thus states that his opinion was that of accepting that the Son is called dpolov
kot ovolav with respect to the Father, but “only if this is understood in the
sense of the invariability of the divine essence”: the divine essence, he writes,
is immutable (&mopaiddrtoc)'®. Basil thus explains the sense with which the
term 6poovotog had been introduced at Nicaea, interpreting it in the sense also
affirmed by other appositive formulae attributed to the Son: light from light,
true God from true God. With these it is understood — he explains to Marcel-
lus — that the Unbegotten has no less glory or power than the Father, because
it is not possible to conceive of any variation in light in relation to light or of
truth in relation to truth'.

This argument by Basil was brought to light with great clarity by André
Tuilier — calling attention to Epistle 52 — in the same years in which Stead pub-
lished the study on the divine substance in Athanasius. The two are essentially in
agreement on the fact that one could not attribute sensu stricto the Aristotelian
use of the term ovcia to the Trinitarian arguments, because God clearly was not
to be treated like composed substances. But not even Tuilier seemed to take the
knowledge of reciprocity as a new and fundamental metaphysical knowledge:

“Dans I’esprit méme de saint Athanase, il [Basile] rappelle que 1’ousie divine
n’arien de commun avec les essences matérielles. Elle est indivisible dans le
Pére comme dans le Fils. Au reste, en refusant d’admettre une essence unique
commune aux trois personnes, on attribuait naturellement, qu’on le veuille ou
non, une ousie particuliére a chacune d’entre elles™'s.

Returning to Gregory: he therefore never calls into question the unity of
the divine ovoia but articulates the meaning of the relational names in a new
way, introducing and tracing the consequences of the reciprocal relation (tfig
TPOG AAANMAQL CYECEMG).

We then see what the consequences are on the level of the unity of the di-
vine substance, when this is taken into account starting from the reciprocity of
the relation of the Father and the Son.

3. Reciprocity. The point which is in our interest to consider here — respon-
ding to Stead’s critique of Gregory in light of the semantics of oxéoig — is that
Eunomius’ theology ends up being aporetic in that it is incapable of maintai-
ning the reality of what has been revealed, which consists of the reciprocity of
relation between the Father and the Son. Indeed, to introduce gradation means

4 Cf. ibidem IX 3, 1-2, ed. Courtonne, I, p. 39.

15 Cf. ibidem IX 3, 4-7, ed. Courtonne, I, p. 39: ““Onep kot todg €v Nikalg vonoavtog, ®dg
€K PWOTOG Kol OOV AANBLVOV £k Og0d AANOLVOD Kol TG TOLoDTA TOV MOVOYEVT TPOGELTOVTOG,
ENAYOYETV BKOALOVOWG TO OLOOVGLOV”.

16 A. Tuilier, Le sense du term 6j1000610G dans le vocabulaire théologique d’Arius et de I’Ecole
d’Antioque, StPatr 3 (1961) 425.
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to deny to relation the characteristic of reciprocity in God, Who is eternal, and
this was precisely the great speculative contribution of Basil. This is one point
on which Gregory vehemently presses Eunomius: Father, when referring to
God, signifies the name of a relation in eternity; and thus it is without separa-
tion (&dro.otdtog)!’. The ontological indication in this — provided by the rela-
tion implicit in the name Father — denies any difference in substance between
unbegotten and begotten on the basis of the reciprocity of the oyéoic, which is
implied in the very notion of Father. This all becomes very clear when Gregory
recalls how Christian tradition has desired to conserve the names Father, Son,
and Spirit because:

,»All men when they hear the titles «father» and «son» immediately recognize
from the very names their «intimate and natural relation to each other» (tnv
OlKELOLY LTV KOl PUOIKTY TTPOS GAANAa oxécty). Community of nature
is inevitably suggested by these titles”'s.

4. Simplicity. Zxéo1g as understood in its reciprocity is the pivoting point
around which moves a further difficulty that is expressed in the first book of
Contra Eunomium. It has to do with the argument regarding the simplicity of
God’s substance, where 6€o1g appears in the passage that is focused on the
infinite nature of God:

“In cases where the existent by its nature does not admit of the worse, no limit
is applicable to goodness; the infinite is not such by its relation to something
else (T mpog Etepov oyéoet), but itself by definition evades limitation”".

One gathers from this how Gregory understands relation in infinity to be
the reciprocation of oneself (010 k0@ €orvtd). Hence, it is through recipro-
city recognized in light of the revealed and relative name that Gregory defends
divine simplicity:

“But if he [Eunomius] detaches and alienates the beings from each other
(& &AANA®V), envisaging another being of the Onlybegotten alongside the
Father, and yet another of the Spirit alongside the Onlybegotten, and applies
to them concepts of greater and less, let it be noted that, while he appears to
delight in what is simple, in reality he argues for the composite”?°.

17 Cf. Gregorius Nyssenus, Refutatio confessionis Eunomii 6, 1-10, ed. W. Jaeger, GNO 2, Lei-
den 19602, 314, 26 - 315, 6.

18 Idem, Contra Eunomium 1159, 3-5, GNO 1, 75, 3-5: “mévteg GvOpomol Tortpog kol viod
TPOGTYOpLloy BKOVOOVTEG €00V TNV OIKELOLY ODTMV KOl QUOIKNV TPOG GAANAC OYECLY VT
VTV TOV OVOPATOV ETLYIVAOCKOLOL”.

19 Tbidem I 236, 1-4, GNO 1, 95, 25 - 96, 2: “¢¢p’ @V 8¢ N @Oo1g AvemidektOg £6TL TOD
XELPOVOG, Gpog ovK EMivoeltat ThHg AyoBdTNnTog T 8¢ &OpLoTOoV 0V T TPOG ETEPOV CYECEL
T0100TOV €6TLY, GAL” 0DTO KOO  EVTO VOOUpREVOV EKPEDYEL TOV Gpov”.

20 Ibidem I 237, 3-10, GNO 1, 96, 6-12: “ei 3¢ diiotnol kot dmoevol TG ovolog AT
AAMA®V, GAANY TOD HLOVOYEVODG TOPXL TOV TOLTEPDL, ETEPOLY OE TOV TVEVLOTOG TOPY TV TOD
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Observing in which texts oy €o1¢ appears within the progression of Grego-
ry’s argument allows one to draw upon certain considerations which are inhe-
rent to the placement of mpog together with the term oyéots.

As is known, oyéotc is inserted into philosophical and theological dis-
course with a meaning that is very close to that of mpog ti. This expression
has a preposition that is used to indicate that several terms are being placed
in relation with one another?': in Gregory we thus find this characterization of
oyx€olc, assuming this preposition, in the passage npog GAANAQ OYECLS, TPOG
£TEPOV OYECLG, TPOG TOV VIOV OYECLS, TPOG OE OYEDCLS, TPOG TLVAL OYXECLC™.
Relation is thereby set up like a reality together with its proper name, which
is accompanied by a prepostion that grants it a certain definition with respect
to what one means to indicate. The name ,,relation” in and of itself does not
indicate anything concrete, since what specifies relation is the series of terms
placed in relation or connection to each other.

So what happens with Gregory? In the exposition of his theory of relative
names — he will return to this at length in the Contra Eunomium 11 and III — it
is made explicit that relation is within the names themselves, showing how the
relative name itself can have more meanings according to what is the second
term of the relation appointed by the name. This is what occupies sections
569-575 of the Contra Eunomium 1, wherein Gregory argues the meanings of
the term “Father” so as to show how in that term there is also the meaning of
relation to the Son as much as there is the meaning of being unbegotten.

This distinction of gnoseological relativity facilitates the display of how
the revealed name “Father” can be — on the level of ontology — the bearer of
an immanent and relational disposition in the divine essence, even beyond its
being said to be a property of God (as unbegotten)*. Furthermore, he who

HLOVOYEVODG EVVOMV, KOl TO TAEOV KOl TO EAQTTOV €T QOTAV AEYEL, PN AOVOOVET® TR HEV
dokelv 10 amAodY yapllopevoc, 11 6 AANBel koTookeLALmV TO GOVOETOV”.

2! This is seen in what has been defined by the Grammarians (Dionysus Trace), who on the basis
of mpdg T distinguish relative names from absolute names. On this topic, the notes in Moreschini are
quite useful. See Gregorio di Nissa, Teologia trinitaria, Contro Eunomio, Confutazione della pro-
fessione di fede di Eunomio, ed. C. Moreschini, Milano 1984, 168, note 317. On the influence of the
Grammarians in competing cultures, see J. Dani¢lou, Eunome [’arien et ['exégése néo-platonicienne
du Cratyle, REG 69 (1956) 420.

22 Cf. Gregorius Nyssenus, Contra Eunomium 1 569, GNO 1, 188. There are examples of this
when Gregory tackles the argument regarding relative names. In total there are 75 places in which
oyéolg appears with mpog, out of around 180 times that oyéoig appears in any form in Grego-
ry’s work.

2 The relativity of names is found in book two as well, wherein Gregory explains that thought
is an operation of the mind and depends on the decisions of the speaker. It does not subsist in and of
itself, rather, it has its subsistence in the choice of those who are in dialogue (ibidem II 334, 10 - 335,
1,GNO 1, 323,31 -324, 1: “00 ko’ €0V VYESTOO, AAL” €V T TOV SLOAEYOUEVOV OPpR TNV
vndotacty €xovoa’”). For Gregory, the freedom of one in dialogue, who makes the decision to use
certain meanings which are then placed in dialogue, might give a relational significance or meaning
to the relativity, or conventionality, of names.
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pronounces the name ,,Father” can do so “independently of the particular rela-
tionship”, or otherwise taking on the relational meaning.

5. Freedom. Hence, in the commentary on the Lord’s prayer (Mt 6:9) or
the Abba Father (Rom 8:15), Gregory makes explicit his moving from one
relative name that indicates something of the knowledge that one has of God
to a name that places in relation and expresses a relation, which is something
accomplished on the level of existence and not simply that of knowledge®.
Progress with respect to Basil is seen precisely in his explicating the theory
of names that is already present in the second book of Basil’s Adversus Euno-
mium?S, where Gregory ultimately specifies the content of the relative name
insofar as it touches upon the names of God and purposefully includes the fact
of existence into the body of our knowledge.

On the fixedness of the reciprocal relationship between the Father and the
Son, Gregory comes into conflict with Eunomius in multiple places, for, on
account of the infinitude of God’s nature, relation in God cannot be subject
to any law that is not reciprocity of the relation itself, which itself cannot be
subordinated to law. Furthermore, contrary to Eunomius’ position®’, there can-
not be any necessity in the analogy of proportional correspondence between
activities and God’s substance. And this is what is read in passages that include
occurances of oyéoig that provide a revisiting of Eunomius’ formula of the
elppov?. This is seen in the places where Gregory comments on that kind of
“bond” that is rightly thought of in God®.

The Bishop of Nyssa connects the bond (tov €ippo6v) to what Eunomius
means by innate ordering (cvpevn t&&1g). Indeed, for Gregory innate orde-
ring might be that which maintains an “invariable bond fixed to the reciprocal
relationship” only if there is not separation of substance between Father and
Son, and only if a distinction of hypostasis is allowed*.

24 Cf. ibidem 1 572-573, GNO 1, 191, 14 - 192, 2.

3 Cf. ibidem 1573, 1, GNO 1, 191, 21. Cf. also ibidem 11 373, 2, GNO 1, 335, 11; ibidem IT 459,
6, GNO 1, 360, 22; ibidem II 559, 1, GNO 1, 389, 29.

26 Cf. Basilius Caesariensis, Adversus Eunomium 11 9.

2 Here we are talking about the second way, as illustrated in the Apologia. Cf. Eunomius, Apo-
logia 20, ed. R.P. Vaggione, in: Eunomius, The Extant Works, Oxford 1987, 58.

2 Gregorius Nyssenus, Contra Eunomium 1406, 1-11, GNO 1, 145, 10-20. The same formu-
lation, recalling substance, invariable bond and fixedness (tfi Tpog GAANAa GYXECEL TOV EIPHOV
amopdBatov) occurres in ibidem I 154, 1-13, GNO 1, 73, 3-15.

2 One might theorize that the theology used to elaborate the response to Contra Eunomium
regarding the fixed and invariable bond (tov eippov dropdaBatov), might have helped Gregory for-
mulate, or distinguish, the formula tfic oyeTikiig dxolovOiag TOv Adyov of Refutatio confessionis
Eunomii 98, 5: the only place in the debate with Eunomius in which Gregory delineates the order
of processions, bestowing upon “bond” (dkorovbia instead of €ippog) the character of a hiearchy
of relational notions. This questions has been taken up by others. Cf. J. Daniélou, L étre et le temps
chez Grégoire de Nysse, Leiden 1970, 36-37.

30 Cf. Gregorius Nyssenus, Contra Eunomium 1412—413, GNO 1, 146, 23 - 147, 13, where in
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The relational distinction that Gregory recognizes in the very same
ovoia allows him to consider the ordering of distinction between the Father
and the Son, not on the ontological plane of the essence, but in the realm of
a logic — that is, not dividing, but distinguishing them according to causality in
a manner of relation (in this sense the logical and the relational coincide). But
this is true for the reverse as well: the relational distinction of the Father and
the Son in the very ovcio of God safeguards the immutability of the divine
essence and the impossibility of knowing God’s substance through notions
which are derived from activities®'.

In this sense, admitting the value of oxéo1g in God thereby preserves apo-
phaticism for three reasons: 1) the names of Father and Son are not identical to
activities (¢vepyeton), for in God there is no change; 2) the relative names of
Father and Son do not merely speak of a notion, but of a relational reciprocity;
3) this is not reducible to noetic content but suggests a true and proper alterity,
or otherness, in one single essence, which nevertheless remains unknowable
and unspeakable in itself*’.

We thus find that Gregory works conceptually with regard to innate orde-
ring and the distinction of relational reciprocity, beginning with the immuta-
bility of the divine ovctla and the oyéoig revealed by the divine names. One
can thereby trace, though it will be formulated differently, the attention that
Basil lends back to the claims of the immutability of the divine substance
(dmaporrdxtog)®® and the natural conjunction (puoikn cvvageia) of the
relation implied in the name Father.

A further question that is tied to this present discussion — by way of the
occurrences of oxéoig — is therefore that of the relationship between a name
and its notion (€vvowa). It is with respect to this aspect as well that Gregory’s
thought takes a noteworthy turn. Whereas in the Apologia Apologiae Euno-
mius remains tied to a one-to-one relationship between the notion, name, and
divine substance — while accepting Basil’s argument on the centrality of the
name of the Father instead of the attribute of unbegotten®* — Gregory expounds

an alternative form Eunomius considers the substance of the Father and the Son as two, separate, one
apart from the other for reasons of their difference (&voptdtntog), according to nature (koto TNV
@bOow), and contrasts being untied through substance (1] Yyop fvotot dix Thg 00610G), so that the
bond of reciprocal relation remains unaltered.

31 Cf. ibidem 1419-422, GNO 1, 148, 26 - 149, 26.

32 The fact that it remains unknowable does not mean that for Gregory man is not included in
this same relation. Cf. Gregorius Nyssenus, /n Canticum canticorum 1, ed. H. Langerbeck, GNO 6,
Leiden 1960, 22,9 - 23, 1.

33 Cf. Basilius Caesariensis, Epistula IX 3, 1-2, ed. Courtonne, I, p. 39.

3% In the section Contra Eunomium 1 552ff. Gregory reproduces a passage from the Apologia
Apologiae in which Eunomius cites Basil, but he omits the passage on the oyéoig, thereby com-
pletely passing over the referece to the introduction of the notion of the Son by way of the relation
implicit in the name of the Father, and hence passing over any treatment of Basil regarding relative
names (cf. Basilius Caesariensis, Adversus Eunomium 1 5, 68-69, SCh 299, 176). Gregory reintro-



174 ILARIA VIGORELLI

on his thought on the Trinity as deeply centered on the oécig of the Father
and the Son, which leads him — integrating Basil’s theory of names — to consi-
der the relationship as existence and the unity of nature in two subjects (¢v 300
TO1g VTOKEEVOLG TNV EVOTNTA THG PVCEMG)™.

6. Unity. Gregory of Nyssa thus establishes that the unity of nature — dis-
tinct in the two subjects — is also a unity of the will, characterizing “the natu-
ral bond” in a completely different way than does Eunomius®. The natural
conjunction defended by Basil is spoken of by Gregory as well, as unity of
nature (koto TNV @Lowv) and communion of wills (kat v wpoaipectv
kowoviag)®’. Eunomius, interpreting it incorrectly, traces it to a relationship
of generation and subordination in the structure of ordering (t¢&1c) in created
nature, thereby attributing two different substances to the Father and the Son*®.

Previously, Gregory marks the commonality of nature — indicated by the
word “son” in the expression “son of man” — with the pericope 10 kot TV
@Oow olkelov?’, where the affinity (oixetov) indicates both commonality be-
tween natures as well as an intimate relation. With this Gregory distinguishes,
within relation, unity that is such by nature and what is such by will. He does
this not so as to introduce a twofold or dual principle of unity, but rather to
point out that the relational nature of God is different than that which is made
necessary in the term té&ig, something that we come across in created reali-
ties. The polemical context around the origin of all this as driven by Eunomius,
actually gives the expression a particular relevance and one which emphasizes
the actual reciprocity of relation between Father and Son in the divine nature.

That the will in immanent relation also emerges in a final appearance
of oxéoic is worth noting here. It is a quite poetic passage, in which Gre-
gory defines the honor that man must render unto God as a relation of love
(| dyamntikn oxéolg)®. The passages that precede this occurence are dedi-
cated to a description of the relationship between the Father and the Son, from

duces this in the debate taking up once again the complete citation of Basil in the passage of Contra
Eunomium 1559, 3-5, GNO 1, 188, 3-5: “koil v mtept Tod viod €vvoloy CVVIUUEVMG EQVTH d1d
THG OYECEMG GVVELCAYELY”.

35 Gregorius Nyssenus, Contra Eunomium 1498, 1-2, GNO 1, 170, 13-14.

36 Cf. ibidem I 502, GNO 1, 171, 15-23. Eunomius maintains that knowledge of Being through
works of creation would be by acts of the will and not through the essence (cf. Eunomius, Apologia
23-24). The difference in Gregory of Nyssa’s vision is that, according to Miilenberg, for him the
will is not inferior to, but rather is part of the essence. See E. Cavalcanti, Studi Eunomiani, Roma
1976, 71-72.

37 The Father and the Son are also one, the community of being and of purpose coalescing into
unity (Gregorius Nyssenus, Contra Eunomium 1 502, 4-6, GNO 1, 171, 18-20: “kal 6 motnp kot
0 V10g €V elot, THG KOT TNV VOV KOl TNV TPOLPESLY KOLVMViaG €1g T0 €V cuvdpopodong”.

38 Cf. ibidem 1 483, 1-5, GNO 1, 166, 13-18.

3 Ibidem I 298, 6-7, GNO 1, 114, 16-17.

4 Ibidem 1337, 3-4, GNO 1, 127, 4-5.
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which it is gathered that, being Son in a relationship of love with the Father,
He must also receive the same honor that is given in tribute to the Father.

kskosk

In Contra Eunomium 1 the Cappodocian consideration of the revealed
names affirms the reality of the reciprocal distinction of the Father and the Son
as being immanent to the divine essence, and this also becomes the vehicle for
the dogmatic definition of the unity and unknowable, and hence unspeakable,
nature of the substance of God. The distinction between the Father and the Son
is acknowledged as real, and — instead of introducing multiplicity and separa-
tion, and thereby a subsequent duality of substance as Eunomius intended with
the subordination of the Son to the Father — it becomes the foundation of unity
and simplicity precisely because of this consideration of the divine nature. The
response to Stead can therefore be placed on this level: the reciprocal relatio-
nality of the hypostases does not entail the loss of the unity of nature, because
the revelation of the God who is Love allows Gregory to overcome the fixed-
ness of Greek metaphysics, which is governed by the logic of necessity, and
to extend the reality of the communion of essence to the will — and therefore
to freedom. This divine essence must not be thought of as a sort of substratum
that precedes and is opposed to the Persons that are in relation, but rather as
being in the reciprocity of eternal and infinite love.

This logical passage is made possible by Gregory’s firm adhesion to Sa-
cred Scripture as well as his philosophical competency, which he himself must
overcome in order to describe a new unity as it is in God: the reality of com-
munity within essence is introduced on account of the consideration of rela-
tion. And this relation is understood as being implied by the revealed names,
but thought of in the context of the characteristics of divine nature — including
the characteristics of eternity and infinitude already elaborated upon by theo-
logical reflection.

The unity of the divine essence, in the plurality of God’s hypostaseis, is
therefore indicated not merely through a reference to the metaphysics of es-
sence (communion of nature), but also through reference to the metaphysics of
love (communion according to will; ThHg kot TV UGV KOl TNV TPOUIPESLY
kowvmviag). Unity is thereby configured as a reciprocal and infinite — hence
unspeakable — disposition of love of the Father for the Son and of the Son for
the Father. As we have seen, this is achieved through a resemantization of the
immanent schesis.

Perhaps it was at this that Stead’s dissatisfaction was directed: the need
to express the individuation of the hypostasis not through juxtaposition but
through relation and reciprocity; these latter considerations constituting a rea-
lity which always, existentially, escapes a precise and definitive definition, in
addition to the demands of verbal objectification.
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(Summary)

The development of Trinitarian thought that occurred in Gregory of Nyssa’s
Contra Eunomium has led some to think that in his debate with Eunomius Gregory
introduced a tritheist mode of thinking (G.C. Stead). In having recourse to the
oyxéotc of the Father and of the Son in his polemic with Eunomius, he actually
facilitates a recovery of the sense of OooVG10G in continuity with the doctrine
of the two natures as introduced by Athanasius and Basil in the latter’s initial
response to Eunomius. However, this simultanecously marks a difference in the
notion of @bolc, which is at the level of divinity and has repercussions even in
created nature. This paper seeks to show the substance of this variation, something
that on account of Eunomian heresy has been introduced by Gregory of Nyssa.

IXEZIZ I OMOOYZIOZ W CONTRA EUNOMIUM GRZEGORZA Z NYSSY:
METAFIZYCZNY SPOR I POSTEP W MYSLI TRYNITARNEJ

(Streszczenie)

Ewolucja mysli trynitarnej, ktora dokonata si¢ za sprawg traktatu Contra
Eunomium Grzegorza z Nyssy, doprowadzita niektérych naukowcow do pogladu,
ze Grzegorz w swej polemice przeciw Eunomiuszowi wprowadzit tryteistyczny
sposob myslenia (G.C. Stead). Odwolujac si¢ do oxéoig Ojca i Syna w swojej
polemice z Eunomiuszem, Grzegorz rzeczywiscie utatwit wtasciwe rozumienie
pojgcia 6poovolog w ciaglosci z doktryna o dwoch naturach, ktéra wypracowali
Atanazy i Bazyli w swych wczesniejszych wystapieniach przeciw Eunomiuszowi.
Jednak rownoczesnie zaznaczyt tez roznicg w pojeciu p0o1g, ktora jest boska, ale
ma skutki nawet w stworzonej naturze. Niniejsza praca ma na celu przedstawic
istotg tych zmian dokonanych przez Grzegorza z Nyssy, ktore wynikty na skutek
herezji eunomianskie;.

Key words: oécic, Opootvoiog, Gregory of Nyssa, Contra Eunomium, meta-
physics, Trinitarian theology.
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THE DIVINE PERSONHOOD OF THE HOLY SPIRIT
IN THE TEACHING OF GREGORY NAZIANZEN

1. The question of the deity of the Holy Spirit after the post-Nicene
debate for Logos. A major heresy that arose in the fourth century and denied
the divinity of Jesus Christ was Arianism. Arius (256-336), a priest of Alexan-
dria, denied that there were three distinct divine Persons in God. For Arius,
there was only one Person, the Father. According to Arian’s theory, the Son
was created:

“If the Father begot the Son, he that was begotten had a beginning of exi-
stence: and from this it is evident, that there was a time when the Son was
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not. It therefore necessarily follows, that he had his substance from nothing™".

Christ was thus a son of God, not by nature, but only by grace and adoption®.
This theory logically emptied the doctrine of the Incarnation of God in Christ
of all meaning: if God did not become man, then the world has not been re-
deemed and the faith itself eventually dissolves. Arianism was formally con-
demned in 325 by the first ecumenical Council of Nicaea, which formulated
and promulgated the original version of the Nicene Creed; but Arianism and
Semi-Arianism nevertheless continued to prevail in its original form in many
areas for more than a century. Arianism was combated by the great St. Atha-
nasius of Alexandria (296-373) among others; but the heresy nevertheless per-
sisted, especially among the barbarians, for several centuries®.

" Dr Eirini Artemi — Theologist & Classical Philologist, Post Doc of Ancient Greek and
Byzantine Philosophy of University of Patras, MA & Ph.D. of Theology of National and Capodistrian
University of Athens, Lecturer in the Hellenic Open University, email: eartemi@theol.uoa.gr.

' Cf. Socrates, HE I 5, 6, PG 67, 41B, transl. A.C. Zenos, NPNF Series II, vol. 2, ed. P. Schaff
— H. Wace, Buffalo — New York 1890, 3.

2 Cf. Athanasius Alexandrinus, Orationes adversus Arianos 15, 6, PG 26, 41B.

3 Among the barbarians, Arianism took on a life of its own. Christianity in its Arian form be-
came somewhat unique, distinct even from native Roman Arianism. The new kingdoms also became
religiously-layered, with the Germanic aristocracy being Arian with the majority Roman popula-
tion being Catholic (with a minority of Arians among the Romans). This chagrined the Catholic
hierarchy, and they feared repression. But generally the barbarian kings tolerated the Catholics in
their lands; they did, however, intervene when the Catholics targeted Arianism. The kings often
sheltered outspoken Arians, giving this heresy something of a haven and allowing it to persist even
in places they did not control. Cf. Ch.J. Nofziger, Reign of heretics: Arianism and political power in
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Some years later after the First Ecumenical Council, the heresy of Pneu-
matomachians, “fighters against the Spirit” appeared who denied the consub-
stantiality of the Holy Spirit with the Father in the divine Trinity. Generally,
although Arius’ argument for the uniqueness of the Father’s ousia implied that
the Spirit, like the Son, was not the Father’s ontological equal, the real dispute
was between pro-Nicenes and a faction of Homoeousians called Pneumatoma-
chians who were followers of Macedonius of Constantinople®.

He and his followers denied the divinity of the Holy Spirit: the Spirit was
declared by them not to proceed from the Father but to be a creation of the Son.
The Holy Spirit is a divine energy diffused throughout the universe, and not
a person distinct from the Father and the Son. So he underlined with emphasis
that the Holy Spirit is not consubstantial with the Father and the Son in divi-
nity. If the Holy Spirit proceeded from the Father and was sent by the Father
and the Son, and was a messenger, He is not equal with Them. Therefore, He
is subordinate to Them®.

Since this heresy had spread throughout the Eastern Churches, 150 Bi-
shops were assembled in Constantinople in 381. At this great Council, the
Holy Fathers quoting from the Old and New Testaments officially proclaimed,
that even though the Holy Spirit proceeded from the Father, He is equal with
the Father and the Son in nature, divinity and glory®. After explaining this at
great length, they ascertained the divinity of the Holy Spirit and they vehe-
mently condemned Macedonius and his heretical teaching’. The defence of the
deity of the Spirit was based mostly on the theology of Gregory Nazianzen.

2. Gregory Nazianzen drew attention to the opinions that existed for
the Holy Spirit. A formal doctrine of the Holy Spirit was not articulated until
the early third century. On this point, there was scriptural silence. In his forty
first oration On Pentecost®, Gregory Nazianzen dealt with the same subject
of his Fifth Theological Oration, the question of the Deity of the Holy Ghost,
but proceeded to establish the point by quite a different set of arguments from
those adopted in the former discourse’.

He drew attention to some groups of “Christians” who rejected the person-
hood as well as the divinity of the Holy Spirit are. To them the Holy Spirit was

the Vandal and Ostrogothic kingdoms, Western Washington University, Masters Thesis Collection,
Washington 2012.

4 Cf. Socrates, HE 11 45, 1-23, PG 67, 357B-360B.

5 Cf. ibidem.

¢ Cf. J. Romanides, Dogmatic and Symbolic Theology of the Orthodox Catholic Church, vol. 1,
Athens 1960, 242. Cf. Ps 33:6, Is 6:3, Acts 28:25.

7 Cf. S. Papadopoulos, Patrologia, vol. 2, Athens 1990, 536-537; V. Feidas, Ecclesiastic
History, vol. 1, Athens 1992, 520-521.

8 Cf. Gregorius Nazianzenus, Oratio 41 (In Pentecosten), PG 36, 428-452.

? Cf. ibidem.
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not God'®. The Holy Spirit is spoken of as a “force”, or as “power” emanating
from God, rather than as God himself''. He was thought of as a creature'.
He was denied not only by the Arians but also by those referred to as “Spirit-
fighters (Pneumatomachoi)”, who accepted the deity of the Son but denied the
deity of the Spirit. The Arians and the Pneumatomachoi influenced by Origen,
were the major opponents Gregory had to face in proclaiming that the Holy
Spirit was none other than God himself". Origen, an Alexandrian theologian
had a conflicted view of the Holy Spirit. On the one hand he taught that the
Spirit “was made by the Word, and that the Word is the elder of the two”'*, and
on the other hand he supported that the Holy Spirit is part of the Trinity'>. He
also recognized that the apostolic teaching did not detail how the Holy Spirit
is a full member of the Trinity'®, as an individual substantial entity and not an
abstraction. The Spirit is not the energy, or wisdom, of God, but an active and
real substance, represented in the Holy Bible as acting personally!’. Origen
stated that:

“The God and Father, who holds the universe together, is superior to every
being that exists, for he imparts to each one from his own existence that which
each one is; the Son, being less than the Father, is superior to rational crea-
tures alone (for he is second to the Father); the Holy Spirit is still less, and
dwells within the saints alone. So that in this way the power of the Father is
greater than that of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, and that of the Son is more

10 Cf. idem, Oratio 31 (Theologica Quinta — De Spiritu Sancto), 5, PG 36, 137C.

' Cf. ibidem.

12 Cf. idem, Oratio 41 (In Pentecosten), 6, PG 36, 437A, transl. C.G. Browne — J.E. Swallow,
NPNF Series 11, vol. 7, ed. P. Schaff — H. Wace, Buffalo — New York 1894, 381: “They who reduce
the Holy Spirit to the rank of a creature are blasphemers and wicked servants, and worst of the
wicked. For it is the part of wicked servants to despise Lordship, and to rebel against dominion, and
to make That which is free their fellow-servant”.

13 Cf. idem, Oratio 31 (Theologica Quinta — De Spiritu Sancto), 5, PG 36, 137C.

4 Cf. C.F. Lo, Gregory Nazianzen's Pneumatology completes the 4™ century trinitarian theolo-
gy, The Johns Hopkins University, Charlotte, North Carolina 2011, 4; H.B. Swete, The Holy Spirit
in the Ancient Church, London 1912, 127.

15 Cf. Origenes, De principiis 1 3, 7-8, ed. P. Koetschau, transl. G.W. Butterworth: Origen, On
First Principles, New York 1973, 34.

16 Cf. ibidem, Praefatio I 4, transl. Butterworth, p. 4: “Then again, the apostles delivered this
doctrine, that the Holy Spirit is united in honor and dignity with the Father and the Son. In regard to
him it is not yet clearly known whether he is to be thought of as begotten or unbegotten, or as being
himself also a Son of God or not; but these are matters which we must investigate to the best of our
power from holy scripture, inquiring with wisdom and diligence. It is, however, certainly taught
with the utmost clearness in the Church, that the Spirit inspired each of the saints, both the prophets
and the apostles, and that there was not one Spirit in the men of old and another in those who were
inspired at the coming of Christ”.

17 Cf. ibidem I 3, 1-5, transl. Butterworth, p. 33.
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than that of the Holy Spirit, and in turn the power of the Holy Spirit exceeds
that of every other holy being”'®.

On the other hand he attributed the work of creation and sanctification to
the Spirit, as well as placing the Spirit in the realm of the divine rather than in
the realm of the creation. Therefore, the Holy Spirit is worthy of equal honor
to the Son and the Father'. Taken to its logical conclusion, the Spirit cannot
be co-equal with the Father since He also had a beginning. So from this part of
his writing, Arians would teach that it was the Son who created the Holy Spirit,
borrowing from Origen’s concept of subordinationism®.

Others thought that the Spirit belonged to a “third-thing” that is neither
God nor a creature, but a composite or a mixture?!. Of course, some Christians
supported that the third Person of the Triune God was God, but few of them
expressed it in public. Gregory belonged to the group who were willing to
champion the position that the Holy Spirit is God?*. For him, the Holy Spirit is
fully God, just as the Son is fully God*. This hesitancy and ambiguity in the
early church about the deity of the Spirit made it easy for the Pneumatoma-
chians to continue their quest to depreciate the Holy Spirit. To Gregory, the
deity of the Holy Spirit needed to be openly and forcefully confessed, since the
doctrine and the life of the Church depended on it*.

But, there was another group of “Christians” who neither honored the Holy
Spirit as God, because something like that wasn’t referred in Scripture, nor
thought of Him as a creature. They preferred to stay silent in regards to the
deity of Spirit®. So they repeated words of Eustathius Bishop of Sebastia:
“I can neither admit that the Holy Spirit is God, nor can I dare affirm him to
be a creature”*.

Generally, it could be said that there were many and different opinions about
the Holy Spirit, mainly in the third and fourth century because as some trinita-

18 Cf. ibidem I 3, 5, transl. Butterworth, p. 33-34. This passage is omitted in the Latin transla-
tion of Rufinus.

19 Cf. Lo, Gregory Nazianzen's Pneumatology, p. 4, Swete, The Holy Spirit in the Ancient
Church, p. 127.

20 Cf. Swete, The Holy Spirit in the Ancient Church, p. 165; B. Cash, Origens Trinitarian
Theology, New York 2010, 10: “Subordinationism is the belief that the Father was the Supreme
Being, from which all other things derived their existence, including the Son and the Spirit. It pro-
posed that the Son and Spirit were subordinate to the Father in nature and being”.

21 Cf. Gregorius Nazianzenus, Oratio 31 (Theologica Quinta — De Spiritu Sancto), 5, PG 36,
137C-D; idem, Oratio 13 (Habita in consecratione Eulalii Doarensium episcopi) 4, PG 35, 856B.

22 Cf. Socrates, HE 11 45, 1-23, PG 67, 357B - 360B.

2 Cf. Gregorius Nazianzenus, Epistula 58, PG 37, 113-117, NPNF Series, vol. 7, 453.

2 Cf. S. Papadopoulos, Gregory the theologian and the presuppositions of his pneumatology,
vol. 2, Athens 19893, 73-74; Lo, Gregory Nazianzen's Pneumatology, p. 18.

% Cf. Lo, Gregory Nazianzen's Pneumatology, p. 18.

26 Cf. Socrates, HE 11 45, 12, PG 67, 357B-C.
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rian scholars argued, the biblical koine Greek language of the New Testament
allowed the Holy Spirit to be understood as an impersonal force or influence
more readily than it does the Son?’. Of course it should not be ignored that the
usage of the word “paraclete” (mopdxAntoc) for the Holy Spirit (cf. Jn 14:16.
26; 15:26; 16:7) which can be translated as advocate, intercessor, counsellor or
protector, and the Holy Spirit’s essence and action was characterized by truth,
as all three persons of the Trinity are linked with truth, are seen as arguments
that the Holy Spirit is a divine person; especially that Jesus calls Him another
counselor, in this way expressing that the Holy Spirit is similar to Himself
in regard to our counselor. This form of the word is unquestionably passive
and properly means “one called to the side of another”; the word carries a se-
condary notion concerning the purpose of the calling alongside: to counsel or
support the one who needs it. This Counselor, or Paraclete, is God the Holy
Spirit, the third Person of the Trinity who has been “called to our side”. He is
a personal being, and He indwells every believer.

Also there were some other reasons that delayed the development of the
dogmatic teaching of the Holy Spirit. In particular, a teaching about the deity
of the Holy Spirit was not widely accepted until the fourth century, for the
following reasons: 1. the deeds of the Holy Spirit could be attributed to an
impersonal force from God?, 2. second-century heretics were associated with
treating the Holy Spirit as a person, 3. early Church writers, such as Irenaeus
of Lyon® and the apologist Athenagoras®, made statements contradicting the
current trinitarian view of the Holy Spirit. Generally, in fact they were making
an arduous effort to draw a real and absolute distinction between “Logos” and

27 Cf. H.O.J. Brown, Heresies: Heresy and Orthodoxy in the History of the Church, Peabody
1988, 140.

28 Cf. Gregorius Nyssenus, Epistula 189, 4, PG 32, 688D - 689A, transl. H.A. Wilson, NPNF
Series 11, vol. 5, ed. P. Schaff — H. Wace, Buffalo — New York 1893, 327: “But they reveal more
clearly the aim of their argument. As regards the Father, they admit the fact that He is God, and that
the Son likewise is honoured with the attribute of Godhead; but the Spirit, Who is reckoned with the
Father and the Son, they cannot include in their conception of Godhead, but hold that the power of
the Godhead, issuing from the Father to the Son, and there halting, separates the nature of the Spirit
from the Divine glory”.

2 Cf. Irenaeus, Adversus haereses 1V, Praefatio 4, PG 7, 975C, transl. A. Roberts — W. Rambaut,
ANF 1, ed. A. Roberts — J. Donaldson — A.C. Coxe, Buffalo — New York 1885, 463: “there is none other
called God by the Scriptures except the Father of all, and the Son, and those who possess the adoption”.

30 Cf. Athenagoras, Legatio pro Christianis 10, PG 6, 908B - 909B, transl. B.P. Pratten, ANF 2,
ed. A. Roberts — J. Donaldson — A.C. Coxe, Buffalo — New York 1885, 133: “And, the Son being in
the Father and the Father in the Son, in oneness and power of spirit, the understanding and reason
(vodg kot Adyog) of the Father is the Son of God [...] The Holy Spirit [...] which operates in the
prophets, we assert to be an effluence (&ndpporar) of God, flowing from Him, and returning back
again like a beam of the sun [...] Who, then, would not be astonished to hear men who speak of God
the Father, and of God the Son, and of the Holy Spirit and who declare both their power in union and
their distinction in order, called atheists? [...] the Spirit an effluence, as light from fire”.
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“Spirit”, because of the very extensive use which was made of the concept
of “Logos™!.

Harold O.J. Brown explained that: “The attempt to develop an understan-
ding of the Holy Spirit consistent with the trinitarian passages came to fruition
at Constantinople in 381. There were a number of reasons why the personhood
of the Holy Spirit took longer to acknowledge than the Son: 1) the term pneuma,
breath, is neuter in general and impersonal in ordinary meaning*?; ii) the dis-
tinctive work of the Holy Spirit, influencing the believer, does not necessarily
seem as personal as that of the Father and in addition, those who saw the Holy
Spirit as a Person, were often heretical, for example, the Montanists®; iii) many
of the early theologians attributed to the Logos or Word, the revelatory activity
later theologians saw as the special, personal work of the Holy Spirit™*.

3. The pneumatology of Gregory Nazianzen. Gregory is a saint in
both Eastern and Western Christianity. In the Roman Catholic Church he is
numbered among the Doctors of the Church®’; in Eastern Orthodoxy and the
Eastern Catholic Churches he is revered as one of the Three Holy Hierarchs,

31 Cf. G.H. Lampe, Christian Theology in Patristic Period, in: A History of Christian Doctrine,
ed. H. Cunliffe-Jones — B. Drewery, Edinburgh 1978, 21-180, 37.

32 Of course, the word “Spirit” in Greek is a neuter term. But this does not necessarily mean
the Holy Spirit is impersonal. In Greek language the grammatical gender is often different from the
natural gender.

3 Cf. Ch. Trevett, Montanism: Gender, Authority and the New Prophecy, Cambridge 1996;
S. Papadopoulos, Patrologia, vol. 1, Athens 1992, 256- 259. The professor B. Stefanides writes
that Montanism was not a heresy but a schismatic movement, because its teaching had nothing to
do with the dogmatic teaching of the Church. Montanus wanted to maintain the enthusiastic actions
of Christians that began to be disappeared. Cf. B. Stefanides, Church History, Athens 1959, 79-80.

3% Cf. Brown, Heresies: Heresy and Orthodoxy, p. 140.

35 Cf. S. Reynolds, Introduction, in: Gregory of Nazianzus, Five Theological Orations,
Translated with an introduction and notes by S. Reynolds, Toronto 2011, V [= https://tspace.library.
utoronto.ca/bitstream/1807/36303/1/Gregory%200f%20Nazianzus%20Theological%200rations.
pdf (access 15.03.2017)]: “The western Catholic tradition has ranked him among «the Four Doctors
of the Eastern Church» and honoured him on May 9. The other three are Basil the Great, John
Chrysostom, and Cyril of Alexandria. «The Four Doctors of the Western Church» are Ambrose of
Milan, Augustine of Hippo, Jerome, and Gregory the Great. Doctor, of course, is the Latin word for
«teacher» — as in the BAS designation, «Teacher of the Faith». When the Roman Catholic church re-
vised its Calendar in 1969, Gregory was joined with Basil the Great in a single memorial on January
2", In the Calendar of the Anglican Church of Canada’s Book of Common Prayer (1962), Gregory is
to be commemorated on the traditional western date, May 9". The Calendar of the church’s Book of
Alternative Services (1985) adopted the new Roman usage and appoints Gregory’s memorial, with
Basil the Great, on January 2", Basil died on January 1st in 379; the Orthodox continue to honour
him, alone, on that date. In the Roman Calendar of 1969, however, January 1st is now the Solemnity
of Mary the Mother of God; the BAS Calendar made the same date the festival of the Baptism of the
Lord. Since feasts of our Lord (and, in the mentalité of Roman Catholicism, any feast of our Lady
is tantamount to a feast of our Lord) take precedence over all other festivals, the memorial of Basil
and Gregory had to be postponed by one day”.
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along with Basil the Great and John Chrysostom?®. He is also one of only three
men in the life of the Orthodox Church who have been officially designated
“Theologian” by epithet, the other two being St. John the Theologian (the
Evangelist), and St. Symeon the New Theologian®’. Gregory’s most significant
theological contributions arose from his defense of the doctrine of the Trinity.
He is especially noted for his contributions to the field of pneumatology — that
is, theology concerning the nature of the Holy Spirit®®.

Gregory was one of the first theologians who supported the position that
the Holy Spirit is a distinct person of the Triune God, so He is God. In 372, he
emphasized that we should worship God the Father, God the Son and God the
Holy Spirit, three hypostases, but in one essence, glory and light*°.

Gregory realized that the term “God” was not reserved for the Holy Spirit
in the Scriptures in a clear manner, but this was not cause for the refusal of the
deity of the Holy Spirit because he insisted that Holy Spirit was God:

“Over and over again you turn upon us the silence of Scripture. But that it is
not a strange doctrine, nor an afterthought, but acknowledged and plainly set
forth both by the ancients and many of our own day, is already demonstrated
by many persons who have treated of this subject, and who have handled the
Holy Scriptures, not with indifference or as a mere pastime, but have gone
beneath the letter and looked into the inner meaning, and have been deemed
worthy to see the hidden beauty, and have been irradiated by the light of
knowledge. We, however in our turn will briefly prove it as far as may be,
in order not to seem to be over-curious or improperly ambitious, building on
another’s foundation. But since the fact, that Scripture does not very clearly
or very often write Him God in express words (as it does first the Father
and afterwards the Son), becomes to you an occasion of blasphemy and of
this excessive wordiness and impiety, we will release you from this inconve-
nience by a short discussion of things and names, and especially of their use
in Holy Scripture”.

We should not forget that in Nicene dogmatic theology there are the words
“Trinity” and “homoousios” which are not in the Holy Bible as the terms
themselves, but we can find them periphrastically in Scriptures. By this way
Gregory answered to the argument of the believers in the refusal of the Holy

36 Cf. J.LA. McGuckin, St. Gregory of Nazianzus: An Intellectual Biography, Crestwood — New
York 2001, 17.

37 Cf. E. Artemi, Gregory Nazianzen's trinitarian teaching based on his Twentieth Theological
Oration, “De Medio Aevo” 4 (2013) fasc. 2, 127.

3% Cf. McGuckin, St. Gregory of Nazianzus, p. 20.

¥ Cf. Gregorius Nazianzenus, Oratio 13 (Habita in consecratione Eulalii Doarensium epis-
copi), 4, PG 35, 856B.

4 Idem, Oratio 31 (Theologica Quinta — De Spiritu Sancto), 21, PG 36, 156C - 157A, NPNF
Series 11, vol. 7, 324.
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Spirit’s deity: “Where did you get this strange, unscriptural «God» you are
bringing in?”4!,

He explained that the Holy Spirit is equal with the Son and the Father,
and they are called with one name as God. On the other hand the essence of
these three persons, who are not separable from one another as to be neither
divided in nature, nor so contracted as to be circumscribed by a single person,
is creative, and originating, and unchangeable. Only was the essence of the
creatures created, and subject and changing®. This is the great difference be-
tween the Creator and creation. And of course the God Spirit as real God has
all the common characteristics of the other two persons of the Holy Trinity, the
Father’s causality and the word’s Sonship*. But Gregory underlined that the
Holy Spirit is not God’s creature nor unequal to the Father, because this was
something that Arians* said about the Son and, by extension, to the Spirit. Ad-
ditionally the Cappadocian father explained that it should not be regarded the
Spirit as another way for the presentation of God Father as Sabellian* taught*.

In his Homily for the celebration of the Feast of Pentecost, he found the
chance to speak again for the deity of the Holy Spirit. He invoked the assis-
tance of the Spirit for his preaching, he immediately picked up on the distinc-
tion between dominion and servitude that he introduced in Oration 34 On the
Arrival of the Egyptians. By this way, he unquestionably highlighted the deity
of the Holy Spirit:

“As to the things of the Spirit, may the Spirit be with me, and grant me speech
as much as I desire; or if not that, yet as is in due proportion to the season.
Anyhow He will be with me as my Lord; not in servile guise, nor awaiting
a command, as some think.For He bloweth where He wills and on whom He
wills, and to what extent He wills. Thus we are inspired both to think and to
speak of the Spirit™.

# Ibidem 31, 1, PG 36, 133B, NPNF Series II, vol. 7, 318, my own translation.

42 Cf. idem, Oratio 34 (In Aegyptiorum Adventum), 8, PG 36, 249A.

# Cf. ibidem 10, PG 36, 252A.

4 P. Schaff (History of the Christian Church. Third Period the church in union with the Roman
Empire from Constantine the Great to Gregory the Great, A.D. 311-590, vol. 3, New York 1997,
663-664) holds that: “The Arians made the Holy [Spirit] the first creature of the Son, and as subor-
dinate to the Son as the Son to the Father. The Arian trinity was therefore not a trinity immanent and
eternal, but arising in time and in descending grades, consisting of the uncreated God and two cre-
ated demi-gods. The Semi-Arians here, as elsewhere, approached the orthodox doctrine, but rejected
the consubstantiality, and asserted the creation of the Spirit”.

4> Sabellius evidently taught that the Godhead is a monad, expressing itself in three operations:
as Father, in creation; as Son, in redemption; and as Holy Spirit, in sanctification. Cf. Papadopoulos,
Patrologia, vol. 1, p. 383-384; P. Christou, Patrologia, vol. 1, Thessaloniki 2005, 842-844.

46 Cf. Gregorius Nazianzenus, Oratio 34 (In Aegyptiorum Adventum), 8, PG 36, 249A.

471dem, Oratio 41 (In Pentecosten), 5, PG 36, 436C - 437A, NPNF Series II, vol. 7, 381.
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Also Gregory explained that the Holy Spirit is real God and if someone
tried to cheat Him, he would blaspheme against the divine essence of the
Spirit. This blasphemy was made manifest to Ananias by the apostle Peter in
Acts®. In this passage of the Acts, Ananias and his wife Sapphira lied about
their proceeds from the sale of their land. So Peter rebuked him for his lies and
stated that Ananias had lied not to men, but to God®. If the Holy Spirit was not
God, homoousios with the God Father, He could not be named as God in the
above passage of Acts.

For Gregory, the Holy Spirit was beyond human comprehension. He al-
ways was and is and will be, without beginning, without end, but is always
ranked and numbered with the Father and the Son. He is in a mutual relation-
ship with the Father and the Son®. For it was not at any time fitting that the
Son be lacking to the Father, or the Spirit to the Son®'. According Gregory’s
pneumatology, the Spirit, as God, is always the same as himself and as those
with whom he is ranked, invisible, eternal, uncontainable, unchanging, with-
out quality, without quantity, without form, intangible, self-moving, ever-
moving, self-determining, self-powered and all-powerful®. Also, he clearly
put forward his position regarding the deity of the Holy Spirit by stating that
all attributes belonging to God the Father — and for that matter the Son — could
equally apply to the Holy Spirit>3. At the same time if one person of the Triune
God existed from the beginning, so did all three*.

Finally, Gregory underlined with great emphasis and without a doubt that
Spirit was God as Father and Son. We can realize God only in His revelation
to us. It is only in God and through God that we can know God. It is only in

4 Cf. Acts 5:1-10 [according to the King James Bible]: “But a certain man named Ananias, with
Sapphira his wife, sold a possession and kept back part of the price, his wife also being privy to it,
and brought a certain part of it and laid it at the apostles’ feet. But Peter said, «Ananias, why hath
Satan filled thine heart to lie to the Holy Ghost and to keep back part of the price of the land? While
it remained, was it not thine own? And after it was sold, was it not in thine own power? Why hast
thou conceived this thing in thine heart? Thou hast not lied unto men, but unto God». And Ananias,
hearing these words, fell down and gave up the ghost. And great fear came on all those who heard
these things. And the young men arose and wrapped him up, and carried him out and buried him.
And it was about the space of three hours later when his wife, not knowing what was done, came in.
And Peter said unto her, «Tell me whether ye sold the land for so much?» And she said, «Yea, for
so muchy». Then Peter said unto her, «<How is it that ye have agreed together to tempt the Spirit of
the Lord? Behold, the feet of those who have buried thy husband are at the door and shall carry thee
outy». Then she fell down straightway at his feet and yielded up the ghost. And the young men came
in and found her dead and, carrying her forth, buried her by her husband”.

4 Cf. Gregorius Nazianzenus, Oratio 31 (Theologica Quinta — De Spiritu Sancto), 30, PG 36,
168B-C; idem, Oratio 34 (In Aegyptiorum Adventum), 14, PG 36, 253C-D.

0 Cf. idem, Oratio 41 (In Pentecosten), 9, PG 36, 144A.

SLCE. idem, Oratio 31 (Theologica Quinta — De Spiritu Sancto), 9, PG 36, 141C.

52 Cf. idem, Oratio 41 (In Pentecosten), 9, PG 36, 441B-C.

53 Cf. idem, Oratio 31 (Theologica Quinta — De Spiritu Sancto), 3, PG 36, 136B.

5+ Cf. ibidem 31, 4, PG 36, 137A.
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the divine light that we can see the divine light. Our knowledge of God enjoys
a trinitarian structure: the Father is revealed through the incarnate Son in and
by the illumination and transformative presence of the Holy Spirit®.

4. The use of Bible by Gregory Nazianzen as proof for the deity if the
Holy Spirit. Although the word God is not referred to the Holy Spirit in the
Bible, there are many passages that declare both directly and indirectly that the
Holy Spirit is real God, homoousios with the other two persons of the Triune
God, Father and Son. The indirect references for the divinity of the Holy Spirit
are quite clear in the Scripture, so they can be thought of as direct testimony
for the deity of Spirit.

It is without doubt that the Holy Spirit had a significant role in the creation
of the world, in the salvation of man and in the universe generally. He had
certain modes of presence in rational creatures. God revealed and reveals to
us in His Word that the Holy Spirit’s work has a far wider scope than this. We
are taught in the Bible that the Holy Spirit has threefold work in the material
universe. The creation of the latter and of man is effected through the agency
of the Holy Spirit. First the Spirit acted in the angels, says Gregory:

“For from no other source flows their perfection and their brightness, and the
difficulty or impossibility of moving them to sin, but from the Holy Ghost™>®.

Then the Spirit acted in the patriarchs and prophets. To them he gave know-
ledge of God. To some he also gave foreknowledge of the future, allowing them
to experience “future events as if they were present”’. Finally the Spirit acted in
the disciples of Christ, in three progressive stages: first, before Christ was glori-
fied by the passion, the Holy Spirit distributed specific gifts of supernatural mini-
stry, e.g., healing of the sick and exorcism of demons. In this mode the Spirit was
manifested only indistinctly. Second, after Christ’s resurrection from the dead, He
appeared to his disciples and breathed upon them (cf. Jn 20:1-31.) Gregory does
not tell us how he interprets the significance of this inbreathing, but it is plainly
a “more divine inspiration”. Finally, the Spirit came down upon the disciples in
fiery tongues on the day of Pentecost™. The Pentecostal outpouring represents the
Spirit coming to dwell in his Church, in his very being and personhood®.

Generally, Gregory used many verses from the Bible to prove that the
deity of the Holy Spirit was not based on “the silence of Scripture™®'. The

53 Cf. J. Zurab, Theologia and oikonomia: the soteriological ground of Gregory of Nazianzus
trinitarian theology, Durham 2010, 58-109.

56 Gregorius Nazianzenus, Oratio 41 (In Pentecosten), 11, PG 36,444 A, NPNF Series II, vol. 7, 383.

37 Ibidem, PG 36, 444A-B, NPNF Series II, vol. 7, 383.

58 Cf. Gregorius Nazianzenus, Oratio 41 (In Pentecosten), 11, PG 36, 444C.

% Cf. ibidem.

6 Cf. ibidem.

1 Idem, Oratio 31 (Theologica Quinta — De Spiritu Sancto), 21, PG 36, 156C, NPNF Series
11, vol. 7, 324.
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Pneumatomachoi insisted on the letter of the Scripture. So they stayed in the
written text and left the essence of the real meaning of the text of the Bible®,
“their love for the letter is but a cloak for their impiety”®. But the real inter-
pretation of Bible gave us the ability to handle the Holy Scriptures, not with
indifference or as a mere pastime, but to go beneath the letter and look into the
inner meaning, and have to be deemed worthy to see the hidden beauty, and to
have been irradiated by the light of knowledge®.

Gregory argued that the Spirit is God, although this is not testimony based
on specific words of the Scriptures, but on the meaning of the text of the Bible.
In order to prove his thought, he explained that many hypostatical attributes
of Father and Son don’t exist as words in the Scripture’s text, but they used
for the dogmatic theology as regard Father and Son by the Fathers of the First
Ecumenical Council (325):

“Again, where do you get your Unbegotten and Unoriginate, those two cita-
dels of your position, or we our Immortal? Show me these in so many words,
or we shall either set them aside, or erase them as not contained in Scripture;
and you are slain by your own principle, the names you rely on being over-
thrown, and therewith the wall of refuge in which you trusted. Is it not evident
that they are due to passages which imply them, though the words do not
actually occur?”%

Finally, in Gregory’s mind everyone was guilty of blasphemy in the rejec-
tion of the Spirit’s divinity, and hence, spiritually incapable of reading Scrip-
ture rightly. Christopher Beeley explained:

“Gregory realizes that the Bible does not call the Spirit «God» in plain terms,

and he certainly believes that the doctrine of the Spirit must be based on
Scripture. But in his mind the question is not whether or not one’s doctrine
is biblical, but sow it is so, and what exactly this involves hermeneutically,
theologically, and ecclesiastically”.

*kk

The Holy Spirit is God. As God, He is homoousios with the Father and
the Son. He is beyond place and time. He is the Spirit of adoption, of truth, of
wisdom, of understanding, of knowledge, of piety, of counsel, of strength, of
fear, through whom the Father is known and the Son glorified, and by whom
alone He is known.

62 Cf. ibidem 31, 24, PG 36, 160B.

% Ibidem 31, 3, PG 36, 136A, NPNF Series II, vol. 7, 318.

% Cf. ibidem 31, 21, PG 36, 156C.

8 Cf. ibidem 31, 23, PG 36, 157C.

% Ch. Beeley, Gregory of Nazianzus on the Trinity and the Knowledge of God, Oxford 2008, 165.
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Gregory accused the Pneumatomachoi of being slaves to the letter of the
Scriptures as far as the deity of the Holy Spirit was concerned, and he ex-
plained that the terms of Nicene dogmatic theology which expressed the con-
substantiality of the Father and the Son, or their co-eternity, or their attributive
characteristics were accepted by them, although these terms were not included
in the letter of the Scriptures.

He was aware of the different opinions for the Holy Spirit, which were
supported by the Christians of his era, but he chose to characterize the Spirit as
God. He stayed confident that if Christians asserted the divinity of the Spirit,
they would eventually be led by the Spirit to proclaim Him as consubstantial
with the Father. He fought for the recognition of the deity of Holy Spirit and
he was named as theologian, because he had the dynamic purpose to spell out
the clearest Neo-Nicene theology of the divine theology of the Spirit of God®”.
And he concludes that “If the Holy Spirit is not God, then the baptized do not
participate by grace in the divine life of the Holy Trinity”®.

(Summary)

Gregory of Nazianzus had to confront with courage the heretical teaching
about the divine nature of Holy Spirit. Through his works, he identifies The Holy
Spirit as the third Person of the Triune God. One can see that the Bible clearly
teaches that the Spirit is God. The Holy Spirit just as the Son, originates from the
Father, is coeternal with the Father and illuminates the whole creation. The third
Person of Trinity deserves to be worshipped as God and deifies people in their
baptism. Gregory wonders: “For if He is not to be worshipped, how can He deify
me by Baptism? But if He is to be worshipped, surely He is an Object of adora-
tion, and if an Object of adoration He must be God; the one is linked to the other,
a truly golden and saving chain. And indeed from the Spirit comes our New Birth,
and from the New Birth our new creation, and from the new creation our deeper
knowledge of the dignity of Him from Whom it is derived” (Oratio 31, 28). Gre-
gory underlined the divinity of Holy Spirit and also explained the soteriological
goal of this teaching, because: “If he has the same rank as I have, how can he make
me God, or how can he join me with deity” (Oratio 31, 4).

7 Cf. McGuckin, St. Gregory of Nazianzus, p. 92.
88 Cf. Gregorius Nazianzenus, Oratio 31 (Theologica Quinta — De Spiritu Sancto) 4, PG 36, 137A.
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BOSTWO OSOBY DUCHA SWIETEGO
W NAUCZANIU GRZEGORZA Z NAZJANZU

(Streszczenie)

Grzegorz z Nazjanzu musial zmierzy¢ si¢ z odwaga heretyckich twierdzen
dotyczacych Boskiej natury Ducha Sw1qtego W swoich dzietach utozsamia on
Ducha Sw1qteg0 z trzecig osoba Troj cy Sw1qtej Zwraca uwagg, ze Biblia wyraznie
naucza, iz Duch jest Bogiem. Duch Swiety, tak jak Syn, pochodzi od Ojca, jest
wspotwieczny z Ojcem i o§wieca cale stworzenie. Trzecia Osoba Trojcy zastuguje
na to, by by¢ czczona jako Bog i przebostwia ludzi w momencie chrztu. Grzegorz
rozwaza: ,,Jesli nie nalezy Mu oddawac czci, to jak moze On przebostwia¢ mnie
przez chrzest? Ale jesli nalezy oddawa¢ mu czes¢, to rzeczywiscie staje sig przed-
miotem uwielbienia, a jesli jest przedmiotem uwielbienia, to musi by¢ Bogiem; jed-
no zalezy od drugiego, prawdziwie ztoty i zbawczy tancuch. I rzeczywiscie od Du-
cha pochodza nasze nowe narodziny, a od nowego narodzenia nasze nowe stworze-
nie, a od nowego stworzenia nasze glgbsze poznanie godnosci Tego, od ktérego to
pochodzi” (Oratio 31, 28). Grzegorz podkreslat bosko$¢ Ducha Swigtego, a takze
wyjasnit soteriologiczny cel tej nauki: ,,Jezeli jest w jednym szeregu ze mna, to jak
moze uczyni¢ mnie Bogiem, albo jak zlaczy¢ z Bostwem ,, (Oratio 31, 4).

Key words: Gregory Nazianzen, Holy Spirit, Triune God, Bible, Baptism,
Second Ecumenical Council, Pneumatology.

Stowa kluczowe: Grzegorz z Nazjanzu, Duch Swiety, Trojjedyny Bog, Biblia,
chrzest, I Sobor Ekumeniczny, pneumatologia.
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Giulio MASPERO"

DIFFERENT STRATEGIES OF THE GREEK FATHERS
AGAINST THE PNEUMATOMACHIANS

The question of the origin of the pneumatomachian heresy and of its link
with Macedonius, Bishop of Constantinople, is still open. This historical un-
certainty is also reflected from the perspective of the history of dogma, and
especially in the evaluation of the relationship between the Tpomikot of whom
Athanasius speaks, the opponents of the opotiio to which Basil responds’,
and the Macedonians, of which there are records from the end of the fourth
century. It is not clear why it was only in 380 that the latter began to be called
by this name?, when Macedonius had died in 360 and there was no lack of dis-
cussions about the Holy Spirit in the privious years®. However, most important
from the theological point of view is the clarification of their relationship with
the homoiousians*.

This question was especially well explored in the German world in refe-
rence to the presumed binitarianism of Eusebius and to the role of Marcellus.
The pneumatomatic heresy would be connected to Eusebian ambits®, where
the Origen’s legacy had been received only in part with regard to the third Per-
son®. The theology of the Adyog which characterizes the thought of Eusebius
would obscure the role of the Spirit, which was presented by Origen in his
Trinitarian construction with some uncertainty. In a very brief summary, Georg
Kretschmar and Wolf-Dieter Hauschild have highlighted the binitarianism of

" Prof. Giulio Maspero — Extraordinary Professor of Dogmatic Theology (Chair: “The mys-
tery of one and triune God”) at the Pontifical University of the Holy Cross — Rome (Italy); e-mail:
maspero@pusc.it.

U Cf. M.J. Larson, A Re-examination of De Spiritu Sancto: Saint Basil’s Bold Defence of the
Spirit’s Deity, ,,Scottish Bulletin of Evangelical Theology” 19 (2001) 65-84.

2 Cf. Hieronymus, Chronicon, ed. R. Helm, GCS 47, Eusebius Werke 7, Berlin 1956, 235.

3 One of the best studies of this period is found in M.A.G. Haykin, The Spirit of God: The
Exegesis of 1 and 2 Corinthians in the Pneumatomachian Controversy of the Fourth Century, Lei-
den 1994.

4 On the complexity of the relationship between the Pneumatomachians, Macedonians, and
Homoiousians, see P. Meinhold, Pneumatomachoi, RACh XXI 1066-1087.

5 Cf. D.M. Gwynn, The Eusebians. The Polemic of Athanasius of Alexandria and the Construc-
tion of the “Arian Controversy”, Oxford 2007.

¢ Cf. V.H. Drecoll, Die Entwicklung der Trinitdtslehre des Basilius von Cdsarea. Sein Weg vom
Homéusianer zum Neonizdner, Gottingen 1996, 140.
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Eusebius, with the former attributing its cause to the very Bishop of Caesarea’,
and the latter emphasizing its continuity with Origen through a more severe
judgment concerning the Trinitarian insufficiency of the Alexandrinian®. Hol-
ger Strutwolf subsequently criticized such positions, highlighting the presence
of an authentic pneumatology in Eusebius, insufficient though it is’. Volker
Henning Drecoll, finally, has shown the role that Marcellus plays in spurring
Eusebius to develop an outline of pneumatology!’.

This discussion reveals a remarkable wealth from the standpoint of the
history of dogma and provokes interest in studying the different strategies that
various authors had developed in order to respond to criticisms by the Pneu-
matomachians in the second half of the fourth century. This is a time far re-
moved from the discussion between Marcellus and Eusebius, but fundamental
for the role of the Council of Constantinople in the definition of the divinity of
the third Person. The perspective of the present paper is essentially dogmatic,
which is why the most common arguments of the Pneumatomachians along-
side the responses of the Orthodox in three texts that are explicitly dedicated to
the refutation of this heresy will be presented together and analized.

1. Epiphanius of Salamis. An early example of the strategies of respon-
ding to the Pneumatomachians in this period is that of Epiphanius of Salamis,
who wrote around 375 in Palestine, where his monastery was a Nicaean strong-
hold. In Panarion, at no. 54 (74), he deals with these heretics, defining them as
monstrous beings, who are only half-formed and of a dual nature (tep&otior
dLpvelg kol MUimAaoto), similar to centaurs, pan-like beings, and the sirens'!.
The central point in the description of the heresy is the equating of the Spirit to
a creature, while the Son is considered coeternal with the Father!'2.

The body of Epiphanius’ disproof consists of his insertion into the Pana-
rion of a long, more directly pneumatological section, from Ancoratus'®. This
has the Word as its proper starting point, bearing witness to the connection
with Semi-Arianism. Clearly the argumentative strategy, which is always es-
sentially scriptural in the Bishop of Salamis, aims to put the second and third
Person of the Trinity on the same level. That is why he emphasizes how they

" Cf. G. Kretschmar, Studien zur friihchristlichen Trinitditstheologie, Tiibingen 1956, 2-14.

8 Cf. W.-D. Hauschild, Die Pneumatomachen. Eine Untersuchung zur Dogmengeschichte des
vierten Jahrhunderts, Hamburg 1967 (PhD thesis), 131-140 and 151-152.

? Cf. H. Strutwolf, Die Trinitdtstheologie und Christologie des Euseb von Caesarea. Eine dog-
mengeschichtliche Untersuchung seiner Platonismusrezeption und Wirkungsgeschichte, Gottin-
gen 1999.

10°Cf. V.H. Drecoll, How Binitarian/Trinitarian was Eusebius?, in: Eusebius of Caesarea. Tra-
dition and Innovations, ed. A. Johnson — J. Schott, Cambridge 2013, 289-305.

' Cf. Epiphanius, Panarion 74, 1, 1, ed. K. Holl, GCS 37, Berlin 1985, 313, 12-13.

12 Cf. ibidem 74, 1, 2-4, GCS 37, 313, 19-24.

13 Cf. idem, Ancoratus 65, 1 - 73, 9.
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both (&peodtepa) dwell in the righteous'. Thus, in reference to Jn 15:26 and
16:14, Epiphanius immediately adds:

“And if one believes that Christ is of the Father as God from God (6g0g €k
0e0D), the Spirit is from Christ, indeed from both (nop” dpeotépwv)”s.

Thus, salvation comes from the entire Trinity, in such a way that from the soterio-
logical and economic perspective one may ascend to the immanent perspective:

“Three Holy Ones who are altogether one holinesses, three existences
(Vrapktd) that are altogether one single existence, three subjects (Eppopeo)
who are altogether one single subject, three agents (€vepyd) who are alto-
gether one single agent, three subsistences (évomoéotota) who are altogether
one single subsistence, in reciprocal union (dGAANA0LG cvVOVTQ). And this is
called the Holy Trinity, because the three are a single divinity inasmuch as
they are a single harmony (cvpuewvia) of the same substance, of the same
divinity, of the same subsistence (bmootdcewg), like from like (Opoto €€
opotov). In fact, identical is the grace of the Father, of the Son, and of the
Holy Spirit that is operative, and it is up to them to teach it”'S.

Note how even the Holy Spirit is denoted by the term évvmdototov!’, which
seems to perform a specific role in this area of discussion. Epiphanius empha-
sizes the relational unity of the three divine Persons, each of whom is perfectly
identified with the unique divine substance and is present in the unique action,
while the personal distinction is formulated on a prepositional level that ex-
presses reciprocal relations: “because they are three as from, for, and toward
(todta Tpio Gvia 1 €€ odToD 1 T’ ardTOD 1 TPOG ADTOV)”!E.

The Son and the Spirit are both sent by the Father, in such a way that, if
the former made Himself a servant (8iékovov), the latter made Himself a ser-
vant alongside Him (cvvdiakovetv), which is why Scripture teaches that both
Persons speak in the saints, heal, sanctify, and baptize'. The text is full of cita-
tions, which range from the Trisagion in Is 6:3 to the command to not grieve
the Spirit of Eph 4:30, up to the deception of Ananias in Acts 5:3-4, on which
Epiphanius comments with a significant expression:

“So also the Holy Spirit is God as God from God (8e0¢ €k 0g0?), inasmuch as
those who had kept a part of the earnings for themselves lied to God himself?°.

14 Cf. ibidem 66, 12, 3-5.

15 Tbidem 67, 1, 1-2, ed. K. Holl, GCS 25, Leipzig 1915, 81, transl. by the author.

16 Ibidem 67, 4, 3 - 67, 5, 1, GCS 25, 82, transl. by the author.

17 On the history of this key term, see B. Gleede, The Development of the Term évondcToTog
from Origen to John of Damascus, Leuven 2012.

'8 Epiphanius, Ancoratus 67, 6, 1-2, GCS 25, 82.

1 Cf. ibidem, 68, 1-2.

2 Ibidem 69, 8, 17-18, GCS 25, 86.
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We therefore arrive at the dogmatic core of Epiphanius’ theological demon-
stration, which from the unity of action of the three divine Persons goes back
to their distinction and mutual immanent relation. Ps 32(33):6, an especially
important verse in the pneumatomatic dispute?, is cited as proof of the synergy
of the Father, of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit, by virtue of the dual reference
to the creative act and to the distinction with respect to the angels. This cita-
tion is immediately linked to Jn 4:24 as an indication of the necessity of also
adoring the third Person®. In fact, it is precisely the creative act that radically
differentiates the Father, the Son, and the Spirit from any creature:

“But if [the Spirit] makes together these things, a creature does not produce
a creature, nor does the divinity become created, nor is He known as God
according to a limited and partial sense. In fact, the divinity is without limits,
infinite and unknowable (&meplypopog dydpNTOG GmePLVONTOG), but it em-
braces all that God has made™?.

Therefore, not adoring the third Person would be equivalent to a violation of
the first commandment of Deut 6:4. The reasoning is at the same time deeply
biblical and authentically ontological. The presence of these metaphysical in-
clusions are particularly surprising in the discourse of Epiphanius, who does
not work in more philosophically sophisticated areas as Gregory of Nyssa
does. However, the line of reasoning is similar and clear: “If God and Father is
light, the Son will also be light from light (el 8¢ @®dg 0 Be0¢ KOl TATNP, PAOG
dpa €k ewTOG O V16g)*. In the same way, given that God is Wisdom, the Son
is “Wisdom from Wisdom (cogpia 6 viog €k coplag)”’®, and given that God
is Life, the Son is “Life from Life ({on éx Lofig)”?, as Jn 14:3 confirms?’. In
the same way, applying the fundamental principle of his refutation, Epiphanius
adds, with regard to the third Person in His relation to the Father and the Son:
“And the Spirit, being from both, is Spirit from Spirit (10 3¢ &ylov mvedpa
TOPQ GUPOTEP®V, TVEDLD, €K TVEDUOTOG) .

Note how in the reasoning proposed by the Bishop of Salamis, the third
Person’s relation of origin to both the first two Persons is the basis for his

2 Cf. G. Maspero, Dallo Spirito vivificatore allo Spirito Creatore: 1’esegesi cappadoce di Sal
32(33),6, in: Creazione e salvezza nella Bibbia: atti dell’XI Convegno internazionale della Facolta
di teologia, Roma, 8-9 marzo 2007, ed. M.V. Fabbri — M. Téabet, Roma 2009, 407-426.

22 Cf. Epiphanius, Ancoratus 70, 1-2.

% Ibidem 70, 2, 1 - 70, 3, 1, GCS 25, 87.

2 Ibidem 70, 5, 2 - 70, 6, 1, GCS 25, 87.

% Ibidem 70, 6, 3, GCS 25, 88.

% Ibidem 70, 7, 1, GCS 25, 88.

27 Cf. G. Maspero, Life from Life: The Procession of the Son and the Divine Attributes in Ch.
VIII of Gregory of Nyssa'a Contra Eunomium III, in: Gregory of Nyssa's Contra Eunomium III.
Proceedings of the Twelfth International Gregory of Nyssa Colloquium (Leuven, 14-17 September
2010), ed. J. Leemans — M. Cassin, Leuven 2014, 423-427.

28 Epiphanius, Ancoratus 70, 7, 1-2, GCS 25, 88.
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affirmation that hoth the Son and the Spirit are God. From the perspective of
his opponents the divinity of the second Person is acceptable, even if this is
not affirmed with the same strength as the Nicaeans do. Epiphanius’ response
thus presents the second procession alongside the first, in such a way that the
fact of the Father and the Son being only one substance implies per se that the
Spirit proceeds from both, because the latter proceeds as Spirit from Spirit. In
this way the affirmation of the perfection of the first procession is the basis for
the full formulation of the second procession.

From here the necessity of distinguishing the two processions clearly
emerges. Thus, Epiphanius responds immediately to a fundamental objection
that recurs in his debate with the pneumatomachians:

“But one may object: therefore we say that there are two sons, but then how is
[the Son] Unbegotten? «But who indeed are you, a human being, to talk back
to God?» (Rom 9:20) In fact, if he calls the Son the one who is from Him, he
also calls the Holy Spirit the one who is from both (mop” &peotépwv). These
two Persons, who are known by the saints only through faith, are light and
they communicate light, and their operation is illuminating and carrying out
harmony (cupewvioy) with the Father of light. Listen, therefore, with faith,
that the Father, who is all Light, is the Father of the true Son, and the Son is
Son of the true Father, as Light from Light, not just nominally like what is
made or created. And the Holy Spirit is Spirit of Truth, third Light that is from
the Father and from the Son (rtopd Totpog Kol VIOD) .

Thus, just as the Father neither began to be nor ceases to be Father, unlike the
patriarchs and human fathers who in turn are someone’s son*’, so also the Holy
Spirit was not created as were the angels and other spirits, even though Isaiah
calls Him “Angel of the Great Council” (Is 9:6; LXX). In fact, His spiration
neither has a beginning nor an end, and it is incomprehensible, unlike what
occurs on the level of creatures, which are in time but depend on Him who
is outside of time itself (ovk &v ypdve tvyYd&vel)®. Therefore, once again
in parallel, just as all generally come to be called children of God, but their
generation is essentially different from that of the Son, insofar as it is limited,
in the same way Scripture uses the term spirits with diverse meanings, but the
Holy Spirit alone is Spirit of the Father and of the Son*.

The entire demonstrative strategy culminates in the theological affirmation
that the Holy Spirit is a subsistent subject, through the term évomdéototov®,
and the expression used is typical of the vocabulary of Epiphanius. This point is
essential because the divine nature is all spirit and all holy, and this is revealed

¥ Ibidem 71, 1, 1 - 71, 3, 1, GCS 25, 88.
O Cf. ibidem 71,4, 1-71,6, 1.

31 Cf. bidem 71,7, 1 - 71, 8, 3.

32 Cf. ibidem 72, 6, 1-5.

3 Cf. ibidem 72, 8, 3-4.
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in God’s own activity, but here we are dealing with the recognition of the third
divine Person as God starting from His relations with the other two. In a concise
formula, Epiphanius affirms in Panarion, taking back up the discussion after
the long insertion of Ancoratus, that “As God is one, and one alone is the Only
Begotten Son of God, so also the Holy Spirit of God is one alone: of God and in
God (&mo 3¢ B0 kot €v Be®)™*. The genitive is understood here in the purely
immanent sense, so as to state the divine attributes for each divine Person and to
conclude that “the Trinity is eternally Trinity and does not receive any addition
(A€l yap M TpLOG TPLAG, [...] Kol 003ETOTE TPOoONKNY AUPAveEL)”.

In summary, this work seeks to address the heart of the pneumatological
question, that is, it affirms not only that God is spirit, but also that the Spirit is
God, understood here as a divine Person and not as divine attribute. The stra-
tegy of Epiphanius follows the derivative way, in order to show that the third
Person of the Trinity is Spirit from Spirit, because in the divine immanence He
proceeds from both of the first two Persons. The synergy and distinction of the
two processions are the main dogmatic elements that are in play in this debate.
However, other possibilities are added to this responsive strategy.

2. Pseudo-Athanasius. a) First Part. The two Pseudo-Athanasian treati-
ses against the Macedonians (CPG 2285), recorded in PG 28, 1291-1338, have
a complex history, both from a redactional standpoint and from a theological
standpoint®. Elena Cavalcanti, in her edition of the text and in the analyses
that accompany it*’, emphasizes how the two works can be read in a unitarian
way from the point of view of the intention of the redactor. At the same time
the presence of a first section in the first dialogue (cc. 1-8), consisting of earlier
material than the final drafting, is quite evident. According to the analysis by
Loofs this first section would present an anti-Macedonian dossier dating back
to the years between 381 and 390%. This is why it seems appropriate to dis-
tinguish the arguments of the two parts of the first treatise. As mentioned, the
aim of the present paper is laying out the dogmatic arguments advanced by the
Pneumatomachians and also the responses from the Orthodox side, without
advancing in a detailed historical and philological analysis.

3 1dem, Panarion 74, 11, 5, GCS 37, 329, 11-13.

35 Ibidem 74, 12, 1, GCS 37, 329, 27-28.

36 Cf. Ch. Bizer, Studien zu pseudathanasianischen Dialogen der Orthodoxos und Aétios, Bonn
1970; A. Segovia, Contribucion al estudio de la tradicion manuscrita dei pseudoatanasiano. “Dia-
logo I contra un Macedoniano o pneumatomaco”, “Archivio Teoldgico Granadino” 1 (1938) 87-
107; and A. Giinthor, Die 7 pseudoathanasianischen Dialogen ein Werk Didymus’ des Blinden von
Alexandrien, Dissertation, Pontifical Atheneum of St. Anselm, Roma 1940.

37 Cf. Pseudo-Atanasio, Dialoghi contro i Macedoniani, Introduzione, testo critico, traduzione,
commento e indici a cura di E. Cavalcanti, Corona Patrum 10, Torino 1983.

38 Cf. ibidem, p. 17.
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From this standpoint, the first argument of the doctrinal file (cxedd&prov)*
of the heretical part is the clear affirmation that “If the Holy Spirit is God,
either He is the Father or He is the Son, otherwise He does not exist”*. This
either-or is put in crisis — in the etymological sense of judgment — by the
Orthodox response, which distinguishes the ontological dimension of nature
from that of person: the Father is not God because He is Father, otherwise the
Son could not be God because as the Son He is not Father, and vice versa.
Therefore, the Holy Spirit is also God and not because He is Father or Son*'.
The underlying dogmatic and ontological reason is as follows:

“God in fact indicates a nature (pVoewmg) that contemplates and fills the entire
universe; Father, rather, is the name of a relation (oyetixo6v), as is Son. The
name of the relation (10 Thg oxécemg dvopa) does not signify the nature that
fills and contemplates, nor does the name of the nature that fills and contem-
plates introduce the relation (oxéo1v) of the Father to the Son™?.

Here the Macedonian critique to the doxology makes its appearance, trans-
lating the previous exchange in terms of worship (tpookvvntéov)®. The re-
sponse follows, therefore, in the line begun, distinguishing the plane of nature
and that of the person:

“If this is the reason why you worship the Father, that is, because He is Father,
and the Son, that is, because He is Son, then you worship every father and
every son”*,

Rather, one must adore the first two Persons of the Trinity because they have
the same nature (3t avTNV TNV EOGLY), in such a way that even the third Per-
son will be adored, if He is of the same nature®.

On the Macedonian side the counter-argument to the Orthodox response
is that even when Jn 4:24 says that God is Spirit, it is not interpreted to mean
that every spirit is God, suggesting in an analogous way that every father and
every son are not God*. The scriptural standpoint of the counter-argument is
advanced by the Orthodox to observe that not even all of what is called God is
spirit, as Moses is called god in Ex 7:1. In the same way as in the New Testa-
ment, Jn 10:35 attributes to Christ the statement that the saints are gods. Such

% The term appears three times in the dialogue, in 1, 4; 6, 30 and 9, 4, but it is rather rare. It is
found, for example, two times in the Anacephalaeosis, which is a work of uncertain attribution to
Epiphanius (De fide 25, 3, GCS 37, 526, 5 and 8) and one time in De eleemosyna of the Pseudo-
Chrysostomus (PG 60, 710B).

4 Pseudo-Athanasius, Dialogi contra Macedonianos 11, 1, ed. Cavalcanti, p. 50.

4 Cf. ibidem I 1, 2-9.

“ Ibidem I 1, 10-14, ed. Cavalcanti, p. 52.

4 Cf. ibidem 11, 16.

“ Ibidem I 2, 1-3, ed. Cavalcanti, p. 52.

4 Cf. ibidem I 2, 5-8.

4 Cf. ibidem I 2, 10-11.
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citations are many, from Ps 49:1 to Ps 83:8 and Ps 81:1 up to Ex 22:27. The
conclusion is that not all of what is called god is also spirit and not all of what
is called spirit is god. Also introduced here is the paradoxical example of de-
mons, which are spirits but are not God*".

In light of all this, the discussion shifts to the identification of the Spirit
with the Lord, taking 2Cor 3:13 as the starting point. The Macedonian objec-
tion here is that the third Person is not God, but the Lord*. This also introduces
the Christological theme, which in the final redaction is developed in the last
part of the first treatise and the body of the second, because of the necessity
of determining the ontological relationship between the Spirit and Christ. In
fact, if the Latter is Lord and the third Person is the Spirit of the Lord, then the
Spirit must be Lord.

However, the fundamental objection by the Pneumatomachians continues
to reappear, with the denial of the possibility of worshiping Him since it is not
written (008¢ yop yé€ypoamton) that it must be done®. The commandment to
worship the Lord God in 1 Kings 1:23 would therefore be limited to the Son,
toward whom the Spirit would lead, as Mt 4:10 seems to state. Here is present
in the background an ontological principle that appears fundamental to the
Macedonian conception: “Indeed it is necessary that those who approach God
do so through another (Ael yop GANODG TOV TPOSAYOUEVOY Oed, O ETEPOV
1@ oyl [Mvedpatt mpocdyecdon)”™. This is why even if the third Person
were to be worshiped, we would not understand from this perspective how
one would approach the Spirit himself. The example of Nathan who worshiped
David serves in the Orthodox response to show how the prophet did not him-
self violate the commandment in Deut 6:13, which is re-proposed by Jesus in
Mt 4:10, to worship God alone, because the Prophet worshiping the Anointed
of the Lord worshiped the power of the Spirit>'.

Therefore, the response continues with the affirmation that the command-
ment in Deut 6:13 refers to the divine nature and therefore includes the Father,
the Son, and the Holy Spirit:

“If, therefore, it is proved that the Spirit who proceeds (¢kyv0ev) from the Fa-
ther himself through the Son (31 T0D Y1o0Y) is of the same nature as the Father
and of the Son, it is also concluded that He must be worshiped and revered’>.

This point is central to the argument, because the Macedonian ontological prin-
ciple that was first enunciated seems to imply that the relation of worship with
a divine Person must always be mediated by an intermediate being, that is, by

47 Cf. ibidem I 2, 27-30.

4 Cf. ibidem I 3, 1-4.

4 Cf. ibidem I 4, 2-3.

0 Ibidem I 4, 12-13, ed. Cavalcanti, p. 56.
SLCT. ibidem I 4, 15-25.

32Tbidem I 5, 11-14, ed. Cavalcanti, p. 56-58.
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an ontological mediator. The procession of the Spirit of the Father through the
Son in the divine immanence shows, then, that this metaphysical graduality
is excluded. Thus, the impossibility of recognizing Jesus as Lord, affirmed in
1Cor 12:3, is reread in light of the commandment of Jn 4:24 to worship God
in Spirit and Truth. The text is interpreted in a Trinitarian way, identifying the
Truth with the second Person and the Spirit with the third. Thus, if worshiping
God the Father in Spirit and Truth does not imply the exclusion of the worship
of Truth itself (that is, the Son), then in the same way worshiping the Father
and the Son does not exclude the Spirit. In fact, including the second Person in
worship does not diminish the greatness of the first Person, inasmuch as, as is
said in Jn 6:44, no one can come to the Son if they are not drawn by the Father
who is in Heaven®. Ontologically, this means that the condition for being able
to approach God is not external to God himself, but is the attraction of the
highest principle and not an intermediate being. The possibility of the relation
is thus placed not in the divine economy, but in the divine immanence, i.e. in
the eternal relations of the three divine Persons. The conclusion of the argu-
ment is very clear in this regard:

“And if we are called to the Son through the Father (81t T00 ITatpog mpog
TOv Y10v), but as a result the Father is no less dignified, then we are also
called to the Son through the Spirit (3t T0o0 ITvebpoatog TPoOg TOv Yiov): and
the latter does not lose anything of His dignity, because you know that we are
led to the Spirit by someone and in someone (810 tivog i €v tivi). Read the
scriptures and learn that as we are led by the Father to the Son, also through
the Son we are led to the Father; in fact, as was mentioned (mpoomodédotot),
they are reciprocal relations (&vtiotpépet). Therefore, just as through the
Father we are led to the Son, so by the Father and the Son we are led to the
Spirit (81 100 Motpog kot 10D Y100 mpog 10 Mvedpo) ™.

This dogmatic strategy seeks to show the reversibility of the immanent rela-
tions, according to a scheme that would be reprised by Gregory of Nyssa, as
will be seen later.

Consistently, the argument goes on to discuss Baptism, imparted in the
name of the Father, of the Son, and of the Spirit. The issue is framed on the
basis of the question of whether Baptism itself or worship is more important.
The superiority of the first over the second is proved by the fact that catechu-
mens worship the first two divine Persons, but they do not reach the fullness of
Christian life if they do not receive the third through the sacrament®. Linked
to Baptism is the interpretation of the conumeration (cvvopiBueitot), which
according to the Macedonian reading is reduced to the nominal level: the Spirit

3 Cf. ibidem I 5, 17-27.
S Ibidem I 5, 31-38, ed. Cavalcanti, p. 58.
3 Cf. ibidem I 6, 2-8.
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would be conumerated as Spirit alone, and not at the same level as Father, Son,
and God*®.

It is noteworthy that the dispute over the divinity of the third Person re-
volves around the identification of the difference between the spirituality and
the personal characteristic of the Spirit himself as distinct, in a perfect identity
of nature, from the Father and the Son. The orthodox response takes up Ps
81:6 again, rereading it from an angelogical perspective, in order to show the
absurdity of the heretical position, which puts the angels alongside God but
excludes the Spirit. All of this is designed to highlight the force of the affirma-
tion of the uniqueness of nature:

“We, rather, do not conumerate on the basis of name, since this is not anything
great, but on the basis of the nature itself”’.

The underlying ontological issue is that nothing can be added to or subtrac-
ted from the Father, the Son, and the Spirit, because they are perfect in their
unique nature.

The penultimate Pneumatomachian objection concerns opotiia. If one
were to admit that the Spirit can be worshiped, then the honor rendered to Him
could not be the same as that rendered to the Father and to the Son, because
this is not written (éne1dn 00d¢ yéypamtar)®. The response touches upon
a theological summit, because it rereads Baptism in the name of the three di-
vine Persons as a supreme act of adoration that also involves one’s own body,
according to what is said in Rom 12:1%.

Finally, the last and definitive Pneumatomachian objection regards the
creaturality of the Spirit, which is always discussed on the basis of the prin-
ciple of the what is or is not written, and therefore in reference to the exegesis
of Jn 1:3.10. The orthodox response compares the equivocal nature of this
position with the duplicity of the Pharisees who are questioned about the bap-
tism of John the Baptist (cf. Mt 21:26). The Macedonian attempt consists in
affirming the creaturality of the Spirit, while simultaneously separating Him
from all the other creatures. The set of different scriptural passages cited to
demonstrate the intimate relation between the Father and the Spirit, from Mt
10:20 to Acts 2:17, converges on the fundamental criticism that the Father
could not anoint the Son, who is actually God, with a creature.

From this it follows that the argument of the first and oldest part of the trea-
tise is intended to short-circuit the relationship between the Father and the Son
through the Holy Spirit. The affirmation of the divinity of the second Person
is utilized to show ad absurdum that only the uniqueness of nature is a sound

¢ Cf. ibidem I 6, 16-18.

S7Tbidem I 6, 27-29, ed. Cavalcanti, p. 60.
8 Cf. ibidem I 6, 34-36.

9 Cf. ibidem I 7, 2-3.

¢ Cf. ibidem I 7, 8-18.
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basis for the Pneumatomachian reasoning itself, in such a way that the divinity
of the Holy Spirit can be affirmed starting from the doxological dimension that
characterizes the life and liturgy of the Church. In this process, the relational
dimension of the divine immanence is perfectly recognized and highlighted,
together with the role of the Son in the procession of the third Person. The is-
sue is genuily metaphysical, inasmuch as the Trinitarian revelation excludes
the necessity of an ontologial mediator in the adoration of the divine Person.
The scheme of the Macedonian objections could be the following:

1. Itis not written that one needs to worship the Spirit;
. He is Lord but not God: Christological connection;
3. Ontological core: If He were such, there would be no mediator to ap-
proach Him;
4. This is why He is conumerated in name only: the Baptismal discourse;
5. Not even OpoTiia can be prescribed;
6. Therefore, the Spirit is created but superior to the creatures.

In the response of the Orthodox the essential element is the distinction be-
tween the personal dimension and the substantial dimension, founded on the
attribution of the names of the three divine Persons to the relational ambit. The
basis of this is the denial, based on scripture, of the ontological principle of
the necessity of an ontological mediator between the faithful and He who is
the object of worship. This is deeply coherent, because the traces of a gradu-
ated metaphysical vision exclude the possibility of direct relational contact
between God and man, while the relational rereading of the divine immanence
introduces a new possibility of expressing the relationship between the crea-
ture and the Creator. From this perspective, the mediation of the Son in the
procession of the Spirit appears as an intrinsic element to the Trinitarian im-
manence’s personal dynamic, and as an element that is intimately connected to
the response to the Pneumatomachian heresy.

b) Second Part. The second part of the first treatise develops arguments
with more sophisticated theological tools, in which the influence of the pneu-
matology of Gregory of Nyssa can be clearly seen. The redactional linking
between the first and the second part of the treatise® shows from the beginning
the intention of extending the proof of the oneness of nature. The dialogical
fictio is proposed as an element of continuity with respect to the refutation of
the oxeddprov in the first part. Thus, the initiative passes to the Orthodox side.

The outline of the proof ad absurdum is subsequently repeated: a. Only
God is immortal; b. But the angels are immortal as well; c. And both sides con-
verge on the fact that the angels are immortal due to participation (pnetoyn); d.
So, the Orthodox leads the Macedonian to recognize that the Son is immortal

o Cf. ibidem 1 9, 1-5.
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like the Father and not because of participation; e. In the end the issue about
the Holy Spirit is repeated — that His immortality is recognized by the Mace-
donian as being like that of the Father and of the Son and not because of par-
ticipation like the angels; f. In this way one gets to the nonsense that God is
not the only one to be perfectly immortal, at least if it is not accepted that the
Father, the Son, and the Spirit are a single nature®.

Different theological elements recall in particular the Ad Ablabium of
Gregory of Nyssa, such as the discussion about tritheism, which immediately
follows the demonstration of immortality. This treatise by Gregory most likely
dates back to the 490’s A.D. and likely follows the first part of the Pseudo-
Athanasian treatise but comes before the second. The Father, the Son, and the
Spirit are identified with the one immortal nature while being three distinct hy-
postases. The example of Paul, Peter, and Timothy is analogous to this®. The
Pneumatomachian response seeks to undermine the parallelism by highlighting
how the men cited have originated from other men, while the Orthodox argu-
ment concludes by affirming that there was nothing prior to three divine Per-
sons, but that their origin is immanent and is linked to the processions (&AL €k
100 ITatpog 6 Y10g yeyévvnrat, kol 1o Iveduo ékmopedeTon)®.

At this point the reasoning about immortality is repeated with regard to
holiness, always proceeding by means of a comparison with the angels, to con-
clude with the Holy Spirit’s activity as a sanctifier®. The discussion shifts to
activity, that is, évépyeia, which is the central theme also in the Ad Ablabium.
It is in this direction that the following section seems to go, and it applies the
demonstration that was already seen with immortality to the fact of the Holy
Spirit’s being a guide. Here is repeated the Orthodox ontological principle that
where there is identity of action, there must also be identity of nature — which
was already present at the close of no. 11 (@v yop M ot €vépyela kol
N o0t EOoLg)%.

The equality of the Spirit with regard to the Father and to the Son is put
in terms of the identity between gold and gold®’. Immediately following, the
classic Pneumatomachian objections reappear, that is, the statement that if the
Spirit were God, then He and the Son would be brothers®®. The Orthodox re-
sponse rests on the difference between these two processions (AAL 6 pev Y10¢
veyévvntot, 10 8¢ Tvedpo éxmopeetan)®. Here the Spirit as évoroctotov
comes into play. The reasoning springs from the fact that a living being that is

2 Cf. ibidem I 9, 6-34.

¢ Cf. ibidem I 10, 4-7.

¢ Cf. ibidem I 10, 13-17, ed. Cavalcanti, p. 68.

6 Cf. ibidem I 11, 1-77.

% Cf. ibidem I 12, 14-15, ed. Cavalcanti, p. 74. The expression is repeated in I 12, 35-36, ed.
Cavalcanti, p. 76; 1 13, 24, ed. Cavalcanti, p. 80; and I 16, 8-9, ed. Cavalcanti, p. 86.

7 Cf. ibidem I 12, 57-62.

% Cf. ibidem I 14, 21.

% Cf. ibidem I 14, 25, ed. Cavalcanti, p. 82.
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also characterized by rational activity and that is mortal is evidently a human.
In the same way, if the Spirit is hypostatic, sanctifying, and uncreated then He
must necessarily be God (&g yap €av oporoyndf Ivedpo €vumodcTaToy,
AYLOOTIKOV, BKTIOTOV, Oedg £€0T1)™.

At this point there is interjected the Pneumatomachian objection that aims to
distinguish the fact of being God from that of being divine”'. The response passes
through the unity of action of the three divine Persons, expressed as cuvépyeta,
up to the question about the regality of the Spirit posed by the Orthodox to the
Macedonian: with the latter recognizing the regality only of the first two divine
Persons, while considering the Spirit as a mere minister (DENPETNG)">.

In the following section the tritheistic objection returns, where the essen-
tial point of distance is the orthodox identification between the cvpewvia and
the identity of nature of the three divine Persons. The Macedonian side, on
the other hand, welcomes the first and denies the second”. Nevertheless, the
identity of the attributes that were already proven should lead to the conclu-
sion that the third Person should not be subordinate to the first two’. The
discussion about the different ways of understanding being placed beneath
another and being greater than another in Scripture leads to the Macedonian
affirmation that the Spirit is not created but is made”. The scriptural refe-
rence is evidently the Johannine prologue and the affirmation that all things
were made through the Son (cf. Jn 1:3.10). Here, we see the literalist principle
that characterizes the Pneumatomachian heresy in action. From the Orthodox
side it is argued that based on the distinction between being made and being
created (which the opposition supports) they would need to deduce from the
verse that not everything has been created. The Macedonian reveals that the
scope of his dogmatic position is to recognize a difference of dignity between
different creatures. For the Spirit this difference concerning the Father and the
Son would be based on coming to be by means of the Son (¢k t0D 8eod i
70D viod €xel 1o eivon)’®. Once again a graduated metaphysical conception
makes its appearance. This also explains the importance of the role of the Son
in the procession of the Spirit emphasized by the first part of the treatise. All
of the orthodox reasoning aims to show, on one hand the equivalence between
being made and being a creature, and, on the other hand, the affirmation that
only the three divine Persons are not creatures and are not made, but that they
are distinguished from each other in the immanence, as the Spirit is &yévntov

0 Cf. ibidem I 15, 6-10, ed. Cavalcanti, p. 84.
I Cf. ibidem I 15, 22.

2 Cf. ibidem I 17, 15-20.

73 Cf. ibidem I 18, 27-29.

4 Cf. ibidem I 18, 37-40.

5 Cf. ibidem I 20, 2.

6 Cf. ibidem I 20, 19, ed. Cavalcanti, p. 104.
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but not &vaitiov, while the Son is still &yévnrtog but not &mdtmp. Only the
first Person, however, can be characterized by all three adjectives””.

The treatise concludes with a discussion of the exegesis of the Baptism
of Jesus in Jn 1:33 where the Spirit is placed by the Father over the Son. The
Macedonian reading is that here the reference is to God as Spirit, while the
Orthodox response proceeds by identifying the Spirit who appears in this mo-
ment with the third Person as Spirit évonoctotov’.

The second treatise seems important for determining the relationship be-
tween the Macedonians and the Homoiousians, in addition to the role of apol-
linarism, but its analysis is beyond the scope of the current work™.

In a very brief summary, the strategy of response contained in the pneuma-
tology of these treatises apparently aims at discerning the role of the Son in the
procession of the Spirit, which the Macedonian reading places at the economi-
cal level and the Orthodox at the immanent one.

3. Gregory of Nyssa’s Adversus Macedonianos. The treatise Adversus
Macedonianos presents a completely different situation with respect to the
other works analyzed, both from a philological standpoint and an historical
standpoint®. It is transmitted only in a single thirteenth century codex®!. The
datings of the work all converge around the years 380-381, therefore, in the
context of the discussions for responding to the Pneumatomachian heresy in
the ambit of the Council of Constantinople®.

After a brief rhetorical introduction (89, 1-15), the treatise can be divided
into three main parts, based on different passages of theological argumenta-
tion, which are marked by partial conclusions concerning the necessity of wor-
shiping the Holy Spirit.

The first part, dedicated to the formulation of the question, goes from 89,
16 to 92, 9. Here is presented the accusation of sacrilege hurled by the Mace-
donians against the Orthodox, based on the argument that the Spirit would
not create because Scripture does not affirm it. Gregory’s response affirms
the identity between the divine being and the full possession of every good.
He writes: “divine has perfection according to every meaning of Goodness

7 Cf. ibidem I 20, 25-36, ed. Cavalcanti, p. 104.

8 Cf. ibidem I 20, 59.

" Cf. ibidem IT 157-166.

8 On this work, see: V.H. Drecoll, Adversus Macedonianos de Spiritu Sancto, in: The Brill Dic-
tionary of Gregory of Nyssa, ed. L.F. Mateo-Seco — G. Maspero, Leuven 2009, 466-468; E.D. Mout-
soulas, Tpnyodprog Nvoong. Blog, Zvyypoppoto, Adackorio, Athens 1997, 189-193.

81 Cf. F. Mueller, Praefatio, in: Gregorius Nyssenus, Opera dogmatica minora, GNO 3/1, Lei-
den 1958, XLVIIL

82 Cf. J. Daniélou, La chronologie des ceuvres de Grégoire de Nysse, StPatr 7 (1966) 163;
G. May, Die Chronologie des Lebens und der Werke des Gregor von Nyssa, in: Ecriture et culture
philosophique dans la pensée de Grégoire de Nysse, ed. M. Harl, Leiden 1971, 59.
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(T0 yap Belov €v TaVTL TA KATA TO YOOV AOYm 10 TéAeLoV €xerl)”®. The
principle is fundamental and this is why it is repeated in 95, 21. This is illus-
trated though the material examples of fire, water, and air; all of which are ele-
ments that are symbolically connected to the third divine Person, to conclude
with the identity of nature. This immediately follows the principle enunciated,
as these examples illustrate how one cannot preach the increase or decrease of
what is perfect:

“When we confess, according to the teaching of Scripture and from the com-
mon concepts, that the Spirit is of divine nature, we think of no difference,
such that the divine and transcendental nature, distributing itself to itself,
would change itself into itself by tension or relaxation in greater and les-
ser degrees”s4,

What is essential here is to find at the same time a double reference to Scrip-
ture and to common notions, that is, to the ordinary metaphysical conception.
In fact, the Pneumatomachian position refers exclusively to the reading of the
biblical text, prescinding from the value of its interpretation and, therefore,
from the search for a sense that is open to the rational comprehension of each
person. However, if the Holy Spirit creates, it immediately follows from this
that the cosmic dimension, and therefore the object of philosophical study, has
a positive value and is a valid path in search of the truth.

The second section, which revolves around the theological consideration
of the divine attributes, goes from 92, 10 to 97, 10. The Spirit is perfectly
identified with all of the attributes themselves, beyond any participation. This
shows, also through the parallel with three torches and with the human being,
that order does not necessarily imply participation (¢x petovoiag). For this
reason, if the Spirit is perfect then He must necessarily be God. This is applied
to the attribute glorious, which is understood in a perfect way as infinite and
eternal: “for a being that is not perfectly honorable is conceived to partake
of its opposite to some degree (10 yYop WM TEAELOG TILLOV, PEPEL TIVL TOD
Evavtiov petéyelv vrovoeitan)”®. Thus, the possibility of comparisons is
in fact excluded. Therefore, the same honor that is attributed to the first two
Persons is due to the third, and this implies that man cannot render this honor
to Him in a way that is worthy:

“How will you honor the divine? How will you exalt the most exalted?
How will you glorify what is above all glory? How will you praise the
incomprehensible?”’6,

8 Gregorius Nyssenus, Adversus Macedonianos de Spiritu Sancto, ed. F. Mueller, GNO 3/1,
91, 7-8.

8 Ibidem, GNO 3/1, 90, 27 - 91, 2.

8 Ibidem, GNO 3/1, 94, 29-30.

% Ibidem, GNO 3/1, 96, 23-25.
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The line of reasoning follows from the preceding section, because if what is
ontologically perfect does not know levels®’ then the Holy Spirit, inasmuch
as He is divine and consequently perfect, not only possesses every divine at-
tribute, but is identified with it (91, 10 - 94, 2). However, if this is applied to
the glorious being, it can be deduced that the third Person must be such in an
infinite and eternal way (94, 2 - 95, 26). From here we reach the conclusion of
the necessity of rendering unto Him an infinite worship that per se is beyond
human capacities (95, 27 - 97, 20). To think of being able to give homage to
the third Person in an adequate way would be like trying to add light to the rays
of the sun with a small candle®.

The third part, which consists 0f 97, 21 and 113, 23 and is dedicated to the
connection between the economy and the immanence, returns to the Pneuma-
tomachian objection that Scripture does not affirm anywhere that the Spirit has
created. This objection is confronted with a question: what was the Holy Spirit
then doing at the moment of creation? This is a rhetorical question which in-
troduces the reader to the core of Gregory’s response, by introducing the unity
of action:

“We therefore know that both sequentially and in connection (&koA000wg Te
Kol cuvnppévmg) the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit are always revealed
with each other in a perfect triad, and before all creation, before all the ages
and before any conceptual apprehension the Father is always Father, the Son
is in the Father and the Holy Spirit is with the Son”®.

The direction of Gregory’s argumentation is from name to action and from
action to being. The starting point is once again the logical passage formulated
in the preceding part, because now the connection between perfection and
glory is extended in the sense of eternity. From action one can pass to being,
showing how the one divine action springs from within the Trinity itself:

“every nature substantiated (bnootdooav) through creation could reasonably
be said to be a movement of will, excitement of purpose and transmission of
power, that originates from the Father, proceeds through the Son and is per-
fected in the Holy Spirit™”.

The resulting necessity to worship the Creator leads to the recognition
that without Him we cannot be called Christians. This demonstration joins
the economy and the immanence, rising up from the anointing of Christ to the
identification of the personal proprium of the Spirit”' as the royal power that

87 Cf. ibidem, GNO 3/1, 95, 22-26.
8 Cf. ibidem, GNO 3/1, 97, 1-7.

% Ibidem, GNO 3/1, 98, 28 - 99, 1.
% Ibidem GNO 3/1, 100, 7-11.

' Cf. ibidem GNO 3/1, 90, 1-4.
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the Father and the Son eternally exchange, and Who without any ontological
intermediary constitutes the kingship of each of the first two divine Persons:

“So if the Son is king by nature, and the chrism is a symbol of his kingship,
then what does the logic of the reasoning mean to you? That the chrism is
not something foreign to the natural king, and we do not classify the Spirit
with the Holy Trinity as a stranger and foreigner. Indeed the Son is king. But
the Holy Spirit is the living, substantial and subsistent kingship ({®dco ot
0Vo1MING Kol Evurootatog). Since he has been anointed with this kingship,
the only-begotten Christ is also king of all existing things. So if the Father is
king and the Only-begotten is king and the Holy Spirit is kingship, the reason
for kingship in the case of the Trinity is absolutely the same™®.

Here, we are at one of the summits of Greek pneumatology, inasmuch as the
denial of the divinity of the Holy Spirit on the part of those who, rather, ac-
cept the Son’s divinity, are answered by Gregory through the location of the
third Person among the first and the second. The solution is facilitated by the
knowledge of the Syriac version of the Lucan text of the Our Father, where the
“Your Kingdom come” becomes “May your Spirit come upon us and purify
us””. As we have seen in the previous section, the argument of the kingship of
the third Person reappears in the discussions with the Macedonians.

The solution is very effective because it respects the monarchy of the Fa-
ther, who is the unique source of the Regality, and the identity of nature with
the Son, who in His turn is King, insofar as the two eternally and perfectly
exchange the royal power that is the Spirit Himself. The strategy that, after
Athanasius, had always been followed to demonstrate the divinity of the Son
through the correlativity of the names of the first two divine Persons is ex-
tended here to the third Person, reinterpreting His name in a sense that is cor-
relative to the Father and the Son.

Underpinning this theological rereading of the scriptural texts concerning
regality is the formulation of an ontological principle that undermines the
metaphysical hierarchy that is typical of Greek philosophy:

“Reason recognizes nothing intermediary (Lécov), so that some special bor-
der (¢v pebopim) nature be thought to exist between (pLeta&0) the created and
the uncreated, so that it partakes of both and is neither perfectly”.

The perfection of the divine nature implies that there cannot be an intermedia-
te level between the Creator and creation. For this reason, from here the text

2 Ibidem GNO 3/1, 102, 22-31.

% Cf. idem, De oratione dominica, ed. J.F. Callahan, GNO 7/2, Leiden — New York — Koln
1992, 39, 15-19. See, in this regard: M. Alexandre, La variante de Lc 11, 2 dans la Troiseme Homeé-
lie sur I’Oraison Dominicale de Grégoire de Nysse et la controverse avec les pneumatomagques, in:
Grégoire de Nysse: La Bible dans la construction de son discours. Actes du colloque de Paris, 9-10

février 2007, ed. M. Cassin et alii, Paris 2008, 163-189.
% Gregorius Nyssenus, Adversus Macedonianos de Spiritu Sancto, GNO 3/1, 104, 8-12.
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passes immediately to the reformulation of the argument concerning Regality
in terms of ontological glory, with a presentation of the divine immanence
through the dynamic of mutual gift that characterizes the three. The journey
can be summarized in three passages. First, the Spirit himself is identified with
the glory of the Son:

“One who reverently accepts the Spirit sees the glory of the Only-begotten in
the Spirit, and when he sees the Son he sees the image of the unlimited, and
the archetype is impressed in his mind through the image”>.

To this distinction between glory, referring to the third Person, and image,
applying to the second, corresponds the distinction between the two eternal pro-
cessions’®. Therefore, the relationships between the third Person and both of the
first two are reformulated in terms of glory itself, highlighting the reciprocity:

“So the Spirit glorifies the Father and the Son. But he is not a liar who says,
I glorify those who glorify me (1Sam 2:30). I glorified you (Jn 17:4) says
the Lord to the Father. And again, Glorify me with the glory that I had with
you from the beginning before the world existed (Jn 17:5). The divine voice
responds, I glorified you and will glorify you again (Jn 12:28)”"".

The text develops a strict parallelism between the reciprocity in the exchange
of glory between the Spirit, on the one hand, and the Father and the Son, on the
other, and the reciprocity of the mutual exchange of glory between the latter
two. Therefore, the first two divine Persons glorify the third, in that same eter-
nal exchange of glory that characterizes their relationship. The use of preposi-
tions emphasizes the dynamic of this perfect Latreutical act, which here is read
in a purely ontological lens in the immanence of the first principle:

“Do you see the cyclical revolution of glory through the same actions? The
Son is glorified by (vn6) the Spirit. The Father is glorified by (b6) the Son.
Again, the Son has glory from (mwop&) the Father, and the only-begotten be-
comes the glory of the Spirit. In what will the Father be glorified if not in the
true glory of the Only-begotten One? In what again will the Son be glorified if
not in the grandeur of the Spirit? So, entering this circular movement, reason
(6 AOYOC) glorifies the Son through (8u&) the Spirit, and the Father through
(818) the Son™,

This has immediate repercussions on worship, which is presented in its
metaphysical dimension. Thus, negatively, blasphemy against the Holy Spirit
proves the divinity of the third Person®, while positively, His worship must

% Ibidem, GNO 3/1, 107, 10-13.

% Cf. Athanasius, Epistula ad Serapionem 111 1, 2.

97 Gregorius Nyssenus, Adversus Macedonianos de Spiritu Sancto, GNO 3/1, 109, 2-7.
% Ibidem, GNO 3/1, 109, 7-15.

% Cf. ibidem, GNO 3/1, 106, 30 - 107, 2.
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essentially be configured as supplication, due to the infinite ontological dis-
tance that separates humans from Him.

The conclusion, which can be assigned to the text in 114, 5-21, introduces
what could be defined as a form of liturgical apophatism, due to the affirma-
tion that nobody can offer adequate worship to the third Person, inasmuch as
God always remains beyond the possibilities of man, infinitely more than the
distance between our bodies and the stars'®. The third Person Himself has no
need of His own glory since His divine nature consists of the eternal exchange
of ontological glory in the Trinitarian immanence. Thus, man radically does
not possess anything that can be worthy of God, which is why the only way
to pay homage to the Trinity is by offering everything, that is, one’s own free-
dom, like in the example of the widow in Mk 12:42'°",

kskosk

At the end of the proposed journey it can be concluded that all three of
the anti-Macedonian treatises analyzed respond to the same accusation by the
Pneumatomachians: the Holy Spirit is not to be worshiped because He is not
God, in that He does not create, as is deduced from the fact that it is not writ-
ten in any passage in Scripture. The strategies for refuting these positions must
avoid allowing that the second and the third Person of the Trinity could be read
as if they were two sons. In the same way, one should emphasize the distinction
between the procession of the Spirit ad intra and the production ad extra of the
creatures, for which reason the climb proceeding to the origin must stop at the
Father, without extending the generation into another generation, as is the case
for man. At the base of the response, of course, one can see the inspiration of
Athanasius who rereads Jn 4:24 in an immanent and personal sense, identifying
the mvedpo cited there with the Holy Spirit and the &An@eto with the Son'®.

The more scriptural strategy used by Epiphanius of Salamis reconnects the
affirmation of the divinity of the third Person to that of the first two through
derivative formulae. This is why he emphasizes how the Spirit proceeds both
from the Father and from the Son, inasmuch as He is God as Spirit from Spirit.
Like in Origen, the fundamental exegetical reference is the affirmation that
God is mvedpo always in Jn 4:24, which now, however, is reread in personal
terms, concluding that the nvebpa itself is God.

The theology that underpins Dialogus I contra Macedonianum runs, ra-
ther, in a more refined way from an ontological perspective, distinguishing the
level of nature from that of the Persons, on the basis of relation. This implies
that for the worship of a divine Person an intermediate metaphysical level
is not necessary: a level which, like substance, separates the worshiper from

10 Cf. ibidem, GNO 3/1, 115, 3-4.
101 Cf. ibidem, GNO 3/1, 114, 5-21.
102 Cf. Athanasius, Contra gentes 46, 17-21.
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the deity worshiped. This explains the importance of Christological reflection
and a deepening of the relationship between the economy and the immanence
through analysis of divine action. At different points, especially in the second
part, there is noticeable consonance with the pneumatology of Gregory of
Nyssa, especially as it appears in his most mature formulation in Ad Ablabium,
at the end of his life. In fact, here emerges the center of the question of the role
of the Son in the procession of the Holy Spirit: if based on Jn 1:3.10 everything
was created by means of the Word, then it is necessary to determine whether
the third Person is from Him and therefore is a creature, as the Pneumatoma-
chians tend to affirm, or if the origin through the Son of the Spirit is immanent.
This is why the two previous works have been compared to Gregory’s treatise
Adversos Macedonianos, written nearly fifteen years before the Ad Ablabium.
In Adversos Macedonianos, the two prior approaches find an integration, in-
asmuch as the Spirit is presented as regal Power and hypostatic Glory that
the Father and the Son eternally exchange. The reciprocity of the relation-
ship between the Father and the Son, on the one hand, and the Spirit, on the
other, which seems to be the center of Epiphanius’ approach, becomes united
to a more linear conception of the relationship between the divine Persons, in
such a way that the giving of glory from one Person to another is always pre-
sent in the reciprocity. Thus, if the Father renders glory to the Son and the Son
to the Father, the Spirit is also glorified, inasmuch as He receives glory from
the Father and Son together. The reciprocity of the relationship between the
first two divine Persons — an ontological translation of their numerical identity
of nature from the correlativity of their personal identity as the eternal Father
and Son — is extended to the relationship between the second and the third
divine Person, through a rereading of the personal characteristic of the Spirit
Himself as correlative to the Father and to the Son. Thus, what unites the three
strategies is the search for the affirmation of the divinity of the third Person
by tracing it back to the relationship between the first two. Gregory succeeds
in formulating in a complete way the insertion of the Spirit among the Father
and the Son, without violating the monarchy and by presenting Him in relative
terms to the Divinity that they perfectly, eternally, and reciprocally communi-
cate to one another. Such a result would then be developed in the affirmation
of the immanent role of the Son in the procession of the Spirit in Ad Ablabium.

The proximity of the theologies that have been presented is emphasized by
the application of the term évuréctatov to the Spirit, which is found almost
exclusively in Gregory, Ephiphanius, and the Pseudo-Athanasius of the Dia-
logi and De Trinitate'®. 1t is precisely this point of arrival that reveals how the
Pneumatomachian criticisms have forced the deepening of the understanding

193 The phenomenon is also present in the Pseudo-Didymus of De Trinitate (PG 39, 648A). Tt
later it appears in the Theodoret (cf. Theodoretus, Graecarum affectionum curatio 11 110, 4) and in
the Damascene (cf. Joannes Damascenus, Sacra parallela, PG 95, 1076B and Contra Manichaeos
28, 41) here in immediate reference to the controversy concerning the Filiogue.
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of the distinction between the two processions to clarify the difference be-
tween the spirit as substantial attribute of God and the Spirit as third divine
Person, that is, as hypostasis.

(Summary)

Different sources describe the theology of the Pneumatomachians or Macedo-
nians in the 4" century. They shared with the Arians the negation of the divinity of
the Holy Spirit but were in disagreement with them about the Son. Different Greek
Fathers wrote different answers and the study of their strategies seems of interest
to better understand the heresy itself and its varieties. Epiphanius of Salamis, both
in Ancoratus 65, 1 - 73,9 and in Panarion 54 (74), presents a description of the
Pneumatomachian heresy with a series of arguments to counter it. Equally impor-
tant seem the Dialogi duo contra Macedonianos (PG 28, 1291-1338), transmitted
in Athanasius’ Corpus, later attributed to Didymus, and still of discussed author-
ship. The comparison of these different works on the background of Cappadocian
pneumatology, in particular Basil’s De Spiritu Sancto and Gregory of Nyssa’s
Adversus Macedonianos, may offer interesting insights from both the historical
and theological perspective.

ROZNE STRATEGIE GRECKICH OJCOW WOBEC DUCHOBURCOW
(Streszczenie)

Roznorodne Zrdédia prezentuja teologi¢ duchoburcéw (macedonian, pneuma-
tomachow) w IV wieku, ktérzy wraz z arianami negowali bostwo Ducha Swie-
tego, ale w przeciwienstwie do nich nie kwestionowali tego odnosnie do Syna.
Ojcowie greccy toczyli z nimi rozne dysputy, a badanie ich strategii wydaje sig
by¢ interesujace, by lepiej zrozumie¢ sama herezj¢ i jej odmiany. Epifaniusz z Sa-
laminy, zarowno w Ancoratus 65, 1 - 73,9, jak i w Panarionie 54 (74), opisuje he-
rezj¢ duchoburcow, a takze przedstawia szereg argumentow przeciw nim. Rownie
wazny wydaje si¢ by¢ traktat Dialogi duo contra Macedonianos (PG 28, 1291-
1338), przekazany w korpusie pism Atanazego, pdzniej przypisywany Dydymowi
Aleksandryjskiemu, o ktorego autorstwo nadal jeszcze tocza si¢ dyskusje. Po-
rownanie tych réznych dziet na tle pneumatologii Ojcow Kapadockich, zwlasz-
cza De Spiritu Sancto Bazylego z Cezarei i Adversus Macedonianos Grzegorza
z Nyssy, moze przynies¢ ciekawe wnioski, zarowno z perspektywy historycznej,
jak i teologiczne;.

Key words: Greek Fathers of the Church, Pneumatomachians, Pneumatology.

Stowa kluczowe: greccy Ojcowie Kosciota, duchoburcy, pneumatologia.
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Mieczystaw C. PACZKOWSKI OFM*

BIBLIA I FILOZOFIA W KONFRONTACJI
BAZYLEGO WIELKIEGO Z APOLINARYZMEM

W potowie IV w. coraz szersze kreggi zataczata doktryna Apolinarego, bis-
kupa Laodycei, goracego zwolennika nurtu aleksandryjskiego w chrystologii
i obroncy nicejskiego wyznania wiary, w szczego6lnosci jego kluczowego okre-
$lenia 6poovo1og. W ten sposob znalazt si¢ on w sytuacji otwartego konflik-
tu doktrynalnego w Kosciele, ktory stawial wyzwania natury apologetyczne;.
W przypadku Laodycejczyka ma sig takze do czynienia z mistrzem egzegezy,
chociaz trudno o niej cos blizszego powiedzie¢ ze wzglgdu na fragmentarycz-
no$¢ zachowanych jego dziet poruszajacych kwestie biblijne'. Natomiast jesli
chodzi o pisma teologiczne Apolinarego, kwestia przedstawia si¢ nieco ina-
czej. W zwiazku z falsyfikacjami dokonanymi przez uczniéw Laodycejczyka,
pozostato wigcej materialu pochodzacego z jego dziel’. Interpretacja Apoli-
narego charakteryzuje si¢ zwigztoscia formy i oszczgdnym komentarzem naj-
wazniejszych punktow tekstu biblijnego. Pod wzgledem metodologii egzege-
tycznej nie miano mu nic do zarzucenia. Mimo to jego przeciwnicy okreslali
niektore jego poglady dotyczace eschatologii jako ,,judaizm heretycki™. To
jakby uboczny skutek polemik doktrynalnych, wskazujacy na swoista ,,schi-
zofreni¢” jego mysli teologicznej®.

* Dr hab. Mieczystaw C. Paczkowski OFM, prof. UMK — profesor nadzwyczajny w Katedrze
Historii Kosciota i Patrologii na Wydziale Teologicznym Uniwersytetu Mikotaja Kopernika w To-
runiu; e-mail: celestyn@umk.pl.

! Lista fragmentow dziet egzegetycznych Apolinarego: CPG 3680-3695.

2 Dzieta Apolinarego przechowano nawet pod imieniem papieza Juliusza i Atanazego.

3 Por. Hieronymus, Commentariorum in Danielem 111 9, 24, 126-617, ed. F. Glorie, CCL 75A,
Turnhout 1964, 865-889. Bazyli opisuje niektore elementy doktryny apolinarystycznej, stanowiace
dowdd na powrdt do judaizmu: ,,O zmartwychwstaniu napisal on wymysty tracace brednia, czy
raczej judaizmem, bo orzeka w nich, ze winni§my znéw nawrdci¢ do tego prawowitego kultu, znow
poddawac sig obrzezaniu, przestrzega¢ szabatu, zachowywaé wstrzemigzliwos¢ od pewnych po-
traw, sktada¢ Bogu ofiary ze zwierzat, oddawa¢ Mu cze$¢ w jerozolimskiej $wiatyni, a w ogole
z chrzescijan sta¢ si¢ zydami. Czyz od tych pomystow moze by¢ co$ bardziej $miesznego, a ra-
czej cos bardziej obcego ewangelicznemu dogmatowi?” (Basilius Caesariensis, Epistula 263, 4, ed.
Y. Courtonne, I, Paris 1966, 124-125, tham. W. Krzyzaniak: Sw. Bazyli Wielki, Listy, Warszawa
1972, 331. Por. tenze, Epistula 265, 2.

4 Wydaje sie, ze to przede wszystkim wydarzenia historyczne sktonity Apolinarego do tego typu
refleksji, bowiem proba odbudowy $wiatyni w Jerozolimie przez Juliana Apostatg obudzita nadzieje
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Apolinary poswigcil si¢ bez reszty sprawie zwalczania tez arianskich.
Sprowokowany przez btednowiercow, odmawiajacych pelnego bostwa Chrys-
tusowi, stworzyl koncepcje osoby Zbawiciela, powaznie naruszajaca jego
czlowieczenstwo’. Zbyt jednostronny akcent potozony przez Laodycejczyka
na jedno$¢ w Chrystusie sprawil, ze w chrystologii przekroczyt on granice
ortodoksji, prowokujac energiczng reakcje rdznych srodowisk, ktora ostatecz-
nie doprowadzita do jego potgpienia’. Bazyli twierdzil, ze btad Apolinarego
bazowal na ,sofistycznych wypowiedziach” i powotywaniu sig ,,jakoby na
$wiadectwo Pisma [Swigtego]™”.

1. Ogolny kontekst sporu. Kryzys zwiazany z postulatami Apolinarego
wybucht w latach 70. IV w. i to wtedy Bazyli Wielki podjat polemike z bisku-
pem Laodycei. Kapadocczyk zmierzyt si¢ z kwestia apolinarystyczna w ostat-
nich trzech latach swego zycia (pomigdzy 375 a 378). Wtedy niewiele juz pisat.
W listach Bazylego mozna jednak dostrzec poszczegdlne fazy jego polemiki®.

Bazyli nie rzuca wiele $wiatta na problem pochodzenia apolinaryzmu’,
lecz bardzo ogdlnie krytykuje jego btedne zatozenia'®. Kapadocczyk ociagat
si¢ z otwartym potgpieniem Apolinarego. Chodzito przeciez o doktryng bedaca
wynikiem przemyslen cenionego egzegety, uznanego wowczas znawcy kwe-
stii teologicznych. Biskup Cezarei uzasadnial koniecznos¢ polemiki stwier-
dzeniem: ,,Jego wywody teologiczne nie opieraja si¢ na dowodach z Pisma
Swigtego, ale biora si¢ z ludzkich urojen™"'.

Jako biskup Apolinary nie omieszkal uczyni¢ oficjalnymi swoich twier-
dzen. To wihasnie czynito jego doktryng jeszcze bardziej niebezpieczna'?. Ko-
respondencja Bazylego posrednio o tym $wiadczy. W Listach 260, 261 1 262
(kolejno do: biskupa Optymusa, mieszkancow Sozopolis i mnicha Urbicjusza),
datowanych na 377 r., Kapadocczyk konfrontuje si¢ z btgdami apolinarystycz-
nymi. W $wietle wzmianek epistolarnych zawieraja si¢ one w trzech zasadach:

rychlego nastania okresu pomys$lnosci i odnowy Izraela. Por. J.-N. Guinot, Théodoret et le milléna-
risme d’Apollinaire, ASE 15 (1998) fasc. 1, 177.

° Na temat doktryny apolinarystycznej zob. A. Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition, transl.
J. Bowden, London 1965, 220-233; J.N.D. Kelly, Poczatki doktryny chrzescijanskiej, thum. J. Mru-
kéwna, Warszawa 1988, 217-221; Ch.A. Beeley, The Early Christological Controversy: Apollina-
rius, Diodore, and Gregory Nazianzen, VigCh 65 (2011) 378-395; M. Pyc, Apolinaryzm w kontekscie
sporu o integralnosc cztowieczenstwa Jezusa Chrystusa, ,,Teologia w Polsce” 6 (2012) fasc. 2, 5-16.

¢ Potepity go synody rzymskie w 377 i 382 r. oraz Sobdr Konstantynopolitanski I (381).

" Basilius Caesariensis, Epistula 261, 1, ed. Courtonne, I11, s. 115-116, thum. Krzyzaniak, s. 323.

8 Por. A. Capone, Apollinaris, Basil and Gregory of Nyssa, ZACh 17 (2013) 315-319.

? Kwestia ta nie zostata jeszcze w pelni rozwiazana.

10Por. gtéwnie Epistulae 263 i 265.

' Basilius Caesariensis, Epistula 263, 4, ed. Courtonne, 111, s. 124, ttum. Krzyzaniak, s. 331.

12 Na temat geograficznego zasiggu sporu zob. A. Capone, Apollinarismo e geografia ecclesia-
stica, w: Temi e forme della polemica in eta cristiana (I1I-V secolo), a cura di M. Marin — M. Vero-
nese, Auctores Nostri 9, Bari 2012, 466-467.
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Chrystus jest okreslany mianem ,,czlowieka niebieskiego”, bowiem przyjat
niebianskie ciato'?, dlatego z powodu wcielenia natura Boska jakoby ,,zmienita
si¢”, a w osobie wcielonego Syna Bozego nie mozna mowic o integralnosci
Jego ludzkiej natury. To dyskusje au rebours polemik z arianami. Spory o wcie-
lenie i sposob istnienia Zbawiciela Kapadocczyk ujal w szerszym kontekscie.

,Ludzie nie ustaja w sporach, co do wcielenia Pana, bo jedni przesadzaja, ze
przybrat On ciato, a drudzy obstaja, ze przyjscie Jego nastapilo bezcielesnie,
jedni glosza, ze miat On ciato podlegle cierpieniom, a drudzy znéw, ze spel-
nit swoje zadanie pozornie, jedni, ze miat On ciato ziemskie, a inni znow, ze
ciato niebianskie', jedni, Ze istnieje On odwiecznie, a inni znow, ze wziat
poczatek od Maryi, «na znak, ktoremu sprzeciwia¢ si¢ beda» (Lk 2, 34)”".

Bazyli zdawal sobie sprawg, ze kwestia chrystologiczna byta o wiele
bardziej kompleksowa, niz mogloby si¢ wydawaé pobieznemu obserwatoro-
wi. Przeciez wczesniej Laodycejczyk podjal zadanie obrony egzystencjalnej
1 dynamicznej jednosci w Jezusie Chrystusie. Czynit to doktadnie i ze znaw-
stwem. Wiele z tez Apolinarego ze wzglgdu na szczuptos¢ zachowanego ma-
terialu moze by¢ tylko hipotyzowanych. Zachowane fragmenty o charakte-
rze teologicznym maja w wigkszoS$ci charakter ortodoksyjny. Chodzi rzecz
jasna o 2. pot. IV w., a nie okres pdzniejszy. Biskup Laodycei podkreslat jed-
no$¢ pomigdzy bostwem a cztowieczenstwem poprzez ideg ,,jednej natury”
wecielonego Stowa. Te formuly chrystologiczne staty si¢ z czasem niezwykle
kontrowersyjne, nie tylko ze wzgledy na osobg ich autora. Bazyli, tak silnie
podkreslajacy konkretne aspekty wcielenia Stowa, nie mogl zignorowac tez
Apolinarego, bowiem wprowadzit on ,,ryzykowne i niejasne spekulacje doty-
czace wcielenia”'®. Prawda o obecnosci Logosu w ludzkim ciele stata si¢ ,,zna-
kiem sprzeciwu”.

Weczesniej Euzebiusz z Cezarei w polemice z Marcelim z Ancyry odrzucat
mys$l o istnieniu duszy ludzkiej w Chrystusie. Przekonania Marcelego wska-
zywaly na to, ze Chrystus byl zwyktym cztowiekiem, ztozonym z duszy i cia-
fa, nie rézniacym si¢ pod zadnym wzgledem od innych ludzi, jesli chodzi
0 ,,wspolna dla wszystkich naturg”'”. Nalezy nadmienic, ze palestynski biskup
nie byt prekursorem apolinaryzmu, bowiem starat si¢ wykaza¢ rozréznienie

13 Por. Apollinarius, Recapitulatio (Anakephalaiosis) 4, ed. H. Lietzmann, w: Apollinaris von
Laodicea und seine Schule, TU, Tiibingen 1904, 243, thum. wlasne: ,,Kazdy cztowiek jest ziemski.
Lecz Chrystus nie jest ziemski, lecz niebieski. Tak wigc nie jest [On] [...] cztowiekiem, jesli pod
okresleniem «czlowiek» nie rozumie si¢ samej rzeczywistosci [niebieskiej]”.

4 To Fotyn, powotujacy sie na 1Kor 15, 47, glosit teze o niebieskim ciele Chrystusa. Por. Epi-
phanius, Panarion 111 71, 3, 1-5, ed. K. Holl — J. Dummer, GCS 37, Berlin 1985, 258, 6 - 259, 4.

15 Basilius Caesariensis, Epistula 260, 8, ed. Courtonne, 111, s. 114, thum. Krzyzaniak, s. 321.

1 Tenze, Epistula 265, 2, ed. Courtonne, 111, s. 130. Stowa te biskup kapadocki kieruje do bis-
kupow Egiptu na wygnaniu.

17 Por. Eusebius Caesariensis, De ecclesiastica theologia 120, 43, ed. E. Klostermann, GCS 14,
Leipzig 1906, 88.
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natur w osobie Zbawiciela, uzywajac jednak termmologu sugerujacej ich po-
mieszanie. Byl to typowy blad apolinarystow'®, a pozme] monofizytow'.

Nieprzypadkowo jednak Bazyli w swoich Listach nie od razu wymienia
z imienia Apolinarego lub ktoregos z jego uczniow. W gre¢ wchodzit nie tylko
charakter Kapadocczyka, czy uczucie wdzigcznosci, ale swego rodzaju zobo-
wigzanie zwigzane ze wspolnymi refleksjami 1 przyjaznia. Fakt odkrycia, ze
oto Apolinary stat si¢ przeciwnikiem musial by¢ dla Bazylego bardzo bolesny.
Poki wige mozna byto zachowaé¢ milczenie, nasz autor to robit, podobnie jak
w przypadku btedow Eustacjusza z Sebaste czy hierarchow niezdecydowa-
nych w kwestiach pneumatologicznych. Z czasem, gtéwnie z powoddw pasto-
ralnych i doktrynalnych, stato si¢ to niemozliwe. Apolinary ,,spowodowat tym
wigksze nasze cierpienie, poniewaz na poczatku wydawato sig¢, ze nalezal do
nas”. Laodycejczyk zostaje nazwany

»siewca zametu [...], [ktory] sprawia Kos$ciotom utrapienia. Dzigki bowiem
fatwosci wypowiadania si¢ na pismie, obdarzony swada w podejmowaniu
kazdego zagadnienia, zasypat on kraj swymi dzietami, puszczajac koto uszu
przestroge tego, ktory mowi: «Strzez si¢ spisywac wiele ksiag» (por. Koh 12,
12). W bezliku bowiem stow wiele tez, oczywiscie, musi by¢ grzechdéw. Bo:
«W wielomownosci nie obejdzie si¢ bez grzechu» (Prz 10, 19)”!.

Kapadocczyk miat poczatkowo pewne trudnosci, aby zdefiniowa¢ nowy
btad doktrynalny i chcial go zdyskredytowa¢ podporzadkowujac go zasa-
dom dawnych herezji. Biskup Cezarei korzystal z argumentéw diugiej po-
lemiki przeciwko doketom i gnostykom, ukazujac, ze Stowo przyje¢to realne
ciato ludzkie®. Z ta $wiadomoscia nie obawia si¢ ukazywac¢ paradoksalnych

18 Chrystus w ujgciu Apolinarego, poniewaz jest jedna osoba, ma takze jedna naturg: ,,Ona nie
dzieli si¢ na dwoje, poniewaz ani ciato nie jest jedna osobna natura, ani tez bostwo nie jest oddzielna
naturg we wcieleniu. Jako czlowiek takze Chrystus, ktory stat si¢ podobny do ludzi, jest jedna na-
tura” (Apollinarius, Epistula ad Dionysium 1 2, ed. Lietzmann, w: Apollinaris von Laodicea, s. 257,
thum. wiasne).

19 Por. L. Perrone, ,, Four Gospels, Four Councils” — One Lord Jesus Christ. The Patristic
Developments of Christology within the Church of Palestine, ,,Liber Annuus Studii Biblici Frances-
cani” 49 (1999) 372.

2 Basilius Caesariensis, Epistula 265, 2, ed. Courtonne, I11, s. 129, ttum. wiasne.

2! Tenze, Epistula 263, 4, ed. Courtonne, 111, s. 124, thum. Krzyzaniak, s. 331.

22 Por. tenze, De Spiritu Sancto V 12, 1-30, éd. B. Pruche, SCh 17bis, Paris 1968, 282-285, thum.
A. Brzostkowska: Sw. Bazyli Wielki, O Duchu S‘wi@tym, wstep J. Naumowicz, Warszawa 1999, 95-
96. Antydoketystyczny wydzwigk miato wyznanie wiary zredagowane przez Bazylego i podpisane
przez Eustacjusza z Sebaste: ,,Wierzymy [...] w jednego Pana, Jezusa Chrystusa, Syna Bozego,
Jednorodzonego [...], ktory dla nas ludzi i dla naszego zbawienia zstapit [na ziemig] i przybrat cialo;
stat si¢ cztowiekiem, cierpiat, trzeciego dnia zmartwychwstat, wstapil na niebiosa, ktéry ponownie
przyjdzie sadzi¢ zywych i umartych [...]. Odnosnie do tych, ktorzy [...] uwazaja, ze Syn Bozy
podlega zmianom czy odmianie, tych wszystkich Kosciot katolicki i apostolski pigtnuje anatema”
(tenze, Epistula 125, 2, ed. Courtonne, II, s. 32-33, thum. Krzyzaniak, s. 155-156).
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aspektow wecielenia, mowiac iz poprzez swoje cierpienie Zbawiciel uwolnit
ludzi od cierpienia®.

Herezja apolinarystéw byta bardziej wyrafinowana niz dawne bl¢dne na-
uki i nie wystarczato tylko jej odrzucenie i twierdzenie, ze nie zastugiwala na
uwagge*. Przywotanie gnozy przez Bazylego wydaje si¢ kluczowe. To ,,dawno
juz przebrzmiaty poglad Walentyna [...]. [To on] wyrwawszy kilka wypowiedzi
Apostota, ukul na swoj uzytek wymyst bezecny. Orzekt on mianowicie u Chrys-
tusa forme niewolna, a nie, ze przybrat On posta¢ niewolnika, i orzekt ponadto,
ze Pan zrodzit si¢ tylko na podobienstwo cztowieka, ale postaci cztowieka nie
przybrat. Pewni ludzie u was rozglaszaja wtasnie poglady do tych podobne™>.

Bazyli wyczut niebezpieczenstwo zwiazane ze spekulacjami na temat wcie-
lenia w prologu De fide 1 w niektorych homiliach. W tych tekstach Kapadocczyk
przeciwstawiat si¢ jeszcze niektérym tezom arianskim?®®, lecz wzmiankowat,
cho¢ nie expressis verbis, dyskusyjne watki apolinaryzmu. Bazyli byt oskarzony
nie tylko od tryteizm, ale takze o nierozr6znianie Oséb Boskich i modalizm.
Anonimowe pismo, wypowiadajace si¢ w tym duchu, wielu przypisywato Ka-
padocczykowi. On sam, rzecz jasna, chciat oddali¢ tego typu podejrzenia od
siebie i zdemaskowac heretykow. Podejrzenie padto jednak na Apolinarego, kt6-
ry miat sprzyjac¢ tezom zblizonym do biedu Sabeliusza®’. Na prosbg Bazylego
o wyjasnienia Laodycejczyk odpowiedzial dwukrotnie: jedna z odpowiedzi za-
wiera Epistula 362. w zbiorze korespondencji biskupa Cezarei®®, a druga to tzw.
Epistula Sebastiani®, ktora znalazta si¢ w rekach Eustacjusza z Sebaste. Jednak
Kapadocczyk oprocz tego, ze musiat stawi¢ czota krancowym opiniom arian,
dostrzegt w pewnym momencie, ze to btad apolinarystow zaczat stanowi¢ wigk-
sze zagrozenie. Jego refleksja egzegetyczna i teologiczna miata wskaza¢ na pet-
ne czlowieczenstwo Zbawiciela. Tego typu watki znajdujemy w korespondencji
bazylianskiej*°. To wlasnie tam, obok problemow konkretnych osob i wspolnot,
pojawiaja si¢ watki dotyczace kontrowersji doktrynalnych.

2 Por. tenze, De Spiritu Sancto VIII 18, 17-19, SCh 17bis, 308, thum. Brzostkowska, s. 106.

2 Por. tenze, Epistula 263, 4, ed. Courtonne, III, s. 125, ttum. Krzyzaniak, s. 331: ,,Pisma
[Apolinarego] o Wcieleniu taki zamgt spowodowaty wsréd wspolnoty braterskiej, ze odtad niewielu
tylko z tych, ktorzy sig z nimi spotkali, zachowato cechy dawnej poboznosci, a wigkszo$¢, nasta-
wiajac uszu na nowinkarstwo, zeszta z wlasciwej drogi, aby zglebia¢ i zuchwale wynajdywac te
bezuzyteczne wypowiedzi”.

3 Tenze, Epistula 261, 2, ed. Courtonne, 111, s. 117, thum. Krzyzaniak, s. 324.

26 Kazanie De fide nalezy uwaza¢ za swego rodzaju kompendium doktryny wyrazonej w sposob
bardziej szczegotowy przez Bazylego w Adversus Eunomium.

¥ Por. tenze, Epistula 129, 1, ed. Courtonne, 11, s. 39-40. W tym Liscie, napisanym w 373 .,
Kapadocczyk po raz pierwszy taczy z imieniem Apolinarego kwestig sabelianska. Duet Apolinary —
Sabeliusz pojawia si¢ w Liscie 224 i 265.

2 Ed. Courtonne, 11, s. 222-224.

¥ Nazwana tak od nowozytnego wydawcy. Por. V.H. Drecoll, Die Entwicklung der Trinitctsleh-
re des Basilius von Cdsarea. Sein Weg vom Homdusianer zum Neonizdner, Forschungen zur Kirchen
und Dogmengeschichte 66, Gottingen 1996, 29-31.

39 Por. Capone, Apollinaris, Basil and Gregory of Nyssa, s. 316.
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2. Filozoficzne podwaliny sporu. W polemice z blgdnowiercami nie prze-
bierano w srodkach, a sztuka oratorska odgrywata w tym kontekscie znaczna
rolg. Heretycy byli zwykle przedstawiani w najczarniejszych barwach?!. Nie
ustrzegt si¢ tego sam Bazyli, gdy wzmiankowat apolinarystow. Topos literacki
stanowito posadzenie o brak rozsadku i brak zrozumienia w kwestiach wiary.
Kapadocczyk wskazywal, ze tezy apolinarystow cechowaty si¢ ,,nieporadno-
$cig przemyslen”, a z drugiej strony ,,zobojetnienie wobec prawd objawionych
odbiera nam mozno$¢ wypowiadania si¢ o Chrystusie’?.

Podobnie jak inne herezje apolinaryzm jest okres$lany jako wprowadzanie
innowacji ,,przeciwko dogmatowi apostolskiemu’*. Owo nowinkarstwo ,,sie-
je niepokdj we wspolnocie braterskiej™*. Nie jest to nowy watek, ale sigga
do mentalnosci pdznoantycznych filozofow, ktorzy byli przede wszystkim ko-
mentatorami dawnych tekstow. Istnialo przekonanie, ze prawdziwi mysliciele
sa ze sobg zgodni i ze w ich refleksjach istnieje harmonia. Zadaniem komen-
tatora tekstu filozoficznego byto ukazanie owej zgodnosci®’. Nawet, gdy poja-
wialy si¢ rozbieznos$ci, doswiadczony erudyta dostrzegal, ze sa one powierz-
chowne, a w istocie poglady wspotbrzmia w swoich tre$ciach®. Odrzucano
tylko absurdalne teorie, tak samo jak i1 nieuzasadnione nowosci. Dla Bazylego
pierwszorzedne znaczenie miata Tradycja Kosciota, do ktorej nawiazywali
Atanazy i zwolennicy prawowiernosci nicejskiej. Wraz z argumentami z Tra-
dycji wzrastat rowniez autorytet tekstow natchnionych. Jednakze specyficzny
element metodologii filozoficznej miat swoja wagg i znaczenie.

W dyskusji o charakterze merytorycznym pojawialy si¢ tego typu argu-
menty. Nie tylko Bazyli Wielki, ale takze inni polemisci zaktadali, ze apolina-
rysci w sposob bezkrytyczny wprowadzali spekulacje filozoficzne do teologii.
Glownie chodzito o rozrdznienia i podzialy typu neoplatonskiego®’. Jak wiado-
mo, dla Kapadocczyka droga wylacznie racjonalna byta niewystarczajaca, bo-
wiem pierwszenstwo miaty tresci wywodzace si¢ bezposrednio z objawienia

31 Polemisci pierwszych wiekow nie odrozniali osoby heretyka od gtoszonego przez niego ble-
du. Tak wigc na podstawie gloszonej herezji przypisywali i samym heretykom najgorsze przywa-
ry ludzkie. Eunomiusz zostaje przedstawiony jako ,klamliwy, ignorant, gwattowny, matostkowy
i bluznierca” (Basilius Caesariensis, Adversus Eunomium 1 1, éd. B. Sesboii¢ — G.-M. de Durand
— L. Doutreleau, SCh 299, Paris 1982, 146-147, thum. wlasne).

32 Por. tenze, Epistula 262, 2, ed. Courtonne, 11, s. 120, thum. Krzyzaniak, s. 327.

3 Tenze, Epistula 265, 2, ed. Courtonne, III, s. 128, thum. wlasne.

3* Tenze, Epistula 261, 1, ed. Courtonne, 111, s. 115, thum. Krzyzaniak, s. 323.

35 Por. Simplicius, In Aristotelis Categorias commentarium 255 - 28, ed. C. Kalbfleisch,
w: Simplicius, Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca, vol. 8, Berolini 1907, 23-32.

3¢ W sposoOb szczegdlny zbieznos¢ ta dotyczyla prawd wyrazonych przez Platona, ktory ,,thu-
maczyt prawdg”, por. Simplicius, /n Aristotelis De caelo commentaria 60a 14, ed. I.L. Heiberg,
w: Simplicius, Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca, vol. 7, Berolini 1894, 131, 1.

37 Por. A. Tuilier, Le sens de I’Apollinarisme dans les controverses théologiques du IV siécle,
StPatr 13 (1975) 305; H.A. Wolfson, Philosophical Implications of Arianism and Apollinarianism,
DOP 12 (1958) 3-28.
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biblijnego. Biskup Kapadocji przedstawit jednak doktryne¢ Boskiej substancji
w sposob bardziej filozoficzny. Zastapit okreslenie uzywane przez Apolinare-
g0 tj. tpécwnov bardziej filozoficznym pojeciem vondéotacis. W kwestiach
chrystologicznych zasady filozoficzne miaty jednak ograniczone zastosowanie.

W homilii /n Christi generationem ma si¢ wrazenie, ze w swojej refleksji
Bazyli Wielki przenidst problem judaistyczno-hellenistyczny dotyczacy nie-
zmienno$ci Boga i wolnosci od zmystowych reakcji*®, na osobe Logosu. Ta
zasada, ktora okazala si¢ niezwykle pomocna w polemice antyapolinarystycz-
nej, bazowata na formacji intelektualnej naszego autora®. Mozna doszukac
si¢ tam przywotania koncepcji A0yog tpentoc, ktora pozwalata Ariuszowi na
przypisywanie Stowu odruchow i ludzkich uczu¢ wspomnianych w Ewange-
lii. W ten sposob heretyk i Jego pozmejsa zwolennicy mogli zaktada¢ nizszy
poziom bdstwa w Synu, rézniacym si¢ pod tym wzglqdem od Ojca. Kapadoc-
czyk odrzuca jednak kazdy typ takiej insynuacji. Wyjasnial niestrudzenie, ze
odwieczny Adyog, w petni bedac Bogiem, nie mogt by¢ zmienny w swej na-
turze, jak byty stworzone. Bazyli dat przy tym jasna wyktadnig rzeczywistosci
i natury prob, ktore dotknety Chrystusa w Jego ziemskim zyciu. To Zbawiciel
przyjat na siebie naturalna &0, ktora jest niezbedna czescia trwania ludzkiej
istoty, ukazujac w ten sposob rzeczywisto$¢ swego wcielenia.

Apolinary miat §wiadomos¢, ze jednos¢ w Jezusie Chrystusie wykracza
poza pobiezne 1 uproszczone pojmowanie zamieszkiwania Boga w czlowieku.
Fakt, iz odwieczne Stowo staje si¢ rzeczywiscie cialem, oznacza, ze bostwo
i czlowieczenstwo wchodza w istotowa jedno$¢. Tu jednak biskup z Laodycei
natrafil na nietatwy do rozwiktania problem, filozoficzny i teologiczny zara-
zem, ktéry miat tez charakter metafizyczny i byt zwiazany z konstytucja bytu
Jezusa Chrystusa. Nawiazujac do stynnego filozoficznego aksjomatu, iz dwa
doskonate, kompletne byty nie moga stac¢ si¢ jednym, Apolinary zastanawia
si¢ nad bytowa struktura Boga — Czlowieka. Dwa podmioty — prawdziwy Bog
i prawdziwy cztowiek — nie moga stanowi¢ ontologicznej jednosci. Nie do
pomyslenia jest wspotistnienie petni bostwa z petnig cztowieczenstwa w jed-
nym bycie. Gdyby Bog zjednoczyt si¢ z cztowiekiem, nieskonczenie doskona-
ly z bytem cielesnym, to w efekcie istniatyby dwa podmioty: odwieczny Syn
Bozy i cztowiek — Jezus. Trudno bytoby wigc méwi¢ o prawdziwym wciele-
niu, a tym samym o jednosci®. Apolinary glosit te tezy przywotujac niektore
wyrazenia biblijne. ,,Kazdy cztowiek jest ziemski” — wyjasniat Laodycejczyk.

3% Ta prawda miata swdj fundament w Biblii, co uzasadnia przywotana homilia. Por. Basilius
Caesariensis, Homilia in sanctam Christi generationem 2, PG 31, 1460B - 1461C.

3 Por. Plato, Respublica 1120, 381 B-C, ed. C.F. Hermann, Lipsiae 1911, 63, ttum. W. Witwicki:
Platon, Panstwo, t. 1, Warszawa 1958, 126-127; Philo Alexandrinus, De Cherubim VI 18-20, ed.
F.H. Colson and G.H. Whitaker, w: Philo, [Works], with an English translation, vol. 2, LCL 227,
Cambridge MA — London 1958, 18-20.

40 Jest to argument przeciwko modalistom oraz Pawlowi z Samosaty, mowiacych o dwoch pod-
miotach w Chrystusie.
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,,Chrystus nie jest «ziemskiy, lecz «niebianski». Tak wigc juz nie jest cztowie-
kiem, jesli pod okresleniem cztowiek nie rozumie si¢ tej samej rzeczywistosci
niebianskiej. Jesli natura Chrystusa jest jak nasza, On jest «starym cztowie-
kiemy i «dusza zyjacay», czyli nie duchem ozywiajacym. Cztowiek uczyniony
w ten sposob nie daje zycia. Chrystus jednak ozywia 1 jest duchem ozywicie-
lem [...]. Tak wigc nie jest takiej samej natury [jak] nasza™!.

Chociaz Apolinary negowat obecnos¢ duszy racjonalnej w osobie Chrys-
tusa, podkreslal jednak jedno$¢ pomigdzy Bogiem i cztowiekiem, wedlug za-
sady ,,jedna natura wcielonego Logosu”. Podobnie jak inni Ojcowie Kosciota
takze i on, idac sladem antycznych filozofow, rozrézniat popedy duszy i ciata.

Dla Bazylego konieczne odruchy ludzkie Pana* byly utrzymywane we-
dhug miary i okreslonej granicy*. Mowi sig o ,,cierpieniach ciala [...] ozywio-
nego”, jak i doznaniach duszy w postaci ,,smutkdéw, niepokojow [...], trosk
i wszelkich innych tego rodzaju uczu¢”*. Kapadocczyk powtarzat za Ory-
genesem prawdg o ,,duszy postugujacej si¢ ciatem”®. Bylo to pojscie §ladem
starozytnych myslicieli, ktérzy na czele z Platonem, rozrozniali odruchy cia-
ta i duszy*.

Przemyslenia filozofow odnoszace si¢ do antropologii sa wykorzystywane
w lekturze tekstow biblijnych. W przypadku, gdy u Bazylego brak zaintere-
sowan polemicznych, uczucia i ludzkie reakcje Chrystusa byty rozpatrywane
jako przyklady dla ludzi i nauka dla nich (aspekt dydaktyczny). Dotycza tego
opisy ptaczu Jezusa czy Jego wzruszenia.

,,Do tego, co dotyczy faktu, iz Pan optakiwat Lazarza (por. J 11, 35), ptakat
nad miastem [§wigtym] (por. Lk 19, 41) powinni$§my dopowiedzie¢: On takze
jadt i pit. Nie dlatego, izby tego potrzebowat, ale aby pozostawi¢ tobie miarg
i granicg koniecznych odruchéw duszy™.

4 Apollinarius, Recapitulatio (Anakephalaiosis) 23, ed. Lietzmann, s. 244-245, thum. wlasne.

4 Epifaniusz z Salaminy rozr6znia obecnosc¢ ,,dobrych” albo ,,rozumnych” odruchow oraz ,,niero-
zumnych”. Po tym wyjasnienie biskup Salaminy mogt stwierdzi¢, ze Stowo, stajac si¢ ciatlem, przyjeto
tylko naturalne odruchy. W rzeczywistosci ,,rozumny gtod, pragnienie, zmeczenie [...], sen, smutek,
ptacz i trwoga” (Epiphanius, Panarion 111 77, 26, 1-4, GCS 37, 438, 25 - 439, 22, thum. wlasne).

4 Por. Basilius Caesariensis, Homilia IV: De gratiarum actione 5, PG 31, 228B-229B. Bazyli do-
strzega w postgpowaniu Chrystusa zasad¢ umiaru. Sformutowal ja w odniesieniu do zycia chrzescijan
Klemens Aleksandryjski (Paedagogus 11 1, 5, 1-4, ed. O. Stahlin — U. Treu, GCS 12, Berlin 1972, 156,
27 - 157, 14, thum. M. Szarmach: Klemens Aleksandryjski, Wychowawca, Torun 2012, 85-86).

4 Basilius Caesariensis, Epistula 261, 3, ed. Courtonne, 111, s. 117, thum. Krzyzaniak, s. 323 i 325.

4 Tamze, thum. Krzyzaniak, s. 324. Por. Origenes, Contra Celsum VII 38, ed. P. Koetschau,
GCS 3, Leipzig 1899, 188, 24, tlum. S. Kalinkowski: Orygenes, Przeciw Celsusowi, PSP 17/2,
Warszawa 1977, 178; tenze, De principiis 1V 2, 7, 223-224, éd. H. Crouzel — M. Simonetti, SCh
268, Paris 1980, s. 328, thum. S. Kalinkowski: Orygenes, O zasadach, PSP 23, Warszawa 1979, 307.
Por. nota 49.

4 Por. A. Vogtle, Affekt, RACh 11621 167.

47 Basilius Caesariensis, Homilia IV: De gratiarum actione 5, PG 31, 228B, ttum. wiasne.
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Bazyli miat jasno okre$lona wizj¢ antropologiczna, lecz wytozyt ja w spo-
sob jasny i systematyczne dopiero w swoich listach chrystologicznych. Kapa-
docczyk uwazatl, ze nie kazdy odruch lub poped jest prawdziwie ludzki. Staje
si¢ takowym, gdy dotyczy duszy. W przeciwnym razie nalezy méwic o odru-
chach wylacznie cielesnych.

,»Czym innym sa doznania ciata w ogole, czym innym doznania ciata ozy-
wionego, a czym innym wreszcie doznania duszy postugujacej si¢ ciatem*,
Cecha swoista ciata w ogole jest to, ze mozna je pociac, zmiazdzy¢ i roze-
rwac, ciata natomiast ozywionego, ze doznaje utrudzenia i bolu, odczuwa
glod i pragnienie i daje si¢ zmorzy¢ snem, gdy natomiast cecha swoista du-
szy, postugujacej sie ciatem®, jest doznawanie smutkow, niepokojow i trosk,
1 wszelkich innych tego rodzaju uczu¢. Jedne z nich s naturalne i od zywej
istoty nieodtaczne, inne natomiast biora si¢ z niegodziwego wyboru i sado-
wig si¢ obok pierwszych w nastepstwie zycia nieuporzadkowanego i nieza-
prawionego w cnocie™,

Refleksje Kapadocczyka byly nie tylko teoretyczne. Siggnat on takze po
niektore elementy dwczesnej wiedzy medycznej. Tego typu odnosniki okazy-
waly si¢ bardzo przydatne w nauczaniu moralnym?', ale takze w polemikach.
»Pan przyjal gtoéd, gdy [z organizmu] zniknal pokarm staty i przyjat pragnie-
nie, gdy zostal zuzyty ptynny humor w ciele®, jak rowniez zmegczyt sig, gdyz
z powodu chodzenia zbytnio byty napigte mig$nie i nerwy”.

Mowiace o uczuciach naturalnych i1 koniecznych biskup Cezarei zdystan-
sowat si¢ od twierdzen Epifaniusza z Salaminy, ktoéry wyr6znit w cztowieku
obecnos¢ dobrych (racjonalnych) odruchéow i nierozumnych pobudek. Tylko
rozumne odruchy sa dobre i godne cztowieka. Kapadocki polemista nie oceniat
odruchow pod wzgledem racjonalnym, lecz etycznym. Terminologia bazylian-
ska odnosila si¢ do zasad Epikteta. Z kolei jgzyk pojeciowy Epifaniusza byt
bliski okresleniom stoickim Zenona i Chryzypa. Ten ostatni, przyjmujac teorie

4 To Arystoteles dostrzegal w naturze racjonalno$¢ i harmonig: od ciat nieozywionych przecho-
dzi sig¢ do ozywionych cial organicznych (rosliny i zwierzeta) i wreszcie do obdarzonego myslaca
dusza ciata cztowieka.

4 Bazyli przywotuje Orygenesowa definicje cztowieka jako ,,duszy postugujacej sie ciatem”
(tenze, Contra Celsum V11 38, GCS 3, 188, 24, PSP 17/2, 178). Zob. takze: tenze, De principiis IV 2,
7,223-224, SCh 268, 328, PSP 23, 307. Por. nota 45.

50 Basilius Caesariensis, Epistula 261, 3, ed. Courtonne, III, s. 117-118, thum. Krzyzaniak,
s. 324-325. Bazyli ostrzega, ze szatan wykorzystuje ,,wrodzone sktonno$ci natury albo zakazane
namigtnosci” (tenze, Regulae brevius tractatae 75, PG 31, 1136A, ttum. J. Naumowicz, w: Bazyli
Wielki, Pisma ascetyczne, 7ZM 6, Krakow — Tyniec 20112, 300).

ST Niektore przyktady w: tenze, Homilia IX: Quod Deus non est factor malorum 3, PG 31,
333B-C; tenze, Regulae fusius tractatae 55,2, PG 31, 1120B.

52 To Galen, opierajac si¢ na nauce Hippokratesa i Arystotelesa, propagowal w medycynie kon-
cepcje humoralna.

53 Tenze, Homilia IV: De gratiarum actione 5, PG 31, 228C-D, tlum. wiasne.
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Zenona i przeciwstawiajac si¢ zatozeniom akademicko-patetycznym, definiu-
je pragnienie jako nierozumne. Okreslenie to jest obecne u Arystotelesa®.
Dla Bazylego dobro i zto opieraja si¢ na wyborze racjonalne;j istoty, a ocena
moralna uczu¢ jest decydujaca. Idac sladami Epikteta® biskup Cezarei Kapa-
dockiej przeciwstawia sig¢ hipotezie apolinarystycznej, dostrzegajacej w ludz-
kiej naturze co$§ wytacznie zmiennego, wigc grzesznego. Tak wigc zjednoczenie
Logosu z ludzkim cialem dla Laodycejczyka mogto nastapi¢ tylko na poziomie
fizycznym, wytaczajac mozliwosci woli ludzkiej w osobie Zbawiciela.

,Pan miewat doznania naturalne dla potwierdzenia swego prawdziwego, a nie
tylko pozornego wecielenia si¢ w cztowieka, ale wszelkie doznania grzeszne,
brukajace czysto$¢ naszego zycia, odrzucit On od siebie jako niegodne Jego
nieskazonego Bostwa. Dlatego orzeka sig, ze narodzit si¢ On «w podobien-
stwie ciata grzesznego» (Rz 8, 3)”6.

Apolinary manipulowal przywolanym tekstem Rz 8, 3. W oparciu o termi-
nologi¢ biblijna (,,podobienstwo”) negowat rzeczywiste i doskonale czlowie-
czenstwo w Chrystusie. Bazyli postawit pod pregierzem swojej krytyki takze
kolejna, nieunikniong konsekwencje kwestionowanego systemu chrystolo-
gicznego. Kiedy zostato zredukowane cztowieczenstwo Chrystusa, apolina-
ryzm, ktory nie odrdznial elementu etycznego 1 konstytutywnego, sita rzeczy
musiat odnie$¢ ludzkie popedy takze do podmiotu Boskiego. Tylko poprzez
rozrdznienie elementéw konstytutywnego i moralnego mozna unikna¢ odnie-
sienia do boskos$ci Chrystusa negatywnych uczu¢. Jednoczesnie Kapadocczyk
z cala konsekwencja uznaje obecnos¢ ludzkich odruchéw w Chrystusie, ktore
sa integralna czescia natury kazdej osoby ludzkiej. Poprzez te uscislenia Ba-
zyli sprzeciwia si¢ niektorym tezom Apolinarego, ktore zostaty przytoczone
przez Grzegorza z Nyssy®’.

Kapadocczyk kontynuuje: ,,[Chrystus] przybral wprawdzie nasze ludzkie
ciato wraz z jego naturalnymi doznaniami, ale grzechu zadnego nie popetnit
(por. 1P 2, 22)”%%, Nie mozna wykluczaé¢ wptywu Plotyna, ktory mowit o duszy
postugujacej si¢ ciatem i odruchach cielesnych®. Pomimo znacznego wptywu,

5 Por. Aristoteles, Ars Rhetorica 110, 1369a 2-7. Zob. Chrysippus, Vitae agendae praecepta,
fragm. 768, SVF I 191. Inne pouczenia tego typu tamze, s. 194 1 196.

55'W ludzkiej mocy jest wybor dobra lub zta, pragnienia i popedy. Por. Epictetus, Diatriba 11 16,
ed. W.A. Oldfather, I, LCL 131, Cambridge MA — London, 1959, 320-336, ttum. L. Joachimowicz:
Epiktet, Diatryby, Warszawa 1961, 155-162. Zob. A.A. Long, 4 Stoic and Socratic Guide to Life,
Oxford 2002, 220-223.

3¢ Basilius Caesariensis, Epistula 261, 3, ed. Courtonne, II1, s. 118, thum. Krzyzaniak, s. 325.

ST Por. Apollinare, Epifanio, Gregorio Nazianzeno, Gregorio di Nissa e altri su Cristo. Il gran-
de dibattito nel quarto secolo, testi originali, introduzione, note e traduzione a cura di E. Bellini,
Di Fronte e Attraverso 35, Milano 1978, 480.

58 Basilius Caesariensis, Epistula 261, 3, ed. Courtonne, I, s. 118, ttum. Krzyzaniak, s. 325.

%9 Por. Plotinus, Enneades 1 1, 3, ed. R. Volkmann, vol. 1, Lipsiae 1883, 40-41, thum. A. Krokie-
wicz: Plotyn, Enneady, t. 1, Warszawa 2000, 91-92.
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jaki wywarla mysl plotynska na wczesne chrzescijanstwo, nalezy podkresli¢
fakt, iz Plotyn odrzucil nauk¢ o mozliwosci wcielenia Boga®. Kapadocczyk
na pierwszym miejscu odwoluje si¢ do nauki Pisma Swigtego, ktorego nie
mozna stawia¢ na réwni z dzietami filozofow, poniewaz kazda stronica Biblii
zostata napisana ,,dla zbudowania i zbawienia dusz”®'. Wedlug Bazylego na-
tchniony tekst, w konkretnym przypadku Rz 8, 3, wyraza si¢ w taki sposob,
nie dlatego aby definiowa¢ strukture ontologiczna Chrystusa, ale by ukazac
brak w Nim wszelkiego grzechu, jak to przypomina 1P 2, 22.

Na potrzeby polemiki antyapolinarystycznej Bazyli dokonat doktadnego
1 elementarnego rozroznienia pomigdzy ré6znymi odruchami. Odwieczne Sto-
wo nie podlegajace cierpieniu®, przyjeto odruchy zwiazane z ograniczono$cia
ludzkiej natury. Tak wigc, ,,kto orzeka, ze ludzkie cierpienia przenosza si¢ za-
razem na sama Boska nature, postgpuje obyczajem tych, ktorzy nie uchowali
w sobie szczypty poprawnego rozumowania”®. Co prawda Chryzyp glosit, ze
z powodu zaburzen funkcjonowania ciata (czyli 01erplen1a) nawet medrzec
moze utraci¢ wewngtrzng rownowage®, to przenoszenie tej zasady na naturg
boska byto w najwyzszym stopnie niedorzeczne. Prostujac podobnego typu
blqdy Bazyli wskazal, ze ,,ludzkie ciato Pana stato si¢ uczestnikiem bdstwa,
ale nie uczynito [Go] uczestnikiem wtasciwej [ciatu] stabosci”®.

Bazyli wskazuje ponadto na dobro¢ ludzkiej natury. Ta pozytywna pers-
pektywa rozwazan pozwala na skonstatowanie, ze natura cztowieka otrzymata
od Boga zdolno$¢, aby kierowac si¢ ku dobru. Ono jest jej fundamentem.

,,Gdy chcemy, nie jest trudno umitowaé sprawiedliwosci znienawidzi¢ nie-
prawosci®. Bog bowiem dat wszelka pomoc na korzys$¢ duszy rozumnej, za-
réwno mozliwo$¢ mitosci jak i1 nienawisci, aby$my kierowani przez rozum
mitowali cnote i nienawidzili zta™*’.

Z przekonaniem biskup Cezarei méwit ponadto:

,»Wraz z ksztaltowaniem si¢ istoty zyjacej (chodzi o cztowieka) zostata wszcze-
piona jakas moc zarodkowa, zawierajaca w sobie zdolno$¢ i sktonnos¢ do mi-

% Por. tamze III 6, 6, ed. Volkmann, vol. 1, s. 288-291, ttum. Krokiewicz, s. 307-310. Zob.
G. Reale, Historia filozofii starozytnej, thum. E. 1. Zielinski, t. 4, Lublin 2005, 588.

¢ Basilius Caesariensis, Homiliae in Hexaemeron IX 1, éd. S. Giet, SCh 26bis, Paris 1968, 482,
thum. wlasne.

2 W mysl filozofii greckiej niepodleganie cierpieniu to jeden z najwazniejszych przymiotow
Boga. Na temat tej cechy Logosu por.tenze, Homilia XVI: In illud: ,,In principium erat Verbum” 3,
PG 31, 476C - 430A.

8 Tenze, Epistula 261, 3, ed. Courtonne, I11, s. 118, thum. Krzyzaniak, s. 324.

 Por. T. Tielman, Chrisippus’ On affections: Reconstruction and Interpretation, Boston 2003,
164-165.

% Basilius Caesariensis, Homilia in sanctam Christi generationem 2, PG 31, 1461 A, thum. wlasne.

% Nawiazanie do Ps 44, 8, ktorego egzegeza Bazyli si¢ zajmowal w cytowanej homilii.

7 Tenze, Homilia in Psalmum XLIV 7-8, PG 29, 405B, ttum. wlasne.
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lowania. Szkota przykazan Bozych przyjmujac to ziarno, troskliwie je upra-
wia, umiejetnie pielegnuje i za taska Boza doprowadza do doskonatosci”®.

To dowdd typowo stoickiego optymizmu wzgledem czlowieka, ktory jest
zdolny do dobra i praktykowania cnoty®. ,,To, co czynimy dobrze z wolnej
woli, stanowi wrodzona ceche naszej natury, jesli tylko nie jesteSmy w na-
szych myslach zepsuci ztem””. Dla biskupa-mnicha celem dazen ludzkich jest
wylacznie Bog’'.

Sposobu rozumowania Apolinarego mozna zaledwie si¢ domysla¢. Laody-
cejezyk za punkt wyjscia przyjat koncepcje platonskie i elementy antropolo-
gii biblijnej. Wcielony Syn Bozy ma ludzkie cialo (c&pg) i duszg zmystowa
(yvyn), nie przyjat zas duszy rozumnej (vodg), bo jej miejsce zajat w Nim
Abyoc”. W oparciu o 1Tes 5, 23 nauczal, ze Boskie Stowo zastapito w Chry-
stusie normalna, ludzka sfer¢ psychiczna. Role, jaka w kazdym innym czto-
wieku spelnia rozumna i wolna ludzka dusza (vodg), przejmuje w Nim boski
Duch (mvedpa)”. DyskutuJe sig, czy Apolinary byt dychotomista, uznajacym,
ze ludzka natura sktada sig¢ z ciata i duszy, czy tez trychotomista, przekona-
nym, ze tworza ja cialo, dusza zmystowa i dusza rozumna’™. By¢ moze pod
wplywem narastajacej krytyki ze strony przedstawicieli nurtu antiochenskie-
go w teologii, dokonat pewnej korekty koncepcji dychotomicznej, probujac
rozwiaza¢ problem jednos$ci za pomoca platonskiej trychotomii. W mysl tej
trychotomicznej koncepcji wcielone Slowo, zachowujac dusz¢ zmyslowa,
bytoby pozbawione duszy rozumnej. Obydwie koncepcje sa zgodne w zane-
gowaniu w Chrystusie najwyzszego elementu ludzkiego bytu, zastapionego
przez boski A6yogG.

5 Tenze, Regulae fusius tractatae 2, 1, PG 31, 908C, ZM 6, 63.

% Por. M. Pohlenz, Die Stoa. Geschichte einer geistigen Bewegung, Gottingen 1992, 123.

7 Basilius Caesariensis, Regulae fusius tractatae 2, 1,2, PG 31, 912A, ZM 6, 66.

I Por. tamze: ,,Z natury swej ludzie takna rzeczy pieknych [...]. Godne mito$ci jest to, co do-
bre. I Bog jest dobrem. Wszystko pozada Dobra, wszystko wigc pragnie Boga”. Grzegorz z Nyssy
wyraza si¢ podobnie. Zob. Gregorius Nyssenus, De instituto christiano, ed. W. Jaeger, GNO 8/1,
Leiden 1952, 40, 1-9.

2 Por. Kelly, Poczqtki doktryny chrze$cijaniskiej, s. 219.

3 Apolinary$ci wprowadzali terminologi¢ dotyczaca ,,ducha” w kontekstach egzegetycznych
i sakramentalnych. Por. Basilio di Cesarea, Testi cristologici, a cura di G. Mazzanti, Cultura Cristia-
na Antica. Testi, Roma 1991, 80, nota. 16.

7 Juz apologeta Justyn (4dpologia 11 10, 3, ed. J.C.Th. Otto, w: Corpus Apologetarum Christia-
norum saeculi secundi, 1/1, Wiesbaden 1969, 226, thum. L. Misiarczyk: Justyn Meczennik, 2 Apolo-
gia, w: Justyn Meczennik, 1 i 2 Apologia. Dialog z Zydem Tryfonem, Warszawa 2012, 97) opisywat
Chrystusa jako ciato, Logos i dusz¢. W tych niejasnych okresleniach moze chodzi¢ o prawdziwosc
ludzkiej natury Zbawiciela (cialo i dusza) przy jednoczesnym wyodrgbnieniu elementu utozsamia-
nego z druga z natur — Boska (Logos). Mozna si¢ tu doszukaé twierdzen skierowanych przeciwko
doketom, chociaz nie jest wykluczone, ze apologecie chodzi przede wszystkim o podkreslenie ozy-
wiajacej mocy Chrystusa, gdyz stowo ,,dusza” jest synonimem ,,zycia”. Tak pojety Logos osobowy
i weielony jest posrednikiem stworzenia i objawienia oraz zrodlem poznania prawdy.
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Trychotomia: duch, dusza i cialo w osobie Chrystusa miata wedlug Apo-
linarego szczegodlna postaé. Negowanie obecnosci duszy racjonalnej (vodg),
oznaczato wykluczenie elementu implikujacego wybor migdzy dobrem a ztem,
a tym samym mozliwos$¢ grzechu. Btedem Laodycejczyka byto to, ze nie po-
trafit rozr6zni¢ pomigdzy plaszczyzng fizyczno-ontologiczna a tendencja do
grzechu, ktoéra jest w cztowieku. Ponadto w jego opinii sktonnos$¢ do zta by-
laby gleboko zakorzeniona w bycie ludzkim. W blednej antropologii apolina-
rystycznej cztowiek praktycznie identyfikuje si¢ z wlasnym grzechem. Bazyli
wykazuje podobna troske jak Apolinary o wskazanie na bezgrzesznos¢ Chrys-
tusa. Konkluzja Kapadocczyka jest identyczna: Zbawiciel nie miat grzechu.
Jednak motywacja byta innego rodzaju: Chrystus byt wolny od grzechu nie
dlatego, iz nie byl w peni cztowiekiem, ale dlatego, ze nie wybrat grzechu”™.

3. Egzegeza antyapolinarystyczna. Egzegeza Bazylego stuzyla temu, by
przeciwstawi¢ ekstremizm ontologiczny opinii Pisma Swigtego na temat pet-
nego bostwa Chrystusa i wskaza¢ na Jego pelne cztowieczenstwo. Na tym
skupiata si¢ w wielu miejscach juz refleksja w De fide. Zostata przedstawiona
tam relacja Ojca do Syna: Bog Ojciec jest poczatkiem Syna i1 z Niego zostat
On zrodzony jako Moc, Madro$¢ i Obraz. Uderza przede wszystkim biblijnos¢
analizowanej homilii, ktéra wydaje si¢ niczym innym jak wyznaniem wiary.
Bazyli wprowadza J 1, 1 1 Ba 3, 38, harmonizujac oba teksty tak, aby stanowi-
ly one catos¢. ,,«[On] byt na poczatku u Boga, i Bogiem byt [Adyog]» (J 1, 1),
a «potem» wedlug Pisma «ukazal si¢ on na ziemi i1 zaczal przebywaé wsrod
ludzi» (Ba 3, 38)”7.

Dzigki J 1, 1 biskup Cezarei odwoluje si¢ do preegzystencji Stowa, nato-
miast wcielenie zostaje przypomniane nie za pomoca J 1, 14 ale Ba 3, 387",
Akcentujac potem cztowieczenstwo Zbawcy, Kapadocczyk cytuje Flp 2, 6. 8.
Jednak zamiast wersetu 7 wprowadza wyrazenie ,,przez narodzenie z Dzie-
wicy”, odwotujac si¢ tym samym do Ga 4, 478, Znaczenie tej operacji egze-
getycznej staje si¢ ewidentne, gdy bierze si¢ pod uwagg fakt, ze szkota apo-
linarystyczna opierala si¢ na J 1, 14 i Flp 2, 77, by udowodni¢, ze Chrys-
tus nie posiadat czlowieczenstwa we wszystkim podobnego do naszego®.

5 Do analogicznych konkluzji doszedt Sofroniusz z Jerozolimy (Epistula Synodica ad Sergium,
PG 87/3, 3173C; Encomium in sanctum Joannem Baptistam 4, PG 87/3, 3328C).

7 Basilius Caesariensis, De fide, PG 31, 685A, ttum. wlasne.

" Por. tenze, Homilia V: In martyrem Iulittam, PG 31, 253C, gdzie Bazyli taczy Ba 3,38 1J 1, 14.
Elena Cavalcanti blednie twierdzi, ze ,,Bazyli nigdy nie uzywa cytatu z Ba 3, 36-38” (taz, Osserva-
zioni sull'uso di Baruch 3, 36-38, w: Mémorial Dom Jean Gribomont (1920-1986), SEA 27, Roma
1988, 155, nota 33.

8 Por. Basilius Caesariensis, De fide, PG 31, 685A.

7 Podobne zestawienie w: Basilius Caesariensis, Adversus Eunomium 11 3, 1-30, éd. B. Sesbotié
— G.-M. de Durand — L. Doutreleau, SCh 305, Paris 1983, 16-19.

8 Por. Gregorius Nazianzenus, Epistula 102, 12, PG 37, 196A, ttum. J. Stahr: Grzegorz z Naz-
janzu. Listy, POK 15, Poznan 1933, 147.
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Sformutowania z Flp 2, 6-8 byly bardzo wygodne dla apolinarystow i stuzyty
jako podstawa dla chrystologii apolinarystycznej. Bazyli celowo pozostawia
na uboczu wyrazenie Pawlowe, poniewaz mogto ono sta¢ si¢ pretekstem sze-
rzenia watpliwos$ci na temat przybranego przez Chrystusa czlowieczenstwa.
To powod zamiennego uzycia Ga 4, 4.

Takze w swojej korespondencji Kapadocczyk odbiera btednowiercom ar-
gumenty biblijne. Swoja interpretacj¢ uczynit przekaznikiem witasciwej kon-
cepcji chrystologicznej. Bazyli wskazuje na nieprawidtowosci egzegezy apo-
linarystow 1 w tonie polemicznym wypowiada twierdzenia chrystologiczne
bardzo bliskie zatozeniom antiochenskim: Adyog nie tylko przyjal ciato, ale
wzial na siebie catego cztowieka?®!.

O znaczeniu tego typu wyjasnien przekonuje sam Bazyli, gdy wspomina
o pewnych btednowiercach, ktérzy ,,nie ustaja w sporach co do wcielenia Pa-
na”’®, Sam fakt konfliktow nie wydawat si¢ w tym momencie kluczowy. O wie-
le wigksze znaczenie miaty argumenty uzywane w tej kontrowersji. Ponadto
dyskusje dotyczyty kwestii egzegetycznych, tak wigc refleksja teologiczna nie
bazowala wylacznie na spekulacji intelektualnej, ale nalezato zaproponowac
alternatywna 1 ortodoksyjna interpretacj¢ tekstow biblijnych.

,,Gdyby Bog przeobrazit sig, to zarazem stalby si¢ inny. Otdz bytoby niepo-
dobienstwem tak orzekac i glosi¢, jako ze Bog powiedziat: «Jam jest i nie od-
mieniam si¢» (M1 3, 6). A dalej, jakaz to korzy$¢ z wcielenia mogtaby przejsé
na nas, gdyby nasze ciato nie zespolito si¢ z bostwem, ktore przezwycigzyto
wladztwo $mierci? Ten bowiem, ktory przemienit sig, przybrat sobie wlasne
cialo, istniejace razem ze skupionym w nim bostwem. Jakze jednak nie daja-
ce si¢ ogarnaé bostwo mogtoby by¢ sprowadzone do rozmiaréw znikomego
ciata, gdyby przemienita si¢ cata natura Jednorodzonego Syna Bozego? Ot6z
sadze, ze nikt, kto przy zdrowych zmystach i kogo sta¢ na bojazn Boga, nie
cierpi na takie zamroczenie™*.

Celem odparcia argumentoéw heretyckich dotyczacych interpretacji wcie-
lenia Logosu (por. J 1, 14), nasz autor za pomoca terminologii biblijne;j, filo-
zoficznej 1 $cisle teologicznej przywotuje ideg zbawczego przyjscia Chrystusa
w ciele. Jako Bog ,,bytby bowiem niedosiggly z powodu wielko$ci swego bos-
twa, gdyby nie unizyt si¢ do fizycznej ngdzy cztlowieka™**. Cztowiek potrzebo-
wat Zbawcy, ktory przewyzszatby jego naturg, czyli Boga-czlowieka. Jest nim
wecielony Syn Bozy, ktory jako jedyny moze ofiarowa¢ Ojcu zadoscuczynienie
za wszystkich®,

81 Por. Basilio di Cesarea, Testi cristologici, s. 101, nota. 9.

82 Por. tenze, Epistula 260, 8, ed. Courtonne, 111, s. 114-115, ttum. Krzyzaniak, s. 321.
8 Por. tenze, Epistula 262, 2. ed. Courtonne, II1, s. 120, thum. Krzyzaniak, s. 327.

8 Tenze, Homilia I: De ieiunio 9, PG 31, 177D, thum. wlasne.

85 Por. tenze, Homilia in Psalmum XLVIII 4, PG 29, 440B - 441C.
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Jednak oprocz bezwarunkowego przyjecia prawdy o wcieleniu, nalezato
ten dogmat wyjasni¢. Byt on przeciez podstawa wszelkiej refleksji chrystolo-
gicznej. Polemika antyheretycka odnoszaca si¢ do J 1, 14 spowodowala pewna
ewolucje jesli chodzi o egzegezg. Poczatkowo Kapadocczyk nie przywiazy-
wat specjalnej wagi do jego interpretacji, ani zbyt czgsto go nie przywolywal.
Jednak z chwila, gdy pozycje apolinarystyczne zaczgly przybiera¢ wyrazne
kontury odstepstwa od wiary, biskup Cezarei stat si¢ ostrozny, jesli chodzi
0 uzycie wyrazenia ,,Stowo stalo si¢ ciatem”. Bazyli zaczat cytowa¢ werse-
ty Janowe juz przetworzone egzegetycznie i teologicznie, zastgpujac stowo
oapé okresleniem &vBpwmoc*. Jednak polemizujac z Apolinarym, nigdy nie
zaglebial si¢ w problematyke zwiazana z pojgciem cép€, lecz preferowat roz-
wiazywanie sedna problemu.

To pozwala na wskazanie, ze Stowo przyjeto w catej petni i ze wszystki-
mi konsekwencjami czlowieczenstwo, nie tracac jednak tego, co ,,nalezy do
bostwa”?’. Stwierdzenie Janowe ujawnia si¢ wigc jako podstawowy element
chrystologii. Chociaz sposéb dowodzenia Bazylego wydaje si¢ naginaniem
tekstu biblijnego, to jednak byto to postgpowanie standardowe wsrod dwceze-
snych egzegetow. Ze wzgledu na kontrowersje wywotane przez zwolennikow
apolinaryzmu, Kapadocczyk systematycznie i konsekwentnie mowi o ,,stawa-
niu si¢ cztowiekiem”, a nie wytacznie o wcieleniu Logosu. Biskup Cezarei byt
swiadomy faktu, ze sformutowania Janowe mogly by¢ wykorzystane z powo-
dzeniem przez tych, ktorzy zaprzeczali skutkom przyjecia cztowieczenstwa
przez Zbawiciela. Konsekwentnie uzywa wigc okreslenia évavepdnrnotig, kto-
re wezesniej pojawito si¢ u Atanazego z Aleksandrii®.

Bazyli podaza sladem biskupa Aleksandrii, wskazujac, ze wcielenie Stowa
oznacza w praktyce zjednoczenie Stowa z cztowiekiem®. Cialo pojmowane jest
jako caly cztowiek®. W innych kontekstach cdp€ jest miejscem i narzedziem

8 Teodor z Mopsuestii ciagle podkreslat cztowieczenstwo Chrystusa obok obecnosci boskiego
Logosu w Jego osobie. Czyni przy tym tak wyraznie rozréznienie, ze przedstawia jakby dwa od-
dzielne podmioty, ktore chociaz nieroztaczne, sa jednak jasno wyodrgbnione. Por. M. Simonetti,
Miedzy dostownosciq a alegoriq. Przyczynek do historii egzegezy patrystycznej, thum. T. Skibinski,
Mysl Teologiczna 26, Krakow 2000, 180.

87 Basilius Caesariensis, Homilia XVI: In illud: ,,In principium erat Verbum” 3, PG 31, 477B,
thum. wiasne.

8 Michat Wojciechowski proponuje polski odpowiednik ,,wcztowieczenie”, bedacy wierniej-
szym i glgbszym okres§leniem niz ,,wcielenie”. Enathropesis oznacza stawanie si¢ cztowiekiem,
a wigc nie ogranicza sig tylko do przyjecia ludzkiego ciata, ale catej natury cztowieka. Por. M. Woj-
ciechowski, Wprowadzenie, w: Atanazy z Aleksandrii, O Wcieleniu Stowa, tham. M. Wojciechowski,
PSP 61, Warszawa 1998, 14-15.

% Filon Aleksandryjski (De specialibus legibus 111 36, 204, ed. Colson, vol. 7, LCL 320, Cam-
bridge MA — London 1958, 599) mowit o Logosie, zamieszkujacym ludzki intelekt, ktory stawat si¢
nauczycielem rozumnego bytu.

% Logos, bedacy jednoczes$nie doskonatym i prawdziwym Bogiem, przyjmuje petne czto-
wieczenstwo do tego stopnia, ze Jego ciato jest wspotistotne z ciatem czlowieka. Por. PM. Szew-
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objawienia si¢ Boga. W liscie do biskupoéw Paraplioris Bazyli zsyntetyzowat
kwestig¢ wcielenia, mowiac, ze ,,Bog zechciat zy¢ wsrdd nas w ciele™!.

Zbawienie cztowieka i kierowanie nim przez boski A6yog oznacza zbu-
dowanie catkowicie nowej relacji ze stworzeniem, a wcielenie doprowadzi-
fo do zaistnienia ludzkiej natury w Logosie. Czlowieczenstwo Logosu jest
zupelnie nowe, nieSmiertelne i calkowicie wolne od zniszczalnosci’”. Bis-
kup Aleksandrii utozsamial zwrot ,,ciatlo Logosu™ z wyrazeniem ,,cztowiek
Logosu”. Ziemskie zycie wcielonego Stowa byto w pelni ludzkim zyciem®,
a jego gldownym zamiarem bylo zbawienie ludzi. Stowo Boze ,,stato si¢ czto-
wiekiem, by$Smy stali si¢ Bogiem; On stat si¢ widzialny w ciele, aby$Smy mieli
wyobrazenie o Ojcu niewidzialnym. [On] znidst od ludzi przemoc, aby$my
odziedziczyli niezniszczalno$¢™”. Tego typu sformulowania nie wystepuja
czesto u Kapadocczyka, chociaz tak wiele mowit on o wcieleniu i jego zna-
czeniu. Przy innej okazji wspominat natomiast o problemie niektorych wier-
nych zastanawiajacych sig, ,,w jaki sposob podlegla zepsuciu natura [ludzka],
dzigki swojemu zjednoczeniu z Bogiem, stala si¢ niezniszczalna™.

W Liscie 261., dzigki przywotaniu Rz 5, 17 1 8, 3, pojawia si¢ powdd,
by Bazyli mogl jednak nawiaza¢ do fundamentalnej zasady soteriologiczne;j
wyrazone] przez Atanazego. Odrzucenie jej w praktyce, tak jak w przypad-
ku Apolinarego, prowadzito do zanegowania dzieta zbawczego. Laodyce;j-
czyk twierdzac, ze przy wcieleniu Logos przyjat ciato niebieskie, wskazat
na ciato odmienne niz ludzkie?”. Moéwiac w ten sposob apolinaryzm wyrazat
stuszng troske, aby wykluczy¢ z osoby Chrystusa wszelki §lad grzechu ludz-
kiego, a wigc takze zwiazkoéw ze starym czlowiekiem, grzesznym Adamem.
Ponadto apolinarysci starali si¢ pokazaé, ze zbawienie jest dzietem Boga,
a nie cztowieka.

Mimo najlepszych chgci Apolinary schodzi na bezdroza, poniewaz przez
swoje supozycje odtacza Chrystusa i Jego dzieto od pelnego cztowieczenstwa,
ktére potrzebowato odkupienia. Kapadocczyk trzezwo ocenia konsekwencje
idei apolinarystycznych. Na sposob oratorski ukazuje dobrodziejstwa, ktorych

czyk, Czlowieczenstwo Logosu wedlug Atanazego Wielkiego, Mysl Teologiczna 65, Krakow 2010,
239-240.

! Basilius Caesariensis, Epistula 203, 1, ed. Courtonne, II, s. 167, ttum. wlasne. Jest to synteza
Ba 3,381 1Tm 3, 16. Wydawca wskazuje na J 1,14..

2 Por. Szewczyk, Czlowieczenstwo Logosu, s. 240-241.

% Atanazy pojmowatl ,,ciato” w sensie biblijnym jako fundament cztowieczenstwa. Ono, dzigki
wecielonemu Logosowi, wprowadza ,,pokrewienstwo” z Bogiem, stad cate czlowieczenstwo zosta-
je przemienione.

% Por. Szewczyk, Czlowieczenstwo Logosu, s. 234-236 1 242.

% Athanasius Alexandrinus, De incarnatione Verbi 54, 3, ed. Ch. Kannengiesser, SCh 199, Pa-
ris 1973, 458, thum. wlasne. Na temat tej formuly u Atanazego por. J. Naumowicz, Wcielenie Boga
i zbawienie czlowieka. Ztota reguta soteriologii patrystycznej, WST 13 (2000) 23-25.

% Basilius Caesariensis, Homilia in sanctam Christi generationem 2, PG 31, 1461 A, thum. wlasne.

97 Por. Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition, s. 222-225.
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udziela Pan, a ktore nie mialyby prawa zaistnie¢, gdyby supozycje heretyckie
byly prawdziwe. To powdd, dla ktorego Bazyli przywotuje postaé ,,SW1Q‘[eJ
Dziewicy [Maryi]”, by ukaza¢, ze ,,z Adamowej gliny miato by¢ pobrane cia-
o, w ktorym Chrystus zagoscf’98 Rola Bozej Rodzicielki sprowadza sig tutaj
do zagwarantowania pelnego cztowieczenstwa Chrystusa®.

Na potwierdzenie swych tez biskup z Laodycei odwotywat si¢ do 1Kor 15,
45. Dodatkowe biblijne oparcie dla swojej tezy dostrzegt rowniez we fragmen-
cie Janowego prologu: ,,Stowo stato si¢ ciatem” (J 1, 14), gdzie uzyte zostaje
greckie pojgcie odpé. Interpretacja 1Kor 15, 54 ze strony Apolinarego jest
problematyczna. Stad kolejny wazny przyczynek w korespondencji Bazylego:

,Podobnie [...], jak $miertelnos¢ co do ciata przekazana nam przez Adama,
zniweczona zostata przez bostwo (por. 1Kor 15, 54), tak samo grzech rozpro-
szony zostal przez sprawiedliwos¢, jaka jest w Jezusie Chrystusie, tak ze przy
zmartwychwstaniu odzyskamy nasze cialo, $mierci juz nie podlegte i grze-
chowi nie poddane™'®,

Dzieto zbawcze Chrystusa dokonuje si¢ przez dziatanie Jego boskosci
i cztowieczenstwa. Czlowiek przez grzech sprowadzit na siebie $mier¢ na po-
ziomie fizycznym i obumart duchowo (poziom etyczny). Tylko bostwo mogto
dokona¢ zbawienia w sposob catkowity, zardbwno na plaszczyznie fizycznej,
eliminujac $mier¢ cztowieka, jak i na ptaszczyznie moralnej, dokonujac jego
uswigcenia. Biskup Cezarei pozostaje wierny podwojnej perspektywie: fizycz-
nej i etycznej, co ukazuje, ze jego wizja antropologiczna taczy sig z chrystolo-
gia. Dzielo zbawcze Syna sprawia, ze cztowiek powraca do swej integralnosci.

Na niektore teologiczne obickcje Bazyli odpowiada w homilii Adversus
eos qui per calumniam dicunt dici a nobis tres deos esse'®'. Mowa ta ma cha-
rakter dogmatyczny, poniewaz Kapadocczyk chcac unikna¢ nieporozumien
typu apolinarystycznego nie cytuje dostownie J 1, 14 1 niemalze z antiochen-
skim wyczuleniem o§wiadcza:

»Stowo, Syn Bozy!'®, stat si¢ cztowiekiem z powodu upadku cztowicka

Adama'®. Z powodu Adama, ten ktéry jest bezcielesny, znalazt si¢ w cie-
le. Stowo przyjeto ciato jak obtok, aby nie zniweczy¢ [w ogniu] rzeczy wi-

% Basilius Caesariensis, Epistula 261, 2, ed. Courtonne, II1I, s. 117, thum. Krzyzaniak, s. 324.

% Przy innych okazjach Bazyli (Homilia in sanctam Christi generationem 3, PG 31, 1461C
- 1464D) uwaza obecno$¢ Maryi jako kluczowa w dziele zbawienia, by zapewni¢ bezgrzeszne ciato
dla Syna.

10 Tenze, Epistula 261, 3, ed. Courtonne, 111, s. 118, ttum. Krzyzaniak, s. 325.

101 Por. tenze, Homilia adversus eos qui per calumniam dicunt dici a nobis tres deos esse 4, PG
31, 1493C - 1496A.

12 Bazyli faczy tu dwa okreslenia, ktore w innym miejscu uwaza za komplementarne. Homilia
In illud: ,, In principium erat Verbum” (3, PG 31, 480A) wskazuje jasno, ze Ewangelista na poczatku
swojego dzieta uzyt okres$lenia ,,Stowo”, aby wskaza¢ na kolejna definicj¢ osoby Chrystusa jako
Syna Bozego. Nalezy owa definicjg rozumie¢ w §wietle pojecia Logosu.

13'W refleksji Bazylego idea konieczno$ci zbawienia po upadku Adama miata podstawowe
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dzialnych. On przyszedt w ciele, aby z nim takze ciato zostato wywyzszone.
Niewidzialny z widzialnym, aby podporzadkowaé si¢ temu, co widzialne
jako cztowiek — w czasie, jako Bog — poza czasem”'*.

Biskup Cezarei formutuje cala seri¢ paralelizmow stanowiacych gtowne
watki jego wizji chrystologiczne;.

,»[Syn] byt Bogiem, stat si¢ cztowiekiem, wedtug ekonomii zbawczej'®®. Nie
najpierw «stat si¢», a potem «byh»; ale najpierw «byt» a dopiero potem «stat
sien. To, co dokonato si¢ ze wzgledu na dzieto zbawienia, niech nie wyklucza
bostwa Jednorodzonego™!%,

Kapadocczyk wykazuje tutaj szczegolne staranie o uwydatnienie kolejno-
$ci 1 znaczenia poszczegolnych czasownikow wystgpujacych w prologu Jano-
wym. Bierze pod uwagg bostwo Chrystusa i jego istnienie ab aeterno, odwo-
hujac si¢ do czasownika en. Daje do zrozumienia, ze sformutowanie ,,stato si¢
ciatem” odnosi si¢ do évavBpmdnncig Logosu. Na podstawie prologu Jana Ka-
padocczyk ustalit r6znice w terminologii, ukazujac fakt preegzystencji Syna
iJego wcielenie!”.

Wedtug opinii biskupa Cezarei wszyscy negujacy biblijne przekazy
o przyjsciu Logosu w ciele!®, burza Bozy zamyst zbawienia i czynia bez-
owocna taske ptynaca z faktu weielenie Syna Bozego. Przyjgcie prawdy obja-
wionej w Stowie Bozym jest niezbgdna koniecznoscia. Przyjscie Pana w cie-
le'®, opisane przez natchnione teksty jest ukazaniem si¢ par excellence Boga
transcendentnego i ukrytego. Tajemnica wcielenia objawia si¢ w kontynuacji
historii zbawienia i jest wypelieniem tajemnicy ,,zapowiedzianej przed wie-
kami i oznajmionej przez prorokow”!'', Ten syntetyczny i jednocze$nie glgbo-
ki opis wcielenia Zbawiciela zostaje dopelniony niektorymi znaczacymi cyta-
tami biblijnymi, ktore ujawniaja fundamentalne aspekty tej tajemnicy.

znaczenie. Por. tenze, Homilia in Psalmum XLVIII 3-4, PG 29, 437B - 441C; tenze, Regulae fusius
tractatae 2, PG 31, 908B - 916C.

104 Tenze, Homilia adversus eos qui per calumniam dicunt dici a nobis tres Deos esse 4, PG 31,
1493C, thum. wiasne.

105 Chodzi o dziatanie Boze w stosunku do §wiata i cztowieka.

19 Tenze, Homilia adversus eos qui per calumniam dicunt dici a nobis tres Deos esse 4, PG 31,
1496A, thum. wlasne.

197 Podobnie Orygenes w: Commentarii in lohannem 11 1, 10, éd. C. Blanc, SCh 120, Paris 1966,
212-215, thum. S. Kalinkowski: Orygenes, Komentarz wedlug $w. Jana, ZMT 27, Krakéw 2003, 85.

18 Por. Basilius Caesariensis, Epistula 261, 2, Courtonne, III, s. 116-117, thum. Krzyzaniak,
s. 322-324.

1% To okreslenie dzigki swemu biblijnemu wydZwiekowi i znaczeniu tradycyjnie byto stosowa-
ne jako tytut chrystologiczny. Poczawszy od Klemensa Aleksandryjskiego wszyscy pisarze szkoly
aleksandryjskiej uzywali czgsto tego stowa. Ich §ladem poszli Kapadocczycy i inni autorzy ko$ciel-
ni. Bogaty wybor przyktadow tego typu mozna znalez¢ si¢ w: Lampe, s. 520-522.

10 Basilius Caesariensis, Homilia in sanctam Christi Generationem 4, PG 31, 1465B, ttum. wlasne.
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Biskup Cezarei uwaza, ze to lito$¢ ku ludziom staiy si¢ powodem, iz Pan
zechcial uczestniczy¢ w stabosci ludzkiej i znizyt si¢ az do melesnej nedzy!''.
Dla Kapadocczyka wcielenie Stowa to paradoksalne spotkanie i zjednoczenie
rzeczywistosci z soba sprzecznych, ktore dzigki mocy Bozej staty si¢ jedno-
$cig''?. Dostrzec mozna takze inne, bardziej precyzyjne zalozenie. Ciato Chrys-
tusa i jego poddanie si¢ ludzkim odruchom, ukazuja rzeczywiste aspekty Jego
wecielenia. ,,[Chrystus] ukazat wspotuczestnictwo w ludzkiej naturze i uwolnit
nas od krancowych [odruchow]: nie pozwalajac poddawac si¢ impulsom, ani
nie pozostawac¢ obojetnymi na nieszczg$cia”''®. Jednak Zbawcy nie dotkngly
te rodzaje cierpien, ktore spowodowata skazona i zraniona ludzka natura.

Bazyli wskazuje na to, ze wiele Psalmow zapowiada wcielenie Chrystusa.
Koncentruje swoja uwagg na wersecie Ps 45, 5 1 twierdzi: ,,Cialo Chrystusa
zostato uswigcone z powodu zjednoczenia z bostwem. Z tego rozumiemy, ze
przybytkiem Najwyzszego jest objawienie si¢ Boga w ciele”!'*. Kapadocczyk
zatrzymuje si¢ na znaczeniu stowa ,,przybytek” (namiot). Dzieje si¢ tak, po-
niewaz Apolinary w swoich refleksjach na temat J 1, 14 mowit o ciele Chrys-
tusa jako o ,,przybytku — namiocie”, w ktorym zamieszkal A6yog. Stosujac to
samo porownanie, biskup-mnich moéwil o namiocie jako sanktuarium Boga
Najwyzszego. Jest to figura niosacego bostwo ciata, ktore przyjat Adyog'.

W egzegezie Psalmow biskup Cezarei Kapadockiej zwracal uwage na ta-
ske 1 Boze btogostawienstwo dane na wieki. Ten typ refleksji w Ps 44, 3 pro-
wadzi Bazylego do tego, by zajac¢ si¢ aspektami czlowieczenstwa Chrystusa.
Czyni to analogicznie do egzegezy innych tekstow biblijnych (por. £k 2, 52;
Ps 44, 81Flp 2, 8-9). Te wersety to tradycyjne teksty kontrowers;ji arianskie;j''®.

»«Poblogostawit tobie Bog na wiekin, rzecze (Ps 44, 3). Jest zrozumiate, ze
nalezy to odnie$¢ do cztowieczenstwa, jak i [werset]: «Czynit postepy w ma-
droéci, w latach 1 w tasce» (Lk 2, 52). Wedtug tego uwazamy, ze taska zostata
Mu dana jakoby [w formie] nagrody za nieskazitelne czyny. Podobny do tego

! Por. tenze, De Spiritu Sancto VIII 18, 1-45, SCh 17bis, 306-311, thum. Brzostkowska, s. 105-
107. Odnosnie do terminologii zob. SCh 17bis, 308-309.

12 Tenze, De baptismo 1 2, éd. U. Neri — J. Ducatillon, SCh 357, Paris 1989, 100-101, thum.
wlasne.

13 Tenze, Homilia IV: De gratiarum actione 5, PG 31, 228C, ttum. wlasne, por. takze: tenze,
Epistula 261, 3, ed. Courtonne, II1, s. 117-119, thum. Krzyzaniak, s. 324-325.

4 Tenze, Homilia in Psalmum XLV 5, PG 29, 424A, thum. wlasne.

15 W interpretacji J 1, 14 Apolinary mowi o ciele Chrystusa jako ,,namiocie”, w ktorym za-
mieszkuje Boski Logos. Por. jeden z fragmentow cytowanych przez Simonettiego w: 7/ Cristo, vol.
2: Testi teologici e spirituali in lingua greca dal 1V al VII secolo, a cura di M. Simonetti, Scrittori
Greci e Latini, [Roma — Milano], 318-319 (tekst gr. Lietzmann, Apollinaris von Laodicea, s. 204).

116 Sladem Bazylego poszedt Hieronim (Tractatus sive Homiliae in Psalmum XV 7, 340-341,
ed. G. Morin, CCL 78, Turnhout 1968, 375 [Lk 2, 52]; tamze CVIIII 7, 232, CCL 78, 229 [Flp 2, 9];
tamze CXXXII 2, 58-60, CCL 78, 278 [Ps 44, 8]; tenze, Epistula 65, 9, 1, ed. 1. Hilberg, CSEL 54,
Vindobonae 1910, 625, 21-23. Zob. M.C. Paczkowski, Girolamo e la polemica antiapollinarista,
»Antonianum” 79 (2004) 486-488.
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[wersetu] jest takze ten: «Mitujesz sprawiedliwo$é, wstretna ci nieprawosc,
dlatego Bog, twoj Bog, namascit ciebie olejkiem radosci hojniej niz roéw-
nych ci losem» (Ps 44, 8). Podobnie [brzmi] to, co napisat [apostot] Pawet
do Filipian: «Unizyl samego siebie, stawszy si¢ postusznym az do $mierci
—1to $mierci krzyzowej. Dlatego tez Bog Go nad wszystko wywyzszyb» (Flp
2, 8-9). To wszystko powiedziano o Zbawicielu jako cztowieku™!"’.

Bazyli w nieco nieszablonowy sposob nawiazuje do doskonatosci moral-
nej Zbawiciela. Jednak paradoksy stawania si¢ cztowiekiem przez odwiecz-
ne Slowo to jakby zasypywanie przepasci pomig¢dzy natura ludzka i boska.
Rdznica zostaje zniwelowana dzigki mocy i potedze Logosu. Sformulowania
uzyte przez komentatora pozwalaja na ztagodzenie paradoksalnych poje¢ uzy-
wanych wczesniej w opisie wcielenia i jego konsekwencji.

Po podsumowaniu wcze$niejszego etapu swojej egzegezy Kapadocczyk
kontynuuje swoje rozwazania:

,,Do tej pory [psalmista] brat pod uwage wiele rzeczy, kierujac wzrok na czto-
wieczenstwo [Chrystusa]. Teraz natomiast przystepuje do opisywania wiel-
kosci chwaty Jednorodzonego™!'®,

Komentator brat pod uwage najwazniejsze aspekty cztowieczenstwa Zba-
wiciela tylko w Ps 44, 3. Jednak, podobnie jak w innych przypadkach, jego
egzegeza ma charakter chrystologiczny, chociaz tekst byt analizowany gtow-
nie pod katem trynitarnym'"’.

Fakt powrotu do refleksji na temat cztowieczenstwa Chrystusa z punktu
widzenia metodologicznego jest uzasadniony poprzez przywolanie podstawo-
wej zasady teologicznej dotyczacej Jego osoby i wcielenia.

,,Poniewaz mowa na temat Zbawcy jest ztozona z powodu natury Jego bostwa
i ekonomii wcielenia, [psalmista] skierowat na nowo spojrzenie ku cztowie-
czenstwu Boga, mowiac: «Mitujesz sprawiedliwos$¢, wstretna ci nieprawo$é»
(Ps 44, 8). Nalezy to [rozumie¢ nast¢pujaco]: podczas gdy inni ludzie z tru-
dem i przy pomocy ascezy oraz starania czg¢sto zachowuja sktonno$¢ do pick-
na [moralnego], [ale i] oddalania si¢ od rzeczy nierozumnych, dla Ciebie!'*
natomiast [wlasciwa] jest pewnego rodzaju fizyczna zazylo$¢ z dobrem
i picknem oraz nieche¢ do nieprawosci”!'?!.

Wprowadzenie o charakterze etycznym poprzedza dyskurs soteriologicz-
ny. Aby dokona¢ zbawienia grzesznych ludzi, Chrystus nie mogt by¢ spla-
miony grzechem. Na podstawie Pisma Swigtego Bazyli nie tylko koryguje,

17 Basilius Caesariensis, Homilia in Psalmum XLIV 3, PG 29, 397B-C, thum. wlasne.

18 Tamze XLIV 7-8, PG 29, 404B.

1% Tak jest w przypadku Grzegorza z Nyssy, ktory analizuje Ps 44, 8 w Antirrheticus adversus
Apollinarium 54, ed. F. Mueller, GNO 3/1, Leiden 1958, 223-226.

120 Bazyli odwotuje si¢ do cztowieczenstwa Chrystusa, porownanego z innymi ludzmi.

121 Basilius Caesariensis, Homilia in Psalmum XLIV 8, PG 29, 405A-B, ttum wlasne.
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ale wrecz odrzuca radykalna pozycje apolinarystyczna, ktora nie przewidywa-
ta wymiaru etycznego dzialan Syna Bozego. Zamiarem Laodycejczyka byto
tak $cisle potaczenie cztowieczenstwa i bostwa Chrystusa, by wyeliminowac
w Nim wymiar etyczny wyboru dobra. Bazyli, mimo iz stanowczo podkreslat
jednos¢ natur w osobie Stowa wcielonego, wskazywat takze na to, ze w Jego
ludzkiej naturze dochodzity do gtosu odruchy sktaniajace ku dobru, takze
w sensie konkretnym. Ten element wydaje si¢ decydujacy, jesli chodzi o kom-
pleksowa oceng chrystologii Apolinarego i Bazylego.

skosksk

W dzietach Bazylego Wielkiego mozna dostrzec ogdlny kontekst rozwi-
jajacej si¢ kontrowersji apolinarystycznej oraz rolg, jaka w niej odgrywaty
filozofia i egzegeza biblijna. Paradoksalnie apolinaryzm, przez swoje zaprze-
czenie pelni cztowieczenstwa wcielonego Logosu, stat si¢ odwrotnoscia bledu
negujacego petlne bostwo Syna Bozego. W kontekscie polemicznym Kapa-
docczyk nie tylko rozwijat wlasng teologig, ale takze staral si¢ spenetrowac
pole problematycznej refleksji chrystologicznej, gdzie znalazt si¢ Apolinary
z Laodycei. W rozwiazywaniu antropologiczno-soteriologicznego problemu
integralnosci cztowieczenstwa Chrystusa, biskup Kapadocji odwotywat si¢ do
tradycji filozofow, przede wszystkim stoikow i neoplatonikéw. Warto takze
zwrdci¢ uwage na interpretacje biblijnych perykop, ktore mialy na celu oba-
lenie przekonan apolinarystow. Bazyli rozpoczat od opisu przekonan biskupa
Apolinarego, jako bazujacych na pelnych fantazji teoriach, ktore nie miaty
oparcia w Pismie Swigtym. Generalnie jednak Kapadocczyk preferowat za-
chowywanie dystansu. Demaskowal jednak btedy swoich oponentow, na pod-
stawie wlasciwej interpretacji kluczowych fragmentéw natchnionych ksiag.
W swoich refleksjach i wyjasnieniach Bazyli szczegolnie podkreslal obecnosé¢
duszy w Chrystusie, ktora byta zdolna do odczuwania i cierpienia.

Jednostronna obrona jednosci w Chrystusie ze strony apolinarystow pro-
wadzita w efekcie do redukcji w Nim tego, co ludzkie, 1 takiej dominacji
Stowa, ze wiazala si¢ z usilowaniem uczynienia Boga wewnetrzna zasada
1 czastka tego $wiata. Nietrudno zauwazy¢, ze za tym ujgciem krylo sig ty-
powo hellenistyczne rozumienie relacji istoty boskiej do §wiata, wyrazajace
si¢ w przeswiadczeniu, ze boski Adyog zstgpuje na ziemi¢ i wchodzi w fi-
zyczng symbioze z ziemskim ciatem. Przestanki apolinarystyczne zdradzaty
na wskro$ mitycznie rozumiany obraz $wiata i atmosfer¢ intelektualng nie-
ktorych kregow, przesiaknigta jeszcze poganskimi kategoriami. W doktrynie
Apolinarego doszukiwano si¢ proby hellenizacji chrzeécijanskiej wiary. We-
dhug biskupa Cezarei niektore z antropologicznych i filozoficznych zasad, do
ktérych odwolywat si¢ Apolinary, jak rowniez jego niewlasciwa interpretacja
tekstow biblijnych uwydatnialty dwuznacznosci 1 stabo$¢ jego argumentacji.
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Bazyli wspominajac osobg Apolinarego i jego zwolennikéw ukazuje ewo-
lucj¢ mysli teologicznej w 2. pol. IV w. Kapadocczyk przyczynit si¢ do lep-
szego zrozumienia koncepcji, ktore pojawity si¢ za sprawa biskupa Laodycei.
Rozprzestrzenianie si¢ apolinaryzmu i ciosy zadawane gtownym prawdom
wiary chrystologicznej, sprawily, ze Bazyli nie mogt powstrzymac si¢ od za-
brania glosu. Jego refleksja zawiera elementy godne uwagi, przede wszystkim
ze wzgledu na wyodrgbnienie tych perykop biblijnych, ktore najlepiej uka-
zywaly znaczenie przyj¢cia natury ludzkiej przez Boskie Stowo i1 petni Jego
cztowieczenstwa. Kapadocczyk osiaga swoj cel: uznanie w osobie Zbawcy
obecnosci duszy ludzkiej ze wszystkimi konsekwencjami. To wydawato si¢
w O6wczesnej polemice wystarczajace, gdyz byto koniecznym uzupetlieniem
kompleksowej refleksji nad osoba Jezusa Chrystusa, Boga-cztowieka.

THE COMPARISON BETWEEN BIBLE AND PHILOSOPHY
IN CONTROVERSY WITH APOLLINARISM OF BASIL THE GREAT

(Summary)

This article presents the role played by philosophy and biblical exegesis in
controversy with Apollinarius of Laodicea. First of all it tries to present the gene-
ral context of the dispute, then to develop Basil’s theological thinking and apply it
to the problematic Christological field, where Apollinarius directed his challenge.
Faced with the anthropological-soteriological problem relating to the defence of
the integrity of Christ’s human nature, Basil draws on Stoic and Neoplatonic phi-
losophical tradition. Then, this paper focuses attention on Basil’s interpretation of
some biblical passages in the confutation of Apollinaris’ doctrine. Basil had star-
ted the controversy by describing Apollinarius as supporter of fabulous theories,
which are not based on the Scriptures, and of Judaizing ideas which concerned the
eschatological renewal. Generally, the Cappadocian prefers to distance himself
from Apollinaris and does not intervene in complete manner on the theological de-
bate. The bishop — monk tries to unmask the errors of the opponents’ theories star-
ting with the correct interpretation of the scriptural passages used by Apollinarius.
In some points of his works, the Cappadocian insists that the Savior had a soul
capable of feeling and suffering. According to the bishop of Caesarea some of
anthropological and philosophical principles used by Apollinaris, along with the
distorted reading of biblical texts, revealed the ambiguities and the inconsistencies
of his arguments.

Key words: Basile the Great, Apollinarius of Laodicea, Christology, Patristic,
philosophy, biblical interpretation.

Stowa kluczowe: Bazyli Wielki, Apolinary z Laodycei, chrystologia, patrys-
tyka, filozofia, interpretacja biblijna.
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Robin ORTON"

STRUGGLING WITH CHRISTOLOGY:
APOLINARIUS OF LAODICEA
AND ST GREGORY OF NYSSA

Sometime in the 380s, St Gregory of Nyssa wrote two works against the
Christological teachings of Apolinarius of Laodicea. I have recently had pub-
lished an English translation, with an introduction and commentary', and this
paper is something of a spin-off from that. It aims to look at the controversy
between Gregory and Apolinarius in a specific theological context, that of the
fourth century development of Christological doctrine which eventually led to
the Chalcedonian definition of 451, and which established what the Western
and Eastern Orthodox churches now accept as Christological orthodoxy.

Gregory’s target in the more substantial of the works, the Antirrheti-
cus adversus Apollinarium, is Apolinarius’s book entitled “Demonstration
(&m6derErg) of the divine enfleshment according to the likeness of a human
being” I shall refer to this henceforth as the Apodeixis. It has not survived in-
dependently, and cannot be firmly dated, but it was probably the most mature
representation of Apolinarius’s Christological teaching. Gregory’s Antirrheti-
cus is our main source for the surviving fragments of the text of Apolinarius’s
Apodeixis, although there is no doubt that in many cases Gregory has distorted,
misrepresented or misunderstood what Apolinarius wrote.

The earlier history and development of Apolinarius’s Christology? is difficult
to reconstruct with any degree of certainty. Fierce arguments about Trinitarian
doctrine dominated theological debate in the middle part of the fourth century,
and Christological questions rarely took centre stage. Attitudes to Apolinarius’s
peculiar Christological doctrines, as they developed, perhaps in the 360s and
370s, were complicated by the fact that on Trinitarian doctrine Apolinarius was
very firmly in the pro-Nicene, anti-Arian camp. Although a version of Apolli-
narianism had been condemned by Pope Damasus in Rome in 376, the position
in the East, at the time Gregory composed his Antirrheticus, was still in flux. In
particular, Apollinarian doctrines were probably not explicitly discussed at the

* Dr Robin Orton — Visiting Research Fellow in Theology, Department of Theology & Reli-
gious, King’s College London; e-mail: robin.orton@kcl.ac.uk.

! St Gregory of Nyssa, Anti-Apollinarian Writings, translated with an introduction, commentary
and notes by R. Orton, The Fathers of the Church 131, Washington DC 2015.

2 For which see St Gregory of Nyssa, Anti-Apollinarian Writings, p. 7-28.
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Council of Constantinople in 381. Indeed, it was not until 388 that the imperial
government unambiguously outlawed Apollinarianism throughout the empire,
and that was almost certainly after the writing of the Antirrheticus, which was
probably (although this remains controversial) in or around 383. So at the time
of writing Gregory would have seen Apolinarius and his disciples as continuing
to present a very real threat to the unity of the Church.

I believe that Apolinarius had three main concerns in the Apodeixis, all of
which, like most Christological arguments, were primarily driven by soterio-
logical considerations. Firstly, he wanted to make it clear that in order to save
us, Jesus had to both fully divine and fully human®. He was opposed both to
Arianism and to any form of docetism.

Secondly, he wanted to establish that there is nevertheless only one Christ.
Again, the background is soteriological. Like Gregory and most of the earlier
Eastern Fathers, Apolinarius did not usually see salvation as the Father’s re-
sponse to the atoning death of his Son. Instead he saw the divine Logos itself
as the principal agent of our redemption: not only as teacher, law-giver and
model for humanity but also as sanctifying and glorifying us by joining our
human flesh to his divinity* and raising us up, with him, from death to resur-
rection glory.

In order for this to happen, there must, Apolinarius believed, be ontic con-
tinuity between the Second Person of the Trinity and Christ in his two natures.
In order to save us, the divine Logos must have “become flesh”, by, to use
the language of Philippians 2, “humbling” himself. He could not just have
joined himself to the man Jesus; that would imply a clear separation between
the human and divine natures and suggest that there are “two Christs”. That is
something that Christian theologians as far back as Irenaeus had been anxious
to guard against®. Moreover, Apolinarius believed, it would have inevitably
led to an “adoptionist” view of Christ as a “God-filled man” — that, he claims,
is what was taught by Paul of Samosata in the third century and, more recently,
by Marcellus of Ancyra and his pupil Photius of Sirmium®. It would have put
Christ on the same level as the Old Testament prophets and could not therefore
form the basis of an adequate soteriology.

Furthermore, the union between the two natures must be as close and indis-
soluble as can be conceived. The Chalcedonian formula was of course not yet
available as a model for expressing this. In its absence, it appears that Apoli-
narius may have been led into some unguarded expressions about the compre-
hensiveness of the union and about its pre-ordained and almost metaphysically
necessary nature. In what seems, so far as can be judged, an accurate citation

3 Cf. ibidem, p. 44-45.

4 Cf. JN.D. Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines, London 1993°, 183-88.

5 Cf. Trenaeus Lugdunensis, Adversus haereses 11 16, 1 - 19, 3, PG 7, 919C - 938C.

¢ Cf. Gregorius Nyssenus, Antirrheticus adversus Apollinarium, ed. F. Miiller, GNO 3/1, Leiden
1958, 138.
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from the Apodeixis, Gregory reports Apolinarius as having said that “the man
Christ pre-existed, not with the Spirit, that is God, existing separately from
him”’. (I should explain that “Spirit” here refers to the second rather than to the
third Person of the Trinity.) In other words, Apolinarius wanted to suggest that
the possibility, indeed the inevitability, of the incarnation was in some sense
eternally part of the Logos’s eternal nature.

As an aside, I have often wondered how fair it would be to suggest that
Apolinarius may here have been anticipating what I understand Karl Barth’s
view to have been, that there is no such thing as a pre-incarnate or un-incarnate
Word; we must speak of a Adyog dcapkog, or, at the most, of a logos incar-
nandus®. 1 have not explored this further, but what one can say is that in doing
so one would need to have regard to the totally different metaphysical frame-
works within which Apolinarius and Gregory on the one hand, and Barth on
the other, were theologizing.

At any rate Gregory is able to point to other statements of Apolinarius in
a similar vein (although some of them he almost certainly, for whatever rea-
son, misquotes.) He interprets them in what seems to have been a rather plod-
ding and literalistic way. If Apolinarius believed that Christ had been enfleshed
from all eternity, his flesh must have originated in heaven rather than in Mary’s
womb. That interpretation makes Apolinarius’s Christology look ridiculous;
it is however almost certainly a misunderstanding of what Apolinarius really
wanted to say. Whatever Apolinarius’s view might have been about the A6yog
doapxog, he explicitly denies that “the flesh of the Lord is from above and not
from the Virgin Mary” — in fact in an earlier work he had anathematized those
who hold this view®.

Apolinarius’s third concern was to demonstrate that Jesus could not have
had a human mind. This was partly because of the difficulty of there being two
potentially contradictory sources of knowledge and will in a single human be-
ing. That is of course a widely recognised difficulty in classical Christology, as
is demonstrated by developments after Chalcedon, up to the seventh century
monothelete controversy and perhaps beyond. The other was again soteriologi-
cal. As mentioned above, Apolinarius saw Christ’s saving role as one of sancti-
fication, of restoring his and therefore our human nature to its original state of
pure virtue. This, he believed, would be impossible if he had had a human mind,
which is inherently, and, in his view, irredeemably, mutable and unstable'’.

So his central notion, in the Apodeixis, is that the eternal Logos took the
place of Jesus’s human mind. In the context of the development of Christology

7 Ibidem, GNO 3/1, 147.

8 My original source for this was http://postbarthian.com/2014/08/26/logos-asarkos/[22.10.2016].
I subsequently found a useful summary of Barth’s view (which has been further developed by Robert
Jenson) in C. Gunton, The Barth Lectures, ed. P.H. Brazier, Edinburgh 2007, 167-170.

? St Gregory of Nyssa, Anti-Apollinarian Writings, p. 55-58.

10 Cf. ibidem, p. 51-52 and 54-55.
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in the fourth century, this may well not in itself have been a particularly revo-
lutionary view. The great pillar of orthodoxy, Athanasius himself, may well
not have believed that Jesus had a human soul'!, although the language of the
Tomus ad Antiochenos, drawn up after the synod he convened at Alexandra in
361 is, perhaps intentionally, ambiguous — possibly in order to keep on board
the representatives of Apolinarius who were present'? For him, as for Apoli-
narius, the soteriological significance of the incarnation was that humanity
should be refashioned after the model of the divine Logos, the archetype of
humanity in whose image Adam and Eve were created'’. He was not particu-
larly interested in the precise nature of Christ’s humanity, and its relationship
with his divinity. But, according to Charles Raven, he was nevertheless “an
Apollinarian at heart”'.

Apolinarius goes on to make what is perhaps the most ingenious of his
intellectual moves. He argues that, even without a human mind, Christ was
truly a complete man and, as such, a single person. The defining characteris-
tic of human beings is, he claimed, that they should comprise three separate
elements, a body, a mind or “spirit” and an animal soul. Jesus Christ met this
specification. The fact that the second element, the mind, the centre of Christ’s
identity and consciousness as it is of ours, was identified with the Second Per-
son of the Trinity was neither here nor there.

Gregory argues convincingly however that Apolinarius’s “enfleshed mind”
Christology would mean that Jesus Christ was not fully human and could not
therefore save humankind. He follows the spirit although not the letter of his
friend’s Gregory of Nazianzus’s celebrated anti-Apollinarian dictum, often
rendered as quod non est assumptum non est sanatum". The human mind is
affected by sin just as much as the human body, and is equally in need of salva-
tion. It is true that only a creature with a rational mind can sin, but “the mind
is not sin!” says Gregory'¢. He rejects Apolinarius’s contention that our minds
are inherently incapable of becoming what they were originally intended to be,
the image and likeness of God'"”.

On the other hand, he accuses Apolinarius of over-emphasizing the ontic
continuity between the eternal Logos and Jesus of Nazareth. Apolinarius goes

' Cf. Ch.E. Raven, Apollinarianism: An Essay on the Christology of the Early Church, Cam-
bridge 1923, 94; F.M. Young — A. Teal, From Nicaea to Chalcedon: A Guide to the Literature and
Its Background, London 20102, 249.

12 Cf. St Gregory of Nyssa, Anti-Apollinarian Writings, p. 14, n. 36.

13 Cf. Young — Teal, From Nicaea to Chalcedon, p. 55-56; Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines, p. 379.

4 Raven, Apollinarianism, p. 114.

15 Gregorius Nazianzenus, Epistula 101, PG 37, 181C.

16 Gregorius Nyssenus, Antirrheticus adversus Apollinarium, GNO 3/1, 141.

7 For this paragraph see St Gregory of Nyssa, Anti-Apollinarian Writings, p. 75. For the human
mind as uniquely constituting the image and likeness of God, see Gregorius Nyssenus, Dialogus de
anima et resurrectione, PG 46, 60C and idem, De oratione dominica, ed. J. Callahan, GNO VII/2,
Leiden 1992, 32 or ed. J. Migne, PG 44, 1194C.
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so far, he says, as to claim that, in the incarnation, God himself is somehow
transformed into a complex, and therefore inherently passible being, who can
die on the cross. Gregory argues that it is an absurd and blasphemous idea that
God should die'®; even today, with the advantage of the Chalcedonian defini-
tion of the hypostatic union, many intelligent Christians (I’'m not sure how
many theologians!) would agree, as a quick Google search for “Did God die
on the cross?” will demonstrate. In any case, Gregory believed that it was the
divine Logos, “mixed” with Christ’s humanity, rather than the Father, who ef-
fected the resurrection, That would have become impossible if the Logos had
died with the man Jesus"’.

Gregory also argued that Apolinarius’s Christological model implies that
the infinite God and the finite human mind are on the same ontological level,
so the former could be substituted for the latter in the anthropological consti-
tution of the incarnate Christ?’. Using a contemporary analogy, it would treat
God as something that could be as it were physically transplanted into the hu-
man body, or like someone claiming that God had been substituted for his left
arm. This seems to me to be a fair argument so far as it goes. Nevertheless it
may raise the question as to whether the same objection could not be levelled
against the Chalcedonian formula. That too arguably similarly links together
the infinite creator with the finite creature in a metaphysically puzzling, or at
any rate mysterious, way.

But can it be said that in the face of Apolinarius’s challenge Gregory is
able to give an adequate alternative account of the unity of Christ’s person?
His main model for the relationship between the Christ’s human and divine
natures is that they were “mixed” in Mary’s womb?!. (Apolinarius also in fact
on one occasion talks in what seem to be quite general terms of the two natures
being “mixed” and Gregory commends him for doing so??.) In ancient philoso-
phy there were a number of different understandings of how mixture worked
and the extent to which the separate substances maintained their identity in
the mixture®. The concept of mixture is nevertheless in any case Christologi-
cally problematic. It is in fact open to exactly the same objection as that which
Gregory raises against Apolinarius’s model — it implies that God and humanity
are on the same ontological lever and can thus be “mixed” together like for
example vinegar and water®*.

Gregory clearly feels however that he has not yet adequately refuted Apo-
linarius’s charge that he is teaching “two Christs”. In response to this, the final

18 Cf. St Gregory of Nyssa, Anti-Apollinarian Writings, p. 69.

19 Cf Gregorius Nyssenus, Antirrheticus adversus Apollinarium, GNO 3/1, 154.

20 Cf. St Gregory of Nyssa, Anti-Apollinarian Writings, p. 70-71.

21 Cf. ibidem, p. 77.

22 Cf. Gregorius Nyssenus, Antirrheticus adversus Apollinarium, GNO 3/1, 217.

3 Cf. St Gregory of Nyssa, Anti-Apollinarian Writings, p. 208, n. 403 and references given there.
24 Cf. ibidem, p.78, n. 395.
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move he makes is in effect to develop and extend the concept, or metaphor,
of mixture. He proposed that the complete unity between the two “mixed” na-
tures was postponed until after Christ’s glorification®. His divinity then over-
whelmed his humanity and removed all his human characteristics. In a famous
analogy, he compares this with the way the water of the sea overwhelms a drop
of vinegar dropped into it — in other words on the basis of the Stoic under-
standing of mixture that Gregory seems to be adopting here, he is saying that
although Christ’s human nature was not, at the metaphysical level, obliterated
at the time of his glorification, the properties associated with it were totally
transformed?. On this basis he has, anachronistically but not unreasonably,
been accused of taking a Nestorian view of Christ before his glorification and
a miaphysite one after it.

But a defence can nevertheless be made of Gregory’s Christological mo-
del, to the effect that it is oriented to soteriology rather than to metaphysics.
Compared with the quasi-scientific anthropological schema offered by Apoli-
narius, it is fluid and dynamic — as Christ’s human nature is overwhelmed by
the divinity at his glorification, so will ours be, as we share his humanity and
are members of his ecclesial body*’. In the words of the celebrated “exchange
formula”, which in its basic form goes back to Irenaeus*, God became man so
that man could become God.

In conclusion, the controversy between Gregory and Apolinarius demon-
strates that, in the context of the history of dogma, both Gregory and Apoli-
narius can be seen as making significant contributions to the development of
the Church’s Christological teaching. Both Apolinarius’s stress on the indivi-
sible unity of Christ and Gregory’s on the notion that “what is not assumed is
not healed” were essential elements in what emerged seventy years later in the
Chalcedonian definition.

5 Recently rejected on what are not, in my view, very convincing grounds by Theodoros Alex-
opoulos, Die Christologie Gregors von Nyssa in Contra Eunomium Il 3-4: Die Beweisfiihrung
Gregors zur Einheit der Person Christi und das Problem des Verhdltnisses der zwei Naturen zuein-
ander in Thm. Ist der Verdacht des Monophysitismus bei Gregor berechtigt?, in: Gregory of Nyssa
Contra Eunomium III, An English Translation with Commentary and Supporting Studies, Proceed-
ings of thel2th International Colloquium on Gregory of Nyssa (Leuven, 14-17 September 2010), ed.
J. Leemans — M. Cassin, Supplements to Vigiliae Christianae 124, Leiden 2014, 486-487.

26 Cf. St Gregory of Nyssa, Anti-Apollinarian Writings, p. 208, n. 43.

27 Cf. ibidem, p. 70-71. I follow Héléne Grelier, L argumentation de Grégoire de Nysse contre
Apolinaire de Laodicée: Etude littéraire et doctrinale de I’ Antirrheticus adversus Apolinarium et de
1’Ad Theophilum adversus apolinaristas, Lyon 2008, 82-85 [thése en langues, histoire et civilisa-
tions des mondes anciens, sous la direction de Olivier Munnich, présentée et soutenue publiquement
le 19 novembre 2008, Lyon: Université Lumiére, Institut Fernand Courby et Institut des sources
chrétiennes]. 1 consulted this invaluable monograph at http://theses.univ-lyon2.fr/documents/get-
part.php?id=1183&action=pdf [22.10.2016]).

28 Trenaeus Lugdunensis, Adversus haereses V, preface, PG7, 1120B: “qui propter immensam
suam dilectionem factus est quod sumus nos, uti nos perficeret esse quod est ipse”.
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(Summary)

The argument in the 380s between Gregory and Apolinarius, as set out
Gregory’s Antirrheticus adversus Apolinarium, can be seen as a significant step
in the development of the Church’s Christological teaching. Apolinarius’s no-
tion that the eternal Logos took the place of Jesus Christ’s human mind is de-
signed to establish the unity of his person, by providing a basis for the ontic con-
tinuity between the Second Person of the Trinity and Christ in his two natures.
Commendably, he wants to counter any suggestion of separation between the hu-
man and divine natures (“two Christs”), which he sees as inevitably leading to
an “adoptionist” view of Christ as a “God-filled man”; that would put Christ on
the same level as the Old Testament prophets and could not form the basis of
an adequate soteriology. Gregory argues convincingly however that Apolinarius’s
“enfleshed mind” Christology would mean that Jesus Christ was not fully hu-
man and could not therefore save humankind. But in the face of Apolinarius’s
challenge he cannot give an adequate account of Christ’s unity during his earthly
career. He remains open to Apolinarius’s charge of a “divisive” Christology by
in effect postponing the complete unity until after Christ’s glorification, when his
divinity overwhelmed his humanity and removed all his human characteristics, in
the same way as the water of the sea overwhelms a drop of vinegar dropped into
it. On this basis he has, anachronistically but not unreasonably, been accused of
taking a Nestorian view of Christ before his glorification and a monophysite one
after it. Both Apolinarius’s stress on the unity of Christ and Gregory’s on the no-
tion that ‘what is not assumed is not healed’ (Nazianzen’s phrase) were essential
elements in what emerged seventy years later in the Chalcedonian definition.

SPORY CHRYSTOLOGICZNE:
APOLINARY Z LAODYCEI I SW. GRZEGORZ Z NYSSY

(Streszczenie)

Spor migdzy Apolinarym z Laodycei i Grzegorzem z Nyssy, majacy miejsce
w 380 r. i dotyczacy dzieta tego ostatniego: Antirrheticus adversus Apollinarium,
moze by¢ postrzegany jako istotny krok w rozwoju chrystologicznego naucza-
nia Kosciota.

Poglad Apolinarego, ze odwieczny Logos zajatl miejsce ludzkiego umystu
Jezusa Chrystusa, mial na celu ustanowienie jednosci Jego osoby, zapewniajac
podstawe bytowej ciagtosci migedzy druga Osoba Trojcy Swigtej i Chrystusem
w jego dwoch naturach. Stusznie chcial on przeciwdziata¢ wszelkiej suges-
tii rozdziatu miedzy ludzka i boska natura (,,dwoma Chrystusami”), ktéra pos-
trzega, jako nieuchronnie prowadzaca do ,,adopcyjnego” ujecia Chrystusa jako
cztowieka ,,wypetmionego Bogiem” — stawialaby ona tym samym Chrystusa na
tym samym poziomie co prorokéw Starego Testamentu i jako taka nie mogtaby
stanowi¢ podstawy odpowiedniej soteriologii.
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Grzegorz z kolei przekonujaco dowodzi, ze chrystologia ,,wcielonego umystu”
Apolinarego oznaczataby, ze Jezus Chrystus nie byt w pelni cztowiekiem, a za-
tem nie moze zbawi¢ ludzkosci. Jednak w obliczu zarzutow Apolinarego, nie
moze on da¢ odpowiedniego wyjasnienia jednosci Chrystusa w czasie Jego
ziemskiego zycia. Pozostawia bez odpowiedzi zarzuty Apolinarego odnosnie do
,rozdzielajacej” chrystologii, przez to, ze w rezultacie przesuwa pelng jednos¢
Chrystusa, az do czasu po Jego uwielbieniu, kiedy to Jego bosko$¢ ogarngta
cztowieczenstwo i usungta wszystkie Jego ludzkie cechy w taki sam sposéb,
jak wody morza wchtaniaja ocet wlany do niego. Na tej podstawie byt potem
oskarzany, anachronicznie, ale nie w sposob nieuzasadniony, o przyjmowanie
nestorianskiej (sformutowanej pdzniej przez Nestoriusza) wizji Chrystusa przed
jego uwielbieniem i o poglad monofizytyzmu po nim.

Zaréwno, troska Apolinarego o jedno$¢ Chrystusa, jak i Grzegorza z Nyssy
o sformutowanie: ,,to, co nie zostato przyjete, nie zostalo zbawione” (wyrazenie
Grzegorza z Nazjanzu), staly si¢ istotnymi elementami, w oparciu o ktore
siedemdziesiat lat p6zniej powstata definicja chalcedonska.

Key words: Christology, Gregory of Nyssa, Apolinarius of Laodicea.
Stowa kluczowe: chrystologia, Grzegorz z Nyssy, Apolinary z Laodycei.
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Roland Marcin PANCERZ OFM"*

OBRONA INTEGRALNEGO CZLOWIECZENSTWA
CHRYSTUSA PRZECIW APOLINARYZMOWI
W DZIELACH EPIFANIUSZA Z SALAMINY

Sw. Epifaniusz z Salaminy (ok. 315-403)! jest jednym z tych Ojcoéw Kos-
ciota, ktorzy stanowczo zareagowali na btedna doktryng chrystologiczna Apo-
linarego z Laodycei (ok. 310-390), ktéry ok. roku 352 zaczat glosié¢, ze Boski
Logos zajat w Chrystusie miejsce umystu ludzkiego®. Doktryna Apolinarego
byta juz w jego czasach roznie interpretowana i przedstawiana, jednak — jak
stusznie wykazat Ekkehard Miihlenberg — pierwotna idea biskupa Laodycei
mowita o zastapieniu umystu ludzkiego Chrystusa umystem (Logosem) bo-
skim, przede wszystkim ze wzgledu na obrong przyjetego paradygmatu sote-
riologii, wedtug ktorego Ten, ktory przyszedt na Swiat dokona¢ dzieta zbaw-
czego, musi by¢ ze swej istoty Wcielonym Bogiem (©&0g €voopkoc), a nie
cztowiekiem natchnionym przez Boga (&vOpmmog €vOeog)’. Punkt wyjscia tej
chrystologii jest wigc zasadniczo poprawny, jednak sposob rozwigzania pro-
blemu i koncowy rezultat — btedne®. Apolinary uderzyt bowiem w integralne

" Dr Roland Marcin Pancerz OFM — wyktadowca patrologii i jezykow klasycznych w WSD
0O0. Bernardynoéw w Kalwarii Zebrzydowskiej; e-mail: rolandpan@tlen.pl.

! Na temat biografii pisarza por. C. Riggi, Epifanio di Salamina, NDPAC I 1670-1673; G. Ara-
gione, Una «storiay universale dell eresia. 1l «Panariony» di Epifanio, w: Epifanio di Salamina,
Panarion. Libro primo, a cura di G. Pini, Brescia 2010, 5-19; R.M. Pancerz, Sw. Epifaniusz z Sala-
miny (ok. 315-403), wielki obronca ortodoksji w IV w. Rys biograficzny (w 1700 rocznice urodzin),
,Przeglad Kalwaryjski” 19 (2015) 9-19.

2 Por. Gregorius Nazianzenus, Epistula 102, 22, ed. P. Gallay, SCh 208, Paris 1974, 80. Zob.
H. Lietzmann, Apollinaris von Laodicea und seine Schule: Texte und Untersuchungen, Hildesheim
— New York 1970, 5 1 33-35.

3 Por. E. Miihlenberg, Apollinaris von Laodicea, Gottingen 1969, 114-116, 130-132, 147-1521 156.

* Pierwszy blad Apolinary popetnia wlasciwie wtedy, gdy Jezusa Chrystusa, Wcielonego Boga
(©eog €vooaprog), definiuje ontologicznie jako vodg €voapkog — weielony (Boski) umyst (por.
Apollinaris Laodicenus, Demonstratio de divina incarnatione (Apodeixis), fr. 48 1 69, ed. H. Lietz-
mann, w tenze, Apollinaris von Laodicea und seine Schule, s. 215 i 220), przy czym biskup Lao-
dycei taczy element boski i ludzki Chrystusa, umiejscawiajac je na tej samej ptaszczyznie, a jest to
plaszczyzna witalna: to, co boskie, i to, co ludzkie, tworza w Chrystusie pio voig (jedna zyjaca
naturg), czyli — mozna by rzec — jeden organizm (por. Apollinaris Laodicenus, Ad Dionysium 12, ed.
H. Lietzmann, w: tenze, Apollinaris von Laodicea und seine Schule, s. 257; tenze, Ad Flavianum,
fr. 148, ed. H. Lietzmann, w: tenze, Apollinaris von Laodicea und seine Schule, s. 247; zob. A. Gril-
Imeier, Gesu il Cristo nella fede della Chiesa, vol. 1/1: Dall eta apostolica al concilio di Calcedonia
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cztowieczenstwo Chrystusa, w ktore Kosciot wierzyt wiasciwie juz od I wie-
ku. Epifaniusz odpowiedziat na 6w btad najpierw w 374 r., w rozdziatach 75-
81 dzieta Ancoratus, a nastgpnie nieco szerzej w 77 rozdziale ogromnego dzie-
ta Panarion omnium haeresium, napisanego w latach 374-377°.

1. Ludzkie cialo Chrystusa. Na poczatku swej polemiki biskup Salaminy
zajmuje si¢ problemem ludzkiego ciata Chrystusa, gdyz — jak sam relacjo-
nuje — uczniowie Apolinarego, ktorzy dotarli na Cypr (ok. 370), gtosili mig-
dzy innymi bl¢dna naukg o ciele Zbawiciela. Otdz niektdrzy z nich twierdzili,
iz Chrystus przyniost ciato ,,z wysokosci” (&vwBev)®. Inni mowili, ze ciato
(codpa) Zbawiciela jest wspotistotne (Opoovotov) Jego bostwu’. Jeszeze inni
nauczali, ze Chrystus przyjal cialo inne niz nasze, niepodobne do naszego®.
Zostawimy na razie na boku pytanie, czy nauka ta odpowiada autentycznym
ideom Apolinarego, przyjrzymy si¢ natomiast, jak Epifaniusz odniost si¢ do
doktryny, ktora dotarta do niego w takiej a nie innej formie.

Ot6z wedhug blskupa Salamlny nauka ta jest powrotem do btgdow gnozy
walentynianskiej, marcjonizmu i manicheizmu’. Wielki obronca ortodoksji
oskarza zatem apolinarystow o chrystologiczny doketyzm, czyli najogolniej
mowiac o przypisywanie Chrystusowi ciata innego co do natury niz ciato
ludzkie, ciata niematerialnego, a tylko pozornie wygladajacego jak ludzkie'.
Dlatego tez, majac przed oczyma to ponowne ,,wcielenie” doketyzmu, Epifa-
niusz powraca do wyrazen bliskich tym, za pomoca ktérych z owym bledem
walczyli wezesniej Ojcowie Apostolscy i pierwsi Apologeci. Biskup Salaminy
podkresla na przyktad, ze Syn Bozy urodzit si¢ w ciele i stat si¢ cztowiekiem

(451), Brescia 1982, 616-617 i 622-626). W tej optyce, zycia ludzkiego doswiadcza nie tylko sam
boski podmiot Wcielonego Stowa, ale takze Jego boski umyst jako taki. Juz tu pojawia si¢ zatem
problem natury filozoficznej: Jak umyst boski, doskonaty i niezmienny, moze sta¢ si¢ osrodkiem
zycia psychicznego Jezusa, ktory jest przeciez poddany ziemskim uwarunkowaniom? Jest z kolei
rzecza naturalna, ze w tak okreslonej i tak rozumianej ontologii Wcielonego Stowa zabrakto miejs-
ca dla ludzkiego intelektu Chrystusa. Stato si¢ tak rowniez dlatego, ze Apolinary uwazatl istnienie
dwoch umystow (a zatem — jak mawiat — dwoch kompletnych natur) w jednej hipostazie za niemoz-
liwe (por. Apollinaris Laodicenus, Demonstratio de divina incarnatione, fr. 81 1 92, ed. Lietzmann,
s. 224 i 228); ponadto umyst ludzki, jako z natury zmienny, uwazal za niezdolny do pokierowania
cztowieka do zbawienia (por. tamze, fr. 76, ed. Lietzmann, s. 222); i wreszcie jako niemozliwe okre-
slat potaczenie umyshu niezmiennego ze zmiennym (por. Apollinaris Laodicenus, Ad lulianum, ft.
151, ed. H. Lietzmann, w: tenze, Apollinaris von Laodicea und seine Schule, s. 248).

% Odnosnie do problemu datacji dziet por. W.A. Lohr, Epiphanius von Salamis, LAChL 226.

¢ Por. Epiphanius Constantiensis, Panarion 77, 2, 4, ed. K. Holl — J. Dummer, GCS 37, Berlin
1985%, 417.

" Por. tamze 77, 2, 5, GCS 37, 417; 77, 25, 5, GCS 37, 438.

8 Por. tamze 77, 14, 4, GCS 37, 428; 77, 15, 4, GCS 37, 429.

? Por. tamze 77, 15, 2-3, GCS 37, 428-429.

10 Rozne herezje przyjmujace doketyzm rozmaicie definiowaty naturg ciata Chrystusa, por.
B. Studer, Docetismo, NDPAC 1 1465-1466.
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prawdziwie (&AnBelq), a nie w sposob pozorny (ov doknhoetr)'!. W innych
ustgpach nasz autor, méwiac o ciele przyjetym przez Zbawiciela, wzmacnia to
wyrazenie dodajac zaimek ,,nasze” (nuetépo odpé'?, nuétepov odpa'®) lub
przymiotnik ,,prawdziwe” (c&pg aAndivn'¥). Odnoszac do Chrystusa wyraze-
nie ,,nasze ciato”, Epifaniusz wyjasnia w jednej wypowiedzi, iz nie implikuje
ono obecnosci charakterystycznego dla nas zepsucia grzechu w ciele Zbawi-
ciela. Mowiac, ze przyjal On ,,nasze ciato”, rozumie si¢ jednoczes$nie, ze to
samo co do natury ludzkie ciato zostalo u Niego zachowane bez skazy, u nas
natomiast doznato wtornego skazenia na skutek grzechu'.

Obronie prawdziwego ciata Chrystusa shuzy rowniez sformutowanie mo-
wiace, ze przyjal On cialo czy tez czlowieczenstwo z Maryi (¢ Mapioc)'®,
badz od Maryi (&m0 Mapiag)'’. Zwrot ten nabyt znaczenia antydoketycznego
poczawszy od II w., gdy Ojcowie walczyli z gnostyckimi ideami, wedlug kto-
rych Zbawiciel utworzyt sobie cialo nie z (¢x) Maryi, lecz jedynie w (¢v) Ma-
ryi, 1 przyszedl na §wiat przez (81&) Maryje. Taki sposob mowienia oznaczat,
ze ciato Pana nie zostato utworzone z ciata Maryi, lecz z innej (niematerial-
nej) substancji'®. Epifaniusz dla jeszcze mocniejszego podkreslenia realizmu
ludzkiego ciata Chrystusa porownuje Jego cielesne zrodzenie z Maryi (&m0
Mopiag) do zrodzenia Odwiecznego Stowa z Ojca (&6 ITotpdg)™. Nie cho-
dzi tu oczywiscie o analogi¢ migdzy samym sposobem zrodzenia, ale o fakt,
ze rodzacy ,,przekazuje” zrodzonemu swoja, a nie jakas inna naturg. Z kolei
na zarzut, jakoby cialo powstale bez udziatu nasienia meskiego, a wigc ciato
Zbawiciela nie byto ciatem ludzkim, Epifaniusz odpowiada, ze wystarczaja-
cym gwarantem prawdziwosci Jezusowego ciata jest prawdziwe ludzkie ciato
Maryi. Z niego bowiem ciato Pana zostato utworzone. Ponadto autor odwo-
luje si¢ do przyktadu pierwszego czlowieka, ktory tez powstat bez udziatu
ludzkiego nasienia, a jednak miat prawdziwe ludzkie ciato®. Dla wyklucze-
nia jakichkolwiek idei doketycznych wielki herezjolog podkresla rowniez, ze

! Por. Epiphanius Constantiensis, Panarion 77, 18, 4, GCS 37, 431; tenze, Ancoratus 75, 6, ed.
K. Holl, GCS 25, Leipzig 1915, 94-95.

12 Por. tenze, Panarion 77, 14, 4, GCS 37, 428.

13 Por. tamze 77, 15, 3, GCS 37, 429.

14 Por. tenze, Ancoratus 80, 2, GCS 25, 100.

15 Por. tenze, Panarion 77, 14, 6-7, GCS 37, 428. Zob. E. Bellini, Apollinare, Epifanio, Grego-
rio di Nazianzio, Gregorio di Nissa e altri su Cristo: il grande dibattito nel quarto secolo, Milano
1978, 195.

16 Por. Epiphanius Constantiensis, Ancoratus 75, 5, GCS 25, 94; 80, 2, GCS 25, 100.

7 Por. tamze 75, 6, GCS 25, 95; tenze, Panarion 77,18, 3, GCS 37,431, 77,26, 1, GCS 37, 438.

8 Por. A. Orbe, Introduzione, w: Il Cristo, vol. 1: Testi teologici e spirituali dal I al IV secolo,
Introduzione e scelta di A. Orbe, commento di A. Orbe — M. Simonetti, Vicenza 2005, XXVIII-
XXXYV; Bellini, Apollinare, Epifanio, Gregorio di Nazianzio, Gregorio di Nissa e altri su Cristo,
s. 532-533.

1 Por. Epiphanius Constantiensis, Ancoratus 80, 4, GCS 25, 100.

20 Por. tenze, Panarion 77, 18, 13-14, GCS 37, 432.
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Chrystus przyszedt na §wiat przez drogi rodne (810 T@OV TOKETIKOV TOPWV)
Maryi Dziewicy?'.

Epifaniusz podkresla takze petny realizm tego, czego Chrystus doswiad-
czyl w swym ludzkim ciele, przy czym wiele z tych doswiadczen wskazuje
zarazem na Jego integralne cztowieczenstwo. A zatem Zbawiciel prawdziwie
cierpiat w ciele (Emooye copxi) i rzeczywiscie umart (&néBove)??, prawdzi-
wie si¢ zmgcezyl? oraz odczuwal gldd i pragnienie*. Jego doswiadczenia-
mi byly takze: sen, ptacz i drzenie ciata®. Jednym slowem, Zbawiciel miat
udzial w godziwych potrzebach (tdv eOAOY®V Ypelw®dv) cztowieka?. Autor,
chcac ogolnie wyrazi¢ petlny realizm wszystkiego, co Jezus czynit i czego do-
$wiadczyt w swym ciele, mowi, ze w Jego prawdziwym cielesnym przyj$ciu
(voapkog mopovoia)?’ wypehily si¢ stowa Pisma: ,lecz [mamy arcyka-
ptana] doswiadczonego we wszystkim na nasze podobienstwo, z wyjatkiem
grzechu” (Hbr 4, 15)*. Wyrazenie ,,z wyjatkiem grzechu” wydaje si¢ jednak
znajdowac¢ u Epifaniusza nieco szersza interpretacje. Ot6z — jak wynika z wy-
powiedzi pisarza — Chrystusowi obcy byt nie tylko sam grzech, ale mégt On
takze nie czyni¢ rzeczy, ktore wydaja si¢ nam banalne czy tez bez znaczenia
(to evTern). Krotko mowiac, dzigki swej Boskiej mocy moglt On uchylaé sig
od niektorych ludzkich doswiadczen®.

O jakie doswiadczenia chodzi, mozna wywnioskowac z innego fragmentu.
W tymze biskup Salaminy oskarza apolinarystow o prozne i sofistyczne rozu-
mowanie typu: jesli przyjmiemy, ze ciato Pana posiadato wszystkie witasci-
wosci ludzkiego ciata, to bedziemy musieli powiedzie¢, ze zatatwiat On takze
potrzeby fizjologiczne®®. Podejmowanie takich rozwazan Epifaniusz ocenia
w ogole jako pozbawione sensu. Zreszta byloby bezsensowne, gdyby mowito
o tym Pismo Swigte, ktore w odniesieniu do swigtych postaci opisuje raczej
rzeczy wznioslejsze?!. Biskup Salaminy nie odpowiada jednak wprost na posta-
wiony problem. Z jego dalszej, nieco zawitej wypowiedzi wynika natomiast,
ze Chrystus mégl nie mie¢ konieczno$ci zatatwiania potrzeb fizjologicznych,

2! Por. tamze 77, 35, 4, GCS 37, 447.

22 Por. tamze 77, 32, 5-7, GCS 37, 444-445.

2 Por. tamze 77, 18, 7, GCS 37, 431; 77, 26, 7, GCS 37, 439; zob. tenze, Ancoratus 33, 6-7,
GCS 25, 42-43.

24 Por. tenze, Panarion 77, 18, 10-11, GCS 37, 432; 77, 26, 7, GCS 37, 439; 77, 30, 3, GCS 27,
443; tenze, Ancoratus 33, 6-7, GCS 25, 42-43.

25 Por. tenze, Panarion 77, 26, 7, GCS 37, 439.

26 Por. tamze 77, 18, 10, GCS 37, 432; 77, 26, 6, GCS 37, 439.

?” Terminem tym Ojciec z Salaminy bardzo czgsto okresla tajemnicg weielenia Bozego Stowa,
por. tamze 77, 18, 10, GCS 37, 432; 77, 19, 1, GCS 37, 433, 77, 24, 2, GCS 27,437, 77, 32, 3, GCS
37, 444.

28 Por. tamze 77, 17, 2, GCS 37, 430.

2 Por. tamze 77, 17, 3, GCS 37, 430.

3 Por. tamze 77, 15, 4-6, GCS 37, 429.

31 Por. tamze 77, 15,7 - 77, 16, 3, GCS 37, 429.
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gdyz posiadat cudowna, boska moc?*?. Oczywiscie teoretycznie mozliwosci ta-
kiej zaprzeczy¢ nie mozna. Nasuwa si¢ jednak pytanie, czy przez tego rodzaju
ograniczanie ludzkich do$wiadczen Jezusa nie zaciemnia si¢ prawdy o Jego
kenozie 1 prawdziwym czlowieczenstwie.

Na koniec tego paragrafu powrdcimy jeszcze do postawionego wczesniej
pytania, czy doktryna apolinarystyczna o niebianskim czy tez boskim ciele
Chrystusa, ktora Epifaniusz spotkat na Cyprze, rzeczywiscie odpowiada ide-
om gloszonym przez samego Apolinarego. Odpowiadajac na to pytanie, ak-
ceptujemy tezy wspolczesnej krytyki, ktora za najbardziej oryginalne dzie-
to Apolinarego uwaza Demonstratio de divina incarnatione (Apodeixis)*.
W dziele tym autor rzeczywiscie mowi o odwiecznym zjednoczeniu Syna Bo-
zego z ciatem®. Ideg t¢ trzeba jednak rozumie¢ przenosnie. Biskup Laodycei
chce przez to najprawdopodobniej wyrazi¢, ze Boskie Stowo jest odwiecznie
przeznaczone i ukierunkowane na przyjecie ciata®; ze krolewska konsekracja
Boskiego Logosu jest przedwieczna, jest On zatem od zawsze Chrystusem,
i w tym sensie jest zjednoczony z ciatlem?. Nie mozna tez przypisywac Apoli-
naremu nauki o ciele Chrystusa z natury wspotistotnym bostwu. Uzywajac bo-
wiem wyrazen typu: ,,1 capé Th 6€0TNTL GVLVOLGIOUNAVT KOl GOUELTOG ™,
teolog z Laodycei opisywat swdj model chrystologiczny, wedtug ktorego Bo-
ski Logos 1 Jego ciato zyja jednym zyciem, tzn. tworza ,,jedna (zyjaca) naturg”
(nio 0o16)*, co weale nie oznacza, ze sa tej samej natury (istoty) w abstrak-
cyjnym znaczeniu tegoz stowa. Zreszta sam Apolinary, styszac o stawianych
mu zarzutach, odpowiedzial jednoznacznie, ze ciato Chrystusa jest boskie nie
z natury (pvoeu), lecz przez zjednoczenie (Eviboetl) z Odwiecznym Stowem;
z natury natomiast Jego ciato jest wspoétistotne naszemu®. W §wietle wspot-
czesnych badan mozna zatem powiedzie¢, ze obecno$ci doketyzmu w apoli-
naryzmie nie nalezy zawdzigcza¢ bynajmniej samemu Apolinaremu, lecz idea
ta wynika ze ztego zrozumienia jego nauki ze strony jego uczniow badz pole-
mizujacych z nim przeciwnikow?.

32 Por. tamze 77, 16, 4-6, GCS 37, 429-430.

33 Por. Lietzmann, Apollinaris von Laodicea und seine Schule, s. 83; Miihlenberg, Apollinaris
von Laodicea, s. 109-111.

3% Por. Apollinaris Laodicenus, Demonstratio de divina incarnatione, fr. 50 i 53, ed. Lietz-
mann, s. 216.

35 Por. E. Weigl, Christologie vom Tode des Athanasius bis zum Ausbruch des nestorianischen
Streites (373-429), Kempten 1925, 9-10.

36 Por. Bellini, Apollinare, Epifanio, Gregorio di Nazianzio, Gregorio di Nissa e altri su Cri-
sto, s. 11.

37 Apollinaris Laodicenus, Demonstratio de divina incarnatione, fr. 36, ed. Lietzmann, s. 212.

3% Por. nota 4.

¥ Por. Apollinaris Laodicenus, Ad Serapionem, fr. 159-161, ed. H. Lietzmann, w: tenze, Apol-
linaris von Laodicea und seine Schule, s. 253-254.

4 Por. Bellini, Apollinare, Epifanio, Gregorio di Nazianzio, Gregorio di Nissa e altri su Cri-
sto, s. 531; G. Voisin, L’Apollinarisme. Etude historique, littéraire et dogmatique sur le début des
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2. Ludzka dusza i umyst Chrystusa. Jak juz zaznaczyliSmy na poczatku,
orygmalna mysl Apolinarego méwita o wykluczeniu ludzkiego umystu Chrys-
tusa i zastapieniu go umys%em boskim. Tymczasem Epifaniusz dwukrotnie do-
nosi, ze niektorzy z uczniow biskupa Laodycei zaprzeczali w ogdle obecnosci
ludzkiej duszy (woyn) we Wcielonym Stowie*'. Z pewnoscia i w tym przy-
padku relacj¢ Epifaniusza trzeba poddac krytyce. Po przestudiowaniu najpew-
niejszego dziela Apolinarego mozna doj$¢ do wniosku, Ze nie zaprzecza on
istnieniu nizszej (zmystowej) czesci ludzkiej duszy w Chrystusie, co wigcej,
otwarcie o niej mowi**. Mozna zatem przypuszczac, ze idea zastapienia przez
Boski Logos nie tylko umystu, ale i catej ludzkiej duszy w Chrystusie, to — po-
dobnie jak idea ,,niebieskiego ciata” Zbawiciela — efekt nieprecyzyjnej inter-
pretacji oryginalnej doktryny teologa z Laodycei®.

Epifaniusz polemizuje jednak z taka forma apolinaryzmu, jaka dotarta do
jego uszu. Dlatego czgsto broni jednoczesnie ludzkiego umystu, duszy i ciata
Chrystusa. Typowym sformutowaniem biskupa Salaminy jest zdanie mowia-
ce, iz Logos przyjat we Wcieleniu ,,ciato, duszg, umyst i wszystko to, czym
cztowiek jest, z wyjatkiem grzechu (cOpo Kol yoxnv Kol VoV Kol Tavto
el TL €éoTlv BvBpwTOoC, Yoplg apoptiag) ™. Trzeba w ogdle zaznaczyC, ze an-
tropologiczna trychotomia tej formuly jest zwigzana nie tyle z wlasnym mode-
lem Epifaniusza, co raczej z modelem przyjetym przez apolinarystéw. Ci bo-
wiem z reguly uwazali umyst za osobng hipostazg¢, natomiast biskup Salaminy
zasadniczo pojmowat cztowieka jako jedna hipostazg (zlozona z substancji
ciata i substancji duszy), umyst za$§ okreslat jedynie jako ,,czynnos¢”, ,,zdol-
nos$¢” (evépyela) czy tez ,,ruch” (kivnoig) catej ludzkiej hipostazy*. W innym
miejscu porownuje z kolei istnienie umystu w duszy cztowieka do istnienia

controverses christologiques au IVe siécle, Louvain — Paris 1901, 333-334 i 339-344. Jest faktem
wymownym, ze juz za zycia Apolinarego istnialy podzialty migdzy jego uczniami oraz rézne in-
terpretacje jego doktryny, por. Weigl, Christologie vom Tode des Athanasius, s. 13-18; Lietzmann,
Apollinaris von Laodicea und seine Schule, s. 40-41.

4 Por. Epiphanius Constantiensis, Panarion 77,2, 4, GCS 37,417; 77, 23, 4, GCS 37, 436.

42 Por. Apollinaris Laodicenus, Demonstratio de divina incarnatione, fr. 22; 25 i 88-89, ed.
Lietzmann, s. 209, 210 i 226-227.

4 Por. Miihlenberg, Apollinaris von Laodicea, s. 110. Malo prawdopodobna wydaje si¢ nato-
miast hipoteza méwiaca o dwoch nastgpujacych po sobie formach doktryny Apolinarego. Pierwsza
miataby wyklucza¢ ludzka duszg Chrystusa, druga — juz tylko ludzki umyst Chrystusa. Druga forma
miataby stanowi¢ owoc glebszej refieksji jej autora pod wptywem krytyki przeciwnikow oraz re-
zultat bardziej znaczacego uwzglednienia antropologii biblijnej czy tez swiadectw biblijnych mo-
wiacych o duszy Chrystusa, zob. Bellini, Apollinare, Epifanio, Gregorio di Nazianzio, Gregorio di
Nissa e altri su Cristo, s. 18-19; Voisin, L ’Apollinarisme, s. 76-80.

“ Epiphanius Constantiensis, Panarion 77,27, 2, GCS 37, 439, thum. wiasne. Por. tez tamze 77,
27,1, GCS 37, 439; 77, 29, 1, GCS 37, 441, 77, 35, 3, GCS 37, 447, tenze, Ancoratus 76, 2, GCS
25,95; 78, 5-6, GCS 25, 98; 80, 2, GCS 25, 100; 119, 5, GCS 25, 148.

4 Por. tenze, Panarion 77,23, 4-6, GCS 37, 436; 77, 24, 1-2, GCS 37,437, 77, 34, 5, GCS 37,
446; tenze, Ancoratus 77, 4-5, GCS 25, 96-97.
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oczu w ludzkim ciele*. Warto tu ponadto zwr6ci¢ uwage na wyrazenie: TavTo
el 1L €éoTiv GvBpmnoc. Przez stowa te, dodane jakby ,,na wyrost”, Epifaniusz
chce powiedzieg, ze jakiekolwiek elementy wyrdzniliby$my jeszcze w naturze
ludzkiej, to nalezatoby je przyjac takze w czlowieczenstwie Chrystusa. Kon-
kretnie mogloby tu chodzi¢ np. o ludzkiego ducha (nvedpa). W rzeczywisto-
$ci owa facultas byla uznawana przez wielu Ojcow za element konstytutywny
cztowieka. O elemencie tym mowi takze sam Epifaniusz, jednak nie umiesz-
cza go explicite w formutach chrystologicznych prawdopodobnie dlatego, ze
z jednej strony uwaza, iz ludzki duch nie jest osobna hipostaza, lecz znajduje
bytowe oparcie w duszy, z drugiej strony, w polemice z apolinarystami nie
byto koniecznosci akcentowania tego elementu zwazywszy na to, ze ci utozsa-
miali ducha z umystem®’.

Mocnym argumentem za istnieniem ludzkiej duszy i umystu Chrystusa
sa dla Epifaniusza fragmenty Pisma Swigtego mowiace o ludzkich uczuciach
Zbawiciela. Nie moglo ich bowiem doswiadczy¢ ani samo bdostwo w ciele, ani
dusza pozbawiona ludzkiego umystu. Wsrod takich doswiadczen psychiczno-
-duchowych Jezusa biskup Salaminy wymienia: pragnienie (¢miOvpio) spo-
zycia Paschy z uczniami®®, smutek (A07n), zmartwienie (&@vpia)®, niepo-
kéj (tapayn)®® i wewnetrzng udreke (dywvio)®!. Epifaniusz przyjmuje ogol-
ng zasade gloszaca, iz Chrystus doswiadczyt wszystkiego, co bylo godziwe
(ebAoyov) dla ludzkiego ciata, duszy i umystu®.

Dlatego, zwazywszy na fakt, iz wspomniane wyzej uczucia smutku i nie-
pokoju nasz autor odnosit z reguty do Jezusowej agonii w Getsemani lub do
czasu bezposrednio poprzedzajacego Jego meke, nieco zaskakuje nas Epi-
faniuszowa interpretacja Chrystusowej modlitwy o oddalenie kielicha meki
w Ogroéjcu. Biskup Salaminy stwierdza najpierw, ze Zbawiciel nie bat si¢ (ovk
€poPnon) smierci*. Owszem, w tym miejscu nie mozna mu jeszcze nic za-
rzucié, przynajmniej na ptaszczyznie frazeologicznej. Zaden z Ewangelistow
nie opisuje bowiem Jezusowych przezy¢ terminem @6Boc. Niemniej jednak
w Ewangeliach, w tym konteks$cie spotykamy inne okreslenia mowiace o nie-
pokoju Chrystusa (por. Mt 26, 37; Mk 14, 33; Lk 22, 44). Tymczasem Epifa-
niusz nie bierze ich pod uwagg przy interpretacji modlitwy Chrystusa: ,,Ojcze
moj, jesli to mozliwe, niech mnie ominie ten kielich!” (Mt 26, 39). Biskup
Salaminy uwaza, ze Jezus, ktory przyszedt na $wiat wtasnie po to, by umrzec,
1 przepowiedzial swoja $mier¢, nie mogl wypowiedzie¢ owych stow w sensie

4 Por. tamze 78, 4, GCS 25, 98.

47 Por. tenze, Panarion 77,23, 6, GCS 37,436; 77,24, 1, GCS 37, 437, tenze, Ancoratus 77, 5,
GCS 25, 96-97; 81, 5-6, GCS 25, 102.

“ Por. tenze, Panarion 77,27, 1-2, GCS 37, 439.

4 Por. tamze 77, 26, 7, GCS 37, 439; 77, 30, 4, GCS 37, 443.

0 Por. tenze, Ancoratus 34, 3-4, GCS 25, 43.

St Por. tamze 31, 4-6, GCS 25, 40; 37, 1-3, GCS 25, 46-47.

52 Por. tenze, Panarion 77, 26, 6-7, GCS 37, 439.

33 Por. tenze, Ancoratus 34, 6, GCS 25, 44.
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wihasciwym. Totez interpretuje je, uciekajac si¢ do teorii oszukania diabta:
Zbawiciel modlit si¢ tak, by wzbudzi¢ u szatana podejrzenie, jakoby faktycz-
nie bat si¢ $mierci. W ten sposob diabet miat ignorowac fakt, iz zostanie poko-
nany wilasnie przez $mier¢ Jezusa*. Wprawdzie wspomniana teoria byta pod
wieloma postaciami bardzo rozpowszechniona w pierwszych wiekach®, nie-
mniej jednak dziwi nas, ze ucieka si¢ do niej autor, ktory z wielkim naciskiem
podkresla integralne cztowieczenstwo Chrystusa przeciw apolinaryzmowi.

Waznym fragmentem Pisma w polemice z Apolinarym jest dla Epifaniusza
ustep Lk 2, 52: ,,Jezus za$ czynil postgpy w madrosci i w latach”. Réwniez
i w tym wypadku biskup Salaminy stwierdza, ze do§wiadczen jakiegokolwiek
wzrostu nie mozna przypisa¢ bostwu, ktore jest absolutng Madroscia. Dlatego
wzrost w latach nalezy odnies¢ do Chrystusowego ciata i duszy, natomiast
postep w madrosci — wytacznie do Jego ludzkiego umystu, gdyz nie mogly
postgpowac w niej dusza i ciato®®. Passus Lk 2, 52 moze by¢ zatem potwier-
dzeniem integralnej natury ludzkiej Zbawiciela, niemniej jednak mozna jesz-
cze postawi¢ kolejne pytanie: jak Epifaniusz rozumie éw postep w madro-
sci ludzkiego umystu Chrystusa? Moze tu bowiem chodzi¢ zaréwno o po-
mnazanie wiedzy w oparciu o doswiadczenie, jak i o stopniowe objawianie
Madrosci Bozej ludzkiemu umystowi Pana, czyli stopniowe przekazywanie
wiedzy wlanej. Interpretacje zblizona do tej ostatniej spotykamy wczesniej
np. u Atanazego Wielkiego®’. Biskup Salaminy zdaje si¢ dawa¢ wyrazna odpo-
wiedz w innym fragmencie. Ot6z mowi o postgpach Jezusa w latach i madro-
sci w kontekscie innych Jego ludzkich do$wiadczen, za$ ustgp ten podsumo-
wuje stwierdzeniem, iz Chrystus poddat si¢ temu wszystkiemu, wypetniajac
caty porzadek (a wigc konsekwencje) stania si¢ cztowiekiem (&koAov6io Thg
évavipomnoewc)®. Wynika z tego, ze rowniez postgpowanie w madrosci,
o ktorym tu mowa, odbywato si¢ wedtug porzadku obejmujacego og6t ludzi,
a zatem na drodze doswiadczenia.

Fakt dostrzezenia przez Epifaniusza rowniez wiedzy nabytej Chrystusa jest
godny podkreslenia, gdyz jest to rzadkos¢ w epoce Ojcow Kosciota. Jednym
znielicznych obok niego pisarzy, ktorzy podkreslili t¢ prawdg, byl wspotczesny
mu Grzegorz z Nyssy”. Tymczasem wielu innych Ojcow odnosi swiadectwo
Lk 2, 52 jedynie do madro$ci (wiedzy) boskiej Chrystusa. Obok wspomniane;j

3 Por. tamze 34, 7-8, GCS 25, 44.

55 Por. H.R. Drobner, Gregor von Nyssa. Die drei Tage zwischen Tod und Auferstehung unseres
Herrn Jesus Christus, Leiden 1982, 87-89.

56 Por. Epiphanius Constantiensis, Ancoratus 78, 9, GCS 25, 98; tenze, Panarion 77, 26, 3-4,
GCS 37, 438-439; 77, 30, 1-2, GCS 37, 442.

57 Ujmujac doktadnie, Atanazy (Contra Arianos 3, 53, PG 26, 436 A) mowi o stopniowym prze-
bostwianiu natury ludzkiej Chrystusa przez Boza Madrosc¢.

58 Por. Epiphanius Constantiensis, Ancoratus 31, 6-8, GCS 25, 40-41.

%9 Por. Gregorius Nyssenus, Antirrheticus adversus Apollinarium, ed. F. Miiller, GNO 3/1, Lei-
den 1958, 175. Zob. Bellini, Apollinare, Epifanio, Gregorio di Nazianzio, Gregorio di Nissa e altri
su Cristo, s. 535-536.
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juz interpretacji Atanazego spotykamy jeszcze bardziej alegoryczne proby wy-
jasnienia tegoz ust¢pu Pisma. Grzegorz z Nazjanzu® i Dydym Slepy®! rozumie-
ja Jezusowy postgp w madrosci w sensie stopniowego objawiania przez Niego
madrosci Bozej stuchajacym Go ludziom. Co ciekawe, obydwaj pisarze bardzo
mocno podkreslali integralne cztowieczenstwo Chrystusa przeciw apolinary-
zmowi. Najwyrazniej passus Lk 2, 52 nie stat si¢ jeszcze powszechnie uzy-
wanym or¢zem Ojcow przeciw tej herezji. Zreszta u samego Epifaniusza, we
fragmencie, w ktorym nie polemizuje on z Apolinarym, rowniez znajdujemy
taka alternatywna interpretacj¢ Lk 2, 52. Ot6z biskup Salaminy tak wyjasnia to
miejsce: Syn, Boza Madro$¢, stajac sig¢ czlowiekiem, przelat madro$¢ z niebios
w swe cztowieczenstwo, a nastepnie rozprzestrzenial swa moc na caty $wiat,
by napetni¢ go taska. W tym sensie postgpowat w latach i madrosci®. Nie jest
tatwo zrozumie¢, dlaczego Epifaniusz zamieszcza w tym samym dziele dwie
zupetnie odmienne interpretacje tego samego fragmentu. By¢ moze nasz au-
tor chcial da¢ do zrozumienia, ze Chrystus niektore prawdy znat przez wiedze
nabyta, a inne przez boska (wlang), tak jak to przyjmuje takze teologia wspot-
czesna. Moze to by¢ jednak i efekt tego, ze biskup Salaminy korzysta czgsto
z innych autordéw 1 taczy odmienne tradycje, zaniedbujac jednak systematyczne
utozenie materiatu i jego spdjnose.

Fakt ten jest jeszcze bardziej widoczny przy Epifaniuszowej interpretacji
pytan Jezusa, ktore spotykamy w Ewangelii. Owszem, zgodnie z tym, co po-
wiedziano wyzej, Jezus mogt si¢ rzeczywiscie dowiadywac o niektore rzeczy
poprzez pytania, tymczasem inne poznawat wewngtrznie, przez wiedzg boska,
dlatego nie wszystkie Jego pytania musza by¢ rozumiane w sensie wilasci-
wym. U naszego autora spotykamy jednak ten problem, ze niektore z pytan
Chrystusa interpretuje on w jednym miejscu jako oznaki Jego petlnego czto-
wieczenstwa, innym razem uwaza, iz Zbawiciel pytat o to samo nie z powodu
niewiedzy, ale chcac doprowadzi¢ zapytanych ludzi do pewnego (nadprzyro-
dzonego) celu. Dotyczy to trzech pytan: o to, gdzie potozono Lazarza (por.
J 11, 33-34), kto si¢ Go dotknat (por. Lk 8, 45), oraz za kogo ludzie uwazali
Syna Czlowieczego (por. Mt 16, 13)%. Powyzszy problem jest potwierdze-
niem tradycyjnej opinii méwiacej, iz pisma Epifaniusza sa w wielu miejscach
niejasne 1 stabo zredagowane.

Mowiac o zagadnieniu wiedzy Chrystusa, warto jeszcze dodac¢, ze biskup
Salaminy interpretuje Jezusowa niewiedzg co do dnia sadu jednoznacznie jako

% Por. Gregorius Nazianzenus, Epistula 101, 24, SCh 208, 46; zob. K. Holl, Amphilochius von
Tkonium in seinem Verhdltnis zu den grossen Kappadoziern, Tiibingen — Leipzig 1904, 194.

0 Por. Didymus Caecus, Commentarius in Ecclesiasten 221, 23 - 222, 6, ed. J. Kramer
— B. Krebber: Didymos der Blinde, Kommentar zum Ecclesiastes, pt. 4, Papyrologische Texte und
Abhandlungen 16, Bonn 1972, 82. Zob. R.M. Pancerz, Christi anima apud Didymum Caecum (313-
398), Romae 2007, 68-69; tenze, Zarys doktryny Dydyma Slepego o duszy Chrystusa, ,Przeglad
Kalwaryjski” 14 (2010) 86-87.

62 Por. Epiphanius Constantiensis, Ancoratus 40, 2-6, GCS 25, 50.

8 Por. tamze 31, 6-8, GCS 25, 40-41; 38, 3-7, GCS 25, 48; 39, 7-8, GCS 25, 49.
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pozorna. Jego wypowiedz: ,,.Lecz o dniu owym lub godzinie nikt nie wie, ani
aniotowie w niebie, ani Syn, tylko Ojciec” (Mk 13, 32) ma znaczenie du-
chowe, a oznacza, ze Ojciec zna dzien sadu zarowno w sensie teoretycznej
znajomosci faktu (koto e1dno1v), jak i w sensie praktycznym (kotar Tpagiv),
gdyz dokonatl juz sadu, przekazujac go Synowi (por. J 5, 22). Syn natomiast
zna teoretycznie godzing sadu, lecz jeszcze go nie dokonal, a zatem nie po-
znat go xata mpa&y. Fakt teoretycznej znajomosci dnia sadu ze strony Syna
Bozego Epifaniusz opiera na $wiadectwie Mt 11, 27: ,Nikt tez nie zna Syna
tylko Ojciec, ani Ojca nikt nie zna, tylko Syn”. Jesli wigc Syn zna Ojca, to
jakze moglby nie zna¢ godziny sadu — rzeczy o wiele nizszego rzedu? Jednym
stowem, poznanie Syna i Ojca sa jednakowe, bo jednakowe jest ich bostwo®.
Czytajac ten dlugi fragment, od razu rozumiemy, dlaczego Epifaniusz nie wia-
czyt ustepu Mk 13, 32 do walki z Apolinarym. Ot6z w tym miejscu biskup Sa-
laminy polemizuje z herezja Ariusza, dla ktorego nieznajomos$¢ dnia sadu ze
strony Syna byta dowodem Jego ontycznej nizszosci wzgledem Ojca. W tym
kontekscie Epifaniusz broni przede wszystkim boskosci Syna, i dlatego patrzy
na Wcielonego w perspektywie Jego natury boskiej, pomijajac w ogdle Jego
umyst ludzki. Tymczasem wtasnie temu mozna byto przypisa¢ niewiedze¢ co
do dnia sadu, jak to uczynit np. Grzegorz z Nyssy®. Interpretacja Epifaniusza
pokazuje, jak czesto Ojcom Kos$ciota brakuje jeszcze myslenia komplemen-
tarnego w teologii.

Na koncu tego punktu zwrocimy jeszcze uwage na argument pozabiblijny,
ktéry dla wielkiego herezjologa jest przestanka za istnieniem ludzkiej duszy
iumystu Chrystusa. Jest to argument soteriologiczny, tradycyjnie zwany Quod
non assumptum, non sanatum, gloszacy, ze to, co nie zostalo przyjete przez Od-
wieczne Stowo we Wcieleniu, nie zostalo tez uleczone (zbawione). Aksjomat
ten stosowali juz pisarze chrzescijanscy II w., broniac istnienia prawdziwego
ciala Zbawiciela przeciw tendencjom doketycznym gnostykow®. Oczywiscie
w IV w., w polemice z apolinaryzmem nalezato szczegdlnie zaakcentowac¢ du-
sz¢ 1 umyst Chrystusa. Juz przed Epifaniuszem, w latach 362-370, argumentu
soteriologicznego przeciw chrystologii Apolinarego uzyt Atanazy®’. Biskup
Salaminy, przywotujac aksjomat Quod non assumptum, nie jest jednak zalez-
ny od Aleksandryjczyka, lecz uzywa typowych dla siebie sformulowan. Mowi
mianowicie o koniecznos$ci przyjgcia przez Wcielone Stowo ludzkiego ciala,
duszy, umystu i wszelkich innych elementow natury ludzkiej, lub tez ,,dosko-
natego cztowieka”, tzn. integralnego czlowieczenstwa®®.

¢ Por. tamze 17, 1-6, GCS 25, 25-26; 19, 6-8, GCS 25, 28; 21, 1-5, GCS 25, 29-30.

8 Por. Gregorius Nyssenus, Antirrheticus adversus Apollinarium, GNO 3/1, 167-168.

% Por. A. Grillmeier, Quod non assumptum — non sanatum, LThK VIII 954-955.

7 Por. Athanasius Alexandrinus, Tomus ad Antiochenos 7, PG 26, 804B; zob. tenze, Ad Epicte-
tum 8, PG 26, 1061.

%8 Por. Epiphanius Constantiensis, Panarion 77, 19, 1, GCS 37, 433, tenze, Ancoratus 75, 7-8,
GCS 25, 95; 78, 3. 5-6, GCS 25, 97-98.
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3. Wyrazenia oznaczajace pelie¢ czlowieczenstwa. Oprocz wyraznego
wymieniania komponentéw ludzkiej natury Chrystusa (ciato, dusza, umyst),
Epifaniusz wyznaje prawde¢ o pelnym cztowieczenstwie Zbawiciela takze
przez uzywanie odpowiedniej terminologii w wywodach chrystologicznych.
Na oznaczenie faktu Wcielenia Stowa biskup Salaminy bardzo czgsto uzy-
wa rzeczownika évavOponnotig (dost. ,,wcztowieczenie™) czy tez czasownika
EvavBporém (,,stac sig¢ cztowiekiem”, ,,przyjac naturg ludzka”), przy czym sa
one czesto wzmocnione przymiotnikami ,,prawdziwe”, ,,doskonate” czy tez
przystowkami ,,prawdziwie”, ,,doskonale”®. Nie ulega watpliwosci, ze ter-
minologia ta jest uwarunkowana polemika z Apolinarym. W tym konteks$cie
termin évovBpannotg (i jemu pokrewne) byl bardziej $cisly i1 jednoznaczny,
niz stowo (év)capkwotg (i jemu pokrewne). Podobng funkcj¢ petni u Epifa-
niusza okreslenie télelog dvOpwmog (doskonaty cztowiek) wzgledem Chrys-
tusa’. Przymiotnik téAelog wskazuje tu oczywiscie na doskonato$¢ ontyczna
a nie moralna. Okre$lenie to zostato pozniej uzyte na obrong integralnej natury
ludzkiej Zbawiciela przez Sobor Konstantynopolitanski I (381)". U biskupa
Salaminy spotykamy tez okreslenie Jezusa wyrazeniem &vOp®TOS PLOKOG
(cztowiek naturalny, prawdziwy)’.

Ponadto na uwagg zastuguje fakt okres§lania Chrystusa przez Epifaniu-
sza wyrazeniem KvpLokog GvBpwmog’®. Trzeba zaznaczyé, ze przymiotnik
KVPLokog nie oznacza tu cechy, lecz ma znaczenie dzierzawcze, dlatego cate
wyrazenie nalezy thumaczy¢ jako ,,cztowiek Panski (nalezacy do Pana)” albo
— parafrazujac — ,,Pan jako cztowiek”. Za terminem tym kryje si¢ z jednej
strony §wiadomos¢ autora, ze w przypadku Chrystusa nie mamy do czynie-
nia z odrgbnym (osobowo) czlowiekiem, ale, ze cztowieczenstwo to nalezy
do Pana (Syna Bozego); z drugiej strony — przekonanie o integralnym czto-
wieczenstwie Zbawiciela oraz o tym, ze czlowieczenstwo, a nie bostwo, jest
osrodkiem ziemskich przezy¢ i doznan Wcielonego Stowa. Zatem wyrazenie
to petni u Epifaniusza rowniez funkcje¢ antyapolinarystycznag™.

% Por. tenze, Panarion 77, 18, 6-7, GCS 37, 431; 77, 18, 10-12, GCS 37, 432; 77, 19, 2, GCS
37,433;77,27,1,GCS 37,439; 77, 28, 5, GCS 37, 441; 77, 29, 4-5, GCS 37, 442; tenze, Ancoratus
75, 6, GCS 25, 94-95; 77, 2, GCS 25, 96; 119, 6, GCS 25, 148.

" Por. tenze, Panarion 77, 1, 5, GCS 37, 416; 77, 19, 1, GCS 37, 433; 77, 29, 1, GCS 37, 441,
zob. tenze, Ancoratus 75, 6-8, GCS 25, 95; 80, 1, GCS 25, 99; 117, 2, GCS 25, 145; 119, 5, GCS
25, 148.

I Por. Concilium Constantinopolitanum I (381), Epistula ad papam Damasum et occidentales
episcopos 6, ed. A. Baron — H. Pietras, ZMT 24, Krakdéw 2001 = DSP 1, 82.

2 Por. Epiphanius Constantiensis, Ancoratus 44, 6, GCS 25, 55.

3 Por. tamze 34, 1, GCS 25, 43; 37, 3, GCS 25, 46; 44, 2, GCS 25, 54; 78, 7, GCS 25, 98; 93,
6-8, GCS 125, 114-115. Obszernie na temat zastosowania tego wyrazenia w tradycji patrystycznej
zob. A. Grillmeier, ‘O kvplakog &vepwnog. Eine Studie zu einer christologischen Bezeichnung der
Viterzeit, ,, Traditio” 33 (1977) 1-63.

™ Por. C. Riggi, Questioni cristologiche in Epifanio di Salamina, w: tenze, Epistrophe. Tensione
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4. Integralne czlowieczenstwo Chrystusa a problem Jego jednoSci
i bezgrzeszno$ci. Jak zaznaczyliSmy na poczatku, Apolinary wykluczyt ludz-
ki umyst we Wcielonym Stowie takze dlatego, Zze jego istnienie postrzegat
jako zagrozenie dla jednosci 1 $wigtosci Chrystusa. Analizujac zatem doktryng
autora, ktéry polemizuje z apolinaryzmem, musimy zapyta¢ rowniez o to, jak
on rozwigzal ten podwojny problem. Najpierw zajmiemy si¢ zagadnieniem
bytowej jednosci Chrystusa. W rzeczywistosci niektorzy pisarze pierwszych
wiekow, zwlaszcza przedstawiciele teologii antiochenskiej, ktorzy mocno ak-
centowali integralne cztowieczenstwo Zbawiciela, zostawili niejasny a czgsto
nawet btedny obraz jednosci Wcielonego Stowa. To wtasnie model chrystolo-
gii ,,rozdzielajacej” byl powodem reakcji Apolinarego.

Epifaniusz byl najwyrazniej swiadomy problemu, ktéry zostal zaakcen-
towany przez biskupa Laodycei. Dlatego broniac kompletnej natury ludzkiej
Chrystusa, czyni czgste dygresje na temat Jego ontycznej jednosci. Oczywis-
cie u biskupa Salaminy nie znajdujemy jeszcze terminow technicznych na
okreslenie jednej osoby Stowa czy tez hipostatycznego zjednoczenia dwoch
natur, bo wyrazenia te zostaly zaaprobowane dopiero w V w. Wspomniane
prawdy sa jednak bardzo mocno przez niego podkreslane w sposob opisowy.
Epifaniusz wyjasnia na przyklad, Ze mowienie o doskonatym czlowieczen-
stwie Pana nie oznacza wyznawania dwoch Chrystusow, czy tez dwoch Bo-
zych Synow, bo w rzeczywistosci ten sam (0 o0T6g) jest Bogiem i ten sam
cztowiekiem’. Zdanie to pokrywa si¢ ideowo ze znana formuta Ireneusza: €ig
Kol 0 o0T6g”. W innym miejscu czytamy, ze Syn Bozy uksztaltowal sobie
ciato i utworzyt z nim jedna, swigta jednos¢ (uia aylo €votng)”’.

Wyjasniajac z kolei werset ,,A Stowo stato si¢ ciatem” (J 1, 14) na ptasz-
czyznie ontologicznej, biskup Salaminy mowi, iz nalezy go rozumie¢ w takim
sensie, ze Bog-Stowo do swej wlasnej (boskiej) hipostazy (1] idig YTooTdoEL)
przyjat ,,bycie cztowiekiem”’®; albo ze obok bostwa przyjat swe wilasne czto-
wieczenstwo (Tnv idloav adTod évavBpdnnoiv)”. W sformutowaniach tych
na uwagg zastuguje to, iz natura ludzka Chrystusa zostaje tu okreslona jako
nalezaca do Syna Bozego, oraz Ze jest ona wyrazona w formie abstrakcyjnej
(,,czlowieczenstwo” czy tez ,,bycie cztowiekiem”), co wyraznie wskazuje na
jeden (boski) podmiot we Wcielonym Stowie. Nie ulega watpliwosci, ze sfor-
mulowania te sa o wiele bardziej jednoznaczne, niz uzywane czgsto w epoce
patrystycznej wyrazenie ,,przyjat cztowieka” (&vBpwmov ELafev), ktore moze

verso la Divina Armonia. Scritti di filologia patristica raccolti in occasione del LXX Genetliaco,
a cura di Biagio Amata, Roma 1985, 850- 851.

5 Por. Epiphanius Constantiensis, Panarion 77,29, 5, GCS 37, 442; tenze, Ancoratus 117, 3,
GCS 25, 145; 119, 7, GCS 25, 148.

¢ Trenaeus, Adversus haereses 111 16, 2, ed. A. Rousseau — L. Doutreleau, t. 2: Livre III, SCh
211, Paris 2002, 290.

7 Por. Epiphanius Constantiensis, Ancoratus 119, 6, GCS 25, 148.

8 Por. tamze 75, 7, GCS 25, 95.

7 Por. tenze, Panarion 77,29, 8, GCS 37, 442.
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sugerowac, ze Stowo zjednoczyto si¢ z istniejacym odregbnie cztowiekiem.
W tym kontekscie trzeba jeszcze doda¢, ze Epifaniusz absolutnie nie akceptu-
je w teologii wcielenia malo przejrzystego okreslenia ,,zamieszka¢ (oikfico)
w cztowieku®.

Wielki herezjolog wskazuje na jeden podmiot we Wcielonym Stowie takze
przez stosowanie regulty communicatio idiomatum. Nawiazujac w Panarionie
do biblijnych stow o ukrzyzowaniu Pana chwaty (por. 1Kor 2, 8) i o Chrystu-
sie cierpiacym za nas w ciele (por. 1P 4, 1), wyjasnia, iz stéw tych nie nalezy
rozumiec¢ tak, jakoby bostwo (6e61tng) cierpiato samo w sobie, albo — z drugiej
strony — jakoby kim$ innym (&AAog) byt Pan i kim$ innym ten, ktory cierpiat;
lecz wyrazenia te méwia, ze bostwo samo pozostajac niezmienne (G TPETTOG)
i niecierpigtliwe (dma®NG), cierpiato w ciele, poniewaz bostwo i cztowieczen-
stwo byly razem (cvvijv), gdy Chrystus cierpiat na krzyzu®'. Oczywiscie jezyk
teologiczny Epifaniusza jest jeszcze niedoskonaty, gdyz cierpienia w ciele na-
lezatoby przypisa¢ Boskiemu Stowu (jako podmiotowi, osobie), a nie bostwu
(czyli boskiej naturze). Epifaniusz mowi ponadto, ze takie rozumienie kwestii
cierpienia Chrystusa jest konieczne, gdyz nasze zbawienie musi pochodzi¢ za-
réwno od bostwa jak i od ,,ciata”. Biskup Salaminy wydaje si¢ tu zatem zga-
dza¢ z fundamentalnym postulatem Apolinarego, dla ktérego prawda o ,,cier-
piacym Bogu” byla punktem wyjs$cia soteriologii i chrystologii.

Podobne refleksje autor snuje w dziele Ancoratus. Tu, w jednym miejscu
spotykamy juz dopracowane teologicznie i precyzyjne sformutowanie: ,,Bog
cierpiat w ciele, jakkolwiek nie cierpiato Jego bostwo™, lecz nieco dalej
1jeszcze w innym miejscu znOw pojawiaja si¢ stowa obarczone wspomnianym
wyzej brakiem precyzji. Moéwia one mianowicie, ze cierpienie ciala zostato
policzone bostwu (€AoyicOn eig tnv Oe6tTNnTRr), ktore byto nosicielem cia-
1a%. Oceniajac cato$ciowo stosowanie regulty communicatio idiomatum przez
Epifaniusza, trzeba oczywiscie przyznac¢, ze pomimo niedoskonatej formy je-
zykowej, bardzo wyrazna jest troska naszego autora, by zbawcze cierpienie
przypisa¢ Synowi Bozemu jako ostatecznemu podmiotowi. W ogole prawda
o bytowej jednosci Wceielonego Stowa jest przedstawiona przez biskupa Sala-
miny z jednakowo mocnym naciskiem, jak prawda o Jego integralnej naturze
ludzkiej. Epifaniusz ukazuje owa jedno$¢ znacznie lepiej, niz liczni pisarze
IV-V w., zwiazani z tradycja antiochenska, 1 — co warto szczegolnie podkreslic
— o wiele lepiej, niz wspotczesny mu Dydym Slepy, zwiazany notabene z tra-
dycja aleksandryjska®. Stuszne jest zatem spostrzezenie Calogero Riggi, ktory
zwraca uwage, ze nasz autor, cho¢ dziala w srodowisku syropalestynskim,

8 Por. tamze 77, 29, 5, GCS 37, 442; tenze, Ancoratus 75,7, GCS 25, 95; 80, 4, GCS 25, 100.
81 Por. tenze, Panarion 77,32, 3-7, GCS 37, 444-445,

8 Por. tamze 77, 32, 7-8, GCS 37, 445.

8 Tenze, Ancoratus 36, 6, GCS 25, 46, ttum. wlasne. Por. Voisin, L ’Apollinarisme, s. 370.

8 Por. Epiphanius Constantiensis, Ancoratus 36, 6, GCS 25, 46; 93, 4. 7-8, GCS 25, 114-115.
8 Por. Pancerz, Christi anima, s. 110-114; tenze, Zarys doktryny Dydyma, s. 87-88.
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reprezentuje w rzeczywistosci pozycje posrednia migdzy tendencjami teolo-
gicznymi antiochenskimi i aleksandryjskimi®®.

Na koniec przyjrzymy sig, jak Epifaniusz rozwiazuje drugi z dylematow
Apolinarego, tzn. kwestig nieskazitelnosci moralnej Chrystusa®’. Sam biskup
Salaminy formutuje dylemat swego przeciwnika w nastgpujacy sposob: Zba-
wiciel nie mogl przyja¢ ludzkiego umystu, poniewaz w tym wypadku bylby
poddany — podobnie jak wszyscy ludzie — takim doznaniom, jak pozadanie czy
ztos¢. Odpowiadajac na tak postawiony problem, Epifaniusz zarzuca biskupo-
wi Laodycei przede wszystkim brak konsekwencji w mysleniu teologicznym.
Oto6z jesli przyjecie przez Zbawiciela prawdziwego ludzkiego ciata (co akcep-
towat réwniez Apolinary) nie spowodowato tego, ze zostat On zwycigzony
przez niegodziwe cielesne namigtnosci, to tym bardziej przyjecie przez Niego
ludzkiego umyshu nie skutkowato nieuporzadkowanymi myslami®. A prze-
ciez — argumentuje Epifaniusz — Biblia zawsze przedstawia w negatywnym
swietle nie to, co pochodzi od umystu, ale wtasnie to, co pochodzi od cia-
fa, czyli jego pozadliwo$¢, rozwiaztos$¢, przyjemnosci zmystowe, pragnienia
przeciwne duchowi czy tez zte uczynki®. Ponadto wielki obronca ortodoksji
podkresla, 1z nie mozna patrzy¢ na ludzki umyst fatalistycznie, jakoby byt on
z gory skazany na grzeszenie. Umyst posiada bowiem zdolno$¢ rozrozniania
pomigdzy dobrem i ztem, a takze mozno$é wyboru™.

Prezentujac natomiast pewnego rodzaju pars construens, nasz autor zwraca
uwagg na nastepujaca prawde: Skoro Boski Logos jest zdolny, by czyni¢ swig-
tymi zwyktych ludzi, ktérzy uczestnicza w Jego darach jedynie ,,z zewnatrz”,
wznoszac si¢ ponad swoj ludzki umyst dzigki Bozej tasce, to tym bardziej swa
Boska moca, ktora posiadat w pelni, panowat On w sposéb doskonaly nad swo-
im wlasnym umystem i cala ludzka natura, udzielajac jej doskonatosci i po-
zwalajac spetniac jedynie to, co bylto godziwe i odpowiednie dla bostwa’!. Nie
istnieje zreszta — dodaje Epifaniusz — zadna rzecz stworzona, ktora mogtaby
ograniczy¢ moc i dziatanie bostwa Zbawiciela. Swiadczy o tym cate Jego zycie,
a szczegolnie cuda, ktorych dokonat®?. Biskup Salaminy widzi zatem ostatecz-
na gwarancj¢ bezgrzesznosci Chrystusa w $cistym zjednoczeniu Jego natury
ludzkiej z natura Boska, ktorej owa ludzka jest absolutnie podporzadkowana.

8 Por. Riggi, Questioni cristologiche in Epifanio, s. 846.

87 Bezgrzeszno$¢ Chrystusa zostaje przyjeta przez biskupa Salaminy jako pewnik w oparciu
o $wiadectwo 1P 2, 22: ,,On grzechu nie popetnit, a w Jego ustach nie byto podstepu” (por. Epipha-
nius, Ancoratus 80, 1, GCS 25, 99).

8 Por. Epiphanius, Panarion 77, 26, 4-6, GCS 37, 439; 77, 29, 4, GCS 37, 442; tenze, Ancora-
tus 76, 3, GCS 25, 95; 79, 1-2, GCS 25, 98-99.

8 Por. tenze, Panarion 77,27, 5-9, GCS 37, 440; tenze, Ancoratus 76, 4-5, GCS 25, 95-96.

% Por. tenze, Panarion 77,27, 4, GCS 37, 440; tenze, Ancoratus 76, 6, GCS 25, 96.

I Por. tenze, Ancoratus 79, 3-4, GCS 25, 99; 80, 1-2, GCS 25, 99-100; tenze, Panarion 77, 35,
1-2, GCS 37, 447.

92 Por. tenze, Panarion 77,28, 1-5, GCS 37, 440-441.



OBRONA INTEGRALNEGO CZEOWIECZENSTWA CHRYSTUSA 267

Rozwiazanie problemu ze strony naszego autora jest wigc zasadniczo zgodne
z rozwiazaniem przyjetym przez pdzniejszych Ojcéw Kosciota.

Rk sk

Podsumowujac trzeba powiedzie¢, ze polemika Epifaniusza z Apolinarym
jest w swej strukturze nieco chaotyczna, niemniej jednak zawiera cenne ele-
menty®*. Poniewaz biskup Salaminy spotkat na Cyprze rozne formy apolinary-
zmu, jego odpowiedz na ten blad obejmuje obrong wszystkich komponentow
czlowieczenstwa Zbawiciela: ciala, duszy i umyshu. Argumentem za integral-
no$cia Jego natury ludzkiej byly dla naszego autora nie tylko Chrystusowe
uczucia, o ktorych mowi Ewangelia, ale takze fakt zdobywania przez Niego
wiedzy na drodze do§wiadczenia (por. Lk 2, 52), na co zwrdcili uwagg tylko
nieliczni Ojcowie Kosciota. Z kolei sposrod argumentéw pozabiblijnych Epi-
faniusz przywotuje jedynie tradycyjny aksjomat Quod non assumptum, non sa-
natum, nie dostrzega natomiast aktywnej roli ludzkiej duszy Chrystusa w dzie-
le zbawczym. Mocnym punktem chrystologii Epifaniusza jest bardzo wyrazne
podkreslenie 1 prawidlowe rozumienie jednosci Wceielonego Stowa, co w tra-
dycji Ojcow nie zawsze szto w parze z modelem chrystologicznym ,,LLogos-
-cztowiek”, oraz poprawne rozwiazanie problemu Jezusowej bezgrzesznosci.
Natomiast ciemnymi punktami na ogdlnie przejrzystym obrazie ludzkiej natury
Chrystusa sa w doktrynie Epifaniusza: dopuszczenie mozliwosci uchylania si¢
Zbawiciela od niektérych ludzkich doswiadczen (np. potrzeby fizjologiczne),
niejasna interpretacja Jego pytan zawartych w Ewangelii, a takze thumaczenie
modlitwy w Ogrdjcu przy uzyciu prymitywnej teorii oszukania szatana.

DEFENCE OF THE INTEGRITY OF CHRIST’S HUMAN NATURE
AGAINST APOLLINARISM IN THE WRITINGS
OF EPIPHANIUS OF SALAMIS

(Summary)

Epiphanius of Salamis was one of the Church Fathers, who reacted resolutely
against incorrect Christology of Apollinaris of Laodicea. The latter asserted that
the divine Logos took the place of Christ’s human mind (vod¢). In the beginning,
the bishop of Salamis tackled the problem of Christ’s human body, since — as he
told himself — followers of Apollinaris, that arrived in Cyprus, put about incorrect
doctrine on the Saviour’s body. Among other things, they asserted it was consub-
stantial with his godhead. Beyond doubt, this idea constituted a deformation of the
original thought of Apollinaris. Anyway, Epiphanius opposing that error took up

% Por. Bellini, Apollinare, Epifanio, Gregorio di Nazianzio, Gregorio di Nissa e altri su Cri-
sto, s. 9.
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again expressions, which had been employed before by the Apostolic Fathers and
Apologists in the fight against Docetism.

Besides, Epiphanius told that some followers of Apollinaris denied the exi-
stence of Christ’s human soul (yvyn). Also in this matter, in all probability, we
come across a deformation of the original doctrine of the bishop of Laodicea.
A real controversy with Apollinaris was the defence of the human mind of the Sa-
viour. Epiphanius emphasized that He becoming man took all components of hu-
man nature: “body, soul, mind and everything that man is”, in accordance with the
axiom “What is not assumed is not saved” (Quod non assumptum, non sanatum).
A proof of the integrity of human nature was the reasonable human feelings the
Saviour experienced (hunger, tiredness, sorrow, anxiety) as well as knowledge he
had to gain partly from experience, which was witnessed by Luke 2, 52. In the lat-
ter question, the bishop of Salamis was a forerunner of contemporary Christology.

The fact that Epiphanius admitted a complete human nature in Christ didn’t
bring dividing the incarnate Logos into two persons. Although the bishop of Sa-
lamis didn’t use technical terms for the one person of Jesus Christ, he outlined
nonetheless the idea of the hypostatic union in his own words, as well as through
employing the rule of the communicatio idiomatum. The ontological union of the
divine Logos with his human nature assured Christ’s holiness, too.

Key words: Epiphanius of Salamis, Christology, Apollinarism, Christ’s human
nature, the human feelings and knowledge of Christ, unity of the incarnate Logos.

Stowa kluczowe: Epifaniusz z Salaminy, chrystologia, apolinaryzm, natura
ludzka Chrystusa, ludzkie uczucia i wiedza Chrystusa, jedno$¢ Wcielonego Stowa
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Rev. Leszek MISIARCZYK"

“NON ERRORES MENTIS
SED LOGISMOI FACIUNT HAERESES”.
THE PASSIONS AS A SOURCE OF HERESY
ACCORDING TO EVAGRIUS PONTICUS

As we know, Evagrius of Pontus was a monk and the author of numerous
works on various ascetic and mystical topics. He was born in Ibora, in Pontus, in
345 and died in 399 in Kelia, Egypt'. He wrote more than thirty treatises on dif-
ferent topics among which the central place is occupied by the so-called trilogy,
Practicus, Gnosticus, and preserved mostly in Syriac with fragments in Greek,
Kephalaia Gnostica. Due to Origenistic controversy and its condemnation at the
Council of Constantinople in 553 a lot of Evagrian works have been considered
as promoting Origenism and have not survived in the original Greek language. In
Greek language we have only works on ascetic and spiritual topics, often under
the name of other authors like Nilus of Ancyra (7ractatus ad Eulogium, De vitiis
quae opposita sunt virtutibus, De oratione, De octo spiritibus malitiae, De ma-
lignis cogitationibus), but his works in the field of cosmology, eschatology and
anthropology have been irretrievably lost or have been transmitted to our times in
Syrian, Coptic, Latin or Armenian translations. The writings of Evagrius bear the
traces of different places and people that shaped him and contain many elements
apparently difficult to reconcile with one another. Firstly, it was a milieu of great
Cappadocian Fathers (Caesarea and Constantinople), where the ideal dominated
was the Greek paideia, excellent knowledge of rhetoric, theological defense
of the Nicene Creed and the world of ecclesiastical politics and diplomacy?;

* Rev. dr hab. Leszek Misiarczyk, prof. UKSW — professor in patristic theology at Univer-
sity Stephan Cardinal Wyszynski in Warsaw (Faculty of History and Social Sciences); e-mail:
Lmisiarczyk@uksw.edu.pl.

I'Cf. R.R.P. Ceillier, Evagre du Pont, archidiacre de Constantinopole et abbé dans le désert des
Cellules, in: Histoire Générale des Auteurs sacrés et ecclésiastique, Paris 1860, 110-119; A. Levasti,
Il piu grande mistico del deserto: Evagrio Pontico, “Rivista di Ascetica e Mistica” 13 (1968) 242-
264; C. and A. Guillaumont, Evagre le Pontique. “Traité pratique ou le Moine”, 1, SCh 170, Paris
1971, 23-37; idem, Evagrius Ponticus: Leben, Werk, Nachwirkung, Quellen/Literatur, TRE X 565-
570; E. Conteras, Evagrio Pontico: su vida, su obra, su doctrina, “Cuadernos Mondsticos” 11 (1976)
83-95; G. Bunge, Briefe aus der Wiiste, Trier 1986, 17-111.

2 Cf. W. Lackner, Zur Profanen Bildung des Evagrios Pontikos, in: Hans Gerstinger. Festgabe
zum 80. Geburtstag. Arbeiten aus dem Grazer Schiilerkreis, Graz 1966, 17-29.
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the second was the milieu of educated people who lived a monastic life, like
Melania and Rufin; third was the milieu of desert fathers with their own, of-
ten simple, piety and strict asceticism (Macarius the Great and Macarius of
Egypt)’; the fourth milieu was a world of educated monks in the desert of
Egypt who preceded Evagrius and were involved in Origenist controversy*.
Leading researchers on Evagrius’ writings and doctrine like Antoine Guillau-
mont and Gabriel Bunge, are of the opinion that his ascetic-spiritual teaching
is based on the tradition of the Desert Fathers, especially the two Macariuses,
while speculative doctrine would rather be the fruit of his own philosophical
and theological reflections based on the theology of Origen and the Cappado-
cian Fathers’.

Even a superficial analysis of the Evagrian writings clearly shows that
both the entire corpus of his writings as well as his doctrine consists of two
parts: the first, associated with the practical part of monastic life, concerns
the fight with eight passionate thoughts (Aoyiopot) attacking a monk, and are
preserved in Greek, while the second explains the origin of the world and
man, the so-called “sin in the pre-existence” and its consequences in the form
of a permanent breakdown of human nature and the ultimate goal of human
life. This second group of writings already in Evagrius’ mind was addressed
only to the gnostics, the perfect in the spiritual life who have purified their
souls through ascetic practice and have become capable of achieving spiritual
knowledge. For this reason, works such as Kephalaia Gnostica, Gnosticus or
Epistula ad Melaniam were written in esoteric language understandable only
to selected and prepared people. They became problematic when they fell into
the hands of men not prepared to read them, who understood them wrongly.
These writings were the reason for later Evagrian suspicion of heretical views.
However, the Council of Constantinople in 553 did not condemn him by name

3 Cf. I. Hausherr, Les grands courrants de la spiritualité orientale, OCP 1 (1935) 114-138;
A. Guillaumont, Le dépaysement comme forme d’ascése dans le monachisme ancien, “Ecole Pra-
tique des hautes Etudes, Section des Sciences Religieuses” 76 (1968-1969) 31-5; idem, Un philo-
sophe au désert: Evagre le Pontique, RHR 181 (1972) 29-56; idem, La conception du désert chez
les moines d’Egypte, RHR 188 (1975) 3-21; idem, Histoire des moines aux Kellia, “Orientalia Lova-
niensia Periodica” 8 (1977) 187-203; idem, Aux origines du monachisme chrétien: Pour un phé-
nomenologie du monachisme, Bégrolles-en-Mauges 1979; R. Kesser, Sortir du monde. Réflexions
sur la situation et développement des établissements monastiques aux Kellia, “Revue de Théologie
et de Philosophie” 109 (1976) 111-124; P. Miquel [et al.], Déserts chrétiens d’Egypte, Nice 1993;
L. Regnault, The Day-to-Day Life of Desert Fathers in Fourth Century Egypt, Petersham 1999.

4 Cf. M.W. O’Laughlin, Origenism in the Desert. Anthropology and Integration in Evagrius
Ponticus, Cambridge 1987 [ms]; idem, Elements of Fourth-Century Orygenism: the Anthropology
of Evagrius Ponticus and Its Source, in: Origen of Alexandria, ed. C. Kannengisesser — L. Petersen,
Notre Dame 1988, 357-373; idem, New Questions Concernig the Origenism of Evagrius, in: Orige-
niana Quinta, ed. R.J. Daly, Louvain 1992, 528-534.

5 Cf. A. Guillaumont, Un philosophe au désert: Evagre le Pontique, p. 29-56; G. Bunge, Evagre
le Pontique et les deux Macaire, “Irénikon” 56 (1983) 215-227 and 323-360; idem, Briefe aus der
Wiiste, p. 112-164.
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but only some Origenism theses which can be found in his writings. Evagrius
is condemned by name only during the Council of Constantinople in the years
680-681 and Second Council of Nicea in 787 which, however, refers to the
earlier condemnation not present in the acts of the Council in 553. In any case,
researchers very quickly had to face a question about the internal consistency
of these two groups of writings. Some consider Evagrius as a master of the
spiritual life, mystic and theorist of mysticism, others as a heretic and even try
to compare his ascetic teachings with Hinduism or Buddhism®. The whole of
his texts, despite the apparent contradiction, presents quite a coherent system
of ideas in which certain elements, such as double creation and apocatastasis,
were clearly taken from Origen’s reflections, while others are his own original
elaboration. Michael Wallace O’Laughlin rightly points out that a contempo-
rary research on the writings of Evagrius showed us very clearly the dual
nature of his doctrine: on the one hand, sophisticated and rather esoteric cos-
mology, eschatology and anthropology with elements of metaphysics or even
mythology, of which some theses are similar to the doctrine condemned in
the year 553; on the other hand, moral, ascetic and psychological teaching,
which has never been condemned and has deeply influenced many subsequent
spiritual works in the patristic period and the Middle Ages and today is ex-
periencing a renaissance’. All the disputes over Evagrian Origenism cannot
absolutely diminish his achievements in the field of his ascetic doctrine. The
brilliant psycho-spiritual intuitions brought him the greatest popularity and
today help many people discover him once again as a master of the spiritual
life. I am convinced that only in that wider context can Evagrian opinions on
heresy and heretics be rightly understood.

Evagrius’ teaching on heresy and heretics is a part of his spiritual doctrine,
which consists of two parts: the ascetic practices (npoktikn) and the gnostic
stage (YvwoTikn). After the initial fall human vodg received an unrational soul,
its ethereal body had been transformed into a heavy and sensual body, and
its whole being received a trichotomic structure (vodg, yvyn, cdpa). Now
it can by the grace of Christ and its own ascetic efforts restore the original
“image of God” in itself just through ascetic practice, which is the spiritual
method used to purify the passionate part of the soul’. The soul after the fall
contains a rational part (AoyioTikOVv — yepovikov) and an irrational (GAoyov)

¢ Cf. H.U. von Balthasar, Metaphysik und Mystik des Evagrius Ponticus, “Zeitschrift fir Askese
und Mystik” 3 (1965) 183-195; C. Conio, Theory and Practice in Evagrius Ponticus, comparition
with the Upanishads, in: Philosophy: theory and pratice. Proceeding of the International Seminar
on Philosophy, ed. T. Mahadevan, Madras 1974, 49-62.

7 Cf. O’Laughlin, Origenism in the Desert [ms]; idem, Elements of Fourth-Century Orygenism,
p. 357-373; idem, New Questions Concernig the Origenism of Evagrius, p. 528-534.

8 See G. Bunge, Praktike, Physike und Theologike als stufen der Erkenntnis bei Evagrios Pon-
tikos, in: Ab oriente et occidente (Mt 8, 11): Kirche aus Ost und West: Gedenkschrift fiir Wilhem
Nyssen, ed. M. Schneider — W. Berschin, St. Ottylien 1996, 59-72.

? Cf. Evagrius Ponticus, Practicus 78.
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also known as passionate (ro®ntikov), which is divided into two: concupis-
cible (¢mOvuNTIKOV) and irascible (Bvuntikov), and requires purification of
the eight main passions: gluttony, lust, greed, sadness, wrath, sloth (acedia), va-
nity and pride'®. After having purified the soul of these eight Aoyiopot a monk
reaches amaBelor and opens up to the gnostic stage composed of two steps:
physics (¢puvoikn), which is the contemplation of created beings, and theology
(6goroyiKn), that is, the contemplation of God and the Holy Trinity!'. Tempta-
tions of the gnostic stage are vanity and pride which is arrogating to himself
and not to God all the victories in asceticism, or even putting oneself in place of
God. The ideal of monastic life according to Evagrius is a state of pure prayer,
contemplation of God as being purely spiritual without any imagination.

1. External and human knowledge. Evagrius distinguishes between two
kinds of knowledge: knowledge of the external material things, which takes
place through the senses and discovers the spiritual Aoyot of material things,
and spiritual knowledge given by the grace of God. The opposite of the first is
a mistake, but the opposite of the second is anger and wrath. In Grosticus 45
Evagrius refers to the teaching of Basil the Great:

“That column of truth, the Cappadocian Basil has said: the Knowledge which
comes from men is strengthened by careful meditation and diligent exercise
(mpooeyng LeAetn kol yopuvaoio kpotOvel); however the [knowledge] that
by God’s grace has come to be within us [is strengthened] by justice, by the
refusal to indulge anger, and by compassion (d1kotocOvVN Kol dopynoio Kol
£€\eoc). The first [Knowledge] can be received by those still subject to passion
(Tovg gumabelg vIodEEacbon); the second [Knowledge] is received only by
those [who have achieved] apatheia — those who are also able at the time of
prayer to contemplate (Bewpodoiv) the illuminating gentle radiance proper to
their nous”'.

As we can see, the first kind of knowledge comes from men and is streng-
thened by careful meditation and diligent exercise (npoceyng peAETN Kol
yopvaoio kpoatover). It is an ordinary human knowledge that is available
to most people and gained by human efforts and systematic study. This kind
of knowledge can also be received by those still subjected to passion (Tovg
EumoBetc LrodeEooBan). It can be achieved even by those who are enslaved by
various passionate thoughts. On the other hand, the second kind of knowledge,

10°Cf. my analysis: L. Misiarczyk, Osiem logismoi w pismach Ewagriusza z Pontu (The Eight
logismoi in the Writings of Evagrius Ponticus — in Polish), Krakow — Tyniec 2007.

" Cf. Ch. Joest, Die Bedeutung von Akedia und Apatheia bei Evagrios Pontikos, SMon 35
(1993) 7-53; J. Konstantinovsky, Evagrius Ponticus. The Making of a Gnostic, Franham 2009.

12 Evagrius Ponticus, Gnosticus 45, ed. C. and A. Guillaumont, SCh 356, Paris 1989, 178,
English translation by L. Dysinger in: http://www.ldysinger.com/Evagrius/02_Gno-Keph/00a_start.
htm [31.10.2016].
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a spiritual knowledge, usually comes by God’s grace and is strengthened by
justice, by the refusal to indulge anger, and by compassion (dtkotocOvn kol
aopynoio kot €leoc). This knowledge is received only by those who have
achieved &nd6eior and who are also able at the time of prayer to contemplate
(Bempovorv) the gentle radiance of their own vodg. For Evagrius freedom
from anger (&opynoio) is a prerequisite to gain this spiritual knowledge.

We can find the same idea in Grosticus:

,»The knowledge that reaches us from external [things] (E€mBev Yv@O1Q)
tries by means of the logoi to indirectly teach material [things]. However
the [knowledge] which by God’s grace is innate [within us] directly presents
matters to the mind (adToyel Tf drovolor TOPLGTNOL TG TPAYHoTa); and
in beholding them, the nous welcomes their logoi. And opposing the first is
«error» (M TAGVN); against the second is «anger» and indignation (dpyn Kot
Ovpog) «and what flows from them»”'3,

External knowledge presents to the reason matter for reasoning, while spiritual
knowledge is poured into the human heart by the grace of God and presented
directly to its consciousness without the intervention of any reasoning. The
obstacle in gaining external knowledge is an error of reasoning (error mentis),
which is a bad use of reason, but an obstacle to achieving spiritual knowledge
is awakened wrath (Bvpdg) and especially anger (6pyn). In the fourth century,
as we know, human cognition had advanced through the study of philosophy,
rhetoric and dialectic, whereas moral standing, just as in our time, seemed
to have had little influence on the technical side of the cognitive process. In
spiritual knowledge, however, a purification of the passions is crucial and the
intellectual capacities are secondary. Since spiritual knowledge and achieve-
ment of a state of pure prayer is not the result of human intellectual effort
but of God’s grace and the purification of the soul from passionate thoughts,
hence it is these passionate thoughts (Loyicpot) that are the biggest obstacle
in achieving them and the source of heresy. In Kephalaia Gnostica, he wrote:

,»The knowledge of God requires not a soul [skilled in] dialectic, but one that
sees: for while impure souls may become dialecticians, seeing is reserved to
the pure”'.

It is possible that Evagrius denounced here the attitude of some monks educat-
ed in dialectic, who had the illusion that spiritual knowledge can get through
philosophical discussions or dialectical exercises. Only the soul purified of
passions and not seasoned in dialectic or rhetoric has access to spiritual know-
ledge. Errors in external knowledge like philosophy, dialectic and rhetoric can

13 Ibidem 4, SCh 356, 92, English translation by Dysinger.

14 Idem, Kephalaia Gnostica IV 90, 4, ed. A. Guillaumont, PO 28, fasc. 1, no 134, Paris 1958,
174-175, English translation by L. Dysinger, in: http://www.ldysinger.com/Evagrius/02_Gno-
Keph/00a_start.htm [31.10.2016].
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be corrected by effort and detailed study but the knowledge coming from God
requires the proper disposal of the heart. Therefore, the greatest sin of the
gnostic is false knowledge of things themselves or reflection on them under
the influence of some passion:

»The sin of the gnostikos is false knowledge (Yvmwolg yevdng) concerning
matters themselves or their contemplations, which is caused by some passion
(vmo TaBovg) or because this is not in sight of the good that is being [investi-
gatively] discussed”'>.

Error in external and human knowledge essentially does not directly affects
a person’s life but every error in the knowledge of God, which Evagrius de-
fines as “heresy”, according to him has a direct effect on one’s attitude towards
life and other people.

2. The spiritual knowledge. Thus, at the stage of ascetic practice Aoyiopot/
demons fight against the monk, arousing passions opposed to virtues, while at
the stage of spiritual gnosis they raise false knowledge regarding the existence
of the spiritual world or knowledge of God as triune. Heresy for Evagrius is
therefore not only a same kind of “technical error” in the reasoning easily
corrected but depends very much on the degree of mastery of the mind by pas-
sionate thoughts. Therefore heretics are mostly people blinded by all kinds of
passions, because we cannot fall into the trap of error in spiritual knowledge
if we have not become the victim of anger that most obscures the mind of the
knower. So when the demon obscures the left gnostic spiritual eye, he falls
prey to the erroneous knowledge of the stage of @uoikn. Not being able to
actually get to know the real nature of the created world, he often accuses the
Creator of injustice or even lack of wisdom'®. Errors of the 8eohoyikn stage
refer not only to the action of God, but also of His being. It does not surprise us
too much that giving examples of such errors the theologian of Pontus refers
to the heresies of his time, in which supporters denied consubstantiality of the
Son of God (Arians) or the Holy Spirit (pneumatomachoi, Macedonians). In
later centuries there are, of course, other heresies, but the scheme described
here is repeated. Hence Evagrius encouraged monks who achieved the stage
of spiritual gnosis, especially 6goloyikn, to not neglect the “sacred truths”
(d6ypota) defined by the fathers and remain faithful to the teaching of the
Church. In Sententiae ad monachos 124 he underlines: “Do not disrespect

15 Tdem, Gnosticus 43, ed. W. Frankenberg, in: idem, Evagrius Ponticus, Abhandlung der Koni-
glichen Gesellschaft der Wisenschaften zu Goéttingen, Philologisch-Historische Klasse, Neue Folge,
Band 13/2, Berlin 1912, 551-553: “apopTiol TOV YVOGTIKOV E6TL YVOGCLS WEVIEG TOV TPOLYHLOTMV
N TOV 0VTOV VONHOTMOV YEVVOUEVT VRO TaBOVG OVTLVOGOVV M 8ol T0 Um 8 0VTO TO KOAOV
NUOG EpOLVAY TEPL TOV ovImV [Tpayplotwv]”, English translation by Dysinger (the text retains
the original spelling of translation).

16 Cf. idem, Scholia in Psalmos 143, 7¢.
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holy dogmata established by your fathers” and in 125: “The words of heretics
are angels of death; who listens to them, loses his life”!". Keeping with the
Church is the only way to free ourselves from both vicious subjectivism in as
well as the impact of anger on the cognition. So Evagrius, as Bunge rightly
pointed out, was the first Christian author to emphasize the impact of personal
moral defects of the knower on the process of theological knowledge, as well
as the treatment of heresy, not only in terms of theoretical error in the process
of reasoning, but primarily as a practical moral fault and operating under the
influence of the passions blinding the mind by anger'®. Heresies and schisms
in the Church, according to the monk of Pontus, are the clear sign of the action
of passionate thoughts/demons, especially anger and rage:

“In the meantime I know this for certain: namely, that those who divide the
Church of the Lord are far removed from pure prayer. For if those are called
«unrighteous» (= demons) who oppose the nous at the time of prayer blac-
kening the innocent with accusations, what then will they do if they discover
a [legitimate] pretext? But I implore you to keep far away from such matters
and not be enticed by scintillating [but dangerous] phrases. For this world is
evil, and if it is in an uproar we had better flee from it. In fact, [ am equally
afraid of both honor and shame, for vainglory follows honor, while resent-
ment follows shame: and both passions are foreign to the state of peace”".

According to Evagrius it is certain that those who divide the Lord’s Church are
far from pure prayer, the ideal of monastic life. If the demons are opposed to
the mind during prayer sliding against him false accusations, then they will do
more when they find an excuse in the form of sowing divisions in the Church.
He encourages his friend to whom is addressed Letter 52 to keep far away
from such matters and not be enticed by scintillating but dangerous phrases.
One who is not trying to settle various questions of faith or theological know-
ledge in humility and gentleness, but in anger and rage, quickly falls victim to
pride, and even if he has lived a very strict ascetic life, is far from true prayer
and spiritual life. For only the gnostic contemplative, free of anger and full of

17 Idem, Senentiae ad monachos 124, ed. H. Gressmann, in: idem, Nonnenspiegel und
Monchsspiegel des Evagrios Pontikos, TU 39/4, Berlin 1913, 164, English translation by L. Dy-
singer, http://www.ldysinger.com/Evagrius/06_Sents/00a_start.htm [31.10.2016].

18 Cf. G. Bunge, Vino dei draghi e pane degli angeli, Magnano 1999, 87.

1 Evagrius Ponticus, Epistula 52, 5, ed. W. Frankenberg, in: idem: Evagrius Ponticus, p. 601:
“TAMV TOVTO TEMOLOOTOG O30 OTL OL TNV OOV EKKANGLAY GYLLOVTEG LOLKPOLY ELGTV OLTTO KOOOPMV
npocevyev. Eav yop adtkovvteg ovopalmvtol ol TV oVIITOAOL TPOCEVYEG CKOTILOVTES O
EYKANLOTOV TOV CLVEYKANTOV TL 31 TOINGOVGLY TOLVTIV TPOPOGLY EVPOVTEG; O de MELBW VoL
LOKPUVNOLG GO TOLOVTMV TPAYIATMV KOL T TOLKIAOLG OOMNIG" 0VTOG YOp O KOGLOG KOKOG
€0TL €1 O€ TETAPUKTOL LOALOV CLLTOV GEVYMUEV. EYO OOV TIUMV TE KOl LTIV GOBOVLLOL TNV
yop TNV keEVodo&ia SlodeyeTal TNV d€ OLTIHLOY KOTOG TOVTO OE TOL TTOLTN EKETEPCL OAAOTPLOL
g epnvikeg kotaotacens”. English translation by L. Dysinger in: http://www.ldysinger.com/
Evagrius/11_Letters/00a_start.htm [31.10.2016].
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justice and mercy, possesses spiritual knowledge and can transmit it to oth-
ers®. In such a state of praying a monk sees the light of his own mind and it is
a sign of dispassion?', whereas an anger ran gnostic deprives his mind of inner
light and spiritual knowledge: ,,Indeed, one who has touched knowledge yet
is easily moved to anger is like a man who pierces himself in the eyes with
a metal stylus”??. The mind blinded by anger not only cannot practice spiritual
contemplation, but simply cannot look at it*. And it is during such spiritual
and pure prayer that God fills the soul with spiritual knowledge?*. Thus one
who is possessed by anger is not able to experience pure prayer nor receive
spiritual knowledge. Such a man sooner or later falls into false doctrine.

Evagrius also warns his readers that there is a time to explain and another
time to discuss and he who prematurely raises any objections behaves like
a heretical and quarrelsome man:

“These [should] not be the same occasions: that of explication and that of
[investigative] discussion. And it is necessary to reprimand those who prema-
turely raise objections; for this is indeed the habit of heretics and those who
[enjoy] controversy (1 Yop CLPETIK®OV €GTL TOVTO 1 AVTIAOYLOTIK®OV) >,

Contentious man, focused on raising continuous objections and doubts, will
not be able to achieve &ndBeia nor have peace of heart, which are prerequi-
sites for spiritual knowledge, but rather will seek ways to win in verbal wars,
not looking for the truth, but looking for himself and always wanting to be
right, so as to feed his pride and put himself above others.

So according to Evagrius, in external, human knowledge, which can be re-
ceived even by passionate people, the error is usually a mistake in reasoning,
but in spiritual knowledge the cause of an error, such as heresy or schism, are
the passions, usually anger or pride. A man who has not yet fully purified his
soul is quarrelsome, angry, and always wants to be right so as to exalt himself
above others. Sooner or later he will depart from the teaching of the Church by
following his own theories. So in this second type of knowledge the passions
(Aoywopoi) are the primary cause of heresy or schism and not just an error men-
tis. According to Evagrius, heretics and schismatics are the people mostly en-
slaved by passions rather than the people who make a mistake in their reasoning.

2 Cf. G. Bunge, “Nach dem Intellekt Leben”. Zum sogenannten Intellektualismus des
evagrianischen Spiritualitdt, in: Simandron, Der Wachklopfer: Gedankenschrift fiir K. Gamber,
ed. W. Nyssen, Kdln 1988, 95-109.

21 Cf. Evagrius Ponticus, Practicus 24. See also A. Guillaumont, La vision de ['intellect par
[ui-méme dans la mystique Evagrienne, “Mélanges de I’Université S. Joseph™ 50 (1984) 255-262.

22 Evagrius Ponticus, Gnosticus 5, SCh 356, 94, English translation by Dysinger.

3 Cf. idem, Kephalaia Gnostica V1 63.

2 Cf. A. Guillaumont, La preghiera pura di Evagrio e I'influsso del Neoplatonismo, in: Dizio-
nario degli Instituti di Perfezione, diretto da G. Pelliccia — G. Rocca, vol. 7, Roma 1983, 591-595;
Konstantinovsky, Evagrius Ponticus. The Making of a Gnostic, p. 47ft.

% Evagrius Ponticus, Gnosticus 26, ed. Frankenberg, p. 534, English translation by Dysinger.
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(Summary)

The research presents evagrian teaching about heresy. According to monk of
Pontus heresy is not basically a rational error of human mind or some kind of er-
roneous reasoning but is caused by passions (gr. logismoi) with a strong emotinal
component. A heretic is not a man lacking the intelligence or a proper education
but a one who is still dominated by one or more passions and has not yet com-
pletely purified his nous.

»NON ERRORES MENTIS SED LOGISMOI FACIUNT HAERESES”.
NAMIETNOSCI JAKO ZRODLEO HEREZJI
WEDLUG EWAGRIUSZA Z PONTU

(Streszczenie)

Artykut poprzez analizg¢ odnos$nych tekstow pokazuje, ze wedlug mnicha
z Pontu Zrodlem herezji nie sa btedy w mysleniu ani brak inteligencji herezjar-
chow, ale namigtnosci, najczesciej gniew lub pycha. To one, a nie brak logiki
wywodow racjonalnych, popychaja heretyka do zacigtosci i checi udowodnienia
za wszelka ceng swoich racji nawet kosztem prawdy teologiczne;j.

Key words: Evagrius Ponticus, heresies.

Stowa kluczowe: Ewagriusz z Pontu, herezje.
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HERETICAL DOCTRINE
OF PHOTINUS OF SIRMIUM
IN HILARY OF POITIERS’ DE TRINITATE

The bishop Photinus, known as Photinus of Sirmium, came from Ancyra in
Galatia. He was a deacon and a disciple of Marcellus of Ancyra'. He became
the bishop of Sirmium probably in late 343 or early 3442, Jerome reported that
he had written many works, but none of them have been preserved?. Photinus
was condemned at Antioch (Ekthesis Makrostichos, 344%), and again at the
Councils held in Milan, in the year 345 and 347°, but he was finally deposed
and sent to exile by the Council of Sirmium in the year 351¢. The Council
promulgated the Creed and attached to it twenty-seven Anathemas directed

" Rev. Prof. dr Ivan Bodrozi¢ — Head of Department of History of Christian Literature and
Christian Doctrine at the Catholic Faculty of Theology, University of Zagreb, Croatia; e-mail: ivan.
bodrozic@gmail.com; Dr Vanda Kraft Soi¢ — Senior Instructor at the Department of History of
Christian Literature and Christian Doctrine at the Catholic Faculty of Theology, University of Za-
greb, Croatia; e-mail: kraftsoicv(@kbf.hr.

! Cf. G. Bardy, Photin de Sirmium, DThC XII/2, 1532 (based on Athanasius, De synodis 26, PG
26, 732; Socrates, HE 11 18, PG 67, 224; Hieronymus, De viris illustribus 107, PL 23, 703; Hilarius
Pictaviensis, Fragmenta historica 2, 19, PL 10, 645); M. Simonetti, Fotino di Sirmio, NDPAC II
1998; R.P.C. Hanson, The Search for the Christian Doctrine of God. The Arian Controversy (318-
386), Grand Rapids (MI) 20072, 236. However, Marcellus’ influence on Photinus is still question-
able, cf. ibidem; D.H. Williams, Monarchianism and Photinus of Sirmium as the Persistent Hereti-
cal Face of the Fourth Century, HTR 99 (2006) 196-197; Bardy, Photin de Sirmium, p. 1534.

2 Cf. Bardy, Photin de Sirmium, p. 1532.

3 Cf. ibidem, based on Hieronymus, De viris illustribus 107.

4 Creed in: Athanasius, De synodis 26, PG 26, 728ff; Socrates, HE 2, 19, PG 67, 224ff; text
in Hahn, Bibliothek der Symbole und Glaubensregeln der Alten Kirche, Breslau 1897, 192-196.
M. Simonetti (Studi sull ’arianesimo, Rome 1965, 138, n. 23) commented that Photinus has see-
mingly been mentioned for the first time in c. 5 and 6 of that Creed. D.H. Williams (Monarchianism
and Photinus of Sirmium, p. 199) claims that Photinus was condemned for the fist time by name in
Ekthesis Makrostichos.

5 D.H. Williams (Monarchianism and Photinus of Sirmium, p. 199) refers to the Council in
Milan, held in 345, and (based on Hilarius Pictaviensis, Collectanea Antiariana Parisina, B 2,7, ed.
A. Feder, CSEL 65, Vindobonae 1916, 145) the Council held in Rome in 347. Also, Ch. Beckwith
(Hilary of Poitiers on the Trinity. From “De Fide” to “De Trinitate”, New York 2008, 35).

¢ Cf. Bardy, Photin de Sirmium, p. 1533.
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mainly against the doctrine of Photinus that were moreover anti-Marcellan and
anti-Sabellian in nature’. Photinus returned to Sirmium again at the accession
of the Emperor Julian. However, he was deposed again by Valentinian and
lately died in exile, in the year 3765,

Since none of his works has been preserved, his doctrine can be reviewed
only on the basis of the conciliar documents and works of his opponents. The
difficulties in the review of Photinus’ doctrine based on De Trinitate certainly
can be attributed, as already pointed out by Smulders, to the fact that Hilary
provides just the basic outline of his opponents’ doctrines, tries to reduce all
heresies to “one capital error” and names not his living opponents’. One of the
valuable sources of Photinus’ doctrine is the work of Hilary of Poitiers, who
was his contemporary and took part in the Trinitarian, Christological and other
theological debates.

The aim of this study is to perform a comprehensive and systematic review
of the Photinus’ doctrine based on Hilary’s work De Trinitate. To our know-
ledge, it has not been done so far, although De Trinitate is regularly cited as
the source of Photinus’ doctrine. The theological treatise'® De Trinitate, writ-
ten between the year 356 and 360", is the most important dogmatic work of
Hilary of Poitiers'? and the first extensive work on the Trinity from the West'?.
Promoting understanding of the Trinity, Hilary deals with the Nicene Creed
and the Nicene theology defending them and refuting the Arian doctrine and
other anti-Nicene standpoints, particularly those from Marcellus of Ancyra
and Photinus of Sirmium, distancing himself from them!'*.

In De Trinitate, Hilary either refers to Photinus, or identifies him with Ebion
occasionally', but naming him not throughout the Book Ten. This article deals

" Cf. Hanson, The Search for the Christian Doctrine of God, p. 328. The First Creed of Sirmium
is actually the Fourth Creed of Antioch (the Dedication Council) held in 341, cf. Bardy, Photin de
Sirmium, p. 1533; Williams, Monarchianism and Photinus of Sirmium, p. 200 and n. 65. J.N.D. Kel-
ly (Early Christian Creeds, London 1976°, 281) refers to 26 Anathemas. Greek text in Athanasius,
De synodis 27, PG 26, 736; Socrates, HE 11 30, PG 67, 280ff; latin text in: Hilarius Pictaviensis,
Liber de Synodis seu de Fide Orientalium 38-61, PL 10, 509-521. On the creed and the Anathemas
cf. Kelly, Early Christian Creeds, p. 281-282; Simonetti, La crisi ariana nel IV secolo, Rome 1975,
203; idem, Studi sull’arianesimo, p. 135-139; Hanson, The Search for the Christian Doctrine of
God, p. 326-329; Williams, Monarchianism and Photinus of Sirmium, p. 200-202.

8 Cf. Bardy, Photin de Sirmium, p. 1533-1534; Hanson, The Search for the Christian Doctrine
of God, p. 236.

° Cf. P. Smulders, La Doctrine trinitaire de S. Hilaire de Poitiers, Rome 1944, 91-92.

10 Cf. G.M. Newlands, Hilary of Poitiers: A Study in Theological Method, Eugene (OR) 2008, 101.

I Cf. M. Figura — J. Doignon, Introduction, in: Hilarius Pictaviensis, De Trinitate, ed. G.M. de
Durand — Ch. Morel — G. Pelland, SCh 443, Paris 1999, 11.

12 Cf. ibidem; H.C. Brennecke, Hilarius von Poitiers, TRE XIV 318.

13 Cf. Figura — Doignon, Introduction, p. 11.

14 Cf. ibidem; Brennecke, Hilarius von Poitiers, p. 318; Newlands, Hilary of Poitiers, p. 101;
M. Durst, Hilarius, hl. v. Poitiers, LThK V 102.

15 'We will use critical latin text of Hilary’s De Trinitate by P. Smulders (CCL 62 and 62A)
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with the texts of De Trinitate that, according to the scholarship, focus on Pho-
tinus’ doctrine.

It is known that the error of Photinus is primarily Christological, although
it emerged in the context of the Trinitarian disputes'¢. This is also confirmed by
Hilary’s comments referring to Photinus’ doctrine that “everything begins with
Mary”", since “Jesus Christ as a man with merely an ordinary soul and body had
no other origin for himself except this one in which He began to be a man™'.

This article aims to explore and elaborate on Photinus’ doctrine in that
view. First, we will identify and analyse the subject of the Incarnation as un-
derstood by Photinus and interpreted by Hilary. Then, we will determine what
was “assumed” (“taken on”) of the humanity by the Word of God for the pur-
pose of Incarnation, and in which way. Furtherly, we will analyse the direct
effects of the Incarnation understood in such a way with referring to Photinus’
standpoints on the unity of the Divine and human and on the Divine Sonship,
according to Hilary. Finally, we will consider the claims in the scholarship ac-
cording to which Photinus, motivated by soteriology, insisted on the fact that
Jesus had a human soul, that is on the wholeness of his humanity.

1. The subject of the Incarnation. Interpreting Photinus’ doctrine on the
Incarnation, Hilary affirms that God the Word, that is, the Word of God is its
subject: “God the Word, as if he were some part of the power of God, extends
himself by a sort of unbroken continuity, and dwells in that man who began to
exist from Mary”". However, based on Hilary’s comment, Photinus did not
understand the Word as subsisting God®, “the Word that «in the beginning was

published in: Hilaire de Poitiers, La Trinité, I-111, ed. J. Doignon — G.M. de Durand — Ch. Morel
— G. Pelland, SCh 443, 448 and 462, Paris 1999-2001. Cf. Hilarius Pictaviensis, De Trinitate VII 3,
23, SCh 448, Paris 2000, 280: “Natum quoque Dei Filium ex Maria dicturo Hebion, quod est Foti-
nus”; ibidem VII 7, SCh 448, 290: “Hebion, qui Fotinus est”.

16 P. Smulders (La Doctrine trinitaire de S. Hilaire de Poitiers, p. 95) refers to Photinus’ doc-
trine as primarily Christological; Simonetti (Studi sull ’arianesimo, p. 150) claims that Christology is
the central point of Photinus’ doctrine. Williams (Monarchianism and Photinus of Sirmium, p. 196)
argues that Photinus’ theology was primarily motivated by Christological concerns, and that his op-
ponents mostly reproched him the Christological aspect of his doctrine.

17 Hilarius Pictaviensis, De Trinitate I1 4, SCh 443, 280: “Omne initium ex Maria concendens”.
When citing Hilarius Pictaviensis, De Trinitate in English we will use the translation by S. Mc-
Kenna: The Fathers of the Church 25, New York 1954.

8 Ibidem X 51, ed. G.M. de Durand — Ch. Morel — G. Pelland, SCh 462, Paris 2001, 254: “Quia
Christus Iesus, animae solum communis et corporis homo hoc habeat sui quo esse homo coepit
exordium”, transl. McKenna, p. 438.

1 Ibidem X 50, SCh 462, 252-254: “Deus verbum tamquam pars aliqua virtutum Dei quodam
se tractu continuationis extendens, hominem illus qui a Maria esse coepit habitaverit”. The Word of
God as the subject of the Incarnation will be mentioned in the following chapters: X 51, SCh 462,
254: “Hominem [...] in quo verbum Dei, ed est quaedam quasi potestas extensae vocis habitaverit”,
cf. also ibidem X 21-22, SCh 462, 200-206; 50-51, SCh 462, 252-254.

20 Cf. ibidem X 21, SCh 462, 200.
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with God»” (Jn 1:1), but as a mere word, the one of God’s operative, efficacious
powers?! which is deprived of the pre-existence and of the Divine nature of the
subsistent only-begotten Son of God, the Word of God?**. The relationship of
the Word understood as such and God, according to Hilary, Photinus defines
through analogy between the Word and the speaker”: by its nature, it is the
utterance of the voice (prolatio vocis*, sermo vocis emissae,” sonus vocis®),
sound (sonus)?’, word (sermo)?. Epiphanius’ Panarion confirms this Photinus’
view; his testimony is of a great value since it is based on the stenographic re-
cord of the debate held between Photinus and Basil of Ancyra at the Council of
Sirmium in the year 351%. Hilary pointed out that the Word taken as such should
be understood as the announcement of future events or future reality (elocutio
negotiorum) or as the expression or utterance of a concealed thought (elocutio
or sermo reconditae cogitationis, cogitationis eloquium), which is considered
eternal only if the one who thinks is eternal®’. As Manlio Simonetti notes, this
doctrine evokes the conception of Adyog €vdidbetdg / Adyog Tpo@opikdc’..
The doctrine according to which the Son is named by the internal or the uttered
Word of God is condemned by the Anathema no. 8 at the Council of Sirmium
in the year 351°%. However, for Photinus in both cases the thought or the Word

2L Cf. ibidem VII 11, SCh 448, 298: “internae potestatis aut sensus efficax motus”.

22 Cf. ibidem II 4, SCh 443, 280: “Neque subsistens antea quod «in principio apud Deum erat
Deus verbumy virgo susceperit, sed carnem genuerit per verbum: quia in verbo antea, non existentis
unigeniti Dei naturam dicat”; X 21, SCh 462, 200: “Sed volentes unigenitum Deum, qui in principio
apud Deum erat Deus verbum, non substantivum Deum esse”.

2 Cf. ibidem X 21, SCh 462, 200-202: “Ut loquentibus est suum verbum, hoc sit Patri Deo
Filius”. It is to point out that Hilary identifies the Son and the Word.

2 Cf. ibidem VII 11, SCh 448, 296.

# Cf. ibidem X 21, SCh 462, 200.

26 Cf. ibidem I 4, SCh 443, 280; I1 15, SCh 443, 300.

27 Cf. ibidem IT 15, SCh 443, 302.

2 Cf. ibidem.

¥ Cf. Epiphanius, Panarion 71, 2, PG 42, 376D - 377B, transl. F. Williams, The Panarion of
Epiphanius of Salamis, Books II and III. De Fide, Leiden — Boston 20132, 429; 71, 3, PG 42, 377B
- 380A, transl. Williams, p. 431; 71, 4, PG 42, 380A-D, transl. Williams, p. 431; 71, 5, PG 42, 380D
- 381B, transl. Williams, p. 432. The stenographic record of the debate held between Photinus and
Basil of Ancyra at the Council of Sirmium in 351, is taken as a primary source, cf. Williams, The
Panarion of Epiphanius of Salamis, p. 428, n. 1. In his study on Photinus’ doctrine, Simonetti (Studi
sull’arianesimo, p. 135) takes Epiphanius’ testimony as a criterion of consistency when dealing with
other resources reffering to Photinus’ doctrine.

30 Cf. Hilarius Pictaviensis, De Trinitate 11 15, SCh 443, 300. Hanson (The Search for the Chris-
tian Doctrine of God, p. 237) also points on the analogy between the Man and thought in Photinus’
speculation.

31 For a more thorough analysis of the subject, consult Simonetti, Studi sull’arianesimo, p. 146-
147. Simonetti points to the fact that Ekthesis Makhrostichos ascribes this doctrine to Marcellus and
Photinus, cf. ibidem, p. 138.

32 Concilium Sirmiense (351) Anathematismi 8, ed. in: SCL 1, Krakéw 2006, 202: “Si quis
insitum vel prolativum Verbum (év1&0etov f| mpogpopikov Adyov) Dei Filium dicat: anathema
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remains impersonal and non-subsistent®. That standpoint according to Hilary
seems to result from an unacceptable interpretation of Jn 1:1 where apud Deum
is understood as in Deo**. Commenting Sirmian Anathema no. 8. in De synodis
46, Hilary observes that heretics exclude the existence of the Son, claiming that
it is “only the word, going forth as an utterance from the speaker’s lips” or “the
unembodied sound of an impersonal “voice” and the Son is “resembling any
word we utter in virtue of our inborn power of speaking”. According to such
claim “God the Word, who was in the beginning with God, is only the word
of a voice sometimes internal and sometimes expressed’®. Understood in this
way, according to De Trinitate, the Word corresponds to something that is sem-
per internum to someone®®, i.e. without subsistence, the “efficacious movement
of entirely internal power or thought™?’.

In order to have a better understanding of Photinus’ subject of the Incarna-
tion, the Word, we have to refer to Hilary’s text at the beginning of this pas-
sage®®. We note that Hillary refers to the Word, the subject of the Incarnation,
as “a part of” (pars, népog)*®. According to Hilary, Photinus understood the

sit”; Hilarius Pictaviensis, Liber de synodis seu de fide orientalium 45, PL 10, 514. Epiphanius
ascribes this notion to Photinus, cf. Epiphanius, Panarion 71, 3-4, PG 42, 377B - 380D, transl. Wil-
liams, p. 431, which is also suggested by Simonetti (Studi sull 'arianesimo, p. 138. 146); Simonetti
(ibidem, p. 138) reports that Eusebius of Caesarea censured Marcellus for the speculation based on
such scheme, and claims that Photinus in some way had to take it into account, although it does not
mean that any of them used mentioned expressions. In Liber de synodis seu de fide orientalium 46
(PL 10, 515) it seems that Hilary interprets the Sirmian Anathema according to Photinus’ doctrine.

33 Simonetti (Studi sull’arianesimo, p. 145) came to the same cnclusion based on all available
sources, as well as Smulders (La doctrine trinitaire de S. Hilaire de Poitiers, p. 96) whose views are
based on the complete works of Hilary.

3% Cf. Hilarius Pictaviensis, De Trinitate 11 15, SCh 448, 300-302: “Nam etsi sententiam pri-
mam rudis auditor amiseras: «In principio erat verbumy», de sequenti quid quaereris: Et «verbum
erat apud deum»? Numquid audieras «in Deo», ut sermonem reconditae cogitationi acciperes? Aut
fefellerat rusticum, quid esset inter inesse et adesse momenti? Id enim quod «in principio erat» non
in altero esse sed cum altero praedicatur”. Cf. the same testimony by Epiphanius of Salamis (Pa-
narion 71, 4, PG 42, 380A-D, transl. Williams, p. 431); testimony also in Nestorius, cf. Simonetti,
Studi sull’arianesimo, p. 146. On Ambrosiaster’s criticism of the Photinian exegesis of Jn 1:1 cf.
L.A. Speller, New Light on the Phoitinians: the Evidence of Ambrosiaster, ThS 34 (1983) 111-112.

35 Hilarius Pictaviensis, Liber de Synodis seu de Fide Orientalium 46, PL 10, 515: “Haeretici
perimentes, quantum in ipsis est, Dei filium, verbum esse tantum confitentur, prodeuntem scilicet lo-
quentis ore sermonem, et insubstantivae vocis incorporalem sonum: ut Deo patri istius modi sit ver-
bum Filius, cuiusmodi per insitam nobis loquendi naturam verbum omne profertur in vocem. Fraus
ergo haec omnis in damnatione est: quae Deum Verbum, quod in principio apud Deum erat, tanquam
verbum esse insitae ac prolatae vocis affirmet”, transl. E.W. Watson — L. Pullan — K. Knight: St. Hi-
lary of Poitiers, On the Councils, NPNF Ser. II, vol. 9, Buffalo (NY) 1899, 17.

3 Cf. idem, De Trinitate VII 11, SCh 448, 298.

37 Tbidem VII 11, SCh 448, 298 and infra, n. 21: “Internae potestatis aut sensus efficax motus”.

3% Cf. ibidem X 50, SCh 462, 252-254 and infra, n. 19: “Deus verbum tamquam pars aliqua virtu-
tum Dei quodam se tractu continuationis extendens, hominem illus qui a Maria esse coepit habitaverit”.

% Understanding according to which the only-begotten Son is just a part (de portione) of the
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Word ultimately only as a part of God’s powers (pars virtutum)* — such as the
thought or speech, respectively. For the purpose of economy of the Incarna-
tion, this part of the powers extends in order to in/dwell in a man who was
born of Mary. In the following passage, presenting the same Photinus’ claim,
instead of the term extensio Hilary uses the term protensio, which he also uses
to expound Marcellus’ doctrine of the Incarnation*'. Such teaching could be
related to Sirmian Anathemas no. 6 and no. 7, which condemn the one who
claims that the substance of God extends and contracts (no. 6), and the one
who claims that the Son is the substance of God extended or that the Son is the
extension of God’s substance (no. 7)*. Commenting on latter in the De synodis
45, Hilary points out that the original intention of the concept of the extension
and contraction was to teach the immutability of God (indemutabilem Deum),
however, it resulted in heresy, according to which:

“the Unborn God by expansion of His substance extended Himself as far as
the holy Virgin, in order that this extension produced by the increase of His
nature and assuming manhood might be called Son™*.

Hilary concludes that on the one hand this understanding excludes that the
Son is begotten of the Father, and on the other hand, contradicting the primary

Father is condemned by Hilary in for. ex. ibidem II 8, SCh 443, 290-292, claiming that the Son is
the perfect from the perfect, for he who has all, has given all to Him. Hilary refers to Jn 16:15; 17:10
and Col 2:9: “Quia in ipso inhabitat omnis plenitudo divinitatis corporaliter”.

40 In ibidem X 51 the Word of God will be mentioned again as one of God’s powers (power
of speech): the Word of God dwells in man “quaedam quasi potestas extensae uocis habitaverit”.
Simonetti (Studi sull’arianesimo, p. 145-146) analysing Photinus’ doctrine, came to the conclu-
sion that Photinus understood the Word as “mera facolta del Padre” (= §0vopig) moreover, “come
un modo di manifestarsi del Padre nell’economia del creato”. Smulders (La doctrine trinitaire de
S. Hilaire de Poitiers, p. 96), based on Hilary’s work, concluded that Photinus understod the Word
as “une vertue divine”.

4 Cf. Hilarius Pictaviensis, De Trinitate X 51, SCh 462, 254: “Christus Iesus [...] quem es-
trinsecus protensi sermonis potestas [...] confirmaverit”. On Marcellus’ doctrine hidden under the
name of Sabelius cf. ibidem I 16. The attached note indicates to the places in De Trinitate where
protendo/extendo are mentioned. According to Claudio Moreschini (// linguaggio teologico di Ilario
di Poitiers, SC 103 (1975) 338) term extensio does not significantly differ from the term protensio.

42 Cf. Concilium Sirmiense (351) Anathematismi 6, SCL 1, 202: “Si quis dilatatam substantiam
Dei Filium dicat facere (tAartOvesBon) et contrahi (cvotéAdeson) dicit: anathema sit”. According to
Simonetti (Studi sull ‘arianesimo, p. 136 and n. 8) the Anathemas n0.6 and no.7 are primarily directed
against Marcellus, but it does not mean that they are not also directed against Photinus’ standpoints;
Concilium Sirmiense (351) Anathematismi 7, SCL 1, 202: ““Si quis dilatatam substantiam (o0otowv) Dei
Filium dicat facere, aut latitudinem (TAatoopoVv) substantiae eius, sicut sibi videtur Filium nominet:
anathema sit”. Cf. also Hilarius Pictaviensis, Liber de Synodis seu de Fide Orientalium 45, PL 10, 514.

+ Hilarius Pictaviensis, Liber de Synodis seu de Fide Orientalium 45, PL 10, 514-515: “Quidam
enim ausi sunt innascibilem Deum usque ad sanctam Virgine substantiae dilatatione protendere: ut
latitudo deducta quodam naturae suae tractu assumensque hominem filius nuncuparetur”, NPNF
Ser. II, vol. 9, 17. The concept of extension was also rejected as materialistic by Arians, cf. idem, De
Trinitate V1 17, SCh 448, 202.
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intention, it presumes the Father’s mutability*!. Hilary explains that the con-
traction and extension (contrahi et dilatari) involve physical affections (pas-
sio), which implies a change (demutatio) of God’s substance, thus inappropri-
ate to incorporeal God®. In De Trinitate Hilary also condemns interpretation
according to which the Son originates from the Father by extention (dilatatio),
opposing to it the fullness of the Godhead immanent to the Son by his genera-
tion of the Father*. According to Hilary, extension (extensio), like series and
fluxus, and like analogies between springs and streams, trees and branches, fire
and heat, does not express the unity of the Father and the Son in an adequate
way, since

“These objects are inseparable extension (protensio) of themselves and bound
together rather than existing by themselves [...] And this thing itselfis alone by
itself rather than a thing that has received its being from the existing thing”™’.

At the beginning of the passage, we saw that Hilary refers to extensio as to
“a sort of unbroken continuity”*. The Monarchial position, according to which
Mary gave birth to the Unborn God or a part of him is condemned by the Ana-
thema no. 4 at the Council of Sirmium®. In De synodis Hilary explains that this
Anathema is pronounced against heretics to deprive them of opportunity to de-
clare that the Unborn God, or a part of Him, was born of Mary, and to open the
door to heresy since the fact of the essence is declared to be one in the Father
and the Son having one name on account of the exact similarity of their natural
essence. This fact is not to be understood as the Person of the begotten essence
is repudiated, that is as the substance of God is singular and undifferentiated
because one name for the essence of each is predicated, that is, one God*.

4 Cf. idem, Liber de Synodis seu de Fide Orientalium 45, PL 10, 515.

4 Cf. ibidem 44, PL 10, 514, commenting on the Sirmian Anathema no.6: “Contrahi et dila-
tari corporalis est passio: Deus autem, qui spiritus est, et spirat ubi vult, non se per demutationem
substantiae aut dilatat, aut contrahit. Extra corporalis enim naturae necessitatem liber manens, quod
vult, et cum vult, et ubi vult, id praestat ex sese. Impium ergo est substantiae demutationem libertati
tantae virtutis adscribere”. More on the movement of dilation and contraction of God’s substance in
Photinus’ thought cf. Williams, Monarchianism and Photinus of Sirmium, p. 201-202. Williams (ibi-
dem, p. 202) concludes that due to these concepts Photinus’ contemporaries called him “theological
successor” of Paul Samosata, Sabellius, and even Ebion.

46 Cf. Hilarius Pictaviensis, De Trinitate 111 17, SCh 448, 366, and infra, n. 39.

4 Tbidem IX 37, SCh 462, 88: “Haec enim a se inseparabili protensione manent potius detenta,
quam sibi sunt [...] Et haec ipsa res rola sibi potius, quam res ex re substituta est”, transl. McKen-
na, p. 357.

4 Cf. ibidem X 50, SCh 462, 252-254, text of the n. 16.

4 Cf. Concilium Sirmiense (351) Anathematismi 4, SCL 1, 202: “Et si quis innascibilem
(&yévvetov) Deum vel partem (puépoc) ejus de Maria natum esse dicere: anathema sit”. Kelly (Early
Christian Creeds, p. 281) claims that Marcellus and Photinus’ views are condemned by this Ana-
thema; Simonetti (Studi sull’arianesimo, p. 137) states that at least Anathemas from no. 4 to no. 18
can be considered as directed against Marcellus and Photinus.

50 Cf. Hilarius Pictaviensis, Liber de Synodis seu de Fide Orientalium 42, PL 10, 513-514: “Ne
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It is to conclude that Photinus’ doctrine excludes that the Son of God/God
the Word is begotten of the Father®'. The Word thus interpreted by Photinus,
according to Hilary, cannot be attributed the word “God” in accordance to Jn
1:1, “the Word was God”, to Photinus’ view the term “to be” in Jn 1:1 was un-
derstood as an accidental®”. In brief, Photinus’ understanding of the concept of
the Word — which is denied by heretic not only its subsistence but also its very
existence — taken from Hilary’s criticism:

“Here is the Word’s meaning and its name: and the Word was God. Nothing
is said about the utterance of the voice and expressing of thoughts! This word
is a thing, reality (res) not sound (sonus), nature (natura), not word (sermo),
God, not inanition (inanitas)™.

Hilary identifies the Word as God but it does not mean that it can be identified
with God the Father: “Since it is «with God» nihil nec offenditur nec infertur”>*.

We can agree with M. Simonetti — who on the basis of all available sources
confirmed important Photinus’ positions stated herein — that the Word under-
stood in this way can ultimately be identified with the Father**. The Word is,

quod nuncupatae essentiae in Patre et Filio, per indissimilem naturam, nomen unum est, occasionem
haereticis praestaret, ut innascibilem Deum, vel partem eius, nasci de Maria praedicarent; occur-
sum est salutaris definitione sententiae, ut anathema esset hoc confitens. Non enim religiosa unitas
nominis, ex indifferentis naturae essentia constituta, personam genitae ademit essentiae, ut unici ac
singularis Dei substantia per unionem nominis intelligatur: cum utriusque essentiae nomen unum, id
est, Deus unus, ob indiscretae in utroque naturae indissimilem substantiam praedicetur”.

ST Simonetti (Studi sull ’arianesimo, p. 148) and Hanson (The Search for the Christian Doctrine of
God, p. 237), on the basis of all available sources, conclude that the generation of the Son is excluded.

52 Condemning Photinus’ doctrine which denies the subsistence of the Son, in De Trinitate VII
11, SCh 448, 298: “Deus igitur qui est, non est aliud quam Deus. Nam eum audio «et Deus erat
uerbumy, non dictum solum audio uerbum Deum, sed demonstratum intellego esse quod Deus est,
quia sicut superius in Moyse deo et in cognominatis diis per appellationem nomen adiectum sit, hic
autem res significata substantiae est, cum dicitur: «Deus erat». Esse enim non est accidens nomen,
sed subsistens ueritas et manens causa et naturalis generis proprietas”.

53 Ibidem II 15, SCh 443, 302: “Statum uerbi et nomen expecta. Dicit namque: «Et Deus erat
uerbumy. Cessat sonus uocis et cogitationis eloquium. Verbum hoc res est, non sonus; natura, non
sermo; Deus, non inanitas est”, transl. McKenna, p. 47-48 (we have altered the last word of the cita-
tion from “voice” into “inanition”). Cf. also ibidem II 16, SCh 443, 302-304. According to Hilary,
the Word, that is, the Son receives his subsistence, his reality (as God of God), his essence, by his
generation from the Father, due to which they are identical in nature, cf. ibidem VII 11, SCh 448,
296-298.

 Ibidem II 16, SCh 443, 304.

55 Cf. Simonetti, Studi sull’arianesimo, p. 146. Simonetti refers to Nestorius (Sermo 12, 13,
PL 48, 856) who reported that Photinus sometimes named Logos by name of the Logos, sometimes
by name of the Father, and that he coined the word Aoyométwp by which he named God. On the
basis of his own interpretation of Jn 1:1, which primarily reads that the Word was with God, and
then that the Word was God, Photinus would have concluded that John “Deum Verbum aliquando
Deum aliquando Verbum appellat, tamquam extentum atque collectum”, as quoted by Simonetti,
Studi sull’arianesimo, p. 146, reffering to Loofs (Leitfaden zum Studium der Dogmengeschichte,
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according to M. Simonetti, “God the Father in his manifestation, through his
activity, in the created world, especially in the world of people™®.

According to such conception, which excludes subsistence of the Son, Hi-
lary inferred that God is to be considered alone/solitary (solum)®’, which is
a rigid Monarchianism.

2. What was “assumed” (taken on) of the humanity by the Word of
God for the purpose of Incarnation, and in which way? In the Book Two
of De Trinitate (11 4), presenting Photinus’ doctrine — and attributing it to the
fictional Ebion®® — Hilary states that the Virgin “brought forth flesh through
the word (per verbum)”® and, as it has already been stated, it is not matter of
subsistent God the Word. However, Hilary’s explanation points to a supernatu-
ral intervention, the Virginal conception of Jesus®. According to Epiphanius,
Photinus taught that Christ was conceived by the Holy Spirit and born of the
Virgin Mary®!.

Photinus’ doctrine referring to the non-subsistent Word of God which is
a mere sermo vocis emissae®* and his doctrines referring to the man born of
the Virgin and indwelt by the Word of God like a prophet by the Spirit and to
two subjects as a result of Incarnation which are found in De Trinitate X 21

p- 196) who emphasizes that these words are only unique and authentic Photinus’ words that have
been preserved.

56 Cf. Simonetti, Studi sull’arianiesimo, p. 147-148: “Il Logos per Fotino altro non ¢ se non
Dio Padre considerato nel suo manifestarsi, con la sua azione, al mondo creato, particolarmente al
mondo degli uomini”. This claim is supported by Hanson (7The Search for the Christian Doctrine of
God, p. 237): “Logos for him was simply a mode of manifestation of the Father, a power or aspect
of him not in any serious sense distinct from him”, based on all available sources.

57 Cf. Hilarius Pictaviensis, De Trinitate VII 3, SCh 448, 282; 1X 37, SCh 462, 88. Simonetti
argues that (Studi sull arianesimo, p. 145) this rigid monotheism is based on Is 44:6s. as a starting
point of Photinus’ reflection, which is supported by Hanson (The Search for the Christian doctrine
of God, p. 237).

8 Cf. A.FJ. Klijn, Ebioniti, NDPAC 1 1523-1524.

%9 Hilarius Pictaviensis, De Trinitate 11 4, SCh 443, 280: “Virgo [...] carnem genuerit per ver-
bum: quia in verbo antea, non existentis unigeniti Dei naturam dicat, sed sonum vocis elatum”, transl.
McKenna, p. 37.

8 Smulders (La doctrine trinitaire de S. Hilaire de Poitiers, p. 96) refers to the above text to
conclude that Photinus claims that the Virgin Mary would conceive and bear a man, who would
be called the Son and the Word of God because of that origin. This report of the bishop of Poitiers
who was contemporary of Photinus and a connoisseur of heresy is, according to Smulders, a re-
liable source for the debates on Photinus’ doctrine on Virginal Conception. Simonetti (Studi
sull’arianesimo, p. 151 and n. 86 and 87) asserts that Photinus taught the miraculousness of the
Virginal coneption of Jesus referring to Epiphanius Salamiensis, Panarion 71, 1, and points out that
only Pseudo-Mercator held that Jesus’ conception occurred naturally by Joseph and Mary, which is
also supported by Bardy, Photin de Sirmium, p. 1534.

' Cf. Epiphanius Salamiensis, Panarion 71, 1; 71, 2; as referring to Epiphanius’ testimony
(ibidem 71, 1; 71, 2), to Photinus, the Holy Spirit is greater than Christ.

2 Cf. Hilarius Pictaviensis, De Trinitate X 21, SCh 462, 200.
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and 22 (will be discussed lately)®, are instantly preceded by the conception
(X 20), on the basis of which the Virgin did not conceive the whole man by
the Holy Spirit®. This is supported by the claim that “they wish to attribute the
soul to something extrinsic (volunt extrinsecus animam) and not to the Holy
Spirit, as they also do the body”®. This is contradictory to the belief of the
Virginal conception of Jesus by the Holy Spirit — in the sense that Jesus’ con-
ception is deprived of supernatural intervention and is rather quite natural®.
Hilary concludes that according to such unacceptable interpretation, Lord Je-
sus would then receive Adam’s body and soul from Mary, body and soul that
bore the effects of the Original Sin®, which would mean that Jesus himself
bore its effects and that he was not impeccable or sinless. As Simonetti noted,
this doctrine could implicate traducionism, although the emphasis could be
put on a mere natural provenance of Jesus’ soul and body with all its conse-
quences®®. Hilary puts particular emphasis on the fact that, according to this
doctrine, the soul of the man who is born of the Virgin comes from an origin
other than the Spirit®. Perhaps, Hilary’s understanding of Photinus’ doctrine

83 Cf. ibidem X 22, SCh 462, 200-206.

6 Cf. ibidem X 20, SCh 462, 200: “Quamquam multi confirmandae hereseos suae arte ita
aures inperitorum soleant inludere, ut quia et corpus et anima Adae in peccato fuit, carnem quoque
Adae adque animam Dominus ex virgine acceperit, neque hominem totum ex Spiritu sancto virgo
conceperit”.

% Tbidem X 22, SCh 462, 204: “Volunt extrinsecus animam, non ex Spirito sancto, ut et cor-
pus ex eo conceptus est, deputare”, transl. McKenna, p. 413. Cf. also ibidem X 21, SCh 462, 202:
“Cum hominem illum humanae potius originis causa, quam spiritalis conceptionis sacramentum
animaverit”.

% As already stated by Simonetti (Studi sull ‘arianesimo, p. 158), who furtherly comments: “Ma
qui Ilario vuol dire soltanto che egli non ravvisava 1’azione dello Spirito Santo nella nascita di Cristo
da Maria cosi come la profilava Fotino, data I’insistenza di questo sull’elemento naturale in questa
nascita, a discapito — aparente o reale — del soprannaturale”, ibidem, p. 158, n. 117. According to
Epiphanus’ testimony, denying of the Jesus’ conception by the power of the Holy Spirit is not part of
Photinus’ doctrine. In A. Grillmeier (Gestu il Cristo nella fede della Chiesa, 1/1, Brescia 1982, 246,
n. 151), we can find that Hilary counts among those Church Fathers who considered Photinus as
being one of the Ebionites who held that Christ was born virginally of Mary.

7 Cf. Hilarius Pictaviensis, De Trinitate X 20, SCh 462, 200: “Ut quia et corpus et anima Adae
in peccato fuit, carnem quoque Adae adque animam Dominus ex virgine acceperit, neque hominem
totum ex Spiritu sancto virgo conceperit”.

8 Cf. Simonetti, Studi sull’arianesimo, p. 158. L.A. Speller (New Light on the Photinians,
p- 103, n. 29) based on Ambrosiaster (Commentarius in Titum 111 9; Quaestiones Veteris et Novi
Testamenti XXIII) claims that neither the Photinians nor Arians would ever say that the soul can be
passed from parent to a descendent.

% Cf. Hilarius Pictaviensis, De Trinitate X 22, SCh 462, 202-204: “Per id vero, quod tristis est
anima sua usque ad mortem et quod potestatem habet animae suae ponendae et resumendae, volunt
extrinsecus animam, non ex Spiritu sancto, ut et corpus ex eo conceptum est, deputare”. In a previ-
ous chapter (ibidem X 21) Hilary points out that, according to the mentioned doctrine, Christ the
Man assumed His soul through merely human conception. Cf. ibidem X 21, SCh 462, 202: “Ut cum
hominem illum humanae potius originis causa, quam spiritalis conceptionis sacramentum animave-
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of the Incarnation is clearer when contrasted to Hilary’s understanding of the
Incarnation, according to which the Son of God Himself and by his own act
(through Himself) assumes the body of the Virgin (per se sibi ex Virgine) and
he prepares (i.e. creates) for Himself a soul by his own power (from himself,
ex se). It should be noted that here assumption of the body implies natural
contribution of the Virgin’' whereas in the assumption i.e. creation of the soul
this contribution is excluded, which is, as claimed by Hilary, relevant to all
people™. A prerequisite for the true Incarnation of the Word is certainly that
this Word is not an impersonal God’s power but the subsistent Son of God’.

As to a formal aspect of Photinus’ understanding of the apparent Incarna-
tion, we saw that, according to Hilary, the Word of God, taken as a part of
the Father’s powers, extends himself by a sort of unbroken continuity thus
indwelling (habitaverit) a man who began to exist in Mary™. This doctrine
provides the answer to the question what was “assumed” (took on) of the hu-
manity by the Word of God for the purpose of Incarnation, in Hilary’s inter-
pretation of Photinus’ view: it is the man it assumed, not just single specific
human nature consisting of soul and body, but the entire and already conceived
man, a human person, whose existence begins in Mary, and in whom the im-
personal Word of God indwells.

rit”. This fact would imply the subjection to Original sin and, consequently, to ignorance, passions
etc.; cf. infra, n. 80 as well as n. 67. It is worth to point out that Grillmeier (Gesu il Cristo nella
fede della Chiesa, 1/1, p. 246, n. 151) referring to our theme, offers an interesting data (the author
A. Orbe, Cristologia gnostica. Introduccion a la soteriologia de los sighs 1l y I1II, BAC 384/385,
Madrid 1976, 351-379) that various Gnostics can be identified at “the edges of Ebionism”. Under
the wing of Gnosticism of the Valentinian School, there were those who argued that Jesus was born
of Mary excluding the true filiation, those who thought Jesus’ virginal birth by Mary and others who
thought that He was born of Joseph and Mary (the school of the Ebionites). Beside other views,
the doctrine of the Valentinian School would include attitudes referring to Jesus who, since born of
people, was subjected to Original sin, which implies ignorance, passions, etc.

0 Cf. Hilarius Pictaviensis, De Trinitate X 15, SCh 462, 194; X 22, SCh 462, 202.

"I As the mother, the Virgin contributes to conception (ibidem X 17, SCh 462, 198), growth
(ibidem X 16, SCh 462, 196), development (ibidem X 15, SCh 462, 194) and birth (ibidem X 16, 6,
SCh 462, 196; X 17,5, SCh 462, 198) of the Lord’s body by that which it is immanent to the female
nature (ibidem X 16, SCh 462, 196; ibidem X 17, SCh 462, 198).

2 Cf. ibidem X 22, SCh 462, 202: “Si enim conceptum carnis nisi ex Deo virgo non habuit,
longe magis necesse est anima corporis, nisi ex Deo, aliunde non fuerit”.

3 Cf. ibidem X, 15, SCh 462, 194: “Nam quomodo Filius Dei hominis filius erit natus, vel ma-
nens in Dei forma formam servi acceperit, si non potente Dei verbo ex se et carnem intra virginem
adsumere et carni animam tribuere homo Iesus Christus ad redemptionem animae et corporis nostri
perfectus est natus, et corpus quidem ita asumpserit, ut id ex virgine conceptum formam eum esse
serui effecerit?”

™ Cf. ibidem X 50, SCh 462, 252-254: “Deus verbum tamquam pars aliqua virtutum Dei quo-
dam se tractu continuationis extendens, hominem illus qui a Maria esse coepit habitaverit”. Cf. also
ibidem X 51, SCh 462, 254.
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3. The effects of the “Incarnation”. If we reflect on the effects of the
apparent Incarnation understood by Photinus, Hilary clearly expresses that,
contrary to his own conception of the mutual and perfect in-dwelling of the
two natures, according to Photinus it results in two subjects:

“There is a mere being as seen from the outside, the man animated and moved
by the life of the soul in whom there dwelt the Word of God, like a certain
power, as it were, of an extended voice””.

On the one hand it is, thus, an ordinary man conceived and born by Mary’®.
Referring to Photinus’ doctrine, Hilary has emphasized this reality in different
ways many times’’. Jesus Christ is a man®, “man with merely an ordinary soul
and body (animae solum communis et corporis homo)”, like ours, including, as
we have seen, their origin and all its consequences’™. That man is moved and
animated by his very soul® — obviously his unique vital and, it seems, opera-
tive principle. Based on Hilary’s interpretation of Photinus’ doctrine the soul
as well as the body could have been affected by the Original sin. Understan-
ding according to which the Son is a mere man, born of Mary, was condemned

S Ibidem X 51, SCh 462, 254: “Aut rursum per exteriorem rudamque naturam hominem illum
sola vita animae noventis animatum, in quo verbum Deli, id est quaedam quasi potestas extensae vo-
cis habitauerit”, transl. McKenna, p. 438 (we have slightly altered the beginning of the English cita-
tion which actually beginns “By means of an external and separated nature, that man was animated”).

76 The understanding of Jesus Christ as a mere man is one of the most characteristic features of
Photinus’ doctrine. Such an understanding of Fotinus’ doctrine Simonetti, (Studi sull ‘arianesimo,
p- 139, and n. 27; ibidem, p. 151 and n. 80-85) names “a cliché” which he identified in the works
of the following authors: the Sirmian Anathema no. 9; Rufinus, Expositio symboli 37; Augustinus,
Sermo 71; Vigilius Tapsensis, Contra Arianos dialogus 1 10. The same understanding of Photinus’
doctrine according to Speller (New Light on the Photinians, p. 102-103 and n. 24; ibidem, p. 113)
may be found also in Gregorius Elvirensis, De Trinitate 41; Filastrius Brixiensis, Diversarum her-
eseon liber 64-65 who considers Photinus Judaizer because of his denying the personal existence of
the Word and because of his teaching that Christ was a mere man and not truly God, and therefore as-
sociates him with Paul Samosata; Ambrosiaster, Quaestiones Veteris et Novi Testamenti XCI 12-13;
Socrates, HE 1I 18. Epiphanius Salamiensis (Panarion, transl. Williams, p. 151) does not attribute
this conception to Photinus but just associates him with Paul Samosata who represented this doc-
trine. Hanson (The Search for the Christian Doctrine of God, p. 237) defines Photinus’ understan-
ding of the Son as “whole human being who was born of Mary”.

7 Cf. Hilarius Pictaviensis, De Trinitate 11 4, SCh 443, 280; VII 7, SCh 448, 290 (Smulders
refers to this chapter and comes to the same conclusion, cf. Smulders, La doctrine trinitaire de
S.Hilaire de Poitiers, p. 96); Hilarius Pictaviensis, De Trinitate X 50, SCh 462, 254; X 51, SCh 462,
254; X 61, SCh 462, 270.

8 Cf. ibidem X 50, SCh 462, 252: “Aut omnino nec fuerit Christus homo natus, quia in eo Deus
verbum modo Spiritus profetalis habitaverit”.

" Cf. ibidem X 51, SCh 462, 254: “Aut rursum per exteriorem rudamque naturam hominem il-
lum sola vita animae noventis animatum, in quo verbum Dei, id est quaedam quasi potestas extensae
vocis habitaverit”, transl. McKenna, p. 438.

8 Cf. ibidem X 50, SCh 462, 254: “Animae tamen suae motu naturaque viventem”, that is,
“Sola vita animae moventis animatum”; X 51, SCh 462, 254.
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by the Sirmian Anathema no. 9%. In De synodis Hilary comments that it is
unacceptable to declare the Son of God is born of Mary without declaring that
he is both God and Man®?>. Moreover, he comments the Sirmian Anathema no.
10, which condemns one who would, saying that Mary gave birth to both God
and Man, understand by that the Unborn God being born of Mary. For the Fa-
ther, points out Hilary, is “distinguished from the Son, but not under the head
of nature or by diversity of substance, but only by such pre-eminence as His
birthless nature gives”®.

Impersonal, the non-subsistent Word of the Father dwelling in the man
— whose nature has been discussed in the first part of the article — presents,
according to Photinus, the second subject issuing from the union of the divine
and the human®. Based on De Trinitate and to Photinus’ understanding, the
Word, from the ontological point of view, can not be attributed any novum
after the Incarnation.

As already shown, the union of the man born of Mary and the non-subsis-
tent Word of God that extends in Him, is reduced to the in/dwelling (in/habi-
tatio) of the Word in that man in the manner the Spirit (of prophecy) dwells in
the prophets®. As Photinus understans it, according to Hilary, the effect of the
dwelling of the Word (understood as a part of God’s powers) in the man (or
perhaps the dwelling itself) can be taken as prophetal inspiration, animation®,
which consists of mere external (extrinsecus) strengthening of the man for
the power (ad virtutem) of his activities, or of equipping (instructing) of the
man in the powers (virtutibus) of the divine activity; nevertheless, man’s vital
and, as it seems, operative principle would be his soul®’. “The union” of the

81 Cf. Concilium Sirmiense (351) Anathematismi 9, SCL 1, 203: “Si quis hominem solum
(novov) dicit de Maria (¢x Moptac) Filium: anathema sit”. Simonetti (Studi sull ‘arianesimo, p. 137,
cf. ibidem, p. 154, n. 99) holds that it is certainly directed against Photinus; Kelly (Early Christian
Creeds, p. 281) relates it to the typical attitudes of Marcellus and Photinus.

82 Cf. Hilarius Pictaviensis, Liber de Synodis seu de Fide Orientalium 46, PL 10, 515.

8 Tbidem 47, PL 10, 515: “Patre a Filio non naturae nomine, quia nec diversitate substantie,
sed sola innascibilitatis auctoritate discreto”. Concilium Sirmiense (351) Anathematismi 10, SCL 1,
203: “Si quis Deum et hominem de Maria natum dicens, Deum innascibilem (tov dyévvntov) sic
intellegit: anathema sit”. Simonetti (Studi sull ‘arianesimo, p. 157, n. 112a) holds that this Anathema
can not be considered directed against Photinus with certainty.

8 Cf. Hilarius Pictaviensis, De Trinitate X 51, SCh 462, 254, infra, n. 75.

8 Cf. ibidem X 50, SCh 462, 252: “Aut omnino nec fuerit Christus homo natus, quia in eo
Dei verbum modo Spiritus profetalis habitaverit”; X 21, SCh 462, 202: “Ut in profetis Spiritus
profetiae, ita in Iesu verbum dei fuerit”; X 22, SCh 462, 254: “Alium nescio quem tamquam profe-
tam verbo Dei animatum predicabimus”. This and previous conclusion already in Simonetti, Studi
sull’arianesimo, p. 143, based on Hilarius Pictaviensis, De Trinitate X 21 and 51.

8 Cf. Hilarius Pictaviensis, De Trinitate X 22, SCh 462, 254: “Alium nescio quem tamquam
profetam verbo Dei animatum predicabimus”.

87 Cf. ibidem X 50, SCh 462, 252-254: “Deus verbum tamquam pars aliqua virtutum Dei quo-
dam se tractu continuationis extendens, hominem illum qui a Maria esse coepit habitaverit et vir-
tutibus divinae operationis instruxerit, animae tamen suae motu naturaque viventem’; X 51, SCh
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Word and the man is only a temporary and accidental, which is confirmed by
the fact that the extension of the Word is withdrawn on the cross®*. Simonetti
claims that the relationship of Logos and Christ is clearly outlined by Hilary
as adoptionist®.

What was Photinus’ understanding of the Divine Sonship according to Hi-
lary’s interpretation? We saw that in De synodis Hilary referred to the hereti-
cal view (associated by him with the Sirmian Anathema no. 7), according to
which the extention, effected by expansion of the Divine substance and assum-
ing the Man, is called the Son™.

This issue is not thoroughly analysed in De Trinitate, however, accor-
ding to it, it seems that Photinus’ understanding of the Divine Sonship implies
a certain union of the Word of God and man who was born of Mary, the union
understood as merely accidental habitatio of the Word of God in that Man.

462, 254: “Hominem illum sola vita animae moventis animatum in quo verbum Dei [...] habitaverit
[...] Christus Iesus, animae solum communis et corporis homo, hoc habeat sui quo esse homo coepit
exordium, quem extrinsecus protensi sermonis potestas ad virtutem operationum confirmaverit”.
This operation of the Word (word) in the man Christ will be characterised by Smulders (La doctrine
trinitaire de S. Hilaire de Poitiers, p. 96) as accidental (extrinsecus).

8 Cf. Hilarius Pictaviensis, De Trinitate X 51, SCh 462, 254: “Qui nunc a Dei verbo contracta
rursum protensione desertus clamet: «Deus Deus meus, quare me dereliquisti?»”. Referring to the
available sources Simonetti (Studi sull ’arianesimo, p. 151) defines the relationship between the man
Jesus and the Word as the following: “in forma quanto mail labile ed esteriore, alla maniera degli
adozionisti”, that is, the union would be just moral, “una pottente ispirazione soprannaturale da cui
il Cristo avrebbe tratto la forza di operare quelle prodigiose azione che gli avrebbero meritato 1’ado-
zione come Figlio di Dio e I’assunzione alla destra del Padre, dopo la resurrezione”.

8 Cf. Simonetti, Studi sull ‘arianesimo, p. 155. Simonetti (ibidem, p. 152-155) referring to the
sources, distinguishes two possible Photinus’ Christologies: Trennungschristologie, which would
be specific of a strict distinction of Christ as a human subject imbued with the divine spirit, and
Christology that preserves the wholeness of Christ’s humanity associating it more intimately with
the divine factor, the subject of the Incarnation in a true sense. The latter would refer to the one
outlined by Epiphanius Salamiensis, Panarion 71, 3, according to which the Logos was incarnated
by trasnforming into the body, which is confirmed by the Sirmian Anathemas no. 9 and indirectly
no. 10. Hilary would be a representative of the first, the Adoptionistic group. Simonetti supports this
by the fact that due to Photinus’ insistence on the wholeness of Christ’s humanity Hilary considered
him a follower of Adoptionism or maybe Hilary referred to less reliable sources or did not deal with
the issue ex professo. M. Simonetti holds that Hilary’s attitude can be interpreted in a way that, being
focused on Photinus’ insistence on the wholeness of Christ’s humanity, he did not find any difficulty
in interpreting the relationship between the Logos and Christ in a wider and more extrinsic sense,
than it was originally done by Photinus, and that closer relationship in this regard seemed inconceiv-
able. If indeed Epiphanius’ testimony, along with the Sirmian Anathemas, are more credible sources,
the interpretation of Photinus’ doctrine as an adoptionistic would refer to its later stage, as stated by
Simonetti. However, Hanson (The Search for the Christian Doctrine of God, p. 237) holds that the
entire ancient world attributed to Photinus the reduction of Christ to a mere man whom God would
adopt, which corresponds to the assumption that the union of the Word-Logos and the man would
just be a moral one and the union of the inspiration.

% Cf. Hilarius Pictaviensis, Liber de Synodis seu de Fide Orientalium 45, PL 10, 514.
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According to Hilary in De Trinitate, Photinus claims that the Son of God,
Christ, (even) the Word, begins to exist or subsist only through the Incarna-
tion’!, i.e. the birth of Mary®>. He has no pre-existence”, because before the
birth of Mary, the Word was not by nature only-begotten Son of God endowed
with existence, but was a mere utterance of a voice®*. He was not co-Creator
of the world®. Therefore, Photinus excludes his eternal generation®® including
him in the time®’. The Sirmian Anathema no. 27%, and possibly no. 3 are

! The first condemnation of Photinus by the Council, so called Ekthesis Makrostichos in 344
condemns him because of the claim that: “He was not Christ or Son of God or mediator or image of
God before ages; but that He first became Christ and Son of God, when He took our flesh from the
Virgin” (Williams, Monarchianism and Photinus of Sirmium, p. 196). Williams points out (ibidem,
p. 187) that Photinus was mostly censured for his viewpoint denying the existence of the Son before
His birth in Betlehem.

%2 Cf. Hilarius Pictaviensis, De Trinitate 11 23, SCh 443, 312: “Initium Filio Dei ex Maria
concendens”. Cf. also ibidem X 50, SCh 462, 252: “Ne lesus Christus, antequam ex Maria natus
est, Christus sit: dum non qui erat natus est, sed ad id tum primum quod natus est coeperit”; X 51,
SCh 462, 254: “Aut omnino Christus ante partum Mariae non fuerit: quia Christus Iesus, animae
solum communis et corporis homo, hoc habeat sui quo esse homo coepit exordium”; I1 4, SCh 443,
280: “Ut Hebion omne initum ex Maria concedens, non ex Deo hominem, sed ex homine Deum
proferat”; 11 23, SCh 443, 312: “Verbum a diebus carnis intellegens”. The same is for the subsisting
Wisdom of God, cf. ibidem XII 36.

% Cf. ibidem VII 3, SCh 448, 280-282; VII 7, SCh 448, 290: “Ei, quia ante saecula Filium
nesciat”. This Photinus’ claim is highlighted by Hanson (The Search for the Christian Doctrine of
God, p. 237) and Smulders (La doctrine trinitaire de S. Hilaire de Poitiers, p. 97) based on Hilary’s
complete works.

%4 Cf. Hilarius Pictaviensis, De Trinitate 11 4, SCh 443, 280: “Ut Hebion omne initium ex Maria
concedens, non ex Deo hominem, sed ex homine Deum proferat: neque subsistens antea quod «in
principio apud Deum erat deus verbum» virgo susceperit, sed carnem genueit per verbum: quia in
verbo antea, non existentis unigeniti Dei naturam dicat, sed sonum vocis elatum”.

%5 Cf. ibidem VII 7, SCh 448, 290: “Ecclesiae fides [...] tenet [...] adversus Fotinum saeculi
creatorem”.

% Cf. ibidem: “In usurpato sibi homine nativitatem Dei ante saecula ignorat”.

97 Cf. ibidem IT 16, SCh 443, 304. Hilary condemns this viewpoint referring to Jn 1:2.

% Cf. Concilium Sirmiense (351) Anathematismi 27, SCL 1, 205: “Si quis Christum Deum
Filium Dei ante saecula subsistentem (rpociidviov @vto) et ministrantem (brovpyhrota) Patri ad
omnium perfectionem (universorum opificium) non dicat, sed ex quo de Maria natus est, ex eo et
Christum et Filium nominatum esse et initium accepisse ut sit Deus (épynv eilepévar 10D Oeod
elvon) dicat: anathema sit”. Simonetti (Studi sull’arianesimo, p. 137) and Kelly (Early Christian
Creeds, p. 281) claim that the Anathema is directed against both Marcellus and Photinus; According
to Williams (Monarchianism and Photinus of Sirmium, p. 201) the Anathema summarizes Photinus’
viewpoints. The Anathema is commented by Hilary in Liber de Synodis seu de Fide Orientalium 61,
PL 10, 522. He points out that the corner-stone of faith, according to the evangelical and apostolic
doctrine, is the fact that the Lord Jesus Christ, God and the Son of God, can not be separated from
the Father either at the level of honor, power, nature or interval of time.

9 Cf. Concilium Sirmiense (351) Anathematismi 3, SCL 1, 202: “Et si quis, unum dicens Deum,
Christum autem Deum ante saecula Filium Dei obsecutum Patri in creatione omnium non confitetur
(si quis dicens Deum Christum esse, sed eum ante saecula Filium Dei et brovpynxoto T Tatpl €ig
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directed against these viewpoints. Epiphanius also censures Photinus for the
denial of Christ’s pre-existence and identifiying the beginning of His existence
with the birth of Mary!'®.

Based on Hilary, Photinus’ position is clearly adoptionist: Photinus “as-
sumes, unlawfully, a man into the Son” and into the God'’!. Taking all into
consideration, it seems reasonable to think that — though relying on scarce in-
formation in Hilary’s De Trinitate — this “Divine Sonship” or filiation and “dei-
fication” of man born of Mary, according to Photinus, are due to the fact that the
non-subsisting Word of God — a part of God’s powers — dwells in him, inspiring
or animating him by strengthening and empowering him for divine activity'®.

On the basis of all the mentioned elements of Photinus’ doctrine, Hilary
concludes that such understanding of the union of the human and divine does
not result in true Incarnation of the divine Person: “the subsisting Word of God
who remains in the form of God was not born as Christ the man”'®. To Hilary,
the man born of Mary cannot really be Christ because the word in him resides
only in an indwelling way as the Spirit has dwelt in the prophets. Hilary’s in-
terpretation of Photinus’ understanding of Jesus Christ is that the Son of God
can neither be the Word that was made flesh, nor one and the same both God
and Man'™, Hilary’s criticism of such position on the apparent Incarnation of-
fers its negative definition: “He was born, however, not that He might be two

mv 1OV OAov deptovpyloy (= administrum Patri ad universorum opificium fuisse non confiteatur):
anathema sit”.

100 Cf. Epiphanius Salamiensis, Panarion 71, 1; 71, 2-5.

101 Cf. Hilarius Pictaviensis, De Trinitate VII 7, SCh 448, 290: “Homo ab eo usurpatur in fi-
lium”; 11 4, SCh 443, 280: “Ut Hebion omne initium ex Maria concendens, non ex Deo hominem,
sed ex homine Deum proferat”. Vigilius Tapsensis (Contra Arianos dialogus 1 4; 1 11) wrote that
Photinus taught that Christ would have been God because of the adoption by the Father because of
the merita bonae actionis, cf. Simonetti, Studi sull ’arianesimo, p. 139; Hanson, The Search for the
Christian Doctrine of God, p. 238.

192 Simonetti, referring to the available sources (Studi sull arianesimo, p. 150, n. 79.) concluded
that Photinus sharply distinguish Logos which exists ab aeterno and Christ born of Mary. According
to Simonetti, Photinus identified the Son of God with Christ, not with Logos, the Word of God,
claiming that the Son of God was born only of Mary, but this does not necessarily mean that the one
to whom Mary gave birth was a mere man. Cf. also Simonetti’s opinion on the Sonship expounded
infra, n. 89. Smulders (La doctrine trinitaire de S. Hilaire de Poitiers, p. 96) referring to Hilarius
Pictaviensis (De Trinitate 114, SCh 443, 280) concluded that the man born of Mary is named the Son
and the Word of God because of His miraculous birth of the Virgin by divine intervention.

103 Hilarius Pictaviensis, De Trinitate X 21, SCh 462, 202: “Ne subsistens verbum Deus et
manens in forma Dei Christus homo natus”, transl. McKenna, p. 412. Cf. ibidem X 50, SCh 462,
252: “Aut omnino nec fuerit Christus homo natus, quia in eo Dei verbum modo Spiritus profetalis
habitaverit”.

104 Cf. ibidem X 22, SCh 462, 202: “Et cum ipse ille filius hominis ipse sit qui et Filius Dei, quia
totus hominis filius totus Dei filius sit, quam ridicule praeter Dei Filium qui «verbum caro factum
esty, alium nescio quem tamquam profetam verbo Dei animatum praedicabimus, cum Dominus
Iesus Christus et hominis filius et Dei filius sit!”.
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separate beings, but that the God before the man, since He assumed the hu-
man nature, might be recognised as both man and God”'®®. Hilary inferred that
according to Photinus’ Christology, the man born of Mary, and the subject of
the “Incarnation” i.e. the Word dwelling in him are clearly different and make
two subjects. It is therefore clear why Hilary reproaches to Photinians divid-
ing “Christ into three parts — the Word, the soul and the body”'%. As we have
seen, for Hilary, Jesus Christ or Son of God as Photinus understands him is just
someone like a prophet (a man) inspired, that is empowered by a Word of God
— a part of God’s powers — dwelling in him, for divine activities'”’. Moreover,
Hilary among the many Photinus’ opponents'® acused him of reducing the Son
of God to a mere man'”, a mere Son of Mary''?, of not recognizing the Son
of God in a man'"" and reducing “the whole Christ, God the Word, in solum
communis generis hominem™"'?, to a creature (creatura)'. In that way, Hilary
polemically assimilates Photinus’ thought to that of Arians and Sabellians.

4. Photinus and the question of Christ’s soul according to the Book
Ten of De Trinitate by Hilary of Poitiers. In the end let us refer to the conclu-
sions that are stated in the scholarship according to which Photinus insisted on
the wholeness of Christ’s humanity, or more precisely, on the fact that Jesus
Christ possessed a human soul. These conclusions are based exclusively on Hi-
lary’s work De Trinitate'. Hilary is, all things considered, the only author that

195 Tbidem X 22, SCh 462, 204: “Natus autem est, non ut esset alius adque alius, sed ut ante
hominem Deus, suscipiens hominem, homo Deus posset intellegi”, transl. McKenna, p. 413-414 (we
have slightly altered English citation: from “first one and then another” into “two separate beings”).

1% Tbidem X 61, SCh 462, 270: “Vos nunc vel tripartientes Christum in verbum et animam et
corpus, vel totum Christum Deum verbum in solum communis generis hominem contrahentes”,
transl. McKenna, p. 446. Simonetti (Studi sull ’arianesimo, p. 143) pointed that these words refers to
“i Fotiniani”. We will offer another possible interpretation.

7 Hilarius Pictaviensis, De Trinitate X 22, SCh 462, 202: “quam ridicule praeter Dei Filium qui
verbum caro factum est, alium nescio quem tamquam profetam verbo Dei animatum praedicabimus”.

198 Cf. Speller, New Light on the Photinians, p. 103.

199 Cf. Hilarius Pictaviensis, De Trinitate X 50, SCh 462, 254; X 51, SCh 462, 254.

110 Cf. ibidem VII 7, SCh 448, 290. Hilary testifies that this standpoint of his Photinus supported
by the Gospels.

' Cf. ibidem, and also I 26, SCh 443, 250.

112 Tbidem X 61, SCh 462, 270, transl. McKenna, p. 446. Cf. also ibidem X 51, SCh 462, 254:
“animae solum communis et corporis homo”; X 50, SCh 462, 252-254.

113 Cf. ibidem VIII 40, SCh 448, 442: “Heretici serpentes, siue Sabelli siue Fotine siue qui nunc
creaturam esse unigenitum Deum praedicans!”; XII 54, SCh 462, 464: “Tua enim res est et unige-
nitus tuus est, non portio, non protensio, non secundum efficientiarum opinionem nomen aliquod
inane, sed Filius”.

14 Cf. Simonetti (Studi sull’arianesimo, p. 143) based on Hilarius Pictaviensis, De Trinitate
X 50: “I Fotiniani [...] insistevano particolarmente nell’atribuire a Cristo un’anima umana”. Also
based on ibidem X 20: “Dal passo di Ilario ricaviamo che I’insistenza di Fotino sull’umanita com-
pleta di Cristo” (cf. also infra, n. 120). Here are the reasons because of which, according to Si-
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witnessed such an opinion of Photinus''>. Moreover, based on this text of Hilary,
soteriological motives are attributed to such insisting attitude of Photinus!*®.
The work of Richard P.C. Hanson gave us also some valuable insights into
the Arian understanding of the pro-Nicene Christology. He discusses about the
Arian theology of the Incarnation'’, according to which, in short, the Word
assumed copo Gyvyov (a cdpa, body, flesh, without a yvyn, soul) and in
Jesus Christ took the place of the human soul (this understanding is witnessed
also by Hilary)'"®, which makes the constant and focal point of the Arian doc-
trine'’?. R.P.C. Hanson’s work also enabled a better understanding of Hilary’s
interpretation of the doctrines of his opponents. In the works of Arian authors,
such as Asterius, Eudoxius, Pseudo-Ignatius and Opus imperfectum in Mat-
thaeum, R.P.C. Hanson saw the authors’ condemning of statements according
to which Jesus Christ is homo purus/yilog &vepomoc— hence “mere man”
—and as such he suffers on the cross'®. R.P.C. Hanson understands the meaning

monetti, Epiphanius Salamiensis does not emphasize, contrary to Hilary, this fact. Simonetti (Studi
sull’arianesimo, p. 144-145 and 157-158) claims that Hilary emphasized this fact because he per-
ceived Christ’s human nature as “from heaven”, which cannot be completely identified with com-
mon human body, yet especially contrary to Photinus, who perceived that the soul is coming from
Mary, Hilary thought that God directly created Christ’s soul, thus trying to reject his opinions. Cf.
also Hanson (The Search for the Christian Doctrine of God, p. 236): “He certainly taught that the hu-
man body of Jesus had a human mind or soul, insisting on its wholeness”; Hanson is referring on the
text of Hilarius Pictaviensis, De Trinitate X 20 quoted here, in n. 64, 67, 116, but instead of “Adam”
in Hanson’s text in both places is put “Eva”! Hanson claims that Photinus could have attributed to
the prejudice against attribution of human soul to Jesus Christ or however, not seeing its necessity
(Hanson, The Search for the Christian Doctrine of God, p. 238).

15 Cf. Simonetti, Studi sull’arianesimo, p. 144.

116 Cf. ibidem, p. 158, based on Hilarius Pictaviensis, De Trinitate X 20, SCh 462, 200: “Ut quia
et corpus et anima Adae in peccato fuit, carnem quoque Adae atque animam Dominus ex Vergine
acceperit”. Simonetti writes: “Dal passo di Ilario ricaviamo che I’insistenza di Fotino sull’'umanita
completa di Cristo derivava non dalla configurazione adozionista del rapporto Logos-Cristo, bensi dal
preoccupazioni di carattere soteriologico che 1’eretico, ferma restando la sua errata concezione del
Logos, condivideva con la piu autentica tradizione ortodossa”. On the basis of the whole of the Book
Ten of De Trinitate, we perceived this paragraph not in the sense that the Lord took Adam’s body and
soul from the Virgin so he could redeem them and heal them as they are both burdened with Original
Sin, but in the sense that Hilary testifies of a heretical conception (foreign to him) according to which
the Lord — assuming (taking on) both body and soul from the Virgin which were Adam’s — bore the
consequences of the Original Sin. In this sense the text is also interpreted by the editors of notes in the
critical edition of De Trinitate (cf. SCh 462, 200, n. 2). It does not seem plausible that Hilary would
be interested at all in Photinus’ soteriology bearing in mind the fact that he did not touch upon that of
Arians — and with them he primarily debates — to the best of our knowledge.

U7 R.P.C. Hanson, The Arian Doctrine of the Incarnation, in: Arianism: Historical and Theo-
logical Reassessments, ed. R.C. Gregg, Cambridge (MA) 1985, 181-211.

118 Cf. Hilarius Pictaviensis, De Trinitate X 50, SCh 462, 252; X 51, SCh 462, 254.

119 Cf. Hanson, The Arian Doctrine of the Incarnation, p. 192.

120 The example of Asterius, who does not mention directly the absence of the soul (cf. ibidem,
p. 190); Pseudo-Ignatius (cf. ibidem, p. 191).
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of these expressions as “only (human) soul and body”'?'. He also states that for
Arian authors they do not necessarily signify “an Ebionite picture, of the one
who was human and not Divine”, but “the pro-Nicene doctrine of the incar-
nate Word possessing two natures or elements, one of which was a complete
man with a human mind”'*>. In some of Arian works which R.P.C. Hanson
observed, for instance Pseudo-Ignatius’'*, the doctrine of homo purus is attri-
buted to Ebionites, while others, for example Mai/Gryson fragment (XV Mai,
V Gryson) attribute it to Photinus and his predecessors (the doctrine of homo
purus condemned by May/Gryson fragment R.P.C. Hanson identifies as Pho-
tinus’). R.P.C. Hanson claims that it is possible that Pseudo-Ignatius under
the name of Ebionites actually refers to pro-Nicenes, “who insist that Christ’s
human nature was complete with a human soul, in order to shield the Di-
vine Word from human experience”'?*, and that May/Grison fragment actually
refers to Marcellus and maybe pro-Nicenes as well'’. Aloys Grillmeier has
noted that Pseudo-Ignatius, when the Incarnation is in question, doesn’t see
anything but two options — first, the true union of Logos and c&pg as in Jn 1:14
(therefore Logos and the body without human soul), which he advocates, and
the second option is “«mere many» in whom God dwells: Verbum in homine”'?*.

After these findings shed some light on the whole situation, we have re-
viewed the Book Ten of Hilary’s De Trinitate. Along the pro-Nicene doctrine
of' the Incarnation, he also points out the doctrines of his opponents, with which

121 The example of Eudoxius (cf. ibidem, p. 190); also the example of Opus imperfectum in
Matthaeum, (cf. ibidem, p. 191).

122 Tbidem, p. 192. Hanson sometimes uses the term “mind”, sometimes “soul”, and sometimes
even both (cf. for example ibidem, p. 188) and points out that Arianism was never dealing with the
question of mind (vodg) and spirit (tvedpo) (cf. ibidem, p. 203).

123 Grillmeier (Gesu il Cristo nella fede della Chiesa, 1/1, p. 580) gives the same example of
Pseudo-Ignatius holding him as semi-Arian, not as the Arian in the strict sense; he emphasizes
that his letters mention doctrine on Christ, “mere human” in the cases when is said that Christ has
a human soul, and that the claim of the wholeness of human nature of Christ in the sense of his
possession of soul and body in Pseudo-Ignatius’ view “corresponds to denial of his divinity and is
a proof of Ebionism and Adoptionism”. Pseudo-Ignatius (Epistula ad Philippenses 5, 2, according
to: Grillmeier, Gesu il Cristo nella fede della Chiesa, 1/1, p. 580) states: “Si quis autem dicit unum
deum confiteturque et Christum Iesum, hominem vero purum putans Dominum et non Deum unige-
nitum et sapientiam et verbum Dei, «sed ex anima et corpore» eum existimans, huiusmodi serpens
est et seductor, errorem praedicans et perditionem hominum: huiusmodi pauper est sensu, sicuti
vocatur et adinventor ipsius erroris Hebion”. Christ who, however, consists exclusively of Adyog
and “flesh/body” (capé), is called by Pseudo-Ignatius: “unigenitus Filius, Deus verbum et homo”
(cf. ibidem, p. 581; Pseudo-Ignatius, Epistula ad Philadelphios, 4, 2).

124 Hanson, The Arian Doctrine of Incarnation, p. 194-195. The same opinion is present on p.
196. It is worth emphasizing that Pseudo-Ignatius’ work contain segments which denie the men-
tioned opinion, yet Hanson identifies these parts as interpolations. Cf. ibidem, p. 195-196.

125 Cf. ibidem, p. 194 and 209, and n. 73.

126 A, Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition, 1, transl. J. Bowden, Atlanta 19752, 306; Pseudo-
Ignatius, Epistula ad Philippenses 5, 2.
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he disputes — Arianism, Sabellianism (that of Marcellus) and aforementioned
doctrine of Photinus, whom he does not mention even once by name, which
seems to be quite significant. The texts from the Book Ten which deal with
Photinus’s point of view!'?” which Hilary criticises and condemns, we have
tried to read primarily as the Arian interpretation of the pro-Nicene, and also
Hilary’s understanding of Incarnate Christ possessing two complete natures,
the human nature consisting of the body and the soul. We have seen that, ac-
cording to R.P.C. Hanson, this pro-Nicene Christology could be understood by
Arians as “Ebionite” or as the doctrine of Photinus. It seems to us that Hilary’s
anti-adoptionist texts from the Book Ten of De Trinitate even understood in
such a manner maintain their consistency. Furthermore, we consider highly
probable that Hilary constructed them exactly like that, so that they could be
primarily understood as a response to the Arian understanding of pro-Nicene
Christology, according to which Jesus Christ was a “mere men”, in which
Arians do not see Deity, because in him, in the place of the human soul, God
the Word does not dwell (in best case he is accidentally indwelled by non-
subsistent God the Word). This interpretation coincides with the doctrine of
Photinus, from which, in our opinion, Hilary, in the same time, distances him-
self and refutes it as heretical'®®. That is why Hilary’s words in De Trinitate
X 61: “You who divide Christ into three — the Word, the soul, and the body — or
who reduce the whole Christ, God the Word, into a mere man of an ordinary
nature”'?’, for which were until now considered to be directed to Photinus
and possibly to Apollinarians'®, could be, by our opinion, in fact primarily
directed to Arians.

Here we have to take into account some historical-theological factors, with
which we should read De Trinitate, and which were noted by Charles Beck-
with. He pointed out that “it would be difficult to overstate Hilary’s constant
concern to distance his pro-Nicene theology from any charge of Photinian
adoptionism” and stated that in Hilary’s comments of the events that took
place in 340s and 350s, which he recorded, as well as in the revisions of the
earlier books of De Trinitate that Hilary made in the course of the year 358,
he constantly read “the sensitivity of being labelled as a Photinian”'*!. Accor-
ding to Ch. Beckwith, the history of “labelling” of pro-Nicenes as Photinians

127 Cf. Hilarius Pictaviensis, De Trinitate X 20; X 21-22; X 50-51; X 61.

128 Ch. Beckwith (Hilary of Poitiers on the Trinity, p. 31) pointed out that for anti-Nicene au-
thors of Hilary’s period “if you stand for Nicaea you must embrace the monarchial theology of
Marcellus of Ancyra and Photinus of Sirmium in the spirit of the heresiarch Sabelius”. See, also
Kelly, Early Christian Creeds, p. 283; Williams, Monarchianism and Photinus of Sirmium, p. 203.

129 Hilarius Pictaviensis, De Trinitate X 61, SCh 462, 270.

130 Simonetti (Studi sull’arianesimo, p. 143) as we saw (cf. n. 9) claims that they were addressed
to Photinians; the editors of notes in the critical edition of De Trinitate (SCh 462, 271, n. 2,) presume
that Hilary is debating with predecessors of Apollinaris and simultaneously with Photinus.

131 Cf. Beckwith, Hilary of Poitiers on the Trinity, p. 31. For details on revisions, cf. ibidem,
p. 72-147.
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started after the council of Milan in the year 345 where the western bishops
did not accept the subordinationist positions of the eastern bishops as formu-
lated in Ekthesis Makrostichos, thence the easterners falsely interpreted this
rejection as a support of the monarchianism of Marcellus and Photinus, latter
condemned both by East and West'*?. Furthermore, on the council of Syrmium
in the year 351 eastern bishops took advantage of the Photinus’s condemna-
tion to associate falsely his theology via Marcellus of Ancyra to Athanasius
and Nicene faith, all in the purpose of the condemnation of the last two'®.
The same goal tried to be accomplished in the western councils in Arles (353),
Milan (355) and finally, Béziers (356), which exiled Hilary'*.

These insights, as it seems, shed a new light on the opinions according
to which Photinus, according to Hilary, insisted on the wholeness of Jesus
Christ’s humanity putting emphasis on the fact that Jesus Christ possessed
a human soul, furthermore, with the soteriological motivation, because the
human soul was as well as the body burdened by the Original sin. Let us be
reminded that these opinions are based exclusively on Hilary’s texts from the
Book Ten of De Trinitate, not taking into the account the possibility that Pho-
tinus’s doctrine presented there could be understood as the Arian interpretation
of pro-Nicene Christology, out of which in these texts Hilary is distancing
himself from and is refuting it. In the Book Ten, in addition, as we saw, Photi-
nus was not mentioned by name even once, despite the fact that, in the seventh
book, Hilary identifies Ebion, with whom, until that moment, among others,
he openly debated, as Photinus'®*.

In our opinion, according to Hilary’s texts, one can claim that Photinus
insisted on the wholeness of Jesus Christ’s humanity, namely on his posses-
sing of the human soul, only to that extent which he held that Jesus Christ is
(a mere) man, thus his human nature is self-explicatory. This potential Pho-
tinus’s insistence could be completely logical, since God’s word which will
dwell in him does not have personal individuality, and in the case that Jesus
Christ does not have a human soul, there would not be a subject at all.

On the contrary, in the Book Ten of De Trinitate, to show that after the In-
carnation Christ has a human soul is Hilary’s priority. There he disputes with
and refutes Photinus’s adoptionism, but as in the Book Nine alike, primarily
he refutes Arians according to whose understanding of the Incarnation, “God
the Word exist as the soul of the body through a change in His nature that
weakens Him and He ceases to be God the Word”'*%. By means of the mystery

132 Cf. ibidem, p. 36; in more details p. 32-36.

133 Cf. ibidem, p. 41, in more details p. 36-43.

134 Cf. ibidem, p. 43-48.

135 On this identification cf. Beckwith (ibidem, p. 83); Hilarius Pictaviensis, De Trinitate VII 3,
SCh 448, 280; VII 7, SCh 448, 290.

136 Hilarius Pictaviensis, De Trinitate X 51, 2-4, SCh 462, 254: “ut aut Deus verbum anima
corporis per demutationem naturae se infirmantis extiterit et verbum Deus esse defecerit”, transl.
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of Incarnation, the Arians are trying to show the inferiority of the Son, God
the Word, in relation to the Father, which reaches also to unlikeness of the Son
to the Father. Those things the Jesus Christ spoke as human, as well as human
limitations, necessities and weaknesses — hunger, thirst, fear of passion and
pain of suffering, the necessity of subjection to suffering and death, are (thanks
to the A0y0g-0GpE scheme) attributed to the weakness of the Son of God/God
the Word so the Arians could deny the unity of nature which results from eter-
nal generation of the Son from the Father and reduce it to the unity of will. Son
would have been a God only by name, not by nature, a God of different kind,
or he would not have been God at all, but creature (creatura)'®’.

In the Book Ten, Hilary is trying to show against the Arians that in Jesus
Christ one person subsists in two natures'*®: the Divine'*’, so he could per-
form miracles', forgive us our sins on the cross'!, reconcile us with God
and redeem us'??, and resurrect'*, and the human, consisting of the body'*
and the soul'®, whose place was not taken by God’s Word/God the Word, so
he in his solidarity with mankind could suffer and die'“. The insisting on the
Jesus Christ’s human soul (on the wholeness of Chist’s humanity) is beyond
doubt contrary to the Arian scheme of Adyoc/cépE, namely with the Arian
position on which points out A. Grillmeier, the principle which supposes that

McKenna, p. 438 (we have altered the end of the english citation from “he ceases to be God the
Word” into “the Word ceases to be God”). Cf. ibidem X 51, 8-9, SCh 462, 254; X 50, SCh 462, 252.
137 Cf. ibidem IX 2, SCh 462, 14-16; IX 5, SCh 462, 22-24; 1X 70, SCh 462, 158-160; X 3, SCh
462, 176-178; X 5, SCh 462, 180; X 7-10, SCh 462, 182-188; X 27-29, SCh 462, 216-218; X 32,
SCh 462, 220; X 36, SCh 462, 226; X 41, SCh 462, 236; X 45, SCh 462, 242-243; X 46, SCh 462,
244-246; X 48-49, SCh 462, 250-252; X 55, SCh 462, 262-264; X 71, SCh 462, 290-292.

138 Cf. for example ibidem IX 14, SCh 462, 40: “Haec igitur demonstranda a me paucis fuerunt,
ut utriusque naturae personam tractari in Domino Iesu Christo meminissemus™; X 21, SCh 462, 202:
“Vere Dei Filius Verus hominis filius natus sit”; XI 16, SCh 462, 324: “Verbum autem Deus neque
verbum esse desiit, neque caro non fuit. Nam «verbum» quod «caro factum est et habitavit in nobisy,
neque dum habitat non uere verbum esse qui maneat, et carnem fieri eius intellegendum sit esse qui
maneat, et carnem fieri eius itellegendum sit esse qui nascitur”.

13 Hilary persistantly repeats, referring to Col 2:9, that in Christ dwells all the fullness of the
Godhead bodily: cf. ibidem II 8, SCh 443, 290; IT 11, SCh 443, 294; 11 20, SCh 443, 308; IIT 3, SCh
443, 338; 111 15, SCh 443, 362; III 17, SCh 462, 366; 111 23, SCh 443, 378; VI 10, SCh 443, 188;
VIII 53-56, SCh 443, 464-468; IX 1, SCh 462, 12; XI 15, SCh 462, 320.

140 Cf. for example, ibidem VII 36, SCh 448, 356-358.

141 Cf. ibidem X 48, SCh 462, 248.

142 Cf. ibidem VII 51, SCh 448, 460.

143 Cf. for example, ibidem IX 10, SCh 462, 32-34.

144 Cf. for example ibidem X 41, SCh 462, 236; X 60, SCh 462, 272; X 19, SCh 462, 198-200.

145 For example: ibidem X 19, SCh 462, 200: “Ita Iesus Christus per virtutem suam carnis adque
animae homo ac Deus esset, habens in se et totum verumque quod homo est et totum verumque quod
Deus est”; X 57, SCh 462, 266-268.

146 Cf. ibidem V 18, SCh 448, 128: “Deus ergo idirico tibi Christus non est, quia qui erat nas-
citur, quia qui imdemutabilis est crescita aetate, quia inpassibilis patitur, quia vivens moritur, quia
mortuus vivit, quia omnia in eo contra naturam sunt”.
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“the real Incarnation can only take place if the Word that comes from the hea-
ven really enters into a substantial conjunction with the flesh and become its
life-principle”'?’. As was pointed out by A. Grillmeier, it is significant for the
state of Christology before Apollinarist controversy that “those who recogni-
ze Christ’s humanity to be complete, with body and soul, already appear as
betrayers of the true union of the God and man”'*®. In these circumstances,
it is a small step to identify pro-Nicene Christology with Photinus’s adoptio-
nism. Thus, for Hilary, it was of the crucial importance to show (against the
Arians) that alongside Christ’s assuming (appropriating) of the complete hu-
man nature to himself — body but also human soul'®, Jesus Christ is one and
the same, one subject, one person; namely, that the union of Son of God/God
the Word and of human nature resulted in one subject, one person, which is
both God and a man'*®. According to Hilary that person is identical with the
eternally pre-existent person of Son of God, God the Word, Christ (subject of
the Incarnation)'*!, who before the Incarnation was just a God, and after the

YT A. Grillmeier (Christ in Christian Tradition, 1, p. 247) pointed out that Arians speculate
from the perspective of the scheme Adyog/cdip& according to which Adyog takes place of the soul
and enters in a natural union with the body. In such manner is formed a “human being”, which
means that the Word enters in physical conjunction with the body in such a way that from two arises
a con-stitutio”.

148 Tbidem, p. 307.

149 Cf. Hilarius Pictaviensis, De Trinitate X 56, SCh 462, 264-266: “Et tamen quaero, cui inpu-
tabur fletus ille, Deo an animae an corpori? Sed corpus per se tantum non habet lacrimas, quas ad
dolorem animae maerentis profundit. Longe autem minus est, ut Deus fleverit, qui glorificandus in
Lazaro est. Non convenit autem, ut anima de sepulchro Lazarum vocet, et ad animae innexae cor-
pori praeceptum adque virtutem in mortuum suum anima iam ex eo dissoluta revocetur. Dolet, qui
glorificatus est? Flet, qui vivificaturus est? Non est vivificaturi flere nec glorificandi dolere; et tamen
vivificat qui et flevit et doluit”; X 57, SCh 462, 266-268.

130 Cf. for example: ibidem X 52, SCh 462, 256: “Totum ei Deus verbum est, totum ei homo
Christus est: retinens hoc in sacramento confessionis suae, nec Christum aliud credere quam Iesum,
nec lesum aliud praedicare quam Christum”; X 22, SCh 462, 204: “Vt vero adsumpsisse formam
servi non aliud est quam hominem natum esse, ita in forma Dei esse non aliud est quam Deum esse:
unum tamen eundemque non Dei defectione sed hominis adsumptione, profitentes et in forma Dei
per naturam Divinam, et in forma servi ex conceptione Spiritus sancti secundum habitum hominis
repertum fuisse”; X 19, SCh 462, 200: “Non alius filius hominis, quam qui Filius Dei est, neque
alius in forma Dei, quam qui in forma servi perfectus homo natus est”; IX 14, SCh 462, 42: “Per
sacramentum autem evangelicae dispensationis non alius est in forma servi quam qui in forma Dei
est”; X 22, SCh 462, 202: “Et cum ipse ille filius hominis ipse sit qui et Filius Dei, quia totus homi-
nis filius totus Dei Filius sit, quam ridicule praeter Dei Filium qui «verbum caro factum est», alium
nescio quem tamquam profetam verbo Dei animatum praedicabimus, cum Dominus Iesus Christus
et hominis filius et Dei Filius sit!”’; IX 11, SCh 462, 36; IX 14, SCh 462, 40-42; 1X 40, SCh 462, 96;
X 19, SCh 462, 200; X 22, SCh 462, 202; X 63-66, SCh 462, 274-280.

131 Cf. for example ibidem X 16, SCh 462, 196: “Hinc igitur maximum illud ac pulcherrimum
suscepti hominis sacramentum Dominus ipse ostendit dicens: «Nemo ascendit in caelum, nisi qui de
caelo descendit, filius hominis qui est in caclo»”; X 65, SCh 462, 278.
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Incarnation is both God and man'?. Thus, it shows a colossal and an irrecon-
cilable difference of his and Photinus’s Christology. In such manner, actually,
by virtue of the hypostatic union the Son of God, God the Word could have
suffered and died, and not in his Divine nature as it was thought by Arians, nor
it was a mere man that suffered on the cross, as it was thought by Photinus, or
as Arians see the pro-Nicene Christ'**:

“The understanding (intellegentia) of the Divine mystery consists of this, to
recognize Him as man whom you recognize as God; not to divide [non di-
videre] Jesus Christ because the Word was made flesh (cf. Jn 1, 14), not to
believe that He was buried of whom you know that He rose from the dead, not
to doubt that He whose burial you do not dare to deny rose from the dead”'>*.

Precisely here originated Hilary’s criticism, and according to our opinion,
the efforts to distance himself from Photinus’s Christology and his idea of the
“Incarnation”, which does not open the possibility that Divine person can truly
become a human. As it was seen, it perhaps involves also the origin of Christ’s
humanity that is in all of its dimensions communis, which has significant con-
sequences. This standpoint did not have to be Photinus’s, but however, it could
have been attributed to Pro-Nicene Christology only on the basis of a pure fact
that it held Christ’s human nature as complete. The origin of Christ’s body and
particularly of his soul, for Hilary can be found in a spiritual conception'*.
Becoming man, as it was shown, the pre-existent (true) Son of God, Christ, the
Word, by himself (ex se) assumes (takes on, appropriates) to himself human

132 Cf. ibidem X 22, SCh 462, 204: “Natus autem est, non ut esset alius adque alius, sed ut ante
hominem Deus, suscipiens hominem, homo Deus posset intellegi”.

153 Cf. ibidem IX 11, SCh 462, 36: “Intellegisne hunc triumfantem potestates in semetipso?
Sentisne quod a se non differat caro spoliata et carne se spolians? In semetipso enim triumfat, id
est in ea qua se carne spoliavit. Videsne ita Deum et hominem paedicari, ut mors homini. Deo vero
carnis excitatio deputetur, non tamen ut alius sit qui mortus est, et alius sit per quem mortuus resur-
git? Spoliata enim caro Christus est mortuus, et rursum Christum a mortuis excitans idem Christus
est carne se spolians. Naturam Dei in virtute resurrectionis intellege, dispensationem hominis in
morte cognosce. Et cum sint utraque suis gesta naturis, unum tamen Christum Iesum eum memento
esse qui utrumque est”; IX 10, SCh 462, 34: “Christus enim mortus est carne se spolians. Tene ergo
Christum hominem a Deo ex mortuis excitatum, tene Deum Christum salutis nostrae operationes
cum esset moriturus operantem. Vt cum haec Deus operatur in Christo, operans licet Deus, spolians
se tamen Christus carne moriturus sit; et cum mortuus est Christus, operans ante mortem Deus,
mortuum tamen Christum operatio Dei excitet: cum ipse sit Christum a mortuis excitans qui est ante
mortem Christus operatus, et idem sit spolians se carne moriturus”; X 22, SCh 462, 204: “Itaque
cum lesus Christus et natus et passus et mortuus et sepultus sit, et resurrexit”.

154 Tbidem X 60, SCh 462, 270: “Sed sacramenti istud divini intellegentia est, non ignorare
Deum, quem non nescias hominem; non nescire autem hominem, quem non ignores Deum; Chris-
tum Iesum non dividere, «quia verbum caro factum est»; sepultum non putare, quem resuscitasse in-
tellegas; suscitasse non ambigere, quem negare non audeas non sepultum”, transl. McKenna, p. 446.

155 Cf. ibidem X 21, SCh 462, 202: “spiritalis conceptionis sacramentum”; 11 24, SCh 443, 314;
X 44, SCh 462, 240-242; 11 26, SCh 443, 318.
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nature — single, specific, complete human nature — body and soul'*. He does
not just accidentally dwell in whole already conceived human as impersonal
and non-subsistent God’s word. The union of the pre-existent Divine person of
Christ, Son of God, God the Word and the assumed human nature is, according
to Hilary, physical, substantial'>’. Son of God, God the Word was indeed made
man (and Photinus does not see it that way), one and the same'*, both God and
aman'’. Due to his origin and to the unity of person, Jesus even as man would
be sinless, so he could, among others, by suffering and bearing a punishment
which was due to our sins, suffer for us, and be free of sinful human weakness
and of defects of human suffering, with which Hilary is additionally protecting
him from the Arian accusations for weakness of the Divine nature:

“He had a body, but a unique one which was of his own origin; He did not
come into existence through the imperfections of a human conception, but
subsisted in the form of our body by the power of His own divinity, for He
truly represents us through the form of a slave, but He is free from the sins and
the defects of a human body, so that we are indeed in Him by the birth from
the Virgin, but our defects are not in Him because of the power of the origin
that has proceeded from Him, while He who was born as a man, He was not
born through the imperfections of a human conception. The Apostle clung to
the mystery of this birth that was to be revealed when he said: «But he hum-
bled himself, taking the nature of a slave, being made in the likeness of man,
and in habit found as a many, so that by His assumption of the form of a slave
we are to understand that He was born in the form of man, but, while He was
made in the likeness of man and found in the habit as a man, the outward
appearance and the true nature of the body bear testimony to the man, but He
who was found in the habit as man does not have the defects of nature.

The birth is in the likeness of our nature, not in the appropriation of our de-
fects. Because the nature of the birth seems to be indicated by the fact that
He received the form of a slave, He added that He was made in the likeness
of man and found in the habit as man in order that we might not imagine
that a nature that has been weakened by defects is essential for a true birth,

156 Cf. ibidem X 15, SCh 462, 194: “Nam quomodo Filius Dei hominis filius erit natus, vel ma-
nens in Dei forma formam servi acceperit, si non potente Dei verbo ex se et carnem intra virginem
adsumere et carni animam tribuere”; X 22, SCh 462, 202.

157 Cf. ibidem IT 24, SCh 443, 314-316; X 44, SCh 462, 240-242; 11 26, SCh 443, 318; VIII 13-
17, SCh 448, 302-312; IX 7, SCh 462, 26-28; X 22, SCh 462, 204; IX 13, SCh 462, 40; IX 38, SCh
462, 90; IX 51, SCh 462, 120; IX 4, SCh 462, 20-22.

158 Cf. ibidem X 20, SCh 462, 200: “Qui si intellegerent sacramentum carnis adsumptae, intel-
legerent et sacramentum eiusdem et hominis fili et Dei Fili. Quasi vero si tantum ex virgine adsum-
psisset corpus, adsumpsisset quoque ex eadem et animam”.

159 Cf. ibidem IX 4, SCh 462, 20-22: “Mediator ipse in se ad salutem ecclesiae constitutus, et
ipso illo inter Deum et homines mediatoris sacramento utrumque unus existens: dum ipse ex unitis
in idipsum naturis naturae utriusque res eadem est”.
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since a true birth is in the form of a slave and the likeness of nature is in Him
who was found in the habit as a man. He Himself was truly born as a man
by Himself from the Virgin, and was found in the likeness of a sinful flesh.
And the Apostle bore witness to this fact when He said in his Epistle to the
Romans: «For what was impossible to the Law, in that it was weak because of
the flesh, God has sent his own Son in the likeness of a sinful flesh, and of sin
he has condemned sin». His eternal appearance was not as if it were that of
a man, but as that of a man, nor is that flesh the flesh of sin but the likeness of
the flesh of sin, while the external appearance of flesh comes from the true na-
ture of the birth, and the likeness of the flesh of sin is free from the imperfec-
tions of human suffering. Thus, the man Jesus Christ also possesses the true
nature of the birth while He is a man, and sin is not proper to Him while He is
Christ, because He who is man could not but be man since He was born, and
He who is Christ could not have lost that which Christ is because He is Christ.
Thus, while Christ Jesus is man, He who is man also possesses the birth of
man, and He who is Christ is not subject to the sinful weakness of man”'.

To conclude presented thoughts, we think of the hypothesis (Simonetti,
Hanson), if it is based on the Book Ten of De Trinitate, that Photinus insisted on
wholeness of Christ’s humanity, meaning the Christ’s possession of the human
soul, as well as a soteriological motivation of that insistence (Simonetti) can be
relativized, or at least point out on the conditionality of that discourse. The de-
bate of the wholeness of the humanity of Christ as seen by Photinus’s would be

160 Tbidem X 25, SCh 462, 210-212: “Habuit enim corpus, sed originis suae proprium; neque
ex vitiis humanae conceptionis existens, sed in formam corporis nostri virtutis suae potestane sub-
sistens; gerens quidem nos per formam servi, sed a peccatis et a vitiis humani corporis liber: ut nos
quidem in eo per generationem virginis inessemus, sed nostra in eo per virtutem profectae ex se
originis vitia non inessent, dum homo natus non vitiis humanae conceptionis est natus. Tenuit enim
apostolus demonstrandae nativitatis nuius sacramentum, cum ait: «Sed humiliavit se formam servi
accipiens, in similitudine hominis constitutus et habitu repertus ut homo»: dum «formam servi»
accepit, natus esse in forma hominis intellegatur; dum autem «in similitudine hominis constitutus et
habitu repertus ut homo» est, species quidem et veritas corporis hominem testetur, sed naturas uitio-
rum qui ut homo sit habitu repertus ignoret. In similitudine enim naturae, non vitiorum proprietate
generatio est. Nam quia in eo quod formam servi accepit, nativitatis videbatur significata esse natu-
ra, subiecit «in similitudine hominus constitutum et habtiu ut homo repertumy»: ne natiuitatis veritas
naturae quoque per vitia infirmis proprietas crederetur, cum et in «formay servi esset uera natiuitas,
et in «habitu repertum ut hominem» esset similitudo naturae: ipse quidem per virginem ex se natus
homo, eti in similitudine vitiosae peccatis carnis inuentus. Quod idipsum ad Romanos scribens tes-
tatus apostolus est, cum ait: «Quod enim inpossibile erat legi, in quo infirmabatur per carnem, Deus
Filium suum misit in similitudinem carnis peccati, et de peccato condemnavit peccatum». Non fuit
habitus ille tantum hominis, sed et ut hominis; neque caro illa caro peccati, sed similitudo carnis
peccati: dum et habitus carnis in nativitatis est veritate, et similitudo carnis peccati a vitiis humanae
passionis aliena est. Ita «homo Christus Iesus» et in veritate nativitatis est dum homo est, et non in
peccati proprietate dum Christus est: quia et qui homo est non potuit non homo esse quod natus est,
et qui Christus est non potuit amisse quod Christus est. Adque ita dum «homo Christus Iesus» est,
habet et nativitatem hominis qui homo est, nec est in vitiosa hominis infirmitate qui Christus est”.
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more initiated, if any, by a debate of his adversaries (each out of his own reason,
be that Arian or Hilarian), than Photinus would insisted on it per se.

Rk sk

Review of the doctrine of Photinus of Sirmium, as interpreted in Hilary’s
work De Trinitate, is difficult since Hilary provides just the basic outline of
his opponents’ doctrines, tries to reduce all heresies to “one capital error” and
names not his living opponents (Smulders). It is known that Photinus’ error
was primarily Christological, which is confirmed by Hilary’s testimony in De
Trinitate that the only beginning of Jesus Christ (the Son, the Word), is that
when He begins to exist as a human being.

According to Hilary, for Photinus the subject of the Incarnation is God the
Word/the Word of God. The relationship of the Word and the Father, according
to Hilary’s interpretation, Photinus defines through analogy between the Word
and the speaker; for Photinus it is a mere word by its nature, the expression
of thought and the announcement of the future realities. Referring to Hilary,
Photinus’ standpoint is based on a miscomprehension of Jn 1:1 “the Word was
with God”, which he understood as “the Word was in God”. For the purpose of
the Incarnation, the Word ultimately understood as a part of God’s powers, ex-
tended in order to dwell in man who was conceived in Mary. This error could
be related to the Anathemas no. 6 and no. 7 at the Sirmium Council in 351,
which condemn a standpoint according to which the Substance of God extends
and contracts (no. 6), and the one according to which, the Son is the substance
of God extended. In addition, these Anathemas are related to heretical doctrine
presented in Hilary’s De synodis 45, according to which

“the Unborn God by expansion of His substance extended Himself as far as
the holy Virgin, in order that this extension produced by the increase of His
nature and assuming manhood might be called Son”!*!,

Finally, referring to Hilary, for Photinus the Word is just a part or one of
God’s powers and it does not actually distinguish from God. It is something
always internum to God. Photinus’ doctrine excludes originating of the Word/
the Son from the Father by (true) generation. Based on Hilary’s interpretation,
the Word of God as understood by Photinus is not endowed with subsistence
nor existence, so God is ultimately solitary. It is a strict Monarchianism.

For Photinus’ understanding of the conception of Jesus Christ in Mary, De
Trinitate offers two possible interpretations. According to the first, the Virgin
Mary conceived through the non-subsistent Word of God, therefore, by su-
pernatural intervention. According to the second, possible understanding of

161 Hilarius Pictaviensis, Liber de synodis seu de Fide orientalium 45, PL 10, 514C - 515A,
NPNF Ser. 11, vol. 9, 17.
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completely natural conception with all its consequences including Original sin
is allowed.

According to Hilary’s interpretation of Photinus’ doctrine, for the purpose
of Incarnation the Word of God/God the Word “assumes” (“takes on”) whole
man, the entire living person already conceived in Mary. This “assuming” of
a man, “the Incarnation” of the Word is accomplished through the extention of
the non-subsistant Word of God and its in/dwelling in that man.

Hilary claims that “the Incarnation”, as understood by Photinus, results in
two subjects. On the one hand, it is a mere common man who was born of
Mary, and whose soul was his only vital and, as it seems, operative principle.
On the other hand, it is the non-subsistent Word of God that dwells in the Man.
Based on the text of De Trinitate and according to Photinus, the Word can not
be attributed any novum after the Incarnation, from the ontological point of
view.

According to De Trinitate, Photinus reduce the union of the Man who was
born of Mary and non-subsistent Word of God (a part of God’s powers) to
temporary and accidental in/dwelling, taking up of the residence of the Word
of God in the man, in a manner the Spirit (of prophecy) dwells in the prophets.

The effect of the dwelling of the Word of God in the man (or the dwelling
itself) can be taken as prophetal inspiration or animation consisting of mere
external strengthening of the man and empowering him for his and Divine ac-
tivity, nevertheless, man’s vital, and as it seems operative, principle is his soul.

The union of the Word and the man is only a temporary and accidental.
Based on De Trinitate, “Divine Sonship” or filiation and “deification” of man
born of Mary, according to Photinus, seems to be due to the fact that the non-
subsisting Word of God — a part of God’s powers — dwells in him, inspiring or
animating him by strengthening him and empowering him for divine activity.

According to De Trinitate, the Son, that is, Christ, or the Word of God,
begins to exist or subsist only in time, with the birth of Mary. The Word, that
is, the Son, Christ has no pre-existence and is not the co-Creator of the world.
Photinus therefore relates him to time and denies His eternal generation. For
Hilary, Photinus’ position is clearly adoptionist: the man is assumed into the
Son and into the God.

According to Hilary, in Photinus’ doctrine there is no place for the real
Incarnation of the true Son of God. Hilary’s interpretation of Photinus’ under-
standing of Jesus Christ, the Son, is that he is not the Word made flesh, nor he is
one and the same both God and Man. For Hilary Jesus Christ or Son of God as
Photinus understands him is just someone like a prophet (a man) inspired, that
is empowered by a Word of God — a part of God’s powers — for divine activity;
ultimately, Hilary reduces him to a mere man, to a creature.

Taking into consideration the opinions expressed in the scholarship accor-
ding to which Photinus, motivated by soteriology, insisted on the wholeness
of Jesus’ humanity, that is on the fact that he had a human soul — the opinions
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that are based on a single source being it the Book Ten of Hilary’s De Trinitate
— as well as Arian understanding of the pro-Nicene Christology and the actual
circumstances in which such Christology was interpreted as Photinus’ Adop-
tionism, it seems reasonable to hold that these opinions can be taken relatively
and that on the basis of the Book Ten of De Trinitate Photinus insisted on the
wholeness of the human nature of Jesus Christ, that is on the fact that he had
a human soul, just to the extent that he held that he was a mere man (in whom
the non-subsisting Word of God dwelt as a Spirit in a prophet).

(Summary)

This article aims to provide the comprehensive and systematic review of the
doctrine of Photinus of Sirmium (f 376), based on the work of Hilary of Poitiers
De Trinitate composed between 358 and 360.

Photinus error is primarily Christological. The first part of the article deals with
Hilary’s interpretation of Photinus’understanding of the subject of the Incarnation
according to which God the Word/the Word of God was comprehended as a part or
one of God’s powers, a mere word, the expression of thought, which does not re-
ally differ from God, having no subsistence or existence, so that God is ultimately
considered solitary. It is a strict Monarchianism.

The second part focuses on Photinus’understanding (based on De Trinita-
te) of what was “assumed” of the humanity by the Word of God for the pur-
pose of Incarnation, and in which way. Two interpretations referring to Pho-
tinus’understanding of the conception of Jesus Christ in Mary, attribute it super-
natural causes (the Virginal conception by the non-subsistent Word) and presu-
mably quite natural causes. For the purpose of the Incarnation, the Word of God
“assumes” (“takes on”) the entire man, conceived in Mary. The “Incarnation”,
as such, is accomplished by the extension of the non-subsisting Word and its in/
dwelling in that man.

Based on De Trinitate, the third part deals with the effects of “the Incarnation”
as it was understood by Photinus. Hilary concludes that it results in two subjects:
on the one hand, it is solus communis generis homo who was born of Mary, and on
the other hand, the non-subsistent Word of God that dwelt in that man. The union of
the man born of Mary and the Word of God — a part of God’s powers — is reduced,
by Photinus and in Hilary’s interpretation, to habitatio, temporary and accidental
in/dwelling of the Word of God in the man in a manner the Spirit dwelt in prophets.
The effect of the in/dwelling of the Word in a man born of Mary (or the dwelling
itself) can be taken as prophetal inspiration, animation, consisting of mere external
strengthening of the man and empowering him for his and Divine activity, never-
theless, man’s vital and, and as it seems operative, principle is his soul.

Based on De Trinitate, Divine Sonship or filiation and “deification” of man
born of Mary, according to Photinus, seems to be due to the fact that the non-
subsisting Word of God — a part of God’s powers — dwells in him, inspiring or
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animating him by strengthening him and empowering him for divine activity.
According to Hilary, Photinus denies pre-existence of the Word, that is, the Son,
Christ so he cannot even be the co-Creator of the world. He becomes existent, that
is, subsistent only through the Incarnation and birth of Mary. For Hilary, Photinus’
adoptionist position is clear: the man is assumed into the Son and into the God.

According to Hilary, in Photinus’ doctrine there is no place for the real
Incarnation of the true Son of God. Hilary’s interpretation of Photinus’ under-
standing of Jesus Christ, the Son, is that he is not the Word made flesh, nor he is
one and the same both God and Man. For Hilary Jesus Christ or Son of God as
Photinus understands him is just someone like a prophet (a man) inspired, that is
empowered by a Word of God dwelling in him — by a part of God’s powers — for
divine activity; ultimately, Hilary reduces him to a mere man, to a creature.

The fourth part points out that opinions expressed in the scholarship — based
exclusively on the Book Ten of Hilary’s De Trinitate — according to which
Photinus, motivated by soteriology, insisted on the wholeness of Jesus’ humanity
that is on the fact that Jesus Christ had a human soul, should be taken relatively.
To conclude, on the basis of Book Ten of De Trinitate Photinus insisted on the
wholeness of the humanity of Jesus Christ, that is, on his possessing of the human
soul, just to the extent which he held that he was a mere man (in whom the non-
subsistent Word of God dwelt as a Spirit in prophets).

DOKTRYNA HERETYCKA FOTYNA Z SIRMIUM
W DE TRINITATE HILAREGO Z POITIERS

(Streszczenie)

Celem niniejszego artykutu jest dokonanie wszechstronnego i systematycz-
nego zarysu doktryny Fotyna z Sirmium (1 376), w oparciu o traktat De Trinitate
Hilarego z Poitiers, ktory powstal migdzy 358 a 360 rokiem.

Blad Fotyna tkwi przede wszystkim w chrystologii. Pierwsza cz¢$§¢ artykutu
dotyczy interpretacji, jakiej dokonatl Hilary odnosnie do doktryny Fotyna na temat
wcielenia, zgodnie z ktorag Bog Stowo / Stowo Boze bylo rozumiane jako czgs§¢
lub jeden z przymiotow Bozych, albo zwykle stowo, czy ekspresja mysli, ktore
w istocie nie r6zni si¢ od Boga i nie posiada zadnego zycia ani istnienia, tak ze
ostatecznie koncepcja ta twierdzi, ze Bog jest tylko sam. Jest to rygorystyczny
monarchianizm.

Druga czg$¢ koncentruje si¢ na pojmowaniu przez Fotyna (na podstawie De
Trinitate) tego, co 1 w jaki sposob Stowo Boze “przybrato” z czlowieczenstwa
w celu wcielenia. Pojmowanie poczgcia Jezusa Chrystusa w Maryi przez Fotyna
szto w dwoch kierunkach: jeden zaktadat nadnaturalne przyczyny (dziewicze po-
czgcie przez niesubstancjalne Stowo), drugi zas przypuszczalnie zupehie natural-
ne. W celu wcielenia Stowo Boze ,,przyjmuje” (,,przybiera”) catego cztowieka,
poczgtego z Maryi. ,,Wcielenie” jako takie jest wigc zrealizowane poprzez rozsze-
rzenie niesubstancjalnego Stowa i jego zamieszkanie w cztowieku.
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Trzecia czg$¢, bazujaca rowniez na De Trinitate, omawia pojmowanie przez
Fotyna skutkéw ,,wcielenia”. Hilary stwierdza, ze wynika to z dwoch powodow:
z jednej strony jest solus communis generis homo, zrodzony z Maryi, z drugiej
za$ niesubstancjalne Stowo Boze, ktore zamieszkato w tym cztowieku. Unia czto-
wieka zrodzonego z Maryi 1 Stowa Bozego — czg$ci mocy Bozej — jest przez
Fotyna (w interpretacji Hilarego) zredukowana do habitatio — czasowego i akcy-
dentalnego zamieszkania Stowa Bozego w cztowieku w taki sposob, w jaki Duch
zamieszkiwat w prorokach. Skutek zamieszkania Stowa w cztowieku zrodzonym
z Maryi (lub samo mieszkanie) moze by¢ postrzegany jako prorocze natchnienie,
ozywienie, polegajace na zwyklym zewngtrznym umocnieniu cztowieka, umozli-
wiajacym mu jego Boskie dziatanie, chociaz, jak si¢ wydaje, jego witalna i opera-
tywna zasada jest jego dusza.

Wedtug Fotyna, Boskie Synostwo lub rodowod i ,,deifikacja” cztowieka zro-
dzonego z Maryi wydaje si¢ wynikac¢ z faktu, Zze niesubstancjalne Stowo Boze
— czg$¢ mocy Bozej — mieszka w nim, pobudza lub ozywia go poprzez umocnie-
nie i wlanie sity do prowadzenia Bozej dziatalno$ci. Zdaniem Hilarego, Fotyn
negowatl preegzystencj¢ Stowa, to znaczy Syna, tak wigec Chrystus nie moze by¢
jednoczesnie wspoOlstworcg swiata. On staje sig istniejacy, tzn. substancjalny, tyl-
ko poprzez fakt wcielenia i narodzenia z Maryi. Dla Hilarego stanowisko adop-
cjanistyczne Fotyna jest wyrazne: cztowiek Zosta]e przy] Qty na Syna i na Boga.

Wedtug Hilarego, w doktrynie Fotyna nie ma miejsca na realne wciele-
nie prawdziwego Syna Bozego. Zdaniem Hilarego, Fotyn nie uwazal Jezusa
Chrystusa ani za Stowo, ktore stalo sig ciatem, ani tez ze jest On jeden i ten sam,
zarowno Bogiem, jak i cztowiekiem. W rozumieniu Fotyna Jezus Chrystus lub
Syn Bozy, jest kim$ takim, jak natchniony prorok (cztowiek), ktory jest umocnio-
ny przez Stowo Boze, zamieszkujace w Nim jako element mocy Bozej, w celu
Bozego dziatania. Ostatecznie, wedtug Hilarego, Fotyn redukuje go do zwyklego
czlowieka, do stworzenia.

W czwartej czesci artykutu autorzy pokazuja, ze opinie formutowane przez
naukowcow, bazujace wylacznie na X ksigdze De Trinitate Hilarego, zgodnie
z ktora Fotyn, motywowany przez soteriologig, podkreslat pelnig¢ cztowieczen-
stwa Chrystusa, to jest fakt, ze Jezus Chrystus miat ludzka dusze, nalezy trak-
towac relatywnie. Podsumowujac, na podstawie X ksiegi De Trinitate Hilarego,
Fotyn podkreslat pelnig cztowieczenstwa Jezusa Chrystusa, czyli posiadanie przez
Niego duszy ludzkiej tylko w takim zakresie, w jakim uznat, Ze byt on zwyczaj-
nym cztowiekiem (w ktorym niesubstancjalne Stowo Boze mieszkalo podobnie
jak Duch w prorokach).

Key words: Photinus of Sirmium, Hilary of Poitiers, De Trinitate, monarchia-
nism, adoptionism.

Stowa kluczowe: Fotyn z Sirmium, Hilary z Poitiers, De Trinitate, monar-
chianizm, adopcjanizm.
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Rev. Mariusz SZRAM"

“VARII ERRORES
QUI AB ORIGINE MUNDI EMERSERUNT”.
THE SEMANTIC SCOPE OF THE TERM “HERESY”
IN PHILASTRIUS’ OF BRESCIA
DIVERSARUM HERESEON LIBER

The fourth century is not only the time of onset of the greatest Trinitarian
and Christological heresies, but also the period in which grows a documentary
of the early Christian heterodoxy in the form of lexicons discussing more and
less known heretical movements'. All their authors used the term “heresy”,
but they had the difficulty of defining the scope of meaning of this term?. This
phenomenon can be seen in St. Augustine’s works. On the one hand he has
defined heresy as a novel view containing a false idea about God, contrary to
the dogmas contained in the regula fidei*. On the other hand he wrote in his
work De haeresibus that it hardly can be determined by means of a precise

* Rev. prof. dr hab. Mariusz Szram — Department of Greek and Latin Patrology at the Institute
of the History of the Church and Patrology at the Faculty of Theology of John Paul II Catholic Uni-
versity of Lublin, e-mail: m.szram@wp.pl.

! Cf. Epiphanius, Panarion, ed. K. Holl, GCS 25, Leipzig 1915; GCS 31, Leipzig 1922; GCS
37, Leipzig 1933; Theodoretus Cyrensis, Haereticarum fabularum compendium, PG 83, 335-556;
Filastrius Brixiensis, Diversarum hereseon liber, ed. F. Heylen — G. Banterle, Scriptores circa Am-
brosium 2, Milano — Roma 1991; Augustinus, De haeresibus, PL 42, 21-50.

2 This phenomenon is noticed by modern scholars in the famous treaty Panarion written by
Epiphanius of Salamis. E. Moutsoulas believes that the Bishop of Salamis used the term “heresy”
in two senses: one narrower, indicating a heresy only as a departure from the orthodox doctrine, and
a broader, covering both dogmatic mistakes and breaks with the unity of the church, although in
relation to the latter phenomenon Epiphanius also used the term “schism”. Cf. E. Moutsoulas, Der
Begriff ,, Hirresie” bei Epiphanius von Salamis, StPatr 7 (1966) 362-371. In contrast, F.M. Young
sees in Epiphanius’ work only one understanding of the notion of heresy as erroneous science, but
very inaccurate. Cf. EM. Young, Did Epihanius know what he meant by heresy?, StPatr 17/1 (1982)
199-205. Cf. also: M. Stachura, Heretycy, schizmatycy i manichejczycy wobec cesarstwa rzymskiego
(lata 324-428, wschodnia czes¢ Imperium), Krakéw 2000, 17-18.

3 Cf. Augustinus, De fide et symbolo 10, 21, PG 40, 193: ,,Sed haeretici de Deo falsa sentien-
do ipsam fidem violant [...]. Quapropter nec haeretici pertinent ad Ecclesiam catholicam, quae dilig-
it Deum”; idem, De haeresibus, Epilogus, PL 42, 49: _singulis [...] dogmatibus oppugnant regulam
veritatis”. Cf. N. Widok, Ortodoksja, herezja, schizma — wyjasnienie pojec, in: Ortodoksja, herezja,
schizma w Kosciele starozytnym, red. F. Draczkowski — J. Patucki — P. Szczur — M. Szram — M. Wy-
socki — M. Ziotkowska, Lublin, 2012, 28-32.
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definition what constitutes heresy, because in addition to heretics in the strict
sense, who fight the most important elements of Christian doctrine, there are
those who invent their own imaginary tales (fabulae vanae), but not on the
main truths of faith?.

The widest range of semantic term heresis appears — as it seems to me,
and what [ want to show here — in the work of the Bishop of Brescia Philas-
trius, author of the first written in Latin catalogue of heresies Diversarum
hereseon liber°. This index, incidentally, has become a model for a work of
a similar nature — the treaty De haeresibus of the Bishop of Hippo. Whereas
Panarion by Epiphanius of Salamis is considered the most comprehensive
study of 20 of the pre-Christian and 60 early Christian heresies in the patris-
tic period, the younger in several years Philastrius’ treaty, dated to a period
between 380 and 388, includes a presentation about much more heterodox
movements: 28 within Judaism and 128 in early Christianity. This comes not
as a result of Philastrius’ greater acquaintance or erudition than Epiphanius,
in what Saint Augustine did not believe not having much trust in the educa-
tion of the Bishop of Brescia, but rather the effect of a wide understanding
of the concept of heresy. Augustine points out a wider than in Epiphanius
understanding of the notion of heresy by Philastrius. He wrote in one of his
letters: “Not the same they both have in mind when they speak of heresy (quid
sit haeresis, non idem videbatur ambobus)”®. Bishop of Hippo also adds in
his treaty De haeresibus that he could not call many movements heresies, as
Philastrius did (alias quidem ipse [Filastrius] commemorat, sed mihi appel-
landae haereses non videntur)’.

In my article I would like to look at the semantic scope of the term “‘here-
sy’ within Philastrius’ meaning and to examine in what respect he differs from
Epiphanius and other authors in his approach to the phenomenon of heresy,
and when he agrees with them. The selection of Philastrius’ treaty as a source
of my analysis is due to the small interest among researchers in this important
catalogue of heresies, which forms the specific link between similar treaties of
Epiphanius and Augustine.

Philastrius did not formulate his own specific definition of heresy. Synony-
mous with the term “heresy” (heresis) is for him the term “error” (error)t.

4 Cf. Augustinus, De haeresibus, Prologus, PL 42, 23: “Quid ergo faciat haereticum, regulari
quadam definitione comprehendi, sicut ego existimo, aut omnino non potest, aut difficillime potest”;
ibidem, Epilogus. Cf. J. De Guibert, La notion d’hérésie chez s. Augustin, BLE 21 (1920) 369-382.

5 The notation of the word heresis with the “¢” instead of the diphthong “ae” is a version appe-
aring in the edition of Gabriel Banterle.

® Augustinus, Epistula 222, 2, ed. A. Goldbacher, CSEL 57, Vindobonae — Lipsiae 1897, 447.

7 Cf. idem, De haeresibus 80, PL 42, 45.

8 Cf. Filastrius Brixiensis, Diversarum hereseon liber, Praefatio 1, ed. Heylen — Banterle, p. 24:
“De hereseon diversa pestilentia variisque erroribus qui ab origine mundi emerserint et sub ITu-
daeis defluxerint”.
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The author did not specify, however, the limits of these errors, emphasi-
zing only their variety and diversity, whereas Augustine made in its register
a clear stipulation: “Although every heresy is a mistake, not every mistake is
a heresy’. As you can see it in the wording of the title of this article (varii er-
rores, qui ab origine mundi emerserunt), which appears in the first sentence of
the Philastrius’ treaty, the heretical error can be said to be any deviation from
the universal truth in the history of the world. In this formule can be observed
a resemblance to Epiphanius, who wrote that the false beliefs existed since
man is created on the earth'”.

In the introduction to his work Philastrius placed a theological explana-
tion of the origin of heresy. The bishop of Brescia stressed namely, that the
inspirer of heresy is Satan, called by him “extremely deceitful father” (parens
mendacissimus)' and compared to the partridge (perdix), which suffering from
infertility, kidnaps and hatches young of other birds, considering them as their
own'?. Hence the frequent use by Philastrius in the vicinity of the term Aere-
sis the nouns expressing withdrawal from the true teachings, such as “false”
(falsitas)®, “fraud” (fallacia)' and “lie” (mendacium)'. Bishop of Brescia un-
derstood them not only as a rejection or perversion of some elements of the
doctrine of Christianity or Judaism rooted in the Bible, but also as a departure
from the principles of logic, which are a gift of God as a father of the truth. The
author, not refraining of invectives, described this attitude as “unreason” and
“stupidity” (dementia, amentia)'® or even “madness” (delirium)".

? Augustinus, De haeresibus, Prologus, PL 42, 23: “Non enim omnis error haeresis est, quamvis
omnis haeresis quae in vitio ponitur nisi errore aliquo haeresis esse non possit”.

10 Cf. Epiphanius, Panarion, Proemium 2, 3.

1 Cf. Filastrius Brixiensis, Diversarum hereseon liber, Praefatio 3, ed. Heylen — Banterle, p. 24:
“amissa falsitate parentis mendacissimi [scil. diabolo], iam veri parentis Christi vestigia sequi omnis
homo non moratur agnoscens”.

12 Cf. ibidem Praefatio 1-3, ed. Heylen — Banterle, p. 24.

13 Cf. ibidem 83, ed. Heylen — Banterle, p. 96: “[Parmenianus] qui eorum nuper [scil. Donatia-
norum] successit erroribus atque falsitati”.

4 Cf. ibidem 33, 1. 7, ed. Heylen — Banterle, p. 52. 54: “[Nicolaus Antiochenus] a sana doctrina
diversis [...] fallaciis pessumdatus est [...] Alii autem evangelium consummationis et visiones ina-
nes et plenas fallaciae et somnia videre diversa adserunt delirantes”.

15 Cf. ibidem 61, 4, ed. Heylen — Banterle, p. 76: “[Manichei] ut latrones iam sub figura con-
fessionis Christianae multorum animas mendacio ac pecudali turpitudine non desinunt captivare”;
ibidem 84, 6, ed. Heylen — Banterle, p. 98: ,,[abstinentes] sentiunt [...] creaturam non a deo esse
creatam, sed a diabolo eam factam [...] perque hoc mendacio multorum animas captivarunt”; ibidem
45, 3, ed. Heylen — Banterle, p. 62: “[Marcion] Cerdonis sui doctoris firmabat mendacium et iste
similiter unum deum bonum et unum malum adnuntians”.

16 Cf. ibidem 33, 1, ed. Heylen — Banterle, p. 52: “Videamus et Nicolaus Antiochenus advena
qua est deceptus amentia”; ibidem 5, 2, ed. Heylen — Banterle, p. 28: “Epicuream dementiam potius
quam divinae legis iura sectantes”.

17 Cf. ibidem 103, 1, ed. Heylen — Banterle, p. 120: “poetae quidam [...] delirantes”.
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Philastrius used the term Aeresis to describe Jewish sects, especially arising
in Samaria'®, and saw in them the genesis of Christian heresy'’. As the source of
heresy he recognized many views of Greek philosophers from the circle of Pla-
tonism?, Pythagoreanism?' and Epicureanism??>. He did not call them heresies,
as Isidore of Seville, who joined to his catalogue the list of Hellenic errors®.
However, he described erroneous philosophical views using invectives, which
coincide with the terms used by him to describe the early Christian heresies:
falsus*, vanitas/vanus®, inanis®, periculosus®’, impietas®, mendacium®.

The mentioned above Philastrius’ broad understanding of the term heresis,
going beyond the strict Christian context, was largely consistent with the ap-
proach of Epiphanius of Salamis, who used the term aipeotg in relation to
Greek philosophical schools, the Jewish sects, as well as to the views and
practices contrary to the natural law*°. Nevertheless on the strictly Christian
ground the Bishop of Brescia seems to notice errores, deserving to be called
heresy, in greater number of views and attitudes than the Bishop of Salamis
did. He accentuates more often than Epiphanius the derogation from the cor-
rect biblical exegesis and the erroneous practices of life. I will endeavour now
to make a classification of Christian movements described by Philastrius as
heresy and determine how far goes the semantics of the term heresis on the
Christian ground.

18 Cf. ibidem 7, 1-2, ed. Heylen — Banterle, p. 30.

19 Cf. M. Szram, Geneza herezji wezesnochrzescijanskich w ujeciu Filastriusza z Brescii, VOxP
36 (2016) t. 65, 637-638.

20 Cf. Filastrius Brixiensis, Diversarum hereseon liber 55, 1. 4, ed. Heylen — Banterle, p. 70. 72:
“hylen etiam, id est materiam mundi coaeternam esse cum deo adserunt, [...] Paradisum visibilem
negant a Platone”.

21 Cf. ibidem 38, 1, ed. Heylen — Banterle, p. 58: “[Valentinus] Pythagoricus magis quam Chri-
stianus, vanam quandam ac perniciosam doctrinam eructans et velut arithmeticam, id est numerosi-
tatis notitiam fallacissimam praedicans, multorumque animas ignorantium captivavit”.

22 Cf. ibidem 5, 2, ed. Heylen — Banterle, p. 28: “Epicuream dementiam potius quam divinae
legis iura sectantes”.

2 Cf. Isidorus Hispalensis, De haeresibus liber 60-64, ed. A.E. Vega, PLS 4, 1819-1820.

24 Cf. Filastrius Brixiensis, Diversarum hereseon liber 103, 3, ed. Heylen — Banterle, p. 120:
“falsique filosofi ausi sunt usurpantes suis mendaciis et alia plurima copulare atque impietatis semi-
na saeculo praedicare”.

3 Cf. ibidem 124, 2, ed. Heylen — Banterle, p. 160: “vanitatis filosoforum magis quam Christia-
nitatis videtur habere consortium”; ibidem 125, 3, ed. Heylen — Banterle, p. 162: “illi poetae vani et
filosofi deorum dearumque appellationes hominum sensibus seminaverint”.

2 Cf. ibidem 133, 2, ed. Heylen — Banterle, 178: “magisque [...] filosoforum inanis sententiae,
quam Christianae scientiae habere consortium”.

27 Cf. ibidem 142, 9, ed. Heylen — Banterle, 196: “filosofi [...] in periculosis sententiis
confirmarunt”.

2 Cf. ibidem: “impietatisque semina in sono verborum [...] confirmarunt”.

2 Cf. ibidem: “suae paganitatis mendacia transtulerunt”.

30 Cf. M. Gilski, Epifaniusz z Salaminy i jego ,, Panarion”, in: Epifaniusz z Salaminy, Panarion.
Herezje 1-33. Tekst grecki i polski, przektad i wstep M. Gilski, opr. i kom. A. Baron, Krakow 2015, 14.
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The first largest group of movements, called by Philastrius heresies, in-
cludes false doctrinal beliefs conditioned often by erroneous philosophical
premises and concerning the fundamental theological questions contained in
the rule of faith, such as the concept of creator God and savior Jesus Christ.
The heresiarch (heresiarches) proclaiming them is a man who “violated the
rights of Christian truth” (iura violabat Christianae veritatis), as writes Ph-
ilastrius about Basilides®'. This main group, constituting the core of all the
catalogs of early Christian heresies, includes the most important heterodox
movements of the IV" century: different types of Arianism?*?> and Macedonian-
ism, whose views Philastrius confused with the doctrine of Semiarians®. To
this basic group belong also all fractions of Gnosticism with their doctrines of
good and bad gods or the salvation of man found in getting rid of everything
that has to do with the world, the flesh and matter**.

The second set of movements named heresies, which can be distinguished
on the basis of Philastrius’ work is closely associated with the previous one
and contains the erroneous doctrines of anthropology. Philastrius counted into
this category the view of the materiality of the human soul® and the belief that
the image of God in man is in his body?®. In the description of the doctrines
addressed to the people unspecified by name one can discern the hidden criti-
cism of anthropology deriving from the circles of the Asian tradition. Similar
views, however remaining within the limits of the contemporary orthodoxy,
were preached by authors connected with this tradition: Tertullian, taking
some kind of subtle corporeality of the soul®’, or Irenaeus, recognizing in the
spirit of the Bible, that the image of God in man covers his entire humanity,
and thus body as a carrier of the soul, which does not have to mean that God
is corporeal or material®®.

The third important group of views called heresies by Philastrius is related
to the misinterpretation of Scripture, especially the Old Testament. No other
early Christian author of catalogs of heresies did not provide so many exam-
ples of erroneous interpretation of the various biblical texts nor distinguish in

31 Cf. Filastrius Brixiensis, Diversarum hereseon liber 32, 1, ed. Heylen — Banterle, p. 52.

32 Cf. ibidem 66-68, ed. Heylen — Banterle, p. 78-82.

33 Cf. ibidem 67, 1, ed. Heylen — Banterle, p. 80.

3% Cf. ibidem 32, ed. Heylen — Banterle, p. 52; ibidem 38, ed. Heylen — Banterle, p. 58; ibidem
42, ed. Heylen — Banterle, p. 60.

35 Cf. ibidem 126, 1, ed. Heylen — Banterle, p. 162-164.

36 Cf. ibidem 97, ed. Heylen — Banterle, p. 112-114.

37 Cf. Tertullianus, De anima 5, 5-6, ed. J.H. Waszink, CCL 2, Turnhout 1954, 787: “corpus ani-
ma, quae nisi corporalis corpus non derelinquet”; ibidem 8, 9, CCL 2, 792: “animae corpus adseri-
mus propriae qualitatis et sui generis”. Cf. M. Szram, Ciafo zmartwychwstate w mysli patrystycznej
przetomu I1 I 1] wieku, Lublin 2010, 246-250.

3 Cf. Irenaeus, Adversus haereses V 6, 1, ed. A. Rousseau — L. Doutreleau — Ch. Mercier,
SCh 153, Paris 1969, 72: “carnis, quae est plasmata secundum imaginem Dei”. Cf. Szram, Cialo
zmartwychwstate, p. 224-235.
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his work a separate section dedicted to exegetical errors, as Philastrius did at
the end of its catalog in chapters 129 to 156. The Bishop of Brescia described
as heresy not only the interpretation of biblical texts clearly contrary to the
spirit of the Gospel and the teaching of the doctrine of the Church, but also the
erroneous behaviour towards the Holy Scripture which does not necessarily
have to lead to a serious doctrinal inaccuracy.

Philastrius was a strong supporter of allegorical exegesis and treated the
literal interpretations of the texts of the Old Testament as a source of wrong
moral and ascetic attitudes, for example he pointed out that a literal treatment
of the God’s command to take off the sandals by Moses standing before God
(cf. Ex 3:5) led to the creation of the group of the so-called “barefoot”, clai-
ming that people should walk without shoes*. One can indeed understand his
criticism of a literal interpretation of the verse from the book of Song of Songs
written in a language of allegory, so demanding an allegorical interpretation be-
cause of the literary genre. However, it is difficult to decide to which particular
heresy the literal interpretation of this verse would lead, since Philastrius does
not specify by name the supporters, nor cite any of their views, calling them
only people not bearing forth proper fruit (infructuosi), similar the impious pa-
gans and uneducated Jews (ut pagani impii et ludaei ineruditi)®. He criticized
their literal understanding of only one verse: “Sixty queens there may be, and
eighty concubines, and virgins beyond number, but only one is my dove” (Song
6:7). The Bishop of Brescia allowed only spiritual exegesis of this passage, see-
ing in these groups of women picture of the souls of men with varying degrees
of perfection*'. Other literal interpretations criticized by the Bishop of Brescia
in a similar way as the heretical refer for example to the animals proclaiming
the glory of God in the vision of the prophet Ezechiel (Ezek 1:5ft.), which — as
noted Philastrius — are still unreasonable, therefore, can not proclaim the glory
of God*; or four main Jewish fasts (cf. Zach 8:19), which the heretics can not
understand as the announcement of the fasts before the most important Chris-
tian feasts*. Nowhere, however, Philastrius gives specifics on this literal inter-
pretation nor indicate further doctrinal consequences to which it would lead.

Let’s move on to another issue related to erroneous consequences of im-
proper biblical exegesis. According to the belief prevailing in the Church until
the days of Copernicus and Galileo, Bishop of Brescia made the Bible an oracle

3 Cf. Filastrius Brixiensis, Diversarum hereseon liber 81, ed. Heylen — Banterle, p. 94.

4 Cf. ibidem 150, 1, ed. Heylen — Banterle, p. 208.

41 Cf. ibidem 150, 1-2. 5. 10, ed. Heylen — Banterle, p. 208-210: “quod aliae animae ad regimo-
nium, aliae ad coniunctionem, aliac ad incrementum perfectionis aetatis in coniunctionem futurae
fide Christi domini vocarentur, manifestum est [...]. Ut ergo est rationis, convenit cognoscere quod
alii in regno, alii in paradiso, alii in uitam atque remissionem peccatorum in futuro erunt deputandi”.
Cf. M. Szram, Duchowy sens liczb w alegorycznej egzegezie aleksandryjskiej (1I-V w.), Lublin 2001,
327, 353-354 and 371.

42 Cf. Filastrius Brixiensis, Diversarum hereseon liber 139, 1, ed. Heylen — Banterle, p. 188.

4 Cf. ibidem 149, ed. Heylen — Banterle, p. 204-208.
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also on issues belonging to the domain of particular sciences, and considered as
heretical the cosmological views which despite not undermine directly the arti-
cles of the Christian faith, but do not agree with descriptions contained within
the Bible. For example, Philastrius deemed heretical the belief that the stars
occupy a permanent place on the sky and do not emerge from hidden places,
after that being concealed by God Himself at certain times, as is evident — in
his opinion — on the basis of the words from the Book of Baruch: “[The All-
knowing] called [the stars]. They answered: «Here we are»” (cf. Bar 3:35), as
well as from the words of Jesus himself: “[your Father in heaven] makes his
sun rise on the evil and on the good” (Mt 5:45)*. Paradoxically it is Philastrius
in this case that become a supporter of the view that from the point of view of
today’s science, exegesis and theology, would be considered mistaken.

The Bishop of Brescia generously dispensed the term /Aeresis in reference
to the Greek translation of the Old Testament, differing from the treated by
the Fathers of the Church as inspired Septuagint. In the translations of Aquila,
Symmach and Theodotion he saw a threat to the Christian doctrine®. The pro-
ponents of these translations were called heretics in like manner as the people
undermining David’s authorship of some of the Psalms*, John’s authorship
of the Apocalypse, or Pauline authorship of the Epistle to Hebrews*’. As is
proven by modern Biblical Studies in some cases, the criticized by Philastrius
supporters of views could be right, however his attitude is comprehensible
owing the fact that the questioning of the traditional authorship of the biblical
books often led to denying them their inspired character.

The fourth group of movements, called by Philastrius heresies, deviates
from the strict understanding of heresy as a doctrinal error and includes the
moral issues related to the based on laxism or rigorism way of life, as well as
the attitude of lack of deference to the laws of the Church. Philastrius does
not make any distinctions in this regard, calling heresies also the movements
of the above mentioned character, for example aerians abstaining from the
ownership of material goods and consumption of certain foods*; passaloron-
chites who believed that the most important thing in life is to practice silence®;
and “circulatings” (circuitores), who celebrated the surrounding lands and
allowed themselves to fall prey and be robbed or even killed because they
wanted to suffer martyrdom®. The other early Christian writers presented
a few movements of this nature, mostly associated with encratism and noted
that these groups should be distinguished from heresy understood in the strict

4 Cf. ibidem 133, ed. Heylen — Banterle, p. 178.

4 Cf. ibidem 142. 145, ed. Heylen — Banterle, p. 194-198.
4 Cf. ibidem 130, ed. Heylen — Banterle, p. 172-174.

47 Cf. ibidem 89, ed. Heylen — Banterle, p. 102-104.

4 Cf. ibidem 72, ed. Heylen — Banterle, p. 84.

4 Cf. ibidem 76, ed. Heylen — Banterle, p. 88.

50 Cf. ibidem 85, ed. Heylen — Banterle, p. 98.
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sense as a serious doctrinal error’’. For exemple John Damascene wrote about
the audians, who celebrated the Passover with the Jews and used Apocrypha,
as schismatics and rebels, but not heretics’?.

The fifth set of movements called by the term /Aeresis includes the groups
defined by other authors of late patristic period as schisms, leading to a divide
in the Church not due to a separate instruction on important matters of faith
(at least in the first phase of the movement), but rather on the basis of disobe-
dience to the authority and ecclesiastical laws. For example John Damascene
called the group of the audians schismatics, not heretics*. Philastrius does
not mention in his work too many groups of this type (mainly talks about no-
vatians and donatists*) calling them heretics while the term “schism” in his
treaty does not appear at all.

In conclusion, the Philastrius in his descriptive classification of ideas as
heresy went beyond the criterion of non-compliance with the regula fidei far-
ther and more often than the other authors of similar catalogs of heresies. He
regarded in the term of heresy not only dogmatic errors, but also manifesta-
tions of disobedience to the legal principles of the Church and first of all ex-
cessive moral and ascetic rigorism or laxism and the misuse of the literal exe-
gesis and non-recognition of the Bible as an oracle in all matters, for example
those related to cosmology. The Bishop of Brescia, in contrast to Epiphanius,
did not use the term “schism”, echoing in his approach the original semantic
confusion between the two terms or treating them interchangeably, although
at the time they have already been clearly distinguished by other authors for
example Basil the Great™.

Philastrius’ treaty lacks more placid terms for offenses not related closely
to the essential elements of Christian doctrine and the term heresis refers to
a very wide range of errors. It’s like the theory of sin presented by Basil in
the work About God's Judgment. In the opinion of Basil there should not be
a division of sins into heavy and light ones, as all offend a unique person
— God Himself*. Similarly, according to the Bishop of Brescia each offense
— whether in teaching or practice of life, and with regard to the understanding
of the text of Scripture — is a heresy because it offends God and the Church.
Therefore, in Philastrius opinion one should not differentiate between superior
and minor error, but equally stigmatize them as attitudes directed against God
as the Father of Truth.

Translated by Michat Matusiak

SLCf. Augustinus, De haeresibus 68. 71.

32 Cf. Johannes Damascenus, Liber de haeresibus 70.

33 Cf. ibidem.

5% Cf. Filastrius Brixiensis, Diversarum hereseon liber 82-83, ed. Heylen — Banterle, p. 94-96.
53 Cf. Basilius Caesariensis, Epistula 188, 1. Cf. Widok, Ortodoksja, herezja, schizma, p. 32.
36 Cf. Basilius Caesariensis, De iudicio Dei 4.
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(Summary)

The bishop of Brescia, Philastrius, author of the first Latin catalogue of he-
resies, written between 380 and 388, presented in his treaty an extremely large
number of heterodox movements: 28 within Judaism and 128 in early Christianity.
This comes as a result of a wide understanding of the term Aeresis. For Philastrius
this term was synonymous with the term error, recognized as any deviation from
the universal truth in the history of the world, inspired by Satan as “the father of
lies”, ocurring primarily in Judaism and Christianity.

Among the early Christian views defined by the bishop of Brescia as heresy
five groups can be distinguished. The first group includes mainly the erroneous
views on fundamental theological questions contained in the rule of faith, such
as the concept of a creator God and saviour Jesus Christ. The second set of he-
resies, closely related with the previous one, contains the erroneous doctrines of
anthropology, such as questioning the resurrection of the human body or the view
of the materiality of the human soul. The third group includes the views related
to the misinterpretation of Scripture, especially exaggerated literal interpretations
of the texts of the Old Testament, as well as the cosmological views which do not
agree with descriptions contained within the Bible. The fourth group contains the
moral issues related to the based on laxism or rigorism way of life, as well as to
the attitude of lack of deference to the laws of the Church, but non-threatening
the primary truths of the Christian faith. The fifth group of heresies includes the
movements defined by the authors of the late patristic period as a schizm, while
the term schisma is not at all used by the bishop of Brescia in his work.

The semantic scope of the term heresis in Philastrius’ treaty went beyond the
noncompliance with the regula fidei. According to the bishop of Brescia each
offense — whether in doctrinal teaching or practice of life, as well as with regard to
the understanding of the text of Scripture — is a heresy because it offends God and
the Church. Therefore, in Philastrius opinion one should not differentiate between
superior and minor error, but equally condemn them as attitudes directed against
God as the Father of Truth.

VARII ERRORES QUI AB ORIGINE MUNDI EMERSERUNT.
ZAKRES SEMANTYCZNY TERMINU ,,HEREZJA”
W DIVERSARUM HERESEON LIBER FILASTRIUSZA Z BRESCII

(Streszczenie)

Biskup Brescii Filastriusz, autor pierwszego tacinskiego katalogu herezji, na-
pisanego migdzy rokiem 380 a 388, przedstawit wyjatkowo duza ilo$¢ ruchow
heterodoksyjnych: 28 w lonie judaizmu i 128 we wczesnym chrzescijanstwie.
Byt to efekt przypisywania terminowi ,.herezja” (heresis) szerokiego zakresu se-
mantycznego. Dla Filastriusza termin ten pokrywat si¢ znaczeniowo z terminem
,btad” (error), rozumianym jako jakiekolwiek odejscie od uniwersalnej prawdy
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w dziejach $wiata, inspirowane przez szatana jako ,,0jca ktamstwa”, pojawiajace
si¢ przede wszystkim w judaizmie i w chrzescijanstwie.

Wsrdd pogladéw wcezesnochrzescijanskich, okreslonych przez biskupa
Brescii terminem ,,herezja”, mozna wyrézni¢ pig¢ grup. Pierwsza najliczniejsza
grupa obejmuje biedne poglady dotyczace zasadniczych kwestii teologicznych
zawartych w regule wiary, takich jak: koncepcja Boga stworcy i Jezusa Chrystusa
zbawiciela. Grupa druga to btedne doktryny antropologiczne, np. kwestionujace
zmartwychwstanie ludzkiego ciata lub gloszace poglad o materialnosci ludzkiej
duszy. Trzecig grupg stanowia poglady zwiazane z bledna, przesadnie dostowna
interpretacja Pisma Swietego, zwtaszcza ksiag Starego Testamentu, a takze idee
kosmologiczne, ktore nie zgadzaja si¢ z opisami zawartymi w Biblii. Czwarta
grupa obejmuje postawy moralne, zwigzane ze sposobem zycia, opartym na lak-
syzmie lub rygoryzmie, a takze z nieprzestrzeganiem praw koscielnych, ale nie
zagrazajace podstawowym prawdom wiary chrzescijanskiej. Grupg piata tworza
ruchy okreslane przez autorow okresu poéznopatrystycznego terminem ,,schizma”
(schisma), ktorego biskup Brescii w swoim dziele w ogole nie uzywa.

W traktacie Filastriusza znaczenie terminu ,,herezja” wykracza poza niezgod-
no$¢ z chrzescijanska regula fidei. Wedhug niego kazde wykroczenie — czy to w za-
kresie nauczania doktrynalnego czy praktyki zyciowej, a takze odnosnie do rozu-
mienia tekstu Pisma Swigtego — zastuguje na miano herezji, poniewaz obraza Boga
i Koscidt. Nie nalezy wigc roznicowac bledéw na wigksze i mniejsze, ale w row-
nym stopniu potgpiac je jako postawy skierowane przeciw Bogu jako Ojcu Prawdy.

Key Words: Filastrius of Brescia, heresy, schism, early Christian theology.

Stowa kluczowe: Filastriusz z Brescii, herezja, schizma, wczesnochrzescijan-
ska teologia.
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Ks. Marcin WYSOCKI"

NADZIEJA NA JEDNOSC?
HEREZJE I HERETYCY W LISTACH
SW. AMBROZEGO™*

Sw. Ambrozy z Mediolanu znany jest ze swej nieugictej postawy wobec
herezji i heretykéw. Jako biskupowi i pasterzowi Kosciota w Mediolanie
przyszto mu wielokrotnie zajmowaé wobec nich stanowisko. Zostal wszak bi-
skupem cesarskiej stolicy jako nastgpca arianskiego biskupa Auksencjusza',
a w trakcie swego episkopatu musiat si¢ zmierzy¢ z cesarzowa Justyna, zwo-
lenniczka arianizmu, co skutkowalo na przyklad najstynniejszym konfliktem
okresu jego biskupstwa — tzw. sporem o bazyliki, w ktorym przeciwstawit si¢
cesarzowi w przekazaniu arianom jednego z mediolanskich kosciotéw?. Z per-
spektywy historyczno-teologicznej oczywiscie istotne w polemice z herezjami
sa traktaty antyheretyckie, badz tez pozytywne przedstawienie ortodoksyjnej
doktryny w traktatach i dzietach egzegetycznych?®, jednak niezwykle waznym
zroédtem wydaje si¢ rowniez korespondencja biskupa Ambrozego. W niej
przeciez w zupeie inny sposob — czgsto pozbawiony naukowosci i oficjalno-
$ci — omawiat te same problemy, ktére byly przedmiotem uczonych traktatow.
W jaki wigc sposdb w swoich listach biskup Ambrozy przedstawial herezje

* Ks. dr hab. Marcin Wysocki — adiunkt w Katedrze Patrologii Greckiej i Lacinskiej w Instytu-
cie Historii Kosciota i Patrologii na Wydziale Teologii Katolickiego Uniwersytetu Lubelskiego Jana
Pawta II; e-mail: mwysocki@kul.lublin.pl.

™ Praca powstata w wyniku realizacji projektu badawczego o nr 2014/15/B/HS1/03851, finan-
sowanego ze $rodkow Narodowego Centrum Nauki.

' Por. M. Simonetti, Aussenzio di Milano, DPAC 1 449-450; J. Grzywaczewski, Appointing
Bishops in the First Centuries, Lublin 2013, 75-77; Y.M. Duval, Ambroise, de son élection a sa
consécration, W: Ambrosius Episcopus. Atti del Congresso internazionale di studi ambrosiani nel
XVI centenario della elevazione di sant’Ambrogio alla cattedra episcopale, ed. G. Lazzati, Studia
Patristica Mediolanensia 6, Milano 1976, 243-283.

2 Na temat sporu o bazyliki zob. L. Cracco Ruggini, Ambrogio a le opposizioni anticattoliche
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i heretykdéw, w jaki sposob ich opisywat i jakie argumenty przeciwko nim
w swej epistolografii wysuwat? A moze widzial w nich nadziej¢ na powrot
heretykow do wspolnoty Kosciota katolickiego i jedno$¢ wiary?

Patrzac catosciowo na epistolografie Ambrozego mozna odnie$¢ wrazenie,
ze biskup Mediolanu nie mial wtasciwie probleméw z heretykami i nie byto
potrzeby poswigca¢ im miejsca 1 czasu w korespondencji. Bo rzeczywiscie
generalnie w swoich listach jest bardzo powsciagliwy, jezeli chodzi o herezje
i heretykow. Bardziej interesuja go kwestie pastoralne, egzegetyczne czy po-
lityczne. Nawet relacjonujac spor o bazyliki w liscie do swej siostry Marceli-
ny wigcej uwagi poswigca cesarzowi niz arianom®. A jednak wczytawszy si¢
glebiej w listy Ambrozego dostrzezemy szereg nawiazan do herezji, ktore nie
sa przede wszystkim odniesieniami dogmatycznymi, ale wpisuja si¢ wlasnie
w pastoralny profil dziatalnos$ci biskupa Mediolanu i lezaca mu szczeg6lnie na
sercu jednos$¢ wspoélnoty eklezjalnej’.

1. Okreslenie i istota herezji i heretykéw. W swoich listach $w. Ambrozy
odnosi si¢ przede wszystkim do dwdch herezji: arianizmu i manicheizmu. Na
ich bazie ukazuje, czym jest herezja. Biskup zdecydowanie podkresla, ze he-
rezja ,,zaprzecza prawdzie” (abnegat veritatem)®; jest trucizna’ i ,,wielkim sza-
lenstwem” (quanta amentia)®; cechuje ja bezboznos¢’; jest wiarotomstwem!?,
zaktoceniem pokoju Kosciota''; ten, kto trwa w herezji jest ,,umarly i pogrze-
bany”'?; umysty heretykow sa nasycone jadem niewiary'®. Heretycy sa wilka-
mi, ktore probuja wkras¢ si¢ do owczarni Chrystusa'®.

Szczegodlnie mocno brzmia stowa Ambrozego poréwnujace herezje i he-
retykow z diabtem. Co ciekawe, wedtug biskupa Mediolanu, heretycy (w tym
przypadku arianie) sa gorsi od diabta. Wobec odnalezienia relikwii mgczenni-
kéw Protazego i Gerwazego oraz cudéw i nawrocen z tym wydarzeniem zwia-
zanych, Ambrozy potgpia niewiarg i postgpowanie heretykdw, wskazujac, ze
diabetl uznaje te dzieta, a heretycy nie. W liscie 77. tak pisze:

4 Por. Ambrosius, Epistula 76.

5 Por. J. Patucki, Swiety Ambrozy jako duszpasterz w swietle ekshortacji pastoralnych, Lublin
1996; tenze, Sw. Ambrozy, opatrznosciowy maz Kosciola — miedzy starymi a nowymi czasy, w: Bog
Ojciec i przelom wiekow w mysli patrystycznej, red. 1. Salamonowicz-Gorska — J. Naumowicz
— S. Stregkowski, Warszawa 2001 = SACh 15 (2001) 196-207.

® Ambrosius, Epistula 15*, 13, SAEMO 21, ed. G. Banterle, Milano — Roma 1988, 332, ttum.
P. Nowak: Ambrozy z Mediolanu, Listy, t. 3, BOK 28, Krakow 2012, 255.

7 Por. tamze 39, 1.

8 Tamze 15*, 4, SAEMO 21, 328, BOK 28, 252.

° Por. tamze 15%, 13.

10 Por. tamze 15%*, 12.

' Por. tamze 5%, 3.

12 Tamze 77, 21, SAEMO 21,166: ,,illum mortuum, illum funereum”, BOK 28, 116.

13 Por. tamze 36, 28.

4 Por. tamze 15%, 1.
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»Styszelismy dzisiaj, jak mowili ci, na ktorych byta naktadana reka, ze nikt
nie moze by¢ zbawiony, jak tylko ten, kto wierzy w Ojca 1 Syna, i Ducha
Swietego, i ze jest umarly i pogrzebany ten, kto neguje Ducha Swietego, kto
nie wierzy we wszechmoc Trojcy. Diabet to wyznaje, lecz arianie nie chca
wyznac. Diabel mowi: «Niech bedzie dreczony tak, jak on byt dreczony przez
meczennikéw, poniewaz neguje bostwo Ducha Swigtegoy. Nie przyjmuje od
diabta §wiadectwa, lecz wyznanie — tak. Diabel powiedziat to niechgtnie,
zmuszony 1 dr¢czony. To, co nieprawo$¢ ukrywa, wymusza przemoc. Diabet
ustepuje przed razami, arianie jeszcze nie potrafia ustapic. llez juz wycierpieli
i—jak faraon (por. Wj 7-11) — uparcie trwaja w swych btedach! Diabet mowit,
jak czytamy w Pismie: Wiem, kto jestes: Ty jeste$s Synem Boga zywego (por.
Mk 1, 24; Mt 16, 16); Zydzi méwili: Nie wiemy, kim On jest (por. J 9, 29).
Dzisiaj i poprzedniego dnia i nocy méwity demony: «Wiemy, ze jestescie
meczennikami», za$§ Arianie mowia: «Nie wiemy, nie chcemy poznaé [praw-
dy], nie chcemy uwierzyé». Mowia demony do meczennikow: «Przyszliscie
nas zgubicy; arianie mowia: «Te udreki demonoéw nie sa prawdziwe, lecz [sa
to] udawane i wymyslone sztuczki». Styszatem o wielu rzeczach wymyslo-
nych, ale nikt nigdy nie potrafit udawac¢ do tego stopnia, by upodobnit si¢ do
demona”’’.

Diabel — przymuszony wprawdzie — przyjmuje prawdeg o Bogu i dzieta mg-
czennikOw, arianie zas$ nie.

Rownie ostrym zestawieniem jest w listach Ambrozego pordwnanie he-
retykow do Zydéw, co w kontekscie listow biskupa dotyczacych wydarzen
w Callinicum'¢, gdzie podpalono synagoge, jest szczegdlnie wyraziste. Aria-
nie sa najpierw zrownani z Zydami przez to, ze i jednych i drugich raduje

15 Tamze 77, 21-22, SAEMO 21, 166: ,,Audiuimus hodie dicentes eos quibus minus impone-
batur neminem posse esse saluum nisi qui in patrem et filium et spiritum sanctum credidisset, illum
mortuum illum funereum qui spiritum sanctum negaret, qui trinitatis omnipotentem uirtutem non
crederet. Confitetur hoc diabolus, sed Ariani nolunt fateri. Dicit diabolus: «Sic torqueatur quemad-
modum ipse a martyribus torquebatur qui spiritus sanctem deitatem negaret». Non accipio a diabolo
testimonium sed confessionem. Inuitus dixit diabolus sed exactus et tortus. Quod nequitia supprimit
extorquet iniuria. Cedit diabolus plagis et adhuc cedere nesciunt Arriani. Quanta perpessi sunt et,
quemadmodum Pharao, malis suis indurantur! Dicebat diabolus ut scriptum legimus: «Scio te quis
sis, tu es filius dei uiui», dicebant [udaei: «Nescimus, nolumus intellegere, nolumus credere». Dicunt
daemones martyribus: «Venistis perdere nos», Ariani dicunt: «Non sunt daemonum uera tormenta
sed ficta et composita ludibria». Audiui multa componi, hoc nemo umquam fingere potuit ut daemo-
nium se esse simularet”, BOK 28, 116-117.

16 Por. tamze 74; la*. Zob. F. Barth, Ambrosius und die Synagoge von Callinicum, ,,Theologi-
sche Zeitschrift aus der Schweiz” b.d. (1889) 65-86; P. de Labriolle, Saint Ambroise et ['affaire de
Callinicum, ,,Revue des Cours et Conférences” 16 (1898) 78-96; G. Nauroy, Ambroise et la question
Jjuive a Milan a la fin du IV* siecle. Une nouvelle lecture de I'Epistula 74 (Maur. 40) a Théodose,
w: Les chrétiens et leurs adversaires dans |’Occident latin au IV* siécle, ed. J.-M. Poinsotte, Rouen
2001, 37-59.
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stuchanie o zniewazaniu Chrystusa i zaprzeczanie Jego bostwa'’. Niewiarg
w zrodzenie Jezusa z Dziewicy okresla Ambrozy jako ,,szalefnstwo prawie
rowne szalenstwu nowych Zydow™'s. Pozniej jednak Biskup zmienia nasta-
wienie i ostrzej traktuje arian okreslajac ich jako gorszych od Zydow, gdyz
chca dac¢ cesarzowi prawa nalezace do Kosciota i sa wiarotomcami'.

Ambrozy opisuje w listach takze niegodne postgpowanie heretykéw wo-
bec Kosciota 1 wiernych, ktore oczywiscie zdecydowanie potgpia. W spo-
sob szczegdlny podkresla biskup Mediolanu wysmiewanie przez heretykow
postaw wiernych ortodoksyjnych. Wskazuje na uwielbianie Chrystusa, na
przyktad przez dzieci, co wysmiewaja i czego nie moga znie$¢ heretycy?®.
Na przyktadzie arianskiego biskupa Merkuryna/Auksencjusza Ambrozy uka-
zuje zakltamanie i zmiennos$¢ heretykow. Przedstawia go jako cztowieka, kto-
ry zmienit swoje imi¢ (z Merkuryn na Auksencjusz), aby nikt go nie rozpo-
znal, ,,w celu oszukania ludu™!. To jednak nie sprawito — co podkresla bis-
kup Mediolanu — ze zmienit on swe wiarolomstwo. Jedynie zdjat skore wilka,
lecz wkrotce przywdzial ja na nowo — jak obrazowo opisuje to Ambrozy?.
Auksencjusz unika osadu wiernych ortodoksyjnych i wybiera jako sedziow
przypadkowych ludzi spos$réd pogan, ktorzy maja osadzi¢ sprawy wiary®.
Postawa Merkuryna/Auksencjusza ukazuje przewrotnos¢ postgpowania here-
tykow. Oczywiscie jest to tylko jeden przypadek, ktory znamy z pontyfikatu
Ambrozego, jednak uzywane przez niego okreslenia charakterystyczne sa dla
Ambrozjar’lskiego opisu herezji i heretykow. Podobnie wypowiada si¢ w spra-
wie biskupa Ursyna, ktory byt rywalem papieza Damazego przy wyborze na
urzad biskupa Rzymu, a gdy przegrat wzniecit wraz ze swym1 zwolennikami
rozruchy i zamieszki. Wedtug Ambrozego przystat on do arian i ,,usilowat nie-
pokoi¢ Kosciot mediolanski przez godne potgpienia zgromadzenia: raz przed
brama synagogi, to zné6w po domach arian, knujac tajemne plany i zbierajac
swoich zwolennikow, a poniewaz nie mogt otwarcie wystepowac na ich zgro-
madzeniach, szkodzit, pouczajac ich i ksztatcac, w jaki sposob moga zaklocac
pokoj Kosciota. A z ich wsciektosci czerpat nadziejg, ze bedzie mogt pozyskac
dla siebie ich poplecznikow i stronnikow’.

17 Por. Ambrosius, Epistula 75, 13.

18 Tamze 15%, 12, SAEMO 21, 333: , ,suppar nouorum Iudaeorum amentia”, BOK 28, 255.

19 Por. tamze 75a, 31.

20 Por. tamze 75a, 20.

2 Tamze 75a, 22, SAEMO 21, 126: ,,mutauit sibi uocabulum [...] ad decipiendam plebem”,
BOK 28, 87.

22 Por. tamze.

23 Por. tamze 75a, 26.

24 Tamze 5%, 3, SAEMO 21, 156: ,turbare Mediolanensem ecclesiam coetu detestabili molie-
batur cum Valente, nunc ante synagoga fores, nunc in Arrianorum domibus miscens occulta consilia
et suos iungens, et, quoniam ipse aperte in eorum congregationes prodire non poterat, instruens et
informans quemadmodum pax ecclesiae turabretur; quorum furore respirabat quod eorum posset
fautores et socios emereri”’, BOK 28, 156-157.
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Ostatecznie okresla go Ambrozy jako niemajacego honoru biskupa, dale-
kiego od wszelkiego poczucia wstydu, siejacego zamieszanie i probujacego
podburzac¢ pogan i ludzi nikczemnych?. Miat on przystapi¢ do arian, niepoko-
i¢ Ko$ciot mediolanski i pouczaé innych jak zaktocac pokoj Kosciota, a osta-
tecznie domaga si¢ postuchania u wtadcéw?’. Synod przedstawiajac sprawe
imperatorom ostrzega ich, czyni to jednak w sposob wyjatkowo tagodny, pe-
ten bolu, ale jednoczesnie z utracona nadzieja na pojednanie:

,»B0o wstyd [0 tym] mowié, niestosownym jest opowiadaé, jak haniebnym
zarzutem ugodzili w jego dobra stawe [wspotobywatele Ursyna — MW].
Przynajmniej ta hanba powstrzymany, powinien byt milczeé¢; a gdyby miat
jakie$ poczucie honoru biskupa, pokdj i zgode Kosciota przedtozylby nad
swoje ambicje 1 dazenie. Jednakze on, daleki od wszelkiego poczucia wstydu,
postawszy list przez kastrata Paschazjusza — chorazego jego szalenstwa — sie-
je zamieszanie 1 probuje podburza¢ takze pogan i [ludzi] nikczemnych”?.

W innych listach Ambrozy ukazuje podobne dzialania heretykow, ktorzy
wzniecaja przesladowania przeciwko katolikom®, co wigcej nie maja oni od-
wagi pokaza¢ si¢ publicznie, gdyz wielu z nich jest obcokrajowcami i pro-
wadza nieustabilizowane zycie*. Jak mozna zauwazy¢ z tych przyktadow
Ambrozy negatywnie prezentuje i ocenia post¢gpowanie heretykow, nie boi
uzywac si¢ w korespondencji — réwniez tej oficjalnej skierowanej do cesarzy
— stow ostrych i jednoznacznie okreslajacych i potgpiajacych heretykow.

2. Postepowanie z heretykami — walka o jednoéc’ Kosciota. Ambrozy nie
poprzesta]e w swoich listach na ukazaniu istoty i dzialania heretykow, ale row-
niez proponuje dzialania wobec nich. Przede wszystkim daje swoista recepte
samym heretykom. W liscie 36. pisze tak:

,Niech si¢ nie zblizaja do wiernych, niech nie rozszerza si¢ cudzotozne nasie-
nie. Niech rozwaza, co im si¢ przydarzyto z powodu ich wiarotomstwa, niech

zyja w spokoju, aby szli za prawdziwa wiara™'.

25 Por. tamze 5%, 5.

26 Por. tamze 5%, 3.

27 Por. tamze 5%, 4.

2 Tamze 5*, 5, SAEMO 21, 198: ,,Pudet enim dicere, inuerecundum est recensere, quam turpi
famam eius conuicio sauciauerint; quo saltem pudore perstrictus conticescere debuisset, et si haberet
aliquam conscientiam sacerdotis, pacem, ecclesiae concordiamque ambitioni suae et studio preopta-
ret. Verum longe alienus ab omni uerecundia per abscissum hominem Paschasium signiferum furoris
sui missis litteris serit turbas, gentiles quoque et perditos concitare conatur”, BOK 28, 157.

2 Por. tamze 6%, 1.

30 Por. tamze 76, 12.

31 Tamze 36, 28, SAEMO 20, ed. G. Banterle, Milano — Roma 1988, 38: ,,non appropinquent
fidelibus, non serpant adulterina semina; aduertant quid propter suam perfidiam acciderit sibi, quie-
scant ut ueram fidem sequantur”, thum. P. Nowak: Sw. Ambrozy z Mediolanu, Listy (36-69), t. 2,
BOK 22, Krakow 2003, 18.
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Jednak zauwaza jednoczesnie, ze ,,umysty nasycone jadem niewiary nietatwo
zdotaja usunaé klej swej bezboznosci™?, stad konieczne jest wspotdziatanie
Kosciota i panstwa. Sami heretycy nie sa w stanie powro6ci¢ na drogg ortodoks;ji.

Ambrozy traktuje zmaganie z herezjami przede wszystkim w kategoriach
walki o pokdj 1 jednos¢ Kosciota i panstwa. Byta ona wyrazem pragmatycz-
nych zabiegéw o zachowanie jednosci 1 pokoju w Kosciele, zar6wno w sen-
sie wezszym, tj. w Mediolanie, jak 1 w sensie uniwersalnym, a przynajmniej
w calym Imperium zachodnim. I w tej optyce trzeba patrze¢ na kwestie herezji
i heretykow w listach $§w. Ambrozego®. A wtedy nie dziwi, ze sprawy herezji
poruszane sa przede wszystkim w listach do cesarzy lub jako owoc obrad sy-
nodéw biskupoéw oraz ze mowiac o herezjach wyraza on wielokrotnie rado$¢
z zapanowania pokoju i jedno$ci oraz niepokoj z coraz bardziej widocznego
podziatu na Kosciol Wschodu i Zachodu, ale takze rozszerzania si¢ doktryn
heterodoksyjnych. Tak postgpuje na przyktad w liscie do Teofila, biskupa
Aleksandrii, poruszajac kwesti¢ schizmy antiochenskiej**. Wobec dziatan bis-
kupa Teofila i synodu biskupéw w Kapui z 391 roku, Mediolanczyk stwierdza:

,,Gdy przeto my mieliSmy nadzieje, ze za pomoca tych jak najbardziej stusz-
nych postanowien Synodu zostato znalezione lekarstwo i potozony kres nie-
zgodzie, twoja $wiatobliwos¢ pisze, ze nasz brat Flawian znowu uciekt si¢ do
pomocy prosb i do posrednictwa rozporzadzen cesarskich. Na prozno wige
zostat wlozony wysitek tylu biskupow”s.

Ambrozy wydaje si¢ wigc watpi¢ w owocnos¢ podejmowanych dziatan prze-
ciwko heretykom, majacych na celu jedno$¢ wiary i pokéj Kosciota. Pomimo
to jednak nieustannie w swych listach zachgca do walki o nie.

W tej walce za$ pierwszorzedne znaczenie ma wedlug niego znajomosé
ortodoksyjnej wiary, ktora ukazywana jest w wyznaniach wiary (symbolum fi-
dei). W liScie 32. do Sabina, ktory jest jednym z pierwszych czytelnikow dziet
Ambrozego, ich recenzentem i korektorem, Biskup zachgca go do badania
jego dziel w oparciu o wyznanie wiary, ktorym

,Jjest przekonanie, ktore przeciwko arianom i sabelianom, tak przekazane nam
przez ojcéw zachowujemy, ze czcimy Boga Ojca i Jego jednorodzonego Syna
i Ducha Swietego: ta Trojca ma jedna nature, majestat i bostwo; w to imie
Ojca i Syna i Ducha Swigtego chrzcimy, jak jest napisane. Wierzymy przeto,

32 Tamze 36, 28, SAEMO 20, 38: , difficile quidem imbuti animi infidelitatis uenenis abolere
possunt impietatis suae gluttinum”, BOK 22, 18.

33 Por. K. Ilski, Idea jednosci politycznej, spolecznej i religijnej w Swietle pism Ambrozego
z Mediolanu, Poznan 2001, 307.

34 Por. Ambrosius, Epistula 70.

33 Tamze 70, 3, SAEMO 21, 30-31: ,,Cum ex his igitur aequissimis synodi constitutis sperare-
mus iam remedium datum finem que allatum discordiae, scribit sanctitas tua iterum fratrem nostrum
Flavianum ad precum auxilia et imperialium rescriptorum suffragia remeavisse. Frustrat ergo tanto-
rum sacerdotum fusus labor”, BOK 28, 14.
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ze Syn, wspotwieczny z Ojcem, przyjat ciato, «narodzit si¢ z Ducha Swigtego
i Dziewicy Maryiy, jest «rowny Ojcu wedlug bdstway, «w postaci Bozej»
(Flp 2, 6), to jest w catej pelni bostwa, ktére w Nim mieszka — jak powiedziat
Apostot —na sposob ciata (por. Kol 2, 9), poniewaz, jako cztowiek, przyjat On
posta¢ Stugi i unizy? si¢ az do $mierci (por. Flp 2, 7.8)"%.

Powyzsza Ambrozjanska reguta wiary jest, jak sam wskazuje, na wskro$ an-
tyarianska i antysabelianska, ale tylko znajomo$¢ zawartych w niej najwaz-
niejszych prawd wiary pozwoli zaprowadzi¢ jednos¢. W liscie do papieza
Syracjusza, Ambrozy i inni biskupi zebrani na synodzie w Mediolanie w 393
roku, wobec probleméw doktrynalnych dotyczacych matzenstwa i dziewictwa
Maryi, Matki Jezusa, nawiazuja do innego wyznania wiary, ktorego maja si¢
trzymac wierzacy, aby nie ulec lub skorygowac btedy herez;ji:

»hiech uwierza apostolskiemu wyznaniu wiary, ktérego Koscidt rzymski
strzeze i zachowuje je zawsze nienaruszone™’.

Jezeli chodzi o generalne zasady dotyczace postgpowania z herezjami
i heretykami to wobec roéznych pogladow i skomplikowanych podziatow
doktrynalnych wérod samych heretykow Ambrozy zaleca przede wszystkim
ostrozno$¢*. Powinna ona przejawiac si¢ nie tylko w rozréznianiu blgdow
doktrynalnych, ale takze w kontaktach z heretykami. Podstawa jest myslenie
wolne od watpliwosci dotyczacych wiary, ktére pozwala uchroni¢ od btedu
w moéwieniu o sprawach wiary prawdziwej*’. Temu powinny towarzyszy¢ —
oczywiscie przede wszystkim w kontaktach z arianami, ktorzy neguja bostwo
Syna Bozego — uwielbienia Chrystusa, ktore sa wyrzutem dla wiarotomcow,
w ktorych, jak obrazowo pisze Ambrozy, znajduja $mieré, w ktorych karcone
jest rowniez ich szalenstwo®. Waznym elementem w walce z herezjami we-
dlug Ambrozego jest takze kult mgczennikow*!, ktorzy sa zawsze swiadkami
prawdziwej wiary, bo — jak pisze w liscie opisujacym odnalezienie relikwii

3¢ Tamze 32, 4, SAEMO 19, ed. G. Banterle, Milano — Roma 1988, 312: ,, Professio autem fidei
sententia est, quam aduersum Sabellianos et Arrianos ita a maioribus traditam tenemus, ut patrem
deum et filium eius unigenitum et spiritum sanctum ueneremur; hanc trinitatem unius esse substan-
tiae, maiestatis, diuinitatis; in hoc nomine patris et fili et spiritus sancti baptizare nos, quemadmo-
dum scriptum est. Filium itaque coaeternum patri suscepisse carnem, «natum de spiritus sancto et
uirgine Maria», «aequalem patri secundum diuinitatem» «in dei forma» id est in omni plenitudine
diuinitatis quae in illo habitat, ut dixit apostolus, corporaliter, quiz in persona hominis formam serui
accepit et se humiliauit usque ad mortem”, thum. P. Nowak: Ambrozy z Mediolanu, Liszy, t. 1, BOK
9, Krakow 1997, 239-240.

37 Tamze 15%, 5, SAEMO 21, 328: ,credatur symbolo apostolorum, quod ecclesia Romana
intemeratum semper custodit et seruat”, BOK 28, 253.

38 Por. tamze 32, 5.

¥ Por. tamze 32, 6.

40 Por. tamze 75a, 19.

40O kulcie relikwii u Ambrozego zob. R. Andrzejewski, Kult relikwii wedlug sw. Ambrozego,
RTK 26 (1979) z. 4, 73-78.
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Protazego 1 Gerwazego — oni ,,mieli t¢ wiarg, ktorej oni sami [id est — aria-
nie] nie maja: t¢ wiarg, potwierdzona przez tradycj¢ przodkow”#. W walce
0 jednos¢ Kosciota i czystos¢ wiary Ambrozy dostrzega dzialanie Boga, ktory
daje ludowi szczegodlne znaki i wyjatkowych wspomozycieli. Wedtug Bisku-
pa sa nimi wtasnie meczennicy i dlatego odnalezienie ciat §wigtych Protaze-
go 1 Gerwazego widzi jako pomoc od Pana, ktéremu w przytoczonej w liscie
homilii dzigkuje, ze wzbudzit dla Kosciota mediolanskiego ,,tak potezne du-
chy $wigtych meczennikow w tym czasie, w ktorym Twoj Kosciot potrzebuje
wigkszej obrony”*. W liscie do Kosciota w Vercelli, w ktorym przedtuzat si¢
wybor nowego biskupa na skutek walk roznych stronnictw, na zakonczenie
listu — cho¢ w nim malo miejsca poswigca herezjom i heretykom — przesyta
gminie zyczenia, aby trwali przy ortodoksyjnej nauce: ,,Co najwazniejsze, na-
wroccie si¢ do Pana Jezusa. Niech bedzie w was [...] trzezwos$¢ wiernej nauki
bez oparow herezji”™*.
Wedlug Ambrozego konieczna jest tez poboznos¢, poniewaz heretycy

,»,hie moga znie$¢ waszej poboznosci, gardzg przyczyna tej poboznosci i do-
chodza az do tak wielkiego szalenstwa, ze neguja zastugi megczennikow, kto-
rych dzieta wyznaja nawet demony”™®.

Oczywiscie przede wszystkim konieczna jest znajomos$¢ prawowiernej dok-
tryny, ktora przedstawia Ambrozy w swych dzielach dogmatycznych, ktore
na przyklad przesyla cesarzowi Gracjanowi, i o ktére on sam prosit bisku-
pa Mediolanu®.

W takim zmaganiu z herezjami i heretykami to biskupi sa pierwszymi od-
powiedzialnymi za t¢ walke. W praktyce duszpasterskiej Ambrozego i przeto-
zenstwie nad prowincja koscielna Biskup Mediolanu, jak wynika to z epistolo-
grafii, wielokrotnie ukazywat taka rolg biskupow, nade wszystko zgromadzo-
nych na synodach, we wspoélpracy z cesarzami’. To jeden z takich synodéw,
z 381 roku w Akwilei, zwracat si¢ do cesarzy Gracjana, Walentyniana i Teo-
dozjusza, w obronie ortodoksyjnej wiary, ,,aby wiarotomstwo arian nie mogto

42 Ambrosius, Epistula 77, 20, SAEMO 21, 164-166: ,.fidem in his fuisse eam quam isti non
habent iudicarent, fidem illam maiorum traditione firmatam”, BOK 28, 116.

+ Tamze 77, 10, SAEMO 21, 160: ,,quo hoc tempore tales nobis sanctorum martyrum spiritus
excitasti, quo ecclesia tua praesidia maiora desiderat”, BOK 28, 112.

“Tamze 14*, 113, SAEMO 21, 320: ,,Ad summam conuertimini omnes ad dominum Iesum. Sit
in vobis [...] sobrietas doctrinae fidelis sine haeresis temulentia”, BOK 28, 247.

4 Tamze 77, 16, SAEMO 21, 162: ,,Cui tamen celebritati uestrae qui solent inuident et quia cele-
britatem uestram inuidis animis ferre non possunt causam celebritatis oderunt atque in tantum amen-
tiae prodeunt ut negent martyrum merita, quorum opera etiam daemones confitentur”, BOK 28, 114.

4 Por. tamze 12%*, 4-7; tenze, De fide 1 3.

47 Ogolnie o biskupach i ich roli w listach Ambrozego zob. M. Zelzer, Vescovi e pastori alla
luce delle lettere ambrosiane, w: Vescovi e pastori in epoca teodosiana, 11, SEA 58, Roma 1997,
559-568.
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juz dhuzej ani si¢ ukrywac, ani po cichu rozszerza¢”*. Dawali oni wtadcom
nastgpujace rady w postgpowaniu z heretykami: nalezy ich upomnie¢, a po
upomnieniu unikaé, ,,nie nalezy ich pozdrawia¢ ani spotykaé si¢ z nimi™.
A w konkretnym przypadku heretyka Ursyna zwracali si¢ do cesarzy proszac,
aby nie pozwolili mu niepokoi¢ Kosciota Rzymskiego, ,,glowy catego rzym-
skiego $wiata, 1 tej najswigtszej apostolskiej wiary: stad bowiem rozlewaja sig
na wszystkie [Koscioty] prawa ich czcigodnej komunii”®. Ze wzgledu na to
domagali si¢ i prosili, aby wladcy odebrali Ursynowi mozno$¢ podstepnego
wytudzania przychylnosci cesarskiej®'. W liscie za$ skierowanym do cesarza
Teodozjusza po zakonczeniu synodu w Akwilei, Ambrozy wraz z innymi bi-
skupami wskazuje, ze nalezy usuna¢ zagrozenie ze strony tych, ktorzy usitu-
ja wprowadza¢ do Ko$ciota nauczanie Apolinarego z Laodycei oraz aby mu
»dowiedziono [wprowadzenia] nowej nauki i wykazano btad, tak iz w zaden
sposob nie moglby si¢ ukrywaé pod powszechna nazwa wiary”?. Ponadto
postulowano, ze ma si¢ on zrzec urzedu i tytutu biskupa®. Warto tu podkre-
sli¢, ze Ambrozy oraz inni biskupi Italii wypowiadaja si¢ rowniez w sprawach
Kosciota wschodniej czgsci Imperium i trwania jej przy ortodoksji. Biskupi
maja zatem za zadanie czuwac nad prawowiernoscia 1 wskazywac¢ drogi walki
z herezjami. W sposéb dostowny pisze o tym Ambrozy oraz biskupi zebrani na
synodzie w Mediolanie w 393 r. w liscie skierowanym do papieza Syracjusza,
wychwalajac jego czujno$¢ wobec herez;ji:

»W liscie twojej Swiatobliwosci rozpoznaliémy czujno$¢ dobrego paste-
rza, gdyz pilnie strzezesz powierzonej ci bramy i z mitosng troska pilnujesz
owczarni Chrystusa, godzien tego, by owce Pana ci¢ stuchaly i szty za toba
(por. J 10, 2-4). A poniewaz znasz owieczki Chrystusa, przeto tatwo spostrze-
gasz wilki 1, jako przewidujacy pasterz, wystepujesz przeciwko nim, zeby one
ukaszeniami swego wiarolomstwa i zwiastujacym $mier¢ wyciem nie rozpra-
szaty Panskiej owczarni”*,

* Ambrosius, Epistula 5%, 1, SAEMO 21, 194: , ,ne Arrianorum perfidia ulterius possit uel latere
uel serpere”, BOK 28, 155.

4 Tamze 5*, 4, SAEMO 21, 198: , dixerit declinandas huiuscemodi bestias nec salutatione
recipiendas atque congressu”, BOK 28, 157.

50 Tamze: ,,totius orbis Romani caput Romanam ecclesiam atque illam sacrosantam fidem apo-
stolorum ne turbari sineret obsecranda fuit clementia uestra; inde enim in omnes uenerandae com-
munionis iura dimanant”, BOK 28, 157.

5! Por. tamze.

52 Tamze 8%, 4, SAEMO 21, 216: ,,conuictus in dogmate nouo et redergutus in errore nequa-
quam sub generali fidei lateret nomine”, BOK 28, 171.

53 Por. tamze.

5 Tamze 15%, 1, SAEMO 21, 326: ,,Recognouimus litteris sanctitatis tuae boni pastoris excu-
bias, qui diligenter commissam tibi ianuam serues et pia sollicitudine Christi ouile custodias, dignus
quem oues domini audiant et sequantur. Et ideo quia nosti ouiculas Christi, lupos facile deprehendis
et occurris quasi prouidus pastor, ne isti morsibus perfidiae suae feralique ululatu dominicum ouile
dispergant”, BOK 28, 251.
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Biskup powmlen by¢ wigc wobec herezji czujny, strzegacy pow1erzoneJ mu
owczarni, przewidujacy i dostrzegajacy zagrozenia za strony herezji 1 pode;j-
mujacy walke i dziatania w celu zapobiezenia dalszego rozwoju biednej nauki.

Jednak nie tylko dzialanie wspdlne biskupéw ma znaczenie w walce z here-
zjami, rOwnie wazna jest postawa kazdego pojedynczego pasterza. Przyktadem
na to jest opor biskupa Ambrozego w sporze o bazyliki. Spor ten to nie tylko
kwestia budynku, ale przede wszystkim ortodoksyjnej wiary i wiernosci jej. Wy-
raznie o takich motywach walki z herezja mowi Mediolanczyk w liscie 75a. be-
dacym zapisem kazania Biskupa wygloszonego w Niedzielg Palmowa w 386 r.:

»W czym wiec odpowiedziatem hardo? Powiedzialem bowiem na spotkaniu:
«Niech mnie B6g broni, abym oddat dziedzictwo Chrystusax. Jesli on nie od-
dat dziedzictwa swych przodkéw, czy ja oddam dziedzictwo Chrystusa? Lecz
dodatem takze: «Niech mnie Bog broni, abym oddal dziedzictwo przodkéw: to
jest dziedzictwo Dionizego, ktory z powodu wiary zmart na wygnaniu, dzie-
dzictwo wyznawcy Eustorgiusza, dziedzictwo Miroklesa 1 wszystkich poprzed-
nich wiernych biskupoéw». Ja odpowiedzialem to, co nalezy do biskupa; cesarz
niech robi to, co nalezy do cesarza. Predzej zdota mi odebraé zycie niz wiare”.

Wyrazny jest element chronienia 1 walki o dziedzictwo ortodoksyjnej wiary.
Wazne jest to, ze stowa te zawarte sa w homilii, ktéra ma by¢ z definicji po-
uczeniem, ukazaniem wzoru i sposobu post¢gpowania, w tym przypadku z he-
retykami. Wiara ortodoksyjna, ktorej nalezy broni¢, byta bowiem broniona
i zachowana przez tak wielu jego poprzednikéw na mediolanskiej stolicy bi-
skupiej. Rowniez on, a za jego przyktadem wszyscy kaptani i wierni, powinni
wigc raczej by¢ gotowi odda¢ zycie za ortodoksyjna wiarg niz ja utracic i dla-
tego w liscie 75. pisat do cesarza Walentyniana' ,»1d¢ za Wyjas',nieniem Soboru
Nicejskiego, od ktorego ani $mieré, ani miecz nie zdota mnie odtaczy¢”®.

Niestety nie zawsze biskupi potrafili w ten sposob broni¢ ortodoksyjnej
wiary, jak wida¢ to bylo na podanych tu juz przyktadach, wielu z nich oddato
dziedzictwo ortodoksji i przeszto na strong heretykdéw. Niektorzy z nich, jak
opisuje to Ambrozy w liscie 75. poswigconym rowniez sprawie bazylik, za
rzadow cesarza Konstancjusza,

,hajpierw podpisali formulg prawdziwej wiary, lecz poniewaz niektorzy chceieli

sadzi¢ o sprawach wiary w cesarskim patacu, swymi oszustwami doprowadzili

do tego, ze te postanowienia biskupow zostaly zmienione. Oni jednak zaraz

3 Tamze 75a, 18, SAEMO 21, 124: ,,Quid igitur a me responsum est contumaciter? Dixi enim
conuentus: «Absit a me ut tradam Christi hereditatemy. Si ille patrum hereditatem non tradidit,
ego tradam Christi hereditatem? Sed et hoc addidi: «Absit ut tradam hereditatem patrum hoc est
hereditatem Dionysii qui in exilio in causa fidei defunctus est, hereditatem Eustorgii confessoris, he-
reditatem Mirocletis atque omnium retro fidelium episcoporumy». Respondi ego quod sacerdotis est:
quod imperatoris est faciat imperator. Prius est ut animam mihi quam fidem auferat”, BOK 28, 85.

¢ Tamze 75, 14, SAEMO 21, 112: ,,sequens tractatum concilii Nicaeni, a quo me nec mors nec
gladius poterit separare”, BOK 28, 75.



NADZIEJA NA JEDNOSC? HEREZJE I HERETYCY W LISTACH SW. AMBROZEGO 337

odwotali t¢ niewtasciwa decyzje¢ 1 z pewnoscia w Rimini wigkszo$¢ biskupow
potwierdzita wiare Soboru Nicejskiego i potepita dekrety arianskie™’.

Ambrozy ukazuje wigc negatywne postgpowanie niektorych biskupow i osob,
ktére podstgpem doprowadzity do zanegowania ortodoksyjnej wiary, ale jed-
noczesnie podkresla wiernos¢ pozostatych uchwatom Soboru Nicejskiego
i ukazuje mozliwo$¢ powrotu do prawdziwej reguty wiary i odrzucenia herez;ji.

Inna grupa, ktéra winna by¢ zaangazowana w obrong ortodoksyjnej dok-
tryny sa oczywiscie imperatorzy>®. Przyktadem wiadcow dziatajacych na rzecz
wiary ortodoksyjnej byli dla Ambrozego cesarz Teodozjusz, ktory przywro-
cit katolikom ich koscioty i wypedzil heretykow™ oraz cesarz Gracjan, ktory
przywrocil pokdj Kosciota oraz zamknal usta i serca ludzi przewrotnych®.
Dzigki ich dziataniu

,»-we wszystkich okolicach i regionach, od kreséw Tracji az do oceanu, komunia
wiernych pozostaje jedna i nieskazona we wschodnich czgsciach [cesarstwa]
[...]—po wyrzuceniu arian, ktorzy przemoca przywtaszczyli sobie koScioty —
$wigte $wiatynie Boze sa nawiedzane przez samych tylko katolikow™e!.

Z pewnoscia jest w tym nieco retorycznej przesady oraz w pewien sposob
naturalnego captatio benevolentiae biskupoéw wobec trzech imperatorow. Jest
z pewnoscia takze zacheta do dalszego dzialania na rzecz jedno$ci, pokoju
1 ortodoksyjnej wiary. Wydaje sig, ze jednak z biegiem lat list ten odszedt
w zapomnienie. Napisany zostal bowiem w 381 roku na wiele lat przed wyda-
rzeniami, ktoére beda miaty miejsce w 386 roku podczas wspominanego tu juz
wielokrotnie sporu o bazyliki, ktorego spiritus movens bedzie jeden z adresa-
tow listu biskupow — cesarz Walentynian. Ambrozy w sporze tym wskazywat
jasno role cesarza — ma by¢ wierny ortodoksji. Jezeli opowiada sig¢ za$ po

57 Tamze 75, 15, SAEMO 21, 112: ,,sinceram primo scripserant fidem, sed dum uolunt quidam
de fide intra palatium iudicare, id egerunt ut circumscriptionibus illa episcoporum iudicia muta-
rentur. Qui tamen inflexam statim reuocauere sententiam et certe maior numerus Arimini Nicaeni
concilii fidem probauit, Arriana decreta damnauit”, BOK 28, 76.

58 Por. M. Sordi, I rapporti di Ambrogio con gli imperatori del suo tempo, w: Nec timeo morti.
Atti del Congresso internazionale di studi Ambrosiani nel XVI centenario della morte di sant’Am-
brogio, ed. L.F. Pizzolato — M. Rizzi, Milano 1998, 107-118; K. Gross-Albenhausen, ,,/mperator
christianissimus”: der christliche Kaiser bei Ambrosius und Johannes Chrysostomus, Stuttgart 1999.

9 Por. Ambrosius, Epistula 9%, 1.

% Por. tamze 12*, 2. Na temat szczegdlnej relacji Ambrozy — Gracjan zob. J.-R. Palanque, Un
épisode des rapports entre Gratien et saint Ambroise. A propos de la lettre I de saint Ambroise,
REA 30 (1928) 291-301; G. Gottlieb, Ambrosius von Mailand und Kaiser Gratian, Hypomnemata.
Untersuchungen zur Antike und zu ihrem Nachleben 40, Géttingen 1973; T.D. Barnes, Ambrose and
Gratian, ,,Antiquité Tardive” 7 (1999) 165-174.

' Ambrosius, Epistula 6*, 3, SAEMO 21, 202: ,,Per omnes autem tractus atque regionem
a Thracorum claustris usque ad Oceanum manet intemerata fidelium atque una communio. In orien-
talibus autem partibus [...] eiectis Arrianis, qui ecclesias uiolenter inuaserant, sacra dei templa per
solos catholicos frequentari”, BOK 28, 160-161. Por. tamze 6*, 1.
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stronie heretykow, to jego miejsce jest poza Kosciolem. Ambrozy bowiem,
w obliczu sporu z arianami, wyraznie zaostrza swoj punkt widzenia na udziat
imperatora w kwestiach wiary. We wspomnianym powyzej fragmencie listu
75a, wyraznie wskazywal, ze biskup ma robi¢, co nalezy do biskupa, a cesarz,
co do cesarza, wskazujac, ze ma si¢ on nie angazowa¢ w sprawy KosSciota®.
Wyraznie mowi o tym we wczesniejszym fragmencie listu:

,,Kt0Z zaprzeczy, iz sprawe¢ wiary nalezy rozpatrywac¢ w kosciele? Jesli ktos
ma zaufanie, niech przyjdzie tutaj: albo sad cesarza jest juz przychylny [dla
przeciwnej strony| — gdyz przez dane prawo jasno pokazat, ze zwalcza nasza
wiar¢ — albo nie powinien stara¢ si¢ spelnia¢ oczekiwanych dazen niekto-
rych intrygantow. Nie dopuszczeg, aby kto§ kupczyl zniewaga wyrzadzana
Chrystusowi”®,

Ambrozy wymaga zatem od imperatora jasnego opowiedzenia si¢ po stronie
ortodoksyjnej i zaprzestania wydawania praw, ktore sa przeciwko prawdzi-
wej wierze.

ook

Nie ulega watpliwosci, ze sprawa walki o czystos¢ doktryny i o jedno$¢
1 pokoj w Kosciele byly glownymi punktami biskupiej postugi Ambrozego
z Mediolanu. Wielokrotnie w swojej korespondencji wyrazat troske¢ o orto-
doksyjna wiarg, o przywrocenie jednosci i pokoju. Z pewnos$cia byta w nim
wola $wigtej walki o te wartosci, ale jednoczes$nie nadzieja na pokojowy po-
wrot heretykow na tono ortodoksji. Lektura listow §w. Ambrozego nie pozo-
stawia jednak ztudzen — Biskup Mediolanu tracit stopniowo nadziej¢ na takie
zakonczenie przede wszystkim arianskich sporow. Powody do takiej postawy
wielokrotnie przedstawia w swych listach — spor o bazyliki, postawy here-
tykow, stabos$¢ ortodoksyjnych wiernych i kaptanow. Wydaje si¢ jednak, ze
pomimo wszystko wciaz tli si¢ w nim iskra nadziei, dlatego do ostatniej litery
zachowanych listow wzywa do powrotu na tono Kosciola i ortodoks;ji.

62 Por. Ambrosius, Epistula 75a, 18.

 Tamze 75a, 3, SAEMO 21, 116: ,,Causa fidei in ecclesia agendam quis abnuat? Si quis con-
fidit huc veniat; inclinatum iam uel imperatoris iudicium, quod lata lege patefecit, quod impugnat
fidem, uel sperata ambientium quorundam studia non requirat. Non committo ut quisquam uendat
iniuriam Christi”, BOK 28, 79.
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HOPE FOR THE UNITY?
HERESIES AND HERETICS IN ST. AMBROSE’S LETTERS

(Summary)

This article presents the results of the analysis of the correspondence of St.
Ambrose, the Bishop of Milan, concerning heresies and heretics and the hope
of their final reconciliation with the Church. The article consists of two essential
parts, the first shows the definition and essence of heresies and heretics, including
examples of heretics and how they act. The second part focuses on dealing with
heretics and fighting for the unity of the Church. This section shows the ways in
which this fight is taking place and the parties responsible for it: the bishops and
the emperors. Reading the letters of St. Ambrose does not leave any illusions — the
Bishop of Milan has gradually been losing the hope for ending such conflicts,
above all with the Arians. Reasons for such an attitude are repeatedly presented in
his letters — the conflict of the basilicas, the attitudes of the heretics, the weakness
of orthodox believers and priests. It seems, however, that in spite of everything
still smoulders in him spark of hope, because to the last letter of preserved cor-
respondence he calls for return to the bosom of the Church and orthodoxy.

Key words: Ambrose of Milan, heresy, heretics, letters, unity, hope.

Stowa kluczowe: Ambrozy z Mediolanu, herezja, heretycy, listy, jednos¢,
nadzieja.
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VOX PATRUM 37 (2017) t. 68

John Y.B. HOOD®

INIMICI NOSTRI:
JEWS AS HERETICS AND HERETICS AS JUDAIZERS
IN JEROME AND AUGUSTINE

Even when they were fighting they longed for one another. At the nadir of
a bitter dispute, Jerome could still write:

“How I wish that I could receive your embrace and enter into deep and inti-

9]

mate conversation with you™'.
Augustine replied:

“There is no other place in the world I would rather be than at your side,

studying with you™>.

Later, when their decade-long quarrel was finally resolved, it left no bitter resi-
due. On the contrary, the two formed a mutual admiration society. Augustine
wrote to Jerome:

“Of all the difficulties that beset me in studying difficult questions, none grieves
me more than that I am so far away from you. My desire would be to have you
present every day, so that I could speak with you about whatever I wished™.

" Dr John Y.B. Hood — Haymarket, Virginia (USA), the independent scholar; e-mail: jybhood2@
gmail.com.

! In Augustine’s correspondence. Cf. Augustinus, Epistula 68, 1, ed. K.-D. Daur, CCL 31A,
Turnhout 2005, 30, transl. by the author.

2 Ibidem 73, 5, CCL 31A, 47, transl. by the author. The main issues in dispute were Augus-
tine’s critique Jerome’s translation of the Old Testament from the Hebrew rather than the Greek
Septuagint, which Augustine believed was both intrinsically inspired and hallowed by tradition, and
his sharp rebuttal of Jerome’s view that the Peter-Paul disagreement over eating with Gentiles was
staged for didactic purposes and did not reflect a genuine rift. The controversy was greatly compli-
cated by the fact that Augustine’s first letter never reached Jerome, while his second was copied,
distributed and freely discussed for several years before the original finally reached its intended re-
cipient. The affair is well summarized in J.N.D. Kelly, Jerome: His Life, Writings and Controversies,
London 1975, 217-20 and 263-72. For the entire correspondence, with introduction and notes, see
J. Schmid, SS. Eusebii Hieronymi et Aurelii Augustini epistulae mutuae, Bonn 1930.

3 Augustinus, Epistula 166, 1, ed. A. Goldbacher, CSEL 44, Vindobonae — Lipsiae 1904, 546-
547: “Nihil equidem molestius fero in omnibus angustiis meis, quas patior in difficillimis quaestio-
nibus, quam in tam longinquo tuae caritatis absentiam [...] cotidie praesentem te habere vellem, cum
quo loquerer, quicquid vellem”, transl. by the author.
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The latter claimed that

“I do not allow a single hour to pass without the mention of your name [...]
you are celebrated throughout the world™*.

In the end, it was a common enemy that brought them together. This was
no surprise; both had spent their entire ecclesiastical career engaged in con-
troversy. For Augustine, the polemical treatises came in great career-defining
waves: the anti-Manichean works of the 380s and early 390s; the anti-Donatist
treatises of the late 390s and early 400s; and the opera magna, the anti-Arian
De Trinitate (c. 415), and De civitate Dei (426), his vast refutation of traditional
Roman polytheism. For Jerome, the primary targets were Jovinius and others
who opposed his exaltation of ascetic celibacy, and those who defended Ori-
gen’s speculative theology, above all his erstwhile soul-mate, Rufinus of Aqui-
leia. Augustine, who could not read Greek and so did not know Origen directly,
wisely steered clear of this battle, though in 405 he did write an ardent letter
begging the two friends to stop scandalizing the Church with their philippics®.

Both men waged their final war against Pelagianism. For Jerome, it proved
merely a brief coda. For Augustine, it became a fifteen-year obsession that
inspired him to develop and hone the ideas that would shape, and haunt, we-
stern theology for more than a millennium: original sin, predestination, divine
sovereignty, and God’s irresistible grace.

The British-born layman Pelagius had lived in Rome from about the year
380. There, in his oral teaching as well as in commentaries on Paul’s letters,
he developed his characteristic doctrines: that Adam’s sin had impacted Adam
alone; that each human was endowed by God with a nature that was wholly good;
and that Christians must earn their salvation by following Christ’s example and
living lives of perfect moral probity. Over time, this austere teaching, combined
with his charisma and personal holiness, won him a substantial following among
Rome’s Christian aristocracy®. Oddly, Augustine seemed scarcely to have heard
of Pelagius until he arrived in Carthage in 410, after the sack of Rome. Begin-
ning in 412, however, with The Letter and the Spirit, Augustine initiated a de-
bate with Pelagius and his followers that would end only with his death.

He reached out to Jerome in 415, after he heard that a disciple of Pelagius,
the combative Caelestius, had traveled east and won a declaration of doctrinal
orthodoxy at a council in Diospolis. The overture included two letters (166
and 167) along with a copy of several of his anti-Pelagian treatises’. By then

4 In Augustine’s correspondence. Cf. ibidem 195, ed. A. Goldbacher, CSEL 57, Vindobonae —
Lipsiae 1911, 215: “Absque tui nominis mentione ne unam quidem horam praeterire patiamur [...]
in orbe celebraris”, transl. by the author.

5 Cf. ibidem 73, 10, CCL 31A, 51-52.

¢ Cf. P. Brown, Augustine of Hippo, Berkeley 20002, 341-344.

" Cf. Kelly, Jerome, p. 317-18. See also M.H. Williams, The Monk and the Book: Jerome and
the Makings of Christian Scholarship, Chicago 2006, 294-299.
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Jerome was acquainted with the new teaching and had even entered into con-
troversy with certain Pelagian monks. Flattered by Augustine’s request, ea-
ger to bury the hatchet between them, and convinced the cause was right on
its merits, he responded with a Dialogue Against Pelagians. The Dialogue
closely followed Augustine’s theological reasoning and cited his works with
extravagant admiration. At its conclusion, however, Jerome begged off fur-
ther polemical activity. His excuse was an uncharacteristically humble one: it
would be superfluous for him to write against the Pelagians since Augustine
himself could do so much more effectively®.

The joint attack on Pelagianism revealed broad and deep agreements on
ecclesiology, soteriology and hermeneutics. Both men believed the church’s
enemies were essentially three — pagans, Jews and heretics, and that these
“persecutors of the body of Christ” shared certain intellectual and ethical
flaws. As a result, Jerome and Augustine routinely paired their advocacy of
the Gospel with attacks on the Church’s enemies — attacks in which intellec-
tual analyses and rhetorical strategy led then to blur thoroughly the boundaries
between those enemies. Of those boundaries, the most porous was between
Jews and Christian heretics.

Jerome’s analysis of Judaism was a thoroughly supersessionist one, rooted
in views pioneered by the second-century apologist Justin Martyr and deve-
loped fully by the third-century writers Origen of Alexandria and Tertullian of
Carthage’. Among his core teachings were that a distinction between “spiritu-
al” and “carnal” Israel existed from the time of Abraham; that the Mosaic Law
was intended by God to be provisional and temporary; that the Jews en masse
were guilty of killing Christ; that with the coming of Jesus as Messiah, the Mo-
saic Law had been superseded; that the destruction of the Jerusalem Temple
and the exile of the Jews from the Holy Land were divine punishments for the
Jews’ murder of Christ; that these events, along with the spread of Christianity
throughout the Mediterranean world and beyond, constituted historical confir-
mation of supersession; and, finally, that the Jews’ unbelief would persist until
the end times, when they would finally repent and accept Jesus as Lord.

Alongside supersessionism, however, there are other, surprisingly nu-
anced elements to Jerome’s attitude toward Jews and Judaism. From Origen he
learned to value both the Hebrew Bible and rabbinic exegesis. Thus in the 380s
and 90s he employed Jewish instructors to teach him the language. Later, after
abortive attempts to work with the Greek Septuagint, he eventually decided to

8 Cf. Hieronymus, Dialogi contra Pelagianos 3, 19, ed. C. Moreschini, CCL 80, Turnhout 1990, 123.

? The scholarship on supersession is immense. Marcel Simon, Verus Israel (Paris 1948) is
a classic, and remains foundational. Two essay collections well summarize the issues and historio-
graphy: Jews and Christians: The Parting of the Ways, A.D. 70-135, ed. J.D.B. Dunn, Grand Rapids
1999, and Partings: How Judaism and Christianity Became Two, ed. H. Shanks, Washington 2013.
The most recent treatment of Jerome vis-a-vis Jews and Judaism is R.G. Salinero, Biblia y polémica
antijudia en Jerénimo, Madrid 2003.
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base his own translation of the Old Testament directly on the Hebrew text. In
his commentaries on the prophets, he drew frequently on rabbinic tradition,
occasionally even opting for the rabbis’ reading over those of his Christian
predecessors'?. All this indicates a level of openness to, and interaction with
Jewish culture that was without parallel among the Latin Fathers. In addi-
tion to his lived acknowledgement of the value (or at least the usefulness) of
the continued presence of Jews, Jerome also laid a foundation for theoretical
toleration. In comments on Psalm 59:12, for instance, he clearly presupposes
both the reality and the desirability of a Jewish presence. Jerome quotes this
verse as “And do not kill them, lest your name be forgotten; scatter them in
your might (E? non occidas illos, ne forte obliviscantur nominis tui: disperge
eos in virtute tua)”"'. He interprets it thus:

“Do not completely destroy the Jews, because they will always be called your
people; but disperse them throughout the earth, so that in this manner their
pride may be corrected”!2

To be sure, even here Jerome critiques the Jews for their pride, but his indica-
tion that they will continue to exist is functionally equivalent to an acknowledg-
ment that they should continue to exist, because such is God’s will. Still more
notable, given his frequent claims that Christians are the novus et verus Israel,
is his claim that the Jews are now and will continue to be called God’s people.

Despite this evidence of practical tolerance in his interactions with Jewish
scholars, and indications of a general, theoretical acceptance of Jews within
Christendom, Jerome is quite clear that they are to be numbered among the
inimici Dei. Indeed, the role of their ancestors in Jesus’ crucifixion, as well
as their perdurant unbelief, makes them the object of special opprobrium. He
also claims it links them with those other inveterate enemies of the Church:
Christian heretics.

Jerome’s Commentary on Hosea, which dates from 406, is an especially
rich source of this line of analysis'>. Thus in glossing Hosea 9:13, he extends
John 8:44’s charge that Jews are children of Satan to heretics as well:

10'See the nuanced discussion in: Williams, The Monk and the Book, p. 63-131.

" An Old Latin version used by Augustine, which has some support in the Greek manuscript
tradition, reads “Slay them not, let they forget your law (Ne occideris eos, nequando obliviscantur
legis tuae)”. Jerome, however, followed the Septuagint and the Masoretic texts. See J. Cohen, Living
Letters of the Law, Berkeley 1999, 33 n. 23.

12 Hieronymus, Commentarioli in Psalmos 58, ed. G. Morin, CCL 72, Turnhout 1959, 212:
“Noli penitus delere Tudaeos, quia populus tuus semper est appellatus: sed in toto eos orbe disperge,
ut saltem sic emendati superbire”, transl. by the author.

13 Tt was in this year that Jerome completed the last of his commentaries on the Minor Prophets.
By then he had fully developed his method of providing a dual commentary (ad litteram and al-
legorical) on both the Hebrew and Septuagint versions of the text. See Williams, The Monk and the
Book, p. 114-118.
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“Heretics give birth to children of fornication [... and] now educate them for
the destroyer — that is, for the Devil”!*.

He also attributes to both groups a sociological model in which the clerical-
intellectual class “seduces” ordinary people into error through the (mis-)in-
terpretation of sacred texts'>. Doctrinal error, in turn, leads to self-indulgence
and sexual licentiousness'®. Worse still, by luring orthodox Christians into er-
ror and schism, heretics, like Jews, “wound the body of Christ”!”. In the end,
however, their efforts are doomed to fail. Commenting on Hosea 9:16-17 as
well as Matthew 3:10 (“Every tree which does not bear fruit shall be cut down
and thrown onto the fire”), Jerome offers a subtle description of the processes
whereby both Jews and heretics lose their spiritual fecundity and are punished
with a form of moral and intellectual exile:

“We are able to say this about all the Jews because their leaders withdrew from
God, leading the people to do the same, so that they might demand [Christ’s]
death. Because of this he expelled them from his household [...] he struck their
root and made them wither, and they made no more fruit. For if, while they were
adversaries of God, they had seemed to meditate on scripture and the Law and,
like beloved children, had brought forth something of knowledge and doctrine
from their heart, they would have withered. Instead, God took from them all
prophecy, for they would not listen to him, and they wandered among the na-
tions, having neither altar nor home nor their own city [...] No one doubts here-
tics are unable to produce the fruits of virtue, because they «killed» the Lord, in
whom according to the Apostle they should have been planted and established
— for if, while they were God’s adversaries, they had [borne fruit] and produced
something from the womb by their own fecundity, they would have died”'s.

Like his older contemporary, Augustine was a thoroughgoing superses-
sionist and a rhetorical abuser of Jews. Nor do these elements constitute a mi-
nor or isolated strand in his work. They appear regularly in his doctrinal and

4 Hieronymus, Commentariorum in Osee prophetam libri 11 9, 13, ed. M. Adriaen, CCL 76,
Turnhout 1969, 101: “Haereticos filios fornicationis generarint [...] nunc autem filios suos educit ad
interfectorem, hoc est ad diabolum”, transl. by the author.

15 Cf. ibidem 11 9, 8-9, CCL 76, 97.

16 Cf. ibidem 1T 9, 10, CCL 76, 99.

17 Cf. ibidem 1T 9, 14, CCL 76, 102: “Christi corpus lacerat”, transl. by the author.

1 Ibidem I1 9, 16-17, CCL 76, 104: “Possumus hoc ipsum et de omnibus Tudaeis dicere quorum
quia principes a Deo recesserunt, commoventes populum, ut eum ad mortem expeterent; propterea
eiecit eos de domo sua [...] Percusit radicem eorum et exsicavit, et fructum ultra non facient; quod et
si fecerint, et visi fuerint scripturam sanctam legemque med