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Introduction

GregorYy Nazıanzen cComposed hI1s fıve Iheologıca Oratıons al ıimportant
Oment both In the Chüurch’s and hIis OW lıfe, durıng hIs short and turbulent STaYy In
Constantinople around 380 } The signıfıcance Of these Oratıons C  — De SCCI Dy the fact
that they ATC the maın LEAaSON why Gregory 1S the only Church Father designated AS

„CHG Theologıan“ DYy the TEANOdOX Church,“ and Dy theır Wwıdesprea reception 1ın the
Church throughout its hIStOTY, born wıtness Dy about 1 200 TGC manuscrı1ıpts,
translatıons nto LAtin., Armen1lan SCh cent.). SyTr1aC, Georglan, Arabiıc, Slavoniıc,
Coptic and Ethiopıan, and INanYy printed Vers1ions and commentaries?*

But WhY GLE these OTratıons inf{luent1al and highly revered”? Varıl1o0us Casons
Can be OoOun for thıs HEc, intend to the theologica method employe Dy
GreZOrYy in order fiınd 1fs controlling aspect 16 IS 1kely ched 1g the S1-
nificance of hıs theologıca CHterprize. BYy „theologıcal method“ INCan the WAaYV IN
C GTegOTrYy does w hat he does In the SCS The Oratıons determıne the understand-
ing of „theological“ here. VHELEIOTE. „theological“ does nOot only refer what (JFegOTYy

DYy EOAOYVILC, LE the nowledge of (30d AS he 1S In imself, from creatıon,
but also Gregory’s notion of OLXOVOULC, savıng involvement In the history Of
the worl ıth the Incarnatıon al ıfs climax.” Thıs nables us [070) G4t TeZOTY’S
method Irom three DerspeCct1Vves: Hermeneutics (Gregory’s uUusec of Scripture and hıs
crıtique of hıs opponents’ hermeneutics), SystematIic method (consistency and ogıical
progressıon of thought, place of reason), and Rhetoric (an important aSpect of Greg-
OTrYy’'S educatıon and thought). oug thıs threefold approac does nNOoL claım be
exhaustive, it does maJor of regory’s methodology.

Wıth „fıve Theological Orations“ adop the COMMON eXpression for the Orations 24731 In the aurıst
edıtion of TegOTY’S oratıions, reproduced In 1gne’s Patrolog1iae STACCAC Galla y, Introduction, Pre-
mıere Partie: Les «Discours T’heolog1iques» de Gregoire de Nazıanze, In GrEeg01re de Nazıanze DIiscours ZIe
31 (Sources Chretiennes 2507 Introduction, translatıon and OoOltes DYy Galla y (with the collaboration of

Jourjon), Parıs 1978,
He received hIıs tıtle of honour already the Councıl of Chalcedon G’regor Von Nazıanz, Orationes

Theologicae; J1 heologıische eden, (Fontes Christian1l, 22) Translation and introduction DYy Sieben,
reiburg 1996, 8,

E.g. Rufinus’ Ath century translatıon.
Sıieben, Gregor VON Nazlanz, 56-60.

(: Sieben, Gregor VON Nazlanz, 210, 56; Winslow, Christology and Exeges1s In the appa-
docians, Church Hıstory 1971) 304
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T’hıs TOQa approac has been delıberately chosen, because a ] LOO often eolog1-

AaNS$ fOocus eXxclusıvely the systematiıc and hermeneutic aSpects of TeZOTYy’S hought
and classıcal scholars confıne themselves study of hıs DOELTY and rhetorIic. (F splı
regory’s approac nto „theologıcal“” and AJerar y“ aspects 1S 1kely distort OUT

understandıng I8 HIS thought.”
T’he (eXTi of the fıve Theological Oratjions

We base OUT NquUIrYy the TEC (exXTi edıted DYy Gallay and Jourjon In the SOUFCES
Chretiennes 750 Text-crıitical quest10ns l1e outsıde the of thıs artıcle and
w ıll therefore rely the dec1s10ns made DYy Gallay.

References the 5: 10 w ıll be In the form OX  “  9 where stands fOor the number
f the Oratıon accordıng the aurıst edıtıon (Le, Z 31),; and reDTESECNTS 5 PC-
cıfıc sect1on. The numberıing of the sect10ns adopted here 1S that of the SOUFCES hAre-
LenNnes SÜ)ACXT The S\Aa”dM1C dıvısıon Can be Ooun In S1eben’s, Barbel’s, Gallay’s and
4 6A  am’s translatıon. The section-division ÖT the Nicene an post-Nicene Fathers-
translatıon does NOT always correspond that of SOUFCES Chretiennes 250

Authenticity
T’he authenticıty of the 3 14.) has been wıdely accepted. Only [W scholars have

raısed pessimIist1ıc VO1CES: Lardıero 15 sceptıcal regardıng theır authenticity”, and We1-
jenborg regards CIr 29-731 AS works of Evagrıus Ponticus'® TAeyv (especially e1Jen-
borg) have been successfully efuted DYy Norris.* par fIrom the weakness of e1Jen-
OT@'S arguments the maJor 1CAaSON In favour of authenticity 1S the rhetorical subtlety
and of the 56© 1G makes 1t partıcularly dıfficult attrıbute them AIl y
other theologian. “

[ATC eXception 1S the classıcal cholar Demoen whose invest1gation nto regorYy’s rhetorıc led hım
of the close relatıonshıp between rhetorıc and exegetical/theological YpDOIOgY In GregorYy.

Demoen, agan and Bıblıcal Exempla In Gregory Nazıanzen: udy In etorıc an Hermeneutics,
(Corpus Christ1anorum:; Lingua Patrum I1), Urnnou 1996, F5

Gallay, regolTE. ( O0iInote T’hıs exXti 1S asel exclus1ıvely the ten Ooldest manuscrIi1pts.
Sıeben’s translatıon 1S [NMMOTC dırect and aACCUuraitie han hat In the NPNF and 28108016 subtle and closer LO the

Xi han ıckham’s/Wıllıams’ translatıon In Norris, al g1Vves ullness [O Reasonıing: Ihe Fıve
Theologıical Orations of Gregory Nazıanzen. Introductıion an CommentTlary by Norris, TITranslatıon by

Wickham and Williams, Leıden 1991 urther [CasSOl for ıts preference ere IS the quantıty and
quality of nOotes the translatıon. ere IS furthermore translatıon by Barbel Aasel the PC-text ı83
attempts (0 be close the TrTeE. Gregor VoN Nazıanz, Dıe fünf theologischen KReden, ext und ber-
seizung n ıt Eıinleitung und Kommentar Vr  — Barbel, Düsseldorf 1963.

Lardiero, Omparatıve nalysıs of Evagrıan and Nazıanzen TIrınıtarıan eology, presente! In
semıinar GregorYy Nazlanzen, taught by 1 homas Halton The atholıc Unıversity of Amerıca, ınter
Semester, 1981 ( Norris, T’he Authenticıty of Gregory Nazıanzen’s fıve Theological Oratlions,
Vigiliae Christianae 30 (1985) 3385-3309

Weıjenborg, Les CINg D iscqu rS olog1ques, attrıbues reEgolre de Nazıanze, partıe de
Maxıme Heron le. Cynıque, alıas Evagre le Pontique d’antioche, Anton:ianum 45 (1973) ATO=-507

Norris, Authenticıty, 331-339
12 Norris, ibıd., 338



19Theologica ethod INn Gregory Nazıanzen’s five Theologica C()rations

nıty an order‘®
SE A three maın Ca|4sSsOons (external and internal) why the SC} Ca  —_ be regarde

AS lıterary unıty. Fırst, they Can be oun rouped together In Man Yy manuscrıpts.
CN tıtles eXpressiıng thıs unıty WEeIC ere dIC [W gI10UDS of manuscrıpts:
the LIrst. N; contaıns manuscr1pts In 1Cc the Ooratıons Can be Oun ıIn the
order 231 In the second, M’ (r 28 15 sometımes OoOun after CIr SI0 SOTINC-

t1mes after (I7. 31 and sometı1mes 1S omıtted altogether. “ 0Ug the order, partıcu-
arly the posit1ion of (3r 28, emaıns obscure, the unıty of the Oratıons 15 supported DYy
the manuscr1pt tradıt1ion.

Second, GregorYy imself iıntended tOo present the 540 AS lıterary unIıty: the be-
ınnıng of SPeCHIC oratıon usually refers the oratıon’s direct predecessor. The
only exception 1S (Dr 29 16 refers (Ir D wıthout explıcıt reference Or S
a 1n AL edıtor1al remarks 1 woul NnOL have been used In speech, but
IC CTE Dr10T DU  1catıon Dy Gregory AS indıcatlions for unity and
YUUENCE., However, GregorYy alsSO provıdes urther connection C cannot be IC-

garded AS later addıtion and IC strengthens the CASO for unıty: 1n r 29.13 he
quotes Prov 22 and Suggests that he wıll inquıre nto ıfs meanıng later Thıs he
does In (IP 302° The order suggested DYy al these connectiIons Dbe 231
Ir internal EVIdeENGE. ı. the development OT hought In the 5L 3f<

unıty and also the VIEW that Gregory intended the order DA fOor DU  1catıon.
(r Z and 28 haveYcharacter: CIr Z the quest10on: Who Can DUISUC
theology”? And @1r 78 ollows wıth theoretical cOons1ıderations regardıng the lımıts of
the knowledge of (j0d for those who fulfıl the requırements of (r P (Ir 20.81 then
discuss the SOn and the Holy SDITIt: the [WO aSpects of the doctrine of (j0d IC
needed clarıfıcatıon 2i thıs poımint of time in the hıstory of ogma (dispute iıth the
Arıans/Eunomi1ans and the Pneumatomachians). ere AT thus sufficıent C4SOINls

regard (r 7FT dSs lıterary uniıt In that partıcular Order. We w ıll adhere thıs (O)I-

der for the analysıs of TESOTVS hermeneutical and systematıc method 1ın the follow-
Ing LW sect10ns.

|3 C: Sieben, G’Gregor VON Nazılanz, 5055
I4 Gallay, Gregoire, An
15 Here. CannolL entfer nto the arguments regardıng the posıtıon of (3r However, neıither Gallay Hr

Sıeben SCCINMN ave notıiced hat ıt W as ogıcal for Gregory refer Or. In (Ir. 29, because In (JIr. he
intends {[O refute hıs OppoOonentTts 1@. he iıdentifiıed In Or. GregorYy already showed DY ıts lınk (3r D4
hat (3r 28 IS part of the collection an the SCCGENSUT of Or. He does, therefore, noL eed refer In CJr
29 „mechanıcally“ (O its dırect predecessor, but IS free 18 make IMOTEC meanıngful connectıon.
16 (: Sıeben, Gregor VON Nazlıanz, 196,
| / Regardıing the order, Gallay 1S CVCN MMOTIC confıdent hıs poIn Outl le ZSTOUDC donne les CINg
discours ans ’ordre Z 28, 29, 30, SI C’est certaınement la disposit1ion voulue par ”auteur mMmOomentT de la
publicatıion, etant donne le SOIn qu' ıl DrI1S de rattacher le DIiscours 28 DiIiscours DAr Gallay, Gregoire,
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Hermeneutics

FOr GTegOTY, eXeges1s W dsS> end INn ıtself. It usually served h1s polemı1c (31. dog-
matıc DUITIDOSCS, AS C be SCCI1 DYy the fact that there 1S only OS eXeget1cal homıiıly
In hıs eXfanti works. 5

We w ıl] lımıt ()UT hermeneutıcal study here the detection of TegOTrYy’Ss hermeneu-
t1CS In HIS USC of Scrıpture In the S C and w ıl] nOL attempt the place of hI1s
CXCHESIS, IC Cal be both typologıcal and allegorical, ” In relatıon Alexandrıan
and Antıochene eXeges1s AS thıs quest10n 15 NOT lrectly elated OUT PUIDOSC here.  2U

regory’s hermeneutical principle 15 characterıised Dy strong adherence the
Nıcene CAUS The Lrn and Christology 38 the controlling aSpecCTIS of his herme-
neut1cs. GregorYy trıes tackle hI1s opponents’ scrıptural objections the Son’s eıty
ıth HIS „LWO natures  D CXCLESIS, princıple 1G SUOCS back Athanasıus: assıgn
SPECILIC phrases (3a the approprıate nature (human/divine).“ HIS kınd of
eXeges1s Can be Oun in CIr 30.15: w here the SOon’s ack of knowledge 1S ascrıbed

HIS humanıty, in Cr 3016 where hI1s obedience, HIS sacrıfıce and suffering AIC al
attrıbuted the nafure capable of suffer1ng, 1€. the human nature, and partıcularly In
en 30.16-21, where Gregory assS1gns the scrıptural tıtles of the Son the approprlate
natiure dıvıne ()4: human. He interprets SCI1pLUreE from thıs perspect1ve, al t1mes
reads thıs perspectiıve nto Scripture and csShows hOW his approac 1s supported DYy
Scripture’s „standard of teachıng

For GregorYy, Scriıpture poımints beyond itself to ultımate and ineffable realıty,
God He characterises hı1s approac Scripture Dy statıng that he consıders „ANCaAMN-
Ings rather than words“, Le. el hıt upDON somethıng though nof ment1i0ned, OT
not stated IN clear AnNS, Dy SCTIP(UTE,20  Radomir Novotny  2. Hermeneutics  For Gregory, exegesis was no end in itself. It usually served his polemic or dog-  matic purposes, as can be seen by the fact that there is only one exegetical homily  among his extant works.'®  We will limit our hermeneutical study here to the detection of Gregory’s hermeneu-  tics in his use of Scripture in the 5TO and will not attempt to assess the place of his  exegesis, which can be both typological and allegorical,'” in relation to Alexandrian  and Antiochene exegesis as this question is not directly related to our purpose here.”  Gregory’s hermeneutical principle is characterised by a strong adherence to the  Nicene cause. The Trinity and Christology are the controlling aspects of his herme-  neutics. Gregory tries to tackle his opponents’ scriptural objections to the Son’s deity  with his „two natures“ exegesis, a principle which goes back to Athanasius: to assign  specific phrases or terms to the appropriate nature (human/divine).”! This kind of  exegesis can e.g. be found in Or. 30.15, where the Son’s lack of knowledge is ascribed  to his humanity, in Or. 30.16, where his obedience, his sacrifice and suffering are all  attributed to the nature capable of suffering, i.e. the human nature, and particularly in  Or. 30.16-21, where Gregory assigns the scriptural titles of the Son to the appropriate  nature - divine or human. He interpreisSeripture from. ihis perspective, at times  reads this perspective into Scripture and shows how his approach is supported by  @22  Scripture’s „standard of teaching  .  For Gregory, Scripture points beyond itself to an ultimate and ineffable reality,  God. He characterises his approach to Scripture by stating that he considers „mean-  ings rather than words“, i.e. „if I hit upon something meant, though not mentioned, or  23«  .  not stated in clear terms, by Scripture, ... I should give expression to the meaning  This is also reflected in his strong criticism of those who interpret Scripture too liter-  ally and who do not attempt to take into account the subtleties of language, ie. that  expressions can be used in various ways depending on the context.“* This difference  between Gregory’s and Eunomius’ use of Scripture is characteristic of the fourth cen-  «25  tury. Hanson rightly characterises Arian exegesis as „wooden and unimaginative  and that of the pro-Nicenes as an attempt „to read their doctrine into the Bible by  hook or by crook“.”® Scripture is sometimes dissected by Gregory and made to fit into  categories, for which it was not written. And Gregory’s accusation of his opponents,  ® K, Demoen, Pagan and Biblical Exempla, p. 252.  19 Gregory’s reference to Jacob in Or. 28,18 employs both kinds of exegesis in one section. K. Demoen,  Pagan and Biblical Exempla, p. 277.  %® For a thorough study of Alexandrian, Antiochian and Gregory’s exegesis, cf. K. Demoen, Pagan and  Biblical Exempla, pp. 237-288.  2! H, J. Sieben, Gregor von Nazianz, p. 208, n. 54.  * Cf. J. Pelikan, The ‘Spiritual Sense’ of Scripture: The Exegetical Basis for St. Basil’s Doctrine of the Holy  Spirit, in: J. P. Fedwick (ed.) Basil of Caesarea: Christian, Humanist, Ascetic, Toronto 1981, p. 340.  23 Or. 31.24. F. W. Norris, Faith, p. 292.  * Gregory’s difficulty with people who interpret Scripture too literally can e.g. be seen in Or. 31.3: „Yes,  some people, very eager to defend the letter, are angry with us for introducing a God, the Holy Spirit, who  is a stranger and an intruder. ... They must recognise clearly that their love for the letter is a cloak for irreli-  gion, ...“ F. W. Norris, Faith, p. 279.  ® R. P. C. Hanson, The Search for the Christian Doctrine of God, Edinburgh 1988, p. 848.  %S bid.should g1ve eXpress1ıon the meanıng
Thıs 15 also reflected In hıs Strong erıticısm of those who interpret Scripture [OO lıter-
ally and who do nOTL attempt take nto ount the subtleties of language, 1.€. that
eXpress10ns Cal be used In Varıous WdY> depending the context.“* Thıs dıfference
between TegorYy’s and Eunom1us’ USC of Scripture 1S characterıstıc of the fourth CCNH=-

25Cury Hanson rıghtly characterıses Arıan eXxeges1s ASs „WOooOden and unımagınatıve
and that of the pro-Nicenes AS attempt “EO read theıir doctrine nto the 1ble DYy
hook OT DYy cerook“.?° Scripture 1S somet1imes dissected DY Gregory and made fıt nto
categorI1es, for MC ıt W as NOL wrıtten. And TegOrY’Ss accusatıon of his Opponen(t{Ss,

IS Demoen, agan and 1Ca Exempla, DA
19 regorYy’s reference O aCco In (Ir 25,1585 employs both 1n of exXxeges1s In ONC section. Demoen,
agan and 1C2 Exempla, E
20 For Oroug study of Alexandrıan, ntiochıjlan and regory’s exeges1s, cf. Demoen, agan and
1Ca kxempla, Z fn DE

Sıeben, Gregor VON Nazılıanz, 208,
22 CN Pelikan, The ‘Spirıtual Sense’ of ScCrIpture: Ihe Exegetical Basıs for Basıl’s Doctrine of the oly
Spirıt, In Fedwick (ed.) Basıl of aesarea: Christıian, Humanıist, Ascetic, Toronto 1981, 340
23 (r Ar DE Norris, al 297
24 regory’s dıfficulty ıth people wh interpret Scrıipture LOO lıterally Call C, be SCcCCH In Ir 374

people, vVerYy tO defend the etter, dIC ıth us fOor introducıng God, the Holy Spirit, who
IS Tand intruder.20  Radomir Novotny  2. Hermeneutics  For Gregory, exegesis was no end in itself. It usually served his polemic or dog-  matic purposes, as can be seen by the fact that there is only one exegetical homily  among his extant works.'®  We will limit our hermeneutical study here to the detection of Gregory’s hermeneu-  tics in his use of Scripture in the 5TO and will not attempt to assess the place of his  exegesis, which can be both typological and allegorical,'” in relation to Alexandrian  and Antiochene exegesis as this question is not directly related to our purpose here.”  Gregory’s hermeneutical principle is characterised by a strong adherence to the  Nicene cause. The Trinity and Christology are the controlling aspects of his herme-  neutics. Gregory tries to tackle his opponents’ scriptural objections to the Son’s deity  with his „two natures“ exegesis, a principle which goes back to Athanasius: to assign  specific phrases or terms to the appropriate nature (human/divine).”! This kind of  exegesis can e.g. be found in Or. 30.15, where the Son’s lack of knowledge is ascribed  to his humanity, in Or. 30.16, where his obedience, his sacrifice and suffering are all  attributed to the nature capable of suffering, i.e. the human nature, and particularly in  Or. 30.16-21, where Gregory assigns the scriptural titles of the Son to the appropriate  nature - divine or human. He interpreisSeripture from. ihis perspective, at times  reads this perspective into Scripture and shows how his approach is supported by  @22  Scripture’s „standard of teaching  .  For Gregory, Scripture points beyond itself to an ultimate and ineffable reality,  God. He characterises his approach to Scripture by stating that he considers „mean-  ings rather than words“, i.e. „if I hit upon something meant, though not mentioned, or  23«  .  not stated in clear terms, by Scripture, ... I should give expression to the meaning  This is also reflected in his strong criticism of those who interpret Scripture too liter-  ally and who do not attempt to take into account the subtleties of language, ie. that  expressions can be used in various ways depending on the context.“* This difference  between Gregory’s and Eunomius’ use of Scripture is characteristic of the fourth cen-  «25  tury. Hanson rightly characterises Arian exegesis as „wooden and unimaginative  and that of the pro-Nicenes as an attempt „to read their doctrine into the Bible by  hook or by crook“.”® Scripture is sometimes dissected by Gregory and made to fit into  categories, for which it was not written. And Gregory’s accusation of his opponents,  ® K, Demoen, Pagan and Biblical Exempla, p. 252.  19 Gregory’s reference to Jacob in Or. 28,18 employs both kinds of exegesis in one section. K. Demoen,  Pagan and Biblical Exempla, p. 277.  %® For a thorough study of Alexandrian, Antiochian and Gregory’s exegesis, cf. K. Demoen, Pagan and  Biblical Exempla, pp. 237-288.  2! H, J. Sieben, Gregor von Nazianz, p. 208, n. 54.  * Cf. J. Pelikan, The ‘Spiritual Sense’ of Scripture: The Exegetical Basis for St. Basil’s Doctrine of the Holy  Spirit, in: J. P. Fedwick (ed.) Basil of Caesarea: Christian, Humanist, Ascetic, Toronto 1981, p. 340.  23 Or. 31.24. F. W. Norris, Faith, p. 292.  * Gregory’s difficulty with people who interpret Scripture too literally can e.g. be seen in Or. 31.3: „Yes,  some people, very eager to defend the letter, are angry with us for introducing a God, the Holy Spirit, who  is a stranger and an intruder. ... They must recognise clearly that their love for the letter is a cloak for irreli-  gion, ...“ F. W. Norris, Faith, p. 279.  ® R. P. C. Hanson, The Search for the Christian Doctrine of God, Edinburgh 1988, p. 848.  %S bid.They must recogn1ıse clearly hat eIr Ove for the etter IS CcCI0a for irreli-
g10N, Norris, Faıth, 279
25 Hanson, Ihe Search for the Christian Doctrine of God, Edinburgh 1988, 848
26 bid.
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that they ignore the Su  eLYy of scrıptural language, Can equalliy be applıed HIS 1InN-
Tances of eLSELESLS, Thıs happens especlally when GregorYy efends h1Ss WO-natures-
Chrıstology.

TegOTYy’'S scrıptural realısm, 16 HIS understandıng that language and therefore
necessarıly Scrıpture 15 a(011 capable of ully eXpressing the ultımate realıty IC
1t poIlnts, CAN also be detected In hI1s preference for eXpress10Nns of God, partıcu-
arly the „nhe who S  D because 1t eing wıthout dımınıshıng hIs INCOM-
prehensı1bilıty. Gregory 15 realıstıc In regard OUT 1imıted cognıtive and lınguistic
capabiılıties.

ere 15 certaılnly hınt OT Marcı1ionıtism In GregorYy, who 1S vVeIYy fond f the
He regards Scrıpture N „a vast CONtINUOUS drama ıllustrating OVCI and OVECT the SaJmıe
basıc pattern of 27 «  meaning Sometimes ONC wonders whether he emphasıses the COIl-

tinulty of and LOO strongly, partıcularly In regard hI1s understandıng of
incomprehensı1biılıty 16 15 In C the fourth Gospel, where Jesus 1S

eDICLIE A the ONC In whom the Father Can be SCCH However, Ql has bear In mınd
that Gregory refute Eunomi1us who regarde: the eing of God, the
ÜYVEVVNOLA, AS Uully comprehensı1ble. Neıther TegOrYy’'s 910)8 the understandıng of
(G0od 1S compatıble wıth that of Eunomi1us. Ihe [CAaSOI for regory’s emphasıs AIn
cognoscıbılıty“, rather than attempt al explaınıng hOW Eunom1us’ understand-
Ing ıffers from the scrıptural, mMaYy l1e In hIis fear make CONCESSIONS Eunom1us.

regorYy’s insistence Irınıtarıan hermeneut1Ccs, efıned DYy hıs metaphysıcal
categorI1es such dAS Christ’s dıvıne and human nature, and ounded off by anthropo-
logıcal (ie takıng human lIımıtatıons and dependence nto account) AS well N SCT1D-
tural (Le, Scrıpture poılnts ultımate reality) realısm 1S grounde In hISs understand-
ing of OLXOVOULO and DEWOLS. (J0d the SOn became Nan In order that m1g be-
COIMNC God:® (J0d the Holy Spirıt eıfles us and brings us nto COommuUuUnNn10N wıth the
ineffable God ” Generally, regory’s hermeneutical method 15 consistent In provıdıng

interpretative framework IC insısts partıcular understandıng of (G0od
1TC guarantees that Can have cCommunı10n wıth and knowledge of God, 1le
maıntaınıng partıcular understandıng of humanıty 1 has rely
t1on In order be a bhle en ]OYy the benefits of thıs COMMUNI1ON.

S5Systematic method

In the SS Gregory USs wıth astonıishingly exhaustive treatmentT of
quest10ns regardıng systematıc method IC ncludes amongst others Iımıtatıons of
TCasonNn, pre-conditions for theolog1ans and theır audıence, and the close relatı1onshıp
between eology, soter10102y and worshıp (Or. It 15 noTt only thıs extensive

of aspects j 1S remarkable but also, and BVn INOTITC 5  5 the Organıc

27 KRuether, GregorYy of Nazlıanzus: Rhetor and Phiılosopher, Ox{ford 1969, 1072
28 C: for example (r 29.19. TaAS S, accordıng O Sıeben, basıcally Athanasıus’ argumentatıon In Ar. 1,39;
270 (PG26; Sıeben, Gregor VO  . Nazlanz, 250, F
29 (a 31.4 (T Winslow, Christology, 393 sımiılar understandıng of the Holy pırıt’s sanctıfyıng
work and the correspondın relatıon between OEOoAOYLC and OLXOVOULC Can also be OUnN: In Basıl’s On the
Holy Spirit. Sar Pelikan, Spiriıtual Sense, 356f.
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unıty IC CABH be detected underneath the surface. unıty nOot imıted aspects f
thought, Dbut OMNNC 16 ENC  CS both reflect10n and ıfe.

TegorYy’s realısm 15 eXpressed In hIs understandıng of humanıty, IC 15 ımıted
In 1fs lıngulstic, cognitive and ratiıonal capacıtıes (Or ese lımıtatıons appIYy

the knowledge and artıculatıon of both the 1sıble and the invısıble WOT (Or.
28:5) He Can therefore conclude that (G0d 1S In hıs natiure Incognosc1ble (eS In Dn
31.8) GTregOrY NnOTL only crıt1c1ıses h1s OoOpponents explicıtly for their claım KNOW

nature, but also implıcıtly because they dısplay nalıve and LOO optımıstıc -
derstandıng of human nature, nOL takıng nto QECOUTNT its all OO obvıous intellectual
limitations.  S0 Nevertheless, a  oug GCAannOF know nature, (30d W as and COIMN-

t1inues be salvıfıcally involved In the WOT and Can be experjlenced AS Ssuch. In order
revea] iımself (J0d has DICDAIC humanıty. Thıs he does Dy progressive revela-

t10Nn In 1C the Father 1S recognısed fırst OÖOT) then the Son NT) and Linally the
Holy Spiırıt (ef. @ However, In Hi regOrYy’s theory ıf 1S worth
memberıng that the quest10n regardıng the Spirıt W as ettled wıthın ecades In the
fourth CeENLUrYy (leaving the Filioque-1ssue asıde, of course), whereas Christological
controvers1ies went beyond the seventh CeENLUTY (Monotheletist and Monergıist COMN-

troversies).” GregorYy m1g have modiflle: h1is theory had he known that Christolog1-
cal matiers (AC6© nOoL ASs clear AS he had hought

4O invest1igate who (j0d 1S, 15 for Gregory the prerogatıve of Ose who have the
SII of (VOoÜc @E0Ü) and who have progressed In theır V1Iis1on of (Sod. A
cordıng GrTegorTY, V1S10N, DEwWOLA, requıires purıty of heart (cf. 5:8) and includes
naideia”” and contemplation ”” However, VM those who fulfıl these requırements
have acknowledge that they attempt gaın knowledge DYy employıng SINa tOOl,;
human W1Ssdom, compared the S1Ze of the object. And the artıculatıon of thıs
knowledge 1S partıcularly dıfficult due perfect10n. GregorYy noft only OßB-
nıses the lımıts of OUT ratıonal NqUITrYy but a 1sSO the lıngulstıc dıfficulties CADICS
realıty accurately. ”

'Thıs revelat1on-process involves people wıth increased responsı1biılıty, who
COU erhaps be called „MEdI1atOTrS” of revelatıon and „Im1tators“ of G0od (both aSpecCTIs
AL intrınsıcally connected ıIn Gregory): C Moses In the (cf. particularly (JE
‚5 Peter In the and the theolog1ı1ans in the church SINCEe the apostles. ese
people ATC requıred lead lıves advanced 1n purıification 1C 1S epistemologically
NECCSSdI y In order that they AL abhle fulfıl and SUFVIVE, GE (Dr 28.2) theır V1S10NAaTrYy
role. Furthermore, they have imıtate (0d DYy communicatıng In WdY 1c COI1-

sıders the audıience’s preparatıon, because (0d a1lsSO revealed i1msel{f In approprıate
WaYy ANI the rıg time (OT, and nOoW).

For Gregory, 1Cason 15 functıional. It 15 the Dy 5 0 kKnowledge En be
gaıned, assessed, rdered and coherently integrated nto „SyStem” of hought It 1S
also useful tool for iindıng ogıical CALOLS In opponents’ VIEWS and Can thus be

30 ( NorriSs, al 15
Pelikan, Spirıtual Dense, 337

3° Or. 28.9 Sieben, Gregor VON Nazlanz, 110.
33 Le. phılosophy, rhetorıic an heology C: Norris, Faıth, 17-39
34 NorriSs, al LIES Sieben, Gregor VON Nazılanz, T
35 (Jr 2R DE
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ployed 4A5 WCapON AB 1{ Can A establısh 1fSs OW Iımıtatıons d>

Teg0 ıllustratıiıons from the 1sıble WOT ShOw and the lIımıtations of the theo-
ogıcal endeavour d Gregory CADICSSCS Or DA

We MUST nOoL he ike fiery, unruly horses throwing Reason
OUFTFT rider and OUuUTl the hit of Discretion C
usefully FeSiIraıns US, an FTUHNINS ide of the [U  St
Let conduct OUFr debates wıthin our frontiers an nol he
carried UWAY Feypt OFr dragged off ASSYFLA

In eology, 1CASON Can only Operate correctly when 1{ grounde: al I6
1{ the requıred dırection (Ö1 29 24)
the heart Of Gregory Systematıc method 15 INIMMUN1 wıth the irıune (0d

INMUN107 of worshıp esta  ıshed DYy baptısm the fIfrıune L1anlec and sıignıfıed Dy the
Spirıt eıfyıng (©r 31 28) Thıs 15 the GTE of the al IC ullness

[CAaSON Therefore for Gregory eology 15 CJUCKIN words, „ultımately NOTL
speculatıve theorıa that produces knowledge from deductıon rather personal COMN-
UuUN 10 ıth (10d IC 1n ıL1ates Dy intımatıon @)3 sanctıfıcatıon“

Rhetoric

Gregory 15 regarde: DYy Kennedy d the „MOST ımportan f1gure the synthesıs of
Tee rhetoric and Christianıty“ and „dAS the CC OTraftor Demosthe-

9 TO VICW the descr1ıption of the complex relatıonshıp of rhetorıc and (hrıstjan-
ILYy Gregory ASs „synthesıs coul be consıdered slıghtly misleadıng and INAaCCU-
rate However Gregory iImporftfance 15 rıghtly emphasısed Dy Kennedy

Gregory extensıIve studıes rhetorıc AIC not1iceable hıs He does not
sSımply employ rhetorıc for „specı1al effects“ 1{ 15 the method 5 O he employs VCILY
Skılfully throughout clarıfy hIs 4A4 1111S SITUCLUTrEe HIS arguments to formulate h1s
oughts Dy employıng f1gures of language f1gures of hought IMAaSCT Y The length of
the 10NS does NOTL prevent Gregory Irom AITaNg1N£ hIıs mater1al systematıcally
36F Norris al 219
37 McGuckin, 'Perceiving 1g from 1g Light' (Oration 51 T’he Irınıtarıan eology of Saınt
Gregory the Theologian, rTee Orthodox eologica Review (1994) 16.

Kennedy. New Hıstory of CYassıcal etorI1c, Princeton 1994, 201 hıs assessment 15 shared
by Guignet AL COMPTOMI re le COUTanti SICC, uUNc part, le COUTranti chretien, de l’autre, sembble faıt
accomplı Bıen plus Ia fusıon > paraıl pDas devoIr GErS plus compl plus harmon1que euxX
elements est1imes autrefoıs heterogenes SOnt compenetres. ..“ 1e Christianısme est moule ans les formes
antıques“. Guignet, Saınt reEgolre de Nazıanze el la Rhetorique, Parıs I91E: 15
” Gregory dıd nOL sımply attempt fuse Christian an Tee| hought uncritically. He ntiendel USC
Tree palidela for el defence an better CAÄPTCSSI1ON}N of Christianıty T’hıs Can be SCCM throughout the SI He
also wanted {O transform Tree hought order rıng Nl ICS complet10n Delfgaauw provıdes g00d
Xample {O ıllustrate hıs Gregory christianısed the eoplatonıc neutral TO ENEXELVO AVTITOV Dy changıng
ı{ the 1ve UVTOV ENEHELVO hıs hat for Gregory God N (J0d Who, CONLras {O the
Neoplatonic understandıng, Can be addressed directly DYy HIS Delfgaauw Gregor VON azlanz
Antıkes und chrıstliıches Denken FEFranos Jahrbuch (1967) 153 159 For TregorYy’s crıtıical IN of TEeE|
philosophy cf Norris (T Thorns an Roses The Og1C of Belief GregorYy Nazıanzen Church Hıs-
[OrYy 5 (1984) 455 464
40 Particularly noteworthy (JF which consıiderabily longer han the others
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Indeed, wıthout such areful a  nt the O® WOU OSse much of theır DCISUA-
SsIve I he eneral SITUCILUTrEe of the 520 (conditions for eology, the S5on, the
Spirit), 6 CMNSUTCS systematiıc engagemen wıth the relevant theologica poılnts of
dıspute In regory’s partıcular sıtuation ın Constantinople, 15 sub-divided nto INCAanNn-

ingful sub-structures. Thıs Can be shown for example ıIn the pattern Gregory employs
tackle doctrinal 1SSUeES. T hıs pattern, employe: for both the Son and the Spirıt ın

the „doctrinal“ oratıons (Le, (Dr -3 consısts of three aspects
positive presentatıon of hIs OW teachıng,
refutatıon of maınly speculatıve objecti0ons,
presentatıon f Scriptural evıdence In favour Of regory’s pos1t10n.

ven wıthın sub-structures arrangements Can be Ooun The second Theologica
Oratıon provıdes g0o0d ıllustration. TIhe rhetorical clımax of thıs oratıon, and PCI-
haps of the entire 3:B Can be oun accordıing Kennedy In (3r 28.22-30, who 1S
cConvınced that there Gregory 5SUrDasSsScs hıis fellow-rhetoric1ans considerably.  41 1’hıs8
section of the oratıon, fortiori9 15 concerned wıth arguıng that ıT human
1Cason 15 incapable of understandıng the Intr1caCcy of naftfure ıf 15 BV ess capable of
understandıng nature. C images (e2 that of eacock) AI employe: for
thıs purpose. ”“ 1’3hıs DASSsagc contaıns kılful T  en the beg1ins wıth
observatıons concerning human nature,*  S continues ıth land-animals,““ waler-
animals‚45 BIRDS.”® plants, “ the earth,” the 49  sea, IHE AIR  >0 and concludes wıth qu  -
t10NS elated astronomy.” Dıfferent font styles B or used here hıghlıght the inter-
esting parallelısm that O(OGCGUT>S In thıs GTregorYy demonstrates hıs abılıty NOL
only SITUCLUTE hıs arguments CIeEAMNY, but also employ such AS parallel-
1ISm wıthın sub-structures eighten the rhetorıical effect

One of regory’s of persuas1ıon 15 demonstratıion of his advance In purıf1-
catıon, IC besıides makıng A theologıca pomnt about nature, 15 SUppose
increase hI1is credibilıty ın matfters dıivıne. He does thıs Dy identifyıng hıs theologıca
and contemplatıve enterprise wıth Moses’ role al S1na1: the already mentioned [MMOUN-

tain-ascent.°“ par Irom presenting hıs OW eology and pomntıng Out the weak-
In hIs opponents’ teaching, Gregory also crıt1cıses hIs OppONnNentTs for theır ack

of palideia He 1S nof only cConfient them In theologıcal matters but
ıntends destroy theır credıbilıty DYy showıng that they have not rasped essent1a|l
Tee teachıng, the Arıstotelıan rules regardıng the choıice of speaker, tıme, audı-
CC and topIc, and DYy presenting them A people who undermıne theır verbal skıll bDy

ack of corresponding deeds.” In effect, GregorYy a1ms al removıng hı1s Opponents

C Sıeben, Gregor VO!  —_ azlanz, 138, säß
42 Norris, al 124; Sieben, G’regor VON Nazlanz, 146,
43 CIr Z DD
44 (r 2R
45 (3r JRTE
46 (35 282275
47 (JIr 28.26.
48 CIr 28.26.
49 (r AA ATE
5(} Or JR OR

(Ir 28.29-30)
52 Or Z
53 Or DE Norris, al



Theological ethod In G’regory Nazianzen’s five Theologica (Orations D

from the theologıca sphere of influence, hopıng thıs WOU take place hrough CONVOCI-

S10N.
GregorYy 15 fond of ord-plays and puns.” stylıst1ıc employe Dy GregorYy
emphasıse hıs COHNGEEN 15 the USe6 of the Sdadmle word In dıfferent inflex10ns (polypto-

ton) Thıs Can be Oun In (r 3120 In discuss1ıon of the Holy Spirit: ”
QUOEL OU BEOEL ÜYLACOV, OUY AÜYLACOUEVOV,
UWETOOUYV, OU HETOOUUEVOV,
UETEXOUEVOV, OU WETEXOV,
TANOOÜVV, OU TÄNOQOVUUEVOV,
OUVEYXOV, OU OUVEXOUEVOV; 0

In the Sa]JIne sectı1on another stylıstıc devıce OQGEHIS the LUSe of ser1es of words wıthout
connectives (asyndeton). Ruether regards 1t AS ))d favourıte technıque of TegOTrYy’S
1E makes for kınd of °‘drum beat’ effect STTheological Method in Gregory Nazianzen’s five Theological Orations  25  from the theological sphere of influence, hoping this would take place through conver-  sion.  Gregory is fond of word-plays and puns.”“ A stylistic means employed by Gregory  to emphasise his concern is the use of the same word in different inflexions (polypto-  ton). This can be found in Or. 31.29 in a discussion of the Holy Spirit:”®  QVOEL OÜ OEOEL ÜYıdEOV, OUX ÜÄYLAEOUEVOV,  METQOÜV, OÜ WETOOULEVOV,  WETEXOUEVOV, OÜ LETEXOV,  MANOOVUV, 0U MANOOVUEVOV,  OUVEXOV, 0Ü OUVEXOUEVOV; ®  In the same section another stylistic device occurs: the use of a series of words without  connectives (asyndeton). Ruether regards it as „a favourite technique of Gregory’s  which makes for a kind of ‘drum beat’ effect  “ 57‘  „. ÖÖNYODV, AaQioÜv, ÜMNOOTEMOV, ÜQOOLEOV, nagoEvvo'usyov,  NMELOAECOUEVOV, ÄMNOKAAUVTTLKOV, PWTLOTLXOV, EWTLKOV, ...  This use of stylistic means shows that Gregory does not want to leave any room for  doubt as to the deity of the Spirit. He also employs stylistic techniques in his Chris-  tological endeavours. A useful device for an expression of Gregory’s Christology is  antithesis:  He was begotten - yet he was already begotten - of a  woman. And yet she was a virgin. That it was from a  woman makes it human, that she was a virgin makes it di-  vine. All this is part of the Godhead. ...  He was wrapped in swaddling bands, but at the Resurrec-  59  tion he unloosed the swaddling bands of the grave. ...  These selected examples show how Gregory is able to use stylistic means to make or to  stress doctrinal points. Gregory was of course also fond of imagery. A passage depict-  ing the opponents’ destructive activities shows Gregory’s mastery in the use of images:  ... these keep all too close a watch on us, and they would  wish that the spark of our dissensions might become a  conflagration; they kindle it, they fan it, by means of its  own draught they raise it to the skies, and without our  knowing what they are up to, they make it higher than  those flames at Babylon which blazed all around [cf. Dan.  ÄRR Ruether, Rhetor, pp. 64-65.  ® R. R. Ruether, ibid., p. 62.  © H. J. Sieben, Gregor von Nazianz, p. 330. This effect is lost in Wickham/Williams’ translation: „He is the  subject, not the object, of hallowing, apportioning, participating, filling, sustaining;“, F. W. Norris, Faith,  p. 296. Sieben does more justice to the text, cf. H. J. Sieben, Gregor von Nazianz, p. 331.  ARR Ruether, Rhetor, p. 63.  HI Sieben, Gregor von Nazianz, p. 330, 1. 10-11. „... who leads, speaks, sends out, separates, who is vexed  and tempted, He reveals, illumines, gives life ...“. F. W. Norris, Faith, p. 296. Again, the power of the Greek  is lost in the translation.  © Or. 29.19. F. W. Norris, ibid., pp. 257-258.OÖÖONYOÜV, AQAOÜUV, ÄÜINOOTEAMOV, XDOOLCOV, nagoEvvo'ugyov‚

NELOACOUEVOV, AÜITOXKAAÄUTMTLXOV, DWTLOTLXOV, CWTLXOV,Theological Method in Gregory Nazianzen’s five Theological Orations  25  from the theological sphere of influence, hoping this would take place through conver-  sion.  Gregory is fond of word-plays and puns.”“ A stylistic means employed by Gregory  to emphasise his concern is the use of the same word in different inflexions (polypto-  ton). This can be found in Or. 31.29 in a discussion of the Holy Spirit:”®  QVOEL OÜ OEOEL ÜYıdEOV, OUX ÜÄYLAEOUEVOV,  METQOÜV, OÜ WETOOULEVOV,  WETEXOUEVOV, OÜ LETEXOV,  MANOOVUV, 0U MANOOVUEVOV,  OUVEXOV, 0Ü OUVEXOUEVOV; ®  In the same section another stylistic device occurs: the use of a series of words without  connectives (asyndeton). Ruether regards it as „a favourite technique of Gregory’s  which makes for a kind of ‘drum beat’ effect  “ 57‘  „. ÖÖNYODV, AaQioÜv, ÜMNOOTEMOV, ÜQOOLEOV, nagoEvvo'usyov,  NMELOAECOUEVOV, ÄMNOKAAUVTTLKOV, PWTLOTLXOV, EWTLKOV, ...  This use of stylistic means shows that Gregory does not want to leave any room for  doubt as to the deity of the Spirit. He also employs stylistic techniques in his Chris-  tological endeavours. A useful device for an expression of Gregory’s Christology is  antithesis:  He was begotten - yet he was already begotten - of a  woman. And yet she was a virgin. That it was from a  woman makes it human, that she was a virgin makes it di-  vine. All this is part of the Godhead. ...  He was wrapped in swaddling bands, but at the Resurrec-  59  tion he unloosed the swaddling bands of the grave. ...  These selected examples show how Gregory is able to use stylistic means to make or to  stress doctrinal points. Gregory was of course also fond of imagery. A passage depict-  ing the opponents’ destructive activities shows Gregory’s mastery in the use of images:  ... these keep all too close a watch on us, and they would  wish that the spark of our dissensions might become a  conflagration; they kindle it, they fan it, by means of its  own draught they raise it to the skies, and without our  knowing what they are up to, they make it higher than  those flames at Babylon which blazed all around [cf. Dan.  ÄRR Ruether, Rhetor, pp. 64-65.  ® R. R. Ruether, ibid., p. 62.  © H. J. Sieben, Gregor von Nazianz, p. 330. This effect is lost in Wickham/Williams’ translation: „He is the  subject, not the object, of hallowing, apportioning, participating, filling, sustaining;“, F. W. Norris, Faith,  p. 296. Sieben does more justice to the text, cf. H. J. Sieben, Gregor von Nazianz, p. 331.  ARR Ruether, Rhetor, p. 63.  HI Sieben, Gregor von Nazianz, p. 330, 1. 10-11. „... who leads, speaks, sends out, separates, who is vexed  and tempted, He reveals, illumines, gives life ...“. F. W. Norris, Faith, p. 296. Again, the power of the Greek  is lost in the translation.  © Or. 29.19. F. W. Norris, ibid., pp. 257-258.Thıs uUSe f stylıstıc ShoOows that GregorYy does NOT want leave AIl y 1 OOI for
Ou ASs the eıty of the SPITIL. He also employs stylıstıc technıques In hıs T1S-
tologıcal endeavours. useful devıce for eXpress1on of TeZOTY’S Chrıstology 1S
antıthesis:

He Wa begotten ver he WAadsS already begotten OF
And yelt che WAasS VIreZIN. That It WAaS from
makes It human, that she Wa Vvırgın makes ıf di-

Vine. Al Ehis N part of the Godhead.Theological Method in Gregory Nazianzen’s five Theological Orations  25  from the theological sphere of influence, hoping this would take place through conver-  sion.  Gregory is fond of word-plays and puns.”“ A stylistic means employed by Gregory  to emphasise his concern is the use of the same word in different inflexions (polypto-  ton). This can be found in Or. 31.29 in a discussion of the Holy Spirit:”®  QVOEL OÜ OEOEL ÜYıdEOV, OUX ÜÄYLAEOUEVOV,  METQOÜV, OÜ WETOOULEVOV,  WETEXOUEVOV, OÜ LETEXOV,  MANOOVUV, 0U MANOOVUEVOV,  OUVEXOV, 0Ü OUVEXOUEVOV; ®  In the same section another stylistic device occurs: the use of a series of words without  connectives (asyndeton). Ruether regards it as „a favourite technique of Gregory’s  which makes for a kind of ‘drum beat’ effect  “ 57‘  „. ÖÖNYODV, AaQioÜv, ÜMNOOTEMOV, ÜQOOLEOV, nagoEvvo'usyov,  NMELOAECOUEVOV, ÄMNOKAAUVTTLKOV, PWTLOTLXOV, EWTLKOV, ...  This use of stylistic means shows that Gregory does not want to leave any room for  doubt as to the deity of the Spirit. He also employs stylistic techniques in his Chris-  tological endeavours. A useful device for an expression of Gregory’s Christology is  antithesis:  He was begotten - yet he was already begotten - of a  woman. And yet she was a virgin. That it was from a  woman makes it human, that she was a virgin makes it di-  vine. All this is part of the Godhead. ...  He was wrapped in swaddling bands, but at the Resurrec-  59  tion he unloosed the swaddling bands of the grave. ...  These selected examples show how Gregory is able to use stylistic means to make or to  stress doctrinal points. Gregory was of course also fond of imagery. A passage depict-  ing the opponents’ destructive activities shows Gregory’s mastery in the use of images:  ... these keep all too close a watch on us, and they would  wish that the spark of our dissensions might become a  conflagration; they kindle it, they fan it, by means of its  own draught they raise it to the skies, and without our  knowing what they are up to, they make it higher than  those flames at Babylon which blazed all around [cf. Dan.  ÄRR Ruether, Rhetor, pp. 64-65.  ® R. R. Ruether, ibid., p. 62.  © H. J. Sieben, Gregor von Nazianz, p. 330. This effect is lost in Wickham/Williams’ translation: „He is the  subject, not the object, of hallowing, apportioning, participating, filling, sustaining;“, F. W. Norris, Faith,  p. 296. Sieben does more justice to the text, cf. H. J. Sieben, Gregor von Nazianz, p. 331.  ARR Ruether, Rhetor, p. 63.  HI Sieben, Gregor von Nazianz, p. 330, 1. 10-11. „... who leads, speaks, sends out, separates, who is vexed  and tempted, He reveals, illumines, gives life ...“. F. W. Norris, Faith, p. 296. Again, the power of the Greek  is lost in the translation.  © Or. 29.19. F. W. Norris, ibid., pp. 257-258.He Wads wrapped IN swaddling an  ; hut al the Resurrec-
tion he unloosed the swaddling an of theTheological Method in Gregory Nazianzen’s five Theological Orations  25  from the theological sphere of influence, hoping this would take place through conver-  sion.  Gregory is fond of word-plays and puns.”“ A stylistic means employed by Gregory  to emphasise his concern is the use of the same word in different inflexions (polypto-  ton). This can be found in Or. 31.29 in a discussion of the Holy Spirit:”®  QVOEL OÜ OEOEL ÜYıdEOV, OUX ÜÄYLAEOUEVOV,  METQOÜV, OÜ WETOOULEVOV,  WETEXOUEVOV, OÜ LETEXOV,  MANOOVUV, 0U MANOOVUEVOV,  OUVEXOV, 0Ü OUVEXOUEVOV; ®  In the same section another stylistic device occurs: the use of a series of words without  connectives (asyndeton). Ruether regards it as „a favourite technique of Gregory’s  which makes for a kind of ‘drum beat’ effect  “ 57‘  „. ÖÖNYODV, AaQioÜv, ÜMNOOTEMOV, ÜQOOLEOV, nagoEvvo'usyov,  NMELOAECOUEVOV, ÄMNOKAAUVTTLKOV, PWTLOTLXOV, EWTLKOV, ...  This use of stylistic means shows that Gregory does not want to leave any room for  doubt as to the deity of the Spirit. He also employs stylistic techniques in his Chris-  tological endeavours. A useful device for an expression of Gregory’s Christology is  antithesis:  He was begotten - yet he was already begotten - of a  woman. And yet she was a virgin. That it was from a  woman makes it human, that she was a virgin makes it di-  vine. All this is part of the Godhead. ...  He was wrapped in swaddling bands, but at the Resurrec-  59  tion he unloosed the swaddling bands of the grave. ...  These selected examples show how Gregory is able to use stylistic means to make or to  stress doctrinal points. Gregory was of course also fond of imagery. A passage depict-  ing the opponents’ destructive activities shows Gregory’s mastery in the use of images:  ... these keep all too close a watch on us, and they would  wish that the spark of our dissensions might become a  conflagration; they kindle it, they fan it, by means of its  own draught they raise it to the skies, and without our  knowing what they are up to, they make it higher than  those flames at Babylon which blazed all around [cf. Dan.  ÄRR Ruether, Rhetor, pp. 64-65.  ® R. R. Ruether, ibid., p. 62.  © H. J. Sieben, Gregor von Nazianz, p. 330. This effect is lost in Wickham/Williams’ translation: „He is the  subject, not the object, of hallowing, apportioning, participating, filling, sustaining;“, F. W. Norris, Faith,  p. 296. Sieben does more justice to the text, cf. H. J. Sieben, Gregor von Nazianz, p. 331.  ARR Ruether, Rhetor, p. 63.  HI Sieben, Gregor von Nazianz, p. 330, 1. 10-11. „... who leads, speaks, sends out, separates, who is vexed  and tempted, He reveals, illumines, gives life ...“. F. W. Norris, Faith, p. 296. Again, the power of the Greek  is lost in the translation.  © Or. 29.19. F. W. Norris, ibid., pp. 257-258.6se selected eXamples cShow hOow GregorYy 1S able USC stylıstic make OT

SiIress doctrinal pOoIlnNts. Gregory Was of COUISC also fond of magery PaSssSasc depiıct-
Ing the opponents’ destructive actıvıtles Shows regorYy’s mMastery ıIn the USC of images:Theological Method in Gregory Nazianzen’s five Theological Orations  25  from the theological sphere of influence, hoping this would take place through conver-  sion.  Gregory is fond of word-plays and puns.”“ A stylistic means employed by Gregory  to emphasise his concern is the use of the same word in different inflexions (polypto-  ton). This can be found in Or. 31.29 in a discussion of the Holy Spirit:”®  QVOEL OÜ OEOEL ÜYıdEOV, OUX ÜÄYLAEOUEVOV,  METQOÜV, OÜ WETOOULEVOV,  WETEXOUEVOV, OÜ LETEXOV,  MANOOVUV, 0U MANOOVUEVOV,  OUVEXOV, 0Ü OUVEXOUEVOV; ®  In the same section another stylistic device occurs: the use of a series of words without  connectives (asyndeton). Ruether regards it as „a favourite technique of Gregory’s  which makes for a kind of ‘drum beat’ effect  “ 57‘  „. ÖÖNYODV, AaQioÜv, ÜMNOOTEMOV, ÜQOOLEOV, nagoEvvo'usyov,  NMELOAECOUEVOV, ÄMNOKAAUVTTLKOV, PWTLOTLXOV, EWTLKOV, ...  This use of stylistic means shows that Gregory does not want to leave any room for  doubt as to the deity of the Spirit. He also employs stylistic techniques in his Chris-  tological endeavours. A useful device for an expression of Gregory’s Christology is  antithesis:  He was begotten - yet he was already begotten - of a  woman. And yet she was a virgin. That it was from a  woman makes it human, that she was a virgin makes it di-  vine. All this is part of the Godhead. ...  He was wrapped in swaddling bands, but at the Resurrec-  59  tion he unloosed the swaddling bands of the grave. ...  These selected examples show how Gregory is able to use stylistic means to make or to  stress doctrinal points. Gregory was of course also fond of imagery. A passage depict-  ing the opponents’ destructive activities shows Gregory’s mastery in the use of images:  ... these keep all too close a watch on us, and they would  wish that the spark of our dissensions might become a  conflagration; they kindle it, they fan it, by means of its  own draught they raise it to the skies, and without our  knowing what they are up to, they make it higher than  those flames at Babylon which blazed all around [cf. Dan.  ÄRR Ruether, Rhetor, pp. 64-65.  ® R. R. Ruether, ibid., p. 62.  © H. J. Sieben, Gregor von Nazianz, p. 330. This effect is lost in Wickham/Williams’ translation: „He is the  subject, not the object, of hallowing, apportioning, participating, filling, sustaining;“, F. W. Norris, Faith,  p. 296. Sieben does more justice to the text, cf. H. J. Sieben, Gregor von Nazianz, p. 331.  ARR Ruether, Rhetor, p. 63.  HI Sieben, Gregor von Nazianz, p. 330, 1. 10-11. „... who leads, speaks, sends out, separates, who is vexed  and tempted, He reveals, illumines, gives life ...“. F. W. Norris, Faith, p. 296. Again, the power of the Greek  is lost in the translation.  © Or. 29.19. F. W. Norris, ibid., pp. 257-258.these keep all L[OO close watch Ü  9 an they WOU

ish that the Spar. of OUFr dissensLions MIg hecome
conflagration; they kindle it, they fan L, DY of LES
OW. draught they FALSE It the skies, an without OUFT

knowing hat they UTE [O; they make If higher than
those flames al Babylon 3A0 blazed all around er Dan

54 Ruether, Rhetor, 64-65
55 Ruether, ıbıd.,
56 Sieben, Gregor VON azlanz, 330 hıs effect 1S ost In Wickham/Wılliams’ translatıon SHEe 15 the
subject, NnOL the object, of hallowıng, apportioning, participating, fillıng, sustaınıng;“, Norris, al

296. Sıieben 0€es INOTC Justice LO the L[CXE: cfi. Sieben, Gregor VON Nazıanz, AA
57 Ruether, Rhetor, 63.
)5 Sıeben, Gregor VO Nazılanz, 330, 1011 . b who leads, speaks, sends Out, separales, who 1S vexed
and empted. He reveals, ıllumınes, g1ves lıfe Norris, al 29  O gaın, the W f the TEEC|
1S lost In the translatıon.
50 Or. 29.19. Norris, Ibıd., Za TD
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3.20] Havıng strength INn their OW teaching, they hunt
for ıf In OUF weakness, and for FALS FeaASsSonNn ike Le$ settling

wounds, they settle OUFT misfortunes Or should SUY
OUFT mistakes? LT he ıIn (T doings [onger, an
let NO neglect the properties In these matters.©  U

ma ]Or aspectL of sophıstıc usec of magery 1S verbosıty. AS have Just SCCI] iın the
HSE f fıre and 165 In the DreV1IOUS example, GTregoOrYy 15 nOL satısfıed wıth g1ViIng
sıngle iıllustratıiıon In order make point. He regard accumulatıve NS of
relevant illustrations AS powerfu sılence hıs opponents. urther example
of wordıness 15 provıde In the latter 1T of the second Theologica ()ration, already
mentioned above In connection wıth HIS method of arrangementT. 1t mM1g SCCI1]

Strange twentıeth CeENLUTrY reader that GregOrYy HSE hıs DYy Tar ongest oratıon Just
the poıınt that natüure cCannot be known. However, mMust NnOL iorget

that ıf W as fOor GregorYy nNOTL SImMpIy of refuting hI1s OpponentSs. 1t W as also
hymn of praise IC alımed CXDTCSS majesty.“”

The underlyıng, and al t1imes openly Stated. mot1vatıon for thiıs 1S regOrYy’s desıire
present hIis understandıng of the TIrıune (GG0od 4C includes hI1s understandıng of

HOW ONC Can 1n about (30d that he Ca persuade hıs audience worshıp thıs
God, 16 stand In approprlate relationsh1ıp wıth hım For GregorYy, the elaborate
and rhetorically sophisticated oratıons themselves AdIC be approprlate eXpress10ns
of maJesty and d such WdY worshı1p the Trinıty By worshıpping hrough
the Ooratıons GregorYy a  em draw hIs audıence nto thıs worshıp

Connection hetween the methods

First, w ıll consıder the maın aSpEeCTS 1C lınk the three methods dıscussed.
descr1ıption OT regory’s understandıng of Ftheosis ollows Thıs wıll provıde us wıth
the NECESSATY basıs for the suggest1on that the coherence of regOry’s methods and
DUTrDOSC In the e 15 maınly due the Tact that hıs understandıng of theosis PECNC-
trates al hI1s theologıcal work an SC V6S AS h1s methodologıca guılding DIINC1IPIE.

Anthropology
The three methods have been lookıng al ü interrelated dıfferent levels

central lınk 15 provıde DYy TegoOrYy’s anthropology. Humanıty 15 imıted In ıfs
t1onal, cognıtıve and linguistic TTOrIS ese lIımıtatiıons CL due the fact that hu-
manıty 15 created an In need of purıficatıion. Certaıin lımıtatiıons O18 s NECECSSATY, and
therefore inextinguıshable, cComponen of OUTI created humanıty, other lımıtatıons AIC

due OUT aCcCk of purıty OT illumıinatıon and Can be gradually removed, ıIn proportion
person’s advance 1n purıficatıion. 'T’hıs anthropology 1S reflected In TegOTYV'S 5 VS:

ematıc method (pre-conditions for o1ng theology) and hermeneuti1cs (e.g In the WaYy
(Arısts human nAatiure 15 depicted) and 15 al the SdIlNlC time promınent aspect f hI1s
rhetorıc endeavour (e.2 the rhetoric ın the second Theologica Oratıon ShOW that

6() CIr. D: Norris, 1bıd., 220
Or. 2031



Theological ethod INn G’regory Nazıanzen’s five Theologica (Orations ZT

nNAature 1S incognoscible). It 15 strongly Iınked fOo TegoOrYy’s understandıng of
language AS somethıng belongıng the created/creaturely part of realıty. Language
reflects human cognitıve and ratıonal lIımıtations. However, ıt 1S capable of pDomtıng

hıgher realıt1ies. FOor Gregory language (in both hıs hermeneuti1ics and hıs systematıc
method) does nNOL unıvocally represent realıty but nables discussıon and therefore
knowledge of realıtıes outsıde the created realm.

Oikonomia an worship
If turn the question hOow rhetoric 1S elated the other methods noTte

affınıty between Gregory’s soter10logical notıon of OLKONOMLA (God’s salvıfıc involve-
ment In the world) and the rhetorıical not1ion of OLkOoNOMLA AS efined by Kustas:

OLXOVOULO, then, INn the larger SCHSE has do ıth the JR
HiInZ2nesSs of things In DFOCESS ooking human benefit.
Fıttingness, however, COU. take INUANY forms. In addıtion

Ng socıial relationships and the coherence of the
physica WOr| there Wads also all-important temporal
factor.

It 15 interesting noftfe the Droximıty of the rhetorıical understandıng of OLlLkonomia
and TeZOTY’'S understandıng of progress1ive revelatıon, 16 takes into QDECOUNT the
{ıttingness of revelatıon ıIn Salvatıon hIStOTrY, benefic1al actıvıty for humanıty.

The above-mentioned soter10logı1ıcal aspectL Oun In TegOTY’S systematıc method,
OLkKONOMIA, provıdes another ınk hıs rhetorıc because ıts aım 1S rıng humanıty
nto approprıate relatıonshıp the Creator and Redeemer: worshiıp, the ultımate
PUTDOSC of the oratlıons. Thıs theme 15 also reflected In TegOTrY’S „sacramental“ under-
standıng of hıs oratıons AS d1ıscourses logoi) AS TCSDONSCS 0205 they DCI-
form the double function of worshıpping (j0d and, 2WB the SadJINne tıme, drawıng hI1s
dience nto thıs worshıp

Refutation of opponents
urther PUIDOSC of the Oratıons for I6 al three methods AIC employe: 1S

the emova|l of hıs theologıca OppONnNenTs from the theologica sphere of influence. For
thıs he employs rhetorıc (e.g. undermıinıng theıir credıbilıty bDy eXposıng theıir ack of
paideia), hermeneutical STatements showing HOW selectıve theır USC of Scripture 1S
an pominting Out that they AI NnOTL al the dıfferent lınguist1ıc NUAaNCCS oun ıIn
it) and systematıc consıderatlions (e.2 [CASOMN 1S OGVCN incapable of provıdıng us wıth
Tull understanding of the created WOor NOW Can claım know (j0d fully?)
maJor 1LCaSon for TEZOTY’S wısh refute hıs opponents’ teachıng 15 the HSE of the
g]iven opportunıty for elaborate Statement OT h1s OW and the pro-Nıicene
Church’s) posıt1ion AS mot1vatıon for worshıp of the Yrnı

62 Kustas, AT ası and the Khetorical Iradıtion, In EdWIC. (ed.). Basıl of Caesarea: T1S-
t1an, Humanıist, Ascetıc, Toronto 1981, 220
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Ihe Trinity

urther and VEIY sıgnıfıcant connectiıon between systematıc method, hermeneu-
t1CS and rhetorıic 1S TegOTrYy’s Irınıtarıan understandıng Of (J0d The (30d whoO
vealed imself progress1ively AaSs Father, Son and Holy Spirıt ıIn hıstory (as testiıfıed
DYy Scrıpture and Tradition) 15 the ultımate realıty 1 Scriıpture DOINEFS (note
Gregory’s understandıng of Scrıpture T 15 closely elated hIıs already discussed
understandıng of language). T’hıs understandıng of G0od NOT only Gregory AS

structurıng a1d INn the systematıc development i HIS In the Y F(9 general
consıderatıions regardıng (0d Or 28| AL Ollowe| DYy reflectiOons the SOn OT, DA
30] and the Holy Spirıit Or 311) and AS hermeneutical fiframework Dut also ident1-
fIies the object of worshıp 1C GregorYy draw hıis audience’s attentıon
hrough hIis rhetoric.

eCOS 15
useful preparatıon for the diıscussıion of the aspect 1C g1VeSs regory’s meth-

ods ıts coherence 1S T1e descr1ption of Gregory’s understandıng of theosiSs. Gregory
Was the first Chrıstian theologıan USsSec the term and the ıdea Ftheosis wıth such
IrequenCy and cConsistenCy. Wınslow States, both termınologıcally and conceptually
Gregory ent far beyond hIis predecessors In hIıs sustaıned applıcatıon of Fheosis.  «63 In
what ollows w ıl] g1ve TI1e description of TegOTrY’S understandıng of theosis.

Theosis 15 fulfiılment of GT creatureliness attaınment of the ıfe God 1N-
tended uS tO lıve NOLT ıts abandonment. CXDTESSCS change FE does nOL alter the
fact that AdIC cCrea{ures of 50 The distinction between God, the CTGA{OÖF, and
ourselves A created beings 1S elımınated.

Theostis Cannot be regarde! Aa sStatement about humanıty OT about (30d ın SCDA-
ratıon irom each Other, rather. it descrıibes relatıon between (j0d and humanity.“
Thıs relatıon 1S dynamıc, eXpress1ıve of the increasıngly intıiımate relatıon nto ıü
humanıty CR SO W and 11© 15 dependent upON creatıve and sustainıng 1n 1-
jative.°

Theosis 1S growth-process and NnOTL immediıate Thıs orowth towards OT
ultımate destiny 1S neıither „V1lolent, instantaneous, 1T mechanical“.©” ASs PTOCCS5S,
Fheosis refers, OT Can refer LO, the past (its initiation), the present and the future (its
completion) of continually changıng relatı1onshıp and 15 therefore ul escapıng
definition.®

The term theosis 15 metaphor ;Fa Gregory used In Varlous ways:” A ;patial
metaphor („ascent God“), AS visual metaphor (reflection of the dıvıne 1g Ilu-
mınatıon In baptism), AS epistemological metaphor (advance in knowledge of CJOd,
contemplation). ese three WaYS dIC closely related, eXxpressing (ULE dıvıne destiny

63 Winslow, The Dynamıics of Salvatıon: udY INn Gregory of Nazıanzus, Cambridge 1979,
179 FOor OTrOuUg, analysıs of TregOrYy’s understandıng of FtheosLs c{. 179-199.

04 Winslow, Ibıd., 156.
65 Winslow, Ibıd., KT
66 Winslow, ıbıd., 155-159
67 Winslow, 1bıd., 190.
65 Winslow, Ibıd., 193
69 T’hıs paragraph IS SUMMAaT y of Winslow, 1bıd., 193-19585.
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and inıtlatıve: „OnIiy AS (j0d desecends:; ascend: only N (j0d iıllumınes, Can

SCC; and only AS (J0d reveals, Can KNOW. AIl three metaphors29  Theological Method in Gregory Nazianzen’s five Theological Orations  and God’s initiative: „only as God descends, can-we ascend; only as God illumines, can  we see; and only as God reveals, can we know. All three metaphors ... are used to ex-  press his conviction that we were created to be with God, to behold our God, and to  know him in his triune majesty.“° Further, Theosis is regarded by Gregory as an  ethical metaphor (imitation of God, ascetic and philanthropic endeavours as means to  participate in our own salvation). It is also a corporate metaphor expressing an in-  creasing union with God in which the qualitative distinction between creature and  creator is not effaced, and a social metaphor which stresses the believer’s participa-  tion in the divine /ife and enjoyment of communion with God.  As Winslow points out, £heosis is not only a soteriological term, but is better un-  derstood as a theological term because it not only describes how we can attain com-  munion with God (i.e. who we are and what our destiny is) but also who this God is  with whom we can have communion and how God is involved in our lives (creation  and salvation). ”'  Theosis: the centre of Gregory’s methods  We have seen how closely the methods are related in aspects ranging from anthro-  pology to the doctrine of God. Their coherence with the purpose of the 5TO has also  been shown. A comparison of Gregory’s methods with his understanding of theosis  strongly suggests that the theological and methodological centre, i.e. the factor which  provides the observed coherence, can be found in ftheosis.  Let us illustrate this suggestion. Gregory’s anthropology, as outlined above, is  compatible with the anthropology represented in our outline of fheosis which main-  tains that our creatureliness and its necessary limitations will not be effaced by the  growth of our union with God. The distinction God-humanity will remain even in  humanity’s state of complete fulfilment in perfect communion with God, at the end of  the fheosis-process.  Theosis as a growth-process, i.e. as a temporal process related to a specific spiritual  state of a human being, corresponds to Gregory’s understanding of progressive revela-  tion, a temporal process related to a specific state of capability of the People of God to  receive a certain revelation. This growth-process is also reflected in his understanding  of the theologian’s „ascent to God“, in which purification, necessary for epistemologi-  cal reasons, plays a significant role.  There is also a strong link with Gregory’s attempt to persuade (note: theosis is not  violent) his audience to worship the Trinity, i.e. to be related to God in an appropri-  ate way. The relational aspect of theosis comes to the fore here.  These relations suggest that fheosis, which is not simply a’ soferiölogical but  mainly a theological concept, is at the heart of Gregory’s 5STO and informs and shapes  his theological method.  OD Winslow, ibid., p. 195.  ' D. F, Winslow, ibid., pp. 198-199.A used
DTCSS hıs convıctiıon that WEIC created be ıth God, behold OUT GOod, and
know hım In hIis trıune ma jesty.  « /0 Füurther, Theosis 1S regarde: DYy Gregory ASs

thical metaphor (imitation of God, ascet1ic and phılanthropic endeavours as

partıcıpate In ()IE OW salvation). It 15 also COrporate metaphor expressing 1N-
creasıng un1ıon wıth (J0d In IS the qualıitative dıstiınction between and
Creator 15 NOTL ffaced, and Social metaphor 1C the belıever’s partıcıpa-
t10n In the dıvıne life and enJoyment f COomMmMmMUN10N wıth G0od

A Wınslow pomlnts OuL, Fheosis 1S NnOTL only soter10log1ical term., but 15 better
derstood AS theologica term because it not only descr1ıbes how Can attaın COMNI-

munı10n wıth God (LE who dIC and what OUT destiny 1S) but also wh thıs G0od 1s
ıth whom Can have COoMMUN10N and HhOW G0od 15 involved ıIn CM l1ves (creation
and salvation). ”

Theosis the cCentre of regory’s methods
We have ir hOow closely the methods ATC. elated In aspects rangıng irom anthro-

DOLI0gYy the doetrine f (30d e1ir coherence wıth the DUTDOSC of the SWaD has also
been chown. Comparıson of TegOrYy’s methods ıth hIs understandıng f theosis
strongly that the theologıca and methodological CEMNITE:; Le. the factor 16
provıdes the Oobserved coherence, Can be OoOun In theosis.

us iıllustrate thıs suggest10n. regorYy’s anthropology, dAS outlıned above, 15

compatıble ıth the anthropology represented In OUT outlıne of Ftheosis C ma1ın-
taıns that OUT creaturelıness and 1ts NECCCSSaTY Iımıtatiıons w ıll not be ffaced DYy the
growth of OUT un1ıon wıth G0od T’he distinction God-humanıiıty wıll remaın EVCN In
humanıty’s of complete fulfılment In perfect cCcCommunı10n wıth God, al the end of
the FheOSLS-PTOCESS.

Theostis N growth-process, 16 ASs temporal DVFOCESS elated specific spırıtual
f human eing, corresponds TegOTrY’S understandıng of progressive revela-

t10n, temporal DFIOCESS elated specific of capabılıty of the PEODPIE of (j0od
recelve certaın revelatıon. This growth-process 15 also reflected In hIs understandıng
f the theolog1ıan’s „ASCCHT In IC purification, NECCCSSaT Y for ep1istemolog1-
cal [CAaSONS, DIaVS sıgnıfıcant role.

ere 1S also SITrONg ınk wıth regory’s attempt fo persuade (note: theosis 1S nOoL
violent) hIs audıence worshıp the Trıinıty, 1 e be elated (j0d INn approprI1-
ate WaY. The relatıonal aspect of ftheosis the fore here.

ese relatıons suggest that theosiS, IC 1S noft sSımply A soter10log1cal but
maınly theological CONCEPL, 1S al the heart of TegOTY’S SC and informs and shapes
hıs theologica method

70 Winslow, Ibıd., 195
Winslow, Ibıd., 198-199
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The coherence of G'regory’s theological methods

The three methods have O0ked al In the SC display strong coherence. They
AIC elated 1n VarlOous sıgnıfıcant WaYyS and also strongly SUupport TegOTY’S a1ım INn the
HE We noted four maın tOpICS 1 ınk the methods Varlous evels anthropol-

OLKONOMIA, refutatıon of Opponents, the Trıinıty
The ma ]or connections between the three methods have been shown be aSpeCTIs

of Ftheostis. Theosis touches UDON, and defıines, mMafitiers such ASs anthropology, theologia
the Trinıty inıtlates theosis; Commun ı0N ıth the Irınıty 1S the destiny of human-
iIty), and temporal DIOCCSS (a paralle ofe Can be oun In TegOTY’S notıon OT
progress1ive revelation). Theosis Can thus be regarde: d the CR f regory’s network
of methods Thıs does NOTL that there 1S rec1procal influence between Greg-
OTYy’'S methods and hıs understandıng of theoOsiLS, neıither does 1t I1CAan that TegOTY'S
understandıng of Fheosis 1S chronologically Dr10r al the other theologıca
In the development of HIS hought SIımply that Ftheosis Can be regarde: AS the
Centre 1C provıdes coherence Tegory’s theologıca enterprise and thus hIs
methods The coherent interdependence of regorYy’s dıfferent methods, Ocused In the
CONCEDL of theosis, 1S Impress1ive theologıca achl1evement.

Concluding remarks

Gregory’s theologıcal enterprise In the SII nNOTL only intends present who (G0od 1S
and refute OppOnNentTs who do NOL cshare thıs theologıcal understandıng, it 1S prımarıly
concerned ıth the attempt CONVINcCe the audience stand In approprlate rela-
t1on ıth (j0d Humanıty 1S elated (G0d In Chrast (Or 29-3 and hrough the
Spirıt (Or 31 10 CÄPTESSCSH that 1t 1S (30d who took the inıtlatıve and made ıf
poss1ble for humanıty be elated 1mself. 15 also thıs (30d who nables human-
Ity STOW In Uun1ıo0n wıth hım The *7 () present A eology of the poss1ıbilıty of COI-
mun1ıo0n ıth God, the Creator and Redeemer. The methods employe: eflect thıs they
dAdIC interrelated In those aSpecCTIs ; Va AA central theosLis: the understandıng of
humanıty and of God, and of the ultımate destiny for humanıty iınvolved 1n the DIOG:
C555 of theOSLS, cCcCOomMmMUN10N wıth (J0d Moreover, TegOTY’S IN Of rhetorıc intends
OS UHG that thıs CONCEDL of the ultımate destiny of humanıty does NO sSımply remaın
CONCEDL, he wıshes draw h1s audıence nto thıs relatıon, transformıng the CONcept
nto experiıence of the Church. I he conceptual and methodologıcal coherence of
regory’s endeavour In the fıve Theologıical Oratl1ons, GV though ONC m1g disagree
ıth certaın aSspects (e.g exegesis), 1S el remarkable theologıca achıevement, 1C 15
ap  Y reflected 1n hıs hOonOrarYy tıtle „Le Theologıan“.


