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The Imago Dei as an Eschatological
Concept in Gregory of Nyssa

Abstract: Der Beitrag zeigt, dass flir Gregor von Nyssa die ,urspriingliche“ Schopfung
des Menschen nach dem Bild Gottes, wie sie vor allem in De hominis opificio darge-
stellt wird, in der Tat die eschatologische Bestimmung des Menschen ist, die Gott von
Ewigkeit her voraussieht, wahrend wir tiber diese ,urspriingliche“ Schépfung nur als
eine Widerspiegelung unserer am Ende der Zeit verwirklichten Bestimmung speku-
lieren konnen.

Keywords: Gregory of Nyssa, image of God, human creation, eternity vs. time, pro-
tology vs. eschatology

1 Introduction

“What is that which was? It is that which will be! And what is that which was
done? It is that which will be done (t{ 70 yeyovog avTo 0 yevnoouevov kal i o
TETOUEVOY AVTO TO o Bnoduevov),” reads one in Eccl 1:9 LXX. When Gregory
of Nyssa was commenting on this verse, he confronted a question of the relation
between the past and the future. He argues that this relation is not symmetri-
cal: paradoxically, to know the past, one has to look at the future, not vice versa.
The latter can provide us with the only epistemic way to the former. To know “what
was” (0 yevopevov or 0 yéyove), one has to look at “what is to come” (0 ¢aopevov).
And the notion of the creation after the image" concerns precisely these two real-
ities. Consequently, to know “what came to be in the beginning,” that is, to know
what the being after the image is, one should look at human destiny. Thus, the
contemplation of the perfect existence of the human being becomes a key to under-
standing Gen 1:26.2

1 It must be noted straight away that Gregory did not follow Origen (cf. Princ. 3.6.1), as many others
did, in distinguishing between the image and likeness.

2 Eccl. 1 (GNO V), 295. Here Gregory explains also that human destiny consists in the exaltation of
the human being by virtue and describes the path of virtuous life through various “visual” meta-
phors (e.g., washing away “all stain of the filth of matter,” etc.). Seeing this perfect state, one can
already have a glimpse of “what was in the beginning, which indeed will truly come to be, namely,
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But how does the present relate to all of this? Gregory’s answer is simple: the
being after the image is nowhere in the present, and for this reason, the present is
rightly referred to in Eccl 1:1 as futility (uataidtng). The being after the image only
“was” and is hoped for, but it is certainly not found in that state of human existence
that we know and experience.® The notion of the image belongs to the “original”
creation and also to the eschatological “return” to that state. But this is clearly not
enough to understand the precise nature of the relation between the two, as it is
perceived by Gregory. To do this, one has not only to read Op. hom. carefully but also
to compare it with Gregory’s eschatological vision because, according to the princi-
ple just mentioned, when one narrates “what was,” one actually retells what they
see while gazing upon “what is to come.” This article demonstrates that the “orig-
inal” creation, as it is presented in Op. hom., is, in fact, the eschatological human
destiny that God foresees and foreknows, while we can speculate of this “original”
creation only as a reflection of our destiny realised at the end of time.

The article is divided into four parts. In the first two sections, I examine Op.
hom. 16 and Op. hom. 22, respectively. Then I propose an excursus to Gregory’s other
writings that support my reading of Op. hom. Finally, I point to Gregory’s Tunc et ipse
as a key to a fuller comprehension of Op. hom.

2 Op. hom. 16

In Op. hom. 16, Gregory is struggling with a question of how the words of Gen 1:26—
27a can be applied to human beings given their present miserable condition in
which it is difficult to see any traces of God’s image.* Interestingly, Gregory does
not try to find a reconciliation to this contradiction but, on the contrary, sharply
distinguishes between the being after God’s image, on the one hand, and the actual
human existence, on the other. These are simply two different things that should not
be confused.’ Gregory finds evidence for this claim in the text of Scripture itself. In

what is according to the image and likeness of God (t0 v Tol¢ TpWTOL yeVOUEVOY, § ye AANBRG EaTL
yevnaodpevov, 10 Kat’ eikova 00D kal opoinow).”

3 Eccl. 1 (GNO V), 295-296.

4 Op. hom. 16 (PG 44, 180-181). In this article, the English translation of Op. hom. is by W. Moore
and H. A. Wilson (from Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, ser. 2, vol. 5). The translation was al-
tered when it seemed necessary.

5 Gregory clearly follows Philo when he states (in PG 44, 181) that “which was made after the
image is one thing, and that which is now manifested in wretchedness is another” (¢tepov pév
TLTO KAT elkova yevouevoy, €tepov 8¢ 10 viv év Tadaumwpla Setkvuuevov). What Gregory is say-
ing is very close to what Philo wrote in his De opificio mundi because there Philo differentiat-
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Gen 1:27, there is first a statement on the creation after the image (“according to the
image of God he made him”) and afterwards, there is a “repetition” (émavainyiig)
of human creation (“male and female he made them”).® In the latter case, it is not
a creation in the image and has nothing to do with it.” The proof-text that Gregory
gives for this distinction is noteworthy; it is a quotation from Gal 3:28: “for in Christ
there is neither male nor female.”® Consequently, human beings’ creation in the
image points to their future existence in Christ. What this means is analysed below,
but for now, I concentrate on Gen 1:27a: “And God made the human being (tov
vBpwmov), according to the image of God he made him.” Gregory reads this verse

ed between human creation in Gen 1 and that in Gen 2, saying that there is “a vast difference”
(Stapopd mappey€ng) between those two human beings. And he explains why it is so: 6 pev yap
SlamlaoBelg aiobnTog i8N UETEXWY TOLOTNTOG, £K OWUATOS KAl PUYTG GUVESTWE, AVIP | yuvI|, UCEL
Bvntoc 0 8¢ katd TV eikova i8éa TS ij yévog | o@payig, vontog, dowuatog, obT dppev olte BijAv,
apbaptog voel (Opif. 134). “For the human being who has been moulded as sense-perceptible
object already participates in quality, consists of body and soul, is either man or woman, and is by
nature mortal. The human being after the image is a kind of idea or genus or seal, is perceived by
the intellect, incorporeal, neither male nor female (cf. Gen 1:27), and is immortal by nature” (the
English translation is by David T. Runia). And earlier in the treatise (Opif. 76), Philo made a similar
observation, saying that in Gen 1, the human genus (76 yévog) is made, “even though the individu-
als had not yet taken shape” (Uimw T@Vv €v puépeL popenv Aapovtwv). Thus, Gregory borrowed from
Philo the distinction between the two creations. But while Philo demarcates a line between Gen 1
and Gen 2, Gregory transfers this line into the verse Gen 1:27 itself.

6 Op. hom. 16 (PG 44, 181).

7 Thus, the creation of the human being can be called “twofold,” or “double” (SutAfj). For an over-
view of the whole tradition of this concept, see: Ugo Bianchi, ed., La ‘doppia creazione’ dell'uomo
negli Alessandrini, nei Cappadoci e nella gnosi (Roma: Edizioni dell’Ateneo & Bizzarri, 1978).

8 Op. hom. 16 (PG 44, 181). And a few lines further, Gregory repeats his thesis: Ipdtov pév yap
onowv, 6tL Enoinaev 6 Ocog kat’ eikdva o0 Oeol 10V dvOpwov, §etkvig 8L T®V elpnuévey, kabwg
enow 6 AmdoToAog, OTL &V T® TolVTW APpev Kal BijAv ovk EoTw. Elta éndyet Tiig avBpwmivng
@LOEWG TA Slwpata, 9TL Appev Kal OifjAv émoinaev avtovg. “For he first says that God made the
human being after the image of God, showing by these words — as the apostle says — that in this
being there is neither male nor female. Then he adds the characteristic properties of human na-
ture: male and female he made them.” Since here Gregory calls the division into male and female
“the characteristic properties of human nature,” human individuals have always been male or fe-
male (cf. John Behr, “The Rational Animal: A Rereading of Gregory of Nyssa’s De hominis opificio,”
JECS 7 (1999): 219-247, 243-244). In Op. hom. 16 (PG 44, 185), Gregory considers God’s foreknowl-
edge as the reason for that division, which means that due to divine foreknowledge, human beings
are ‘adapted’ to the life which they confront from the very first moment of their existence. One
plausible conclusion from this is that according to Gregory’s scheme, in the realm of real becoming
(unlike that of ideal becoming), humans have never existed otherwise at all. Thus, I would not call
the identification of the “second” creation with making the human being’s sensibility nonsense
as J. Zachhuber did it (Johannes Zachhuber, Human Nature in Gregory of Nyssa: Philosophical
Background and Theological Significance [Leiden: Brill, 2000], 171).
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as by no means referring to any human individual. He explains that what we see
in the text — tOv GvBpwrov — is a common noun, not a proper noun.’ The term
0 vBpwog does not refer to “a man” (6 ti¢) but to “man in general” (6 xa86iov).*
And thus Gregory concludes: “the general name of our nature leads us to a consid-
eration that by divine foreknowledge and power, the whole humanity is included in
the first construction.”™" And since all of this takes place exclusively in God’s fore-
knowledge,"* it already becomes clear that for us, the “original creation” can only
be a speculative construct.

What is crucial is that in God’s foreknowledge, the whole of humanity is en-
closed as one single body with definite limits:"® “I think that the entire fullness of
humanity was included by the God of all, by his power of foreknowledge, as it were
in one body.”** Elaborating on this, Gregory underlines that according to Gen 1:27a,
the image of God is not found in a certain part of humanity — in a single human
being like Adam or anyone else — but only in the whole: “for the image is not in part

9 Right before this, Gregory affirmed that by Gen 1:27 (¢noinoev 6 ©e0g oV GvOpwov), Scripture,
in fact, “indicates the whole humanity by the indefinite character of the term (7@ dopiotw tiig
onuaoiag amav évdeikvutal 0 avBpwmivov).” Thus, if the text does not specify who is made, but
the general term is used (tov dvBpwmov, i.e., man/the human being), then “the whole humanity” or
“all humankind” is meant here as created according to the image. Gregory, using the Greek Bible,
notes that the name “Adam” is not mentioned here. So, it is definitely not a particular individual of
whom Gen 1:27 speaks.

10 Op. hom. 16 (PG 44, 185). I would not agree with the conclusion that Zachhuber makes regarding
this point in his article on Gregory’s view of universals. According to his interpretation, the “po-
tential” human creation in Gen. 1:27 is, in fact, “the creation of Adam” but “as the progenitor of all
humanity” and “not as such-and-such an individual” (Johannes Zachhuber, “Once Again: Gregory
of Nyssa on Universals,” JTS 56 (2005): 75-98, 96-97). This position is even more rigorous than his
earlier one. In his monograph, he only denied that, according to Op. hom. 16, God created just a
“notion” of the human being (Zachhuber, Human Nature, 156-157). This latter interpretation was,
in fact, R. Hiibner’s position and is, to a certain extent, close to my reading of Gregory (cf. Reinhard
M. Hiibner, Die Einheit des Leibes Christi bei Gregor von Nyssa: Untersuchungen zum Ursprung der
‘Physischen’ Erlosungslehre (Leiden: Brill, 1974), 72-75). Still, my view differs from that of Hiibner:
in my opinion, the first human creation is God’s knowledge of the sum of concrete individuals rath-
er than the creation of a “second substance” in Aristotelian terminology.

11 Op. hom. 16 (PG 44, 185): Tf} kaBoA (] Tfi¢ PUCEWS KAjoeL TOLODTOV TL UTTOVOETY Evaydueda, 6TLTH
Belq mpoyvwoel Te kal Suvapel Tdoa 1) AvBpwmOTNG €V Ti} TPWTN KATACKEV] TepLeiAnmTaL.

12 As P. Bouteneff correctly puts it, this creation of the human being is, for Gregory, “the humanity
conceived by God,” whereas “the temporal stage, where humans come into being,” is referred to
by the creation of male and female (Peter Bouteneff, Beginnings: Ancient Christian Readings of the
Biblical Creation Narratives, Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2008, 159).

13 Everything that exists has “a certain end/limit and measure” (1t tépag kai pétpov).

14 Op. hom. 16 (PG 44, 185): olpat kaBdasep &v £vi cwpatt HAov T0 TG AVOPWTOTNTOC TANPWUA T
TPOYVWOTIK{] Suvdapel Tapd To00 Oeol TOV OAwY TepLoxedijval.
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of our nature, [...] but this power extends equally to the whole race.”*® Gregory
concludes with a clear indication that what he is saying points at the cuvtéAela.
In particular, he emphasises the common identity of both the “eschatological” and
“protological” human being and thus the oneness of the image: “The human being
that was shown at the first construction of the world and the one that will be at the
consummation of the universe are alike: they equally bear in themselves the divine
image.”*® So, the protological human being (who is only “shown” in Gen 1) and the
eschatological human being (now made at “the consummation”) equally possess
God’s image. But since the first one is “created” only in God’s knowledge of what is
to come, then, for us, the first is a matter of speculation that “reflects” the second."”
And it is noteworthy that in both cases (whether as God’s foreknowledge or as the
final realisation), the whole humanity (t0 mév) is named “one human being (eig
avepwmog).”*®

Gregory’s following discussion shows even more directly that there is only
one real creation after the image, and this creation is a future event, “something
expected” (10 mpoadokwuevov). What will occur at the consummation “exists” only
as a potential reality: “to the power of God nothing is either past or future, but
even what is expected is held equally with what is present by the all-embracing
energy.”’® And then Gregory underlines that humanity considered as the single
image of God must include no less than all human beings: “our whole nature, then,
extending from the first to the last, is, so to say, one image of him who is.”*° So, on

15 Op. hom. 16 (PG 44, 185): OV yap &V UEPEL TG PVOEWS 1 LKWV, [...] CAN €9’ &mav T Yévog émiong
1} ToLadTn SUjKEL SUVOULG.

16 Op. hom. 16 (PG 44, 185): Opoiwg &xel 6 te Tf| TPWTN TOV KOOUOUL KATAOKEL(] cuvavaselybeig
avBpwmog, kat 6 katd v 100 MaAVTOG CUVTEAELAV YEVNGOUEVOG, ETTiang €9’ £aLTAV PEpouaL THV
Betav eixdva.

17 This point is probably underlined also by Gregory’s choice of the participles: cuvavadetyfeig
and yevnoopevog (i.e., shown versus made).

18 Op. hom. 16 (PG 44, 185).

19 Op. hom. 16 (PG 44, 185): tf] Suvduel T00 Oeod 0UTE TL TMAPWYNKEY, 0UTE UEAAEL, GAN Kal TO
TPOGSOKWUEVOV €niong TQ) TapOVTL TH TePLeKTIKT] ToD TavTog évepyeia mepikpateital. For a concise
overview of what, in Gregory’s cosmology, the potential creation is (as opposed to the actual one),
see: Paul M. Blowers, Drama of the Divine Economy: Creator and Creation in Early Christian Theol-
ogy and Piety (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012), 146-153.

20 Op. hom. 16 (PG 44, 185): IIdoa Toivuv 1 VOIS 1| AT TAOV TPWTWVY UEYPL TAV EoydTwy Sujkovoa,
uia tig Tod 6vtog oty eixwv. With regard to the theme of “ndoa 1} @VoLg” in Op. hom. 16, M. Alexan-
dre makes the following comment: “Le registre christologique lui-méme [...] n'est pas totalement ab-
sent de ce méme chapitre” (Monique Alexandre, “Protologie et eschatologie chez Gregoire de Nysse,”
in Arché e Telos: Uantropologia di Origene e di Gregorio di Nissa: analisi storico-religiosa, ed. Ugo Bi-
anchi (Milano: Universita Cattolica del Sacro Cuore, 1981): 122-169, 132—133). But I would rather say:
il est évidemment present. And this Christological framework is even more explicit in Op. hom. 22.
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the empirical level, humanity cannot become the image of God until history reaches
its end. In other words, before that ultimate moment, the creation after the image
remains for us only a speculation, and it “exists” only for God in the form of fore-
knowledge (and, of course, it “existed” in this way even before humanity came into
actual being at all). Thus, the main conclusion from this is that the protological
human being exists only potentially, that is to say, as God’s idea, but the making of
the human being (that includes all human beings) coincides “temporally” with the
consummation of the world.

3 Op. hom. 22

In Op. hom. 22, Gregory addresses the issue of the long duration (mapdtaotg) of time
that lies between us and our desirable destiny. While Gregory started Op. hom. 16
with a question of a distant contemplator of the human being, he begins this chapter
with a much more personal one, a question of a sort of existential crisis.** Since
our life is “extended to some determinate times,” the “transition” that we await and
hope for cannot happen to us “at once.” Gregory again turns to Gen 1:26 to solve the
issue and makes the following comment on this verse: “The image of God, which we
behold in universal humanity, had its consummation then; but Adam was not made
yet.”?* Gregory clarifies once more that there is a difference between creation in the
image and making a human individual. The image, i.e., the fullness of humanity, can
be said to be already realised in accordance with the biblical text, though realised
only as God’s idea. “Adam was not made yet” is a clear indication that the first human
individual did not exist when the image was already there. At this point, there is no
human being in actual existence at all, let alone the actual fullness of humanity.?® As
Gregory explains further, “Adam” means in Hebrew “the thing formed from earth”
(0 yfjivov mAdopa), and at this point, there was certainly no such thing.**

21 Op. hom. 22 (PG 44, 204): Tig 00T0G 6 AGy0g £0Tl, Ka® 6v ovk 0BG £l TO ToBOVUEVOV 1) TOT
Auntnpod Blov petdortaotg yivetat, aAX eig xpdvoug Tvag mpLopévoug 1 Bapeia kal owpatwdng aditn
napatadeloa (wr), avauével 0 mépag Tig o0 mavtog cuumAnpwoews. “What is this principle, ac-
cording to which the transition of our painful life into that which is desired does not take place at
once, but this heavy and corporeal life — extended to some determinate times — waits for the end of
the consummation of the universe?”

22 Op. hom. 22 (PG 44, 204): 'H p&v ovv eikmv tod O£oD, ij £v mtdon tf] avBpwnivy pvoeL Bewpovpévn,
70 Téhog Eoyev. O 8¢ ASap 00w €yévero.

23 Op. hom. 22 (PG 44, 204).

24 This is the strongest evidence against Zachhuber’s late position. Moreover, Gregory then re-
ferred to 1 Cor 15:47 in support of his idea that no human being from earth could exist at that point.
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Gregory continues commenting on Gen 1:27a: “The human being, then, was
made after the image, that is the universal nature, the godlike thing; not part of the
whole, but the whole fullness of the nature was made all at once by the omnipotent
Wisdom.”*® Thus, Gregory again insists that “not part of the whole” (that is, a par-
ticular human being) is indicated in Gen 1:27a, but neither an abstract nature of
humanity is meant (as “f} kaB6Aov @Volg” could be understood). Rather it is “the full-
ness of nature” (10 tfig pUoewg MAjpwpa) that is an object of creation in the image.
This fullness can only be the eschatological sum of all particular human beings. But
within the protological framework of Gen 1, one can speak about making or creat-
ing this fullness in nowhere else but again in the knowledge of God. And to prove
this point, Gregory finds evidence in Scriptural texts about God’s knowing things in
advance.”® The texts that Gregory cites (Ps 94/95:4 and Dan 13:42) reaffirm that he
is speaking here not of the things brought into actual existence within time but of
God’s knowledge of things before their existence. This is, in fact, the making of the
human being after the image when not a part of humanity (oUxt pépog 00 6Aov),
that is, a concrete individual, is concerned but the sum (6cov kat’ éptOpov) of all
individuals. After making this point, Gregory turns to the idea of “mingling” human
beings’ creation in the image with their, so to say, gendering, denoted in the second
half of Gen 1:27.*’ But clearly, in Op. hom., there is no description of the two stages
of human creation.”® If the making after the image refers to God’s vision of us, in
which he also “perceived” (katevénoev) human “inclination” to evil, then the “min-
gling” of the human being with gender must refer to the actual bringing into exist-

25 Op. hom. 22 (PG 44, 204): T¢yovev o0V Kat’ eikova 6 GvBpwmog, 1] kaboAov eLoLg, TO Beocikelov
xphua. Téyove 8¢ T mavtoduvauw cogia ovxl pépog To dAov, GAN tmav ABpows To TG PUOEWS
TAPWHO.

26 Op. hom. 22 (PG 44, 204-205): E{8ev 0 TAvTwv TOV Tepatwv mepl8edpayuévog, Kadwg enotv iy
Tpagn, 1 Aéyovoa, Ev Tf yeipl avtol ta mépata Tig yijc: €l8ev 0 eidmg Té mdvta Kal Tply yevéoews
aUTGV, EumepAadbwV Tij yvwaoel 600V Kat aptBpov €v 1oig kad ékaotov éotal 1o avBpwmvov. “He
saw who grasps all the ends as the Scripture tells us, which says that in His hand are all the corners
of the earth (Ps 94/95:4), he saw who knows all things even before they come to be (Dan 13:42), com-
prehending in his knowledge, how great in sum humanity will be in its individuals.”

27 Op. hom. 22 (PG 44, 205): Entel 6¢ katevonaoev €v T® mAdouatt nu&v v 1pog To Xelpov PoTy,
xal 8Tl Tiig TPOG TOVG dyyEAoug OUOTIUING EKOVGIWG ATTOPPLEY, THV TPOG TO TATEVOV Kolvwviav
TIPOCOLKELWOETAL-SLA TadTa KATEULEE TL Kal ToD dAdyov Tij i8ig eikovL. “But as he perceived in our
formation an inclination towards the worse and that it would acquire a fellowship with what is
low because of its voluntary fall from equality with the angel, for this reason, he also mingled
something from the irrational with his own image.”

28 Although J. Behr argued in favour of this, what I would not agree with, in his position, is that Greg-
ory means two aspects of one creation in which the human being is simultaneously made after the
image, on the one hand, and made a sexed/gendered creature, on the other. Cf. Behr, “The Rational
Animal,” 233-245.
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ence the first individual human being made of dust.*® The former happens not in
time and space, but the latter does, as it is an event in the history of the world. From
this event, human history starts, which is a gradual way to the fullness of humanity
through the long duration (ntapdraocic) of time, which Gregory mentioned earlier.
Gregory says more about God’s “sexing” the human being: “transferring to the
human being the special attribute of the irrational formation, he bestowed increase
upon our race not according to the lofty character of our creation.”*® This is an
important point for Gregory since, in humanity’s path to its fullness, procreation
and, consequently, sexuality plays a central role.*’ Because of his foreknowledge of
human beings’ inclination to evil, God created them — now in real existence — with
an “animal” element associated here with sexuality and located them in time. As
Gregory puts it, time is “proportional” (cUupeTpog) to human creation (kataokevn).
In other words, time is a frame in which the project of human creation is real-
ised, and both time and the completion of human creation presuppose the exist-
ence of each other.** When time is no longer there, humanity will participate in the

29 In this case, one can indeed call making male and female “a separate act,” as Zachhuber did
(Zachhuber, Human Nature, 171), but in a slightly different sense from what he meant. Also, in this
way, not only sin but also death is foreseen so that, as H. U. von Balthasar shows it, the question
“Would Adam have been immortal, if...?” is absurd (Hans Urs von Balthasar, Presence and Thought:
Essay on the Religious Philosophy of Gregory of Nyssa, trans. Mark Sebanc (San Francisco: Ignatius
Press, 1995), 72).

30 Op. hom. 22 (PG 44, 205): AAAQ TG AAGYOL KATAOKEVHG ETTL TOV AvOpWITOV LETEVEYKWV TO 18lwpa,
0V Katd 10 VPNAOV Tiig KTioewg UMV TOV TAEOVATUOV T() Yével yapileTal.

31 Op. hom. 22 (PG 44, 205): ToVvtov To{vLV TTpoKATAVONOEVTOG SLA TG TPOYVWOTIKIG Evepyeiag
TANPWHATOG TGV AvBpwTwY, 81 T (wwdeaTépag yevésews Eml TV {wiv uéAAovTog Ttapiéval, 0
Ta&el Tl Kal eipu® SlakvuPepv@v Td mavta Oeog, £meldn dAwg o Tolodtov T AvBpwmdTNTL THG
YeVvIjoewg el80g avaykaiov £moinaev 1) Tpog TO TAMEWOV TG PVOEWS HUGV EikALoLg, v el8e mplv
yevéaoBat 6 éniong T@ €veot®OTL T0 PEAAOV BAETIWV, SLd TODTO Kal TOV COPUETPOV Tf| KATATKEL(] TGOV
avBpwnwvy xpdvov pokatevonaev. “Now, seeing that this fullness of human beings pre-conceived
by the operation of foreknowledge will come into life by means of the animal generation, God who
governs all things in a certain order and sequence — since the inclination of our nature to what is
low (which he who beholds the future equally with the present saw before it existed) made such
form of generation absolutely necessary for mankind — therefore foreknew also the time propor-
tional to the creation of human beings.”

32 Then Gregory elaborates further on his conclusion on what time is actually for: Gote Tij TapoSw
OV MepLopLadela®v Yuydv cuvamaptiodijval Ty 100 YpOVoL TapATAGLY, KAl TOTE GTHVAL TV powdn
700 YpAvou Kivnow, dtav unkéTL unTal 8L avtol to avBpwmivov teAeabelong 8¢ Tig Tdv avBpmwv
yevéoews, T TéAeL TaUTNG oLyKaTaAfigat ToV xpovov, kat obtw Ty 00 TavTog dvaoTtolyeiwoty
yevéabat. “So that the duration of time should correspond with the entrance of the pre-determined
souls, and that the flux and motion of time should stop when humanity is no longer produced by
it; and that when the genesis of human beings is completed, time should cease together with this
completion, and then should be the restoration of the universe” (Op. hom. 22 [PG 44, 205]). This pas-
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cosmic change “from the corruptible and earthly to the impassable and eternal.”
But for now, time is what makes it possible for humanity to grow in order to finally
enter into eternal life by transcending this time itself at the resurrection. Moreover,
human beings’ creation as growth into its fullness is the only rationale for why there
is at all such a dimension of creation as time. For Gregory, 1 Cor 15:51-52 indicates
the point when time stops, which is not just the last moment of time but rather the
absolute absence of linear time as such or even the consummation of all time and
thus its restoration. Gregory’s following discussion of these Pauline verses makes
clear that the resurrection follows immediately or even coincides with the point
when humanity reaches its pleroma.** But to see what precisely this pleroma is, one
should turn to Gregory’s Tunc et ipse.**

4 Apol. Hex. and Cant.

Before I proceed to the final part, in which Tunc et ipse is analysed, it seems neces-
sary to provide additional evidence of my reading of the first creation in Op. hom.
This section draws some parallels to Gregory’s other works (namely, Apol. Hex. and
Cant.), where he addresses the problem of double creation. To understand more
accurately what Gregory means in Op. hom., one has to look primarily at Gregory’s
cosmological picture in Apol. Hex.*® Commenting on Gen 1:1, he says that what was
meant in this verse by “heaven and earth” is actually the whole creation (mévta ta
6vta) that was made “all at once” (60powc). Gregory claims that both Greek transla-
tions of bereshith are complementary to each other: Aquila’s év xepaaiw points to
the creation as being “in sum” (16 cUAA}BSNV); and the Septuagint version, to the cre-

sage is indeed pregnant and can tell us much about Gregory’s views of history, time and the final
restoration (or more precisely, it identifies human beings’ place within these categories).

33 Op. hom. 22 (PG 44, 205-208).

34 Thus, what I believe to be missing from some brilliant studies of the human pleroma in Gregory
(e.g., Eugenio Corsini, “Plérdme humain et plérome cosmique chez Grégoire de Nysse,” in Ecrit-
ure et culture philosophique dans la pensée de Grégoire de Nysse, éd. par Marguerite Harl [Leiden:
Brill, 1971], 111-126) is precisely such a reading of Op. hom. in light of Tunc et ipse. However, my
approach is not completely innovative. D. B. Hart, e.g., has persuasively juxtaposed Gregory’s ac-
counts in Op. hom. and Tunc et ipse: David Bentley Hart, “The ‘Whole Humanity’: Gregory of Nyssa’s
Critique of Slavery in Light of His Eschatology,” SJT 54 (2001): 51-69, 56-62.

35 Corsini is absolutely right when affirming the parallelism between Gregory’s anthropogene-
sis and cosmogenesis: “La doctrine grégorienne de la création du «pléréme» humain est donc le
paralléle exact de l'explication philosophique que Grégoire donne de l'origine du monde” (Corsini,
“Pléréme humain et plérome cosmique,” 121).
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ation as “instantaneous and non-dimensional” (70 dxapég te kal adtdatatov) since
in the term apyr, no “idea of dimension” (§taotnuatikod vorjuarog) is involved.*®
And Gregory immediately makes it clear that he is talking about a certain potential-
ity of the creation since “the all-inclusive foundation of beings,” in which “all is said
to be united,” actually belongs to God’s power.*” In other words, it is not some kind
of potentiality within the created order. On the contrary, in the following discussion,
it becomes even clearer that Gregory means not the creation’s coming into being but
purely God’s creative will or impulse (6ppr).

Creation “in the beginning” does not concern the creatures’ real coming into
existence, but it means that “God laid down instantly in sum the occasions, the
causes and the potentials of all things.”*® The locus of this ideal coming into being
is God’s oppn.*® This realm of the ideal included “all things that were perceived
by God’s eye.”*® Thus, the subject of this discussion is creation as it exists in God’s
will. It is also evident from another passage that as far as God’s 6pur is concerned,
no single individual thing was in actual existence.*' Gregory reaffirms this point
by saying that all the physical qualities (ai mol6tnteg) were absent from the crea-
tion.** But without qualities, at least in Gregory’s system, there cannot exist even
matter.*® Thus, at this point, there is no material creation, but only God’s idea of it
that embraces the whole created order and all things that would eventually come
into existence. The latter is, in fact, another reality, namely the gradual and ordered
appearance of all things that “followed” the reality in God’s foreknowledge** (not
temporally, of course, but logically since the “first” creation is atemporal).

In Op. hom., we have seen the same structure. In particular, when Gregory
describes the first human creation in Op. hom., he refers to the same concept of cre-

36 Apol. Hex. (GNOIV.1), 17.

37 Apol Hex. (GNOIV.1), 18.

38 Apol. Hex. (GNO 1V.1), 18: mavtwv T®V 6vTtwv TAG Aopuds Kal tag aitiag kat tag Suvapelg
SLANBENY 6 B0g €V AKapeT KaTeRAUANETO.

39 Apol. Hex. (GNO IV.1), 18.

40 Apol Hex. (GNO 1V.1), 18: & t® pev Belw 0@OaAud mavta kabewpdto. Here Gregory also finds
evidence in Dan 13:42, where God is said to know all things “before they come into being” (npo tfig
yevéoewg avT®v), that the ideal creation is God’s vision of the creation to come.

41 Apol. Hex. (GNO IV.1), 27: tf] uév Suvauet T mavta R év pwtn To0 0200 mtepl TV KTiow Opyij
[...] évepyeia 8¢ Ta xa®’ Exaotov oUmw fv. “All things were potentially in God’s first impulse to
creation [...], but in actuality there existed no particular things yet.”

42 Apol. Hex. (GNO IV.1), 27.

43 On matter as “the combination of the qualities” in Gregory, see: Anna Marmodoro, “Gregory of
Nyssa on the creation of the world,” in Causation and Creation in Late Antiquity, ed. Anna Marmo-
doro and Brian D. Prince (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2015): 94-110.

44 Apol. Hex. (GNOIV.1), 18.



The Imago Dei as an Eschatological Concept in Gregory of Nyssa == 125

ation of the totality in a moment. Thus, I believe that in Op. hom., Gregory presents
an anthropological model which goes in parallel to the cosmological one from Apol.
Hex. Just as the whole creation was pre-conceived in God’s will, so was the human
being. Someone may argue that such an approach is inconsistent since, in Op. hom.,
the main issue is God’s foreknowledge of sin that conditions the particularities of
the second human creation, while in Apol. Hex., this question is not raised. However,
since sin is a specifically human complication, it is for obvious reasons that it is not
discussed in Apol. Hex. A key for figuring this all out can be found in Cant., from
which we learn that the second human creation and the salvation history are one
and the same thing. This will be discussed below, but in any case, even if the second
human creation is considered in Op. hom. within the context of sin, the first crea-
tion (untouched by sin) in both treatises — Op. hom. and Apol. Hex. — must point to
the same reality.

Now I turn to Cant. 15, where (just as in Op. hom.) the human creation after the
image is directly linked to what can be called the eschatologically-based speculative
creation. Thus, I suppose that in Cant. 15, we find a precise parallel to Op. hom. 16. In
Cant. 15, however, before setting forth his anthropological observations, Gregory —
in a manner very similar to his exposition in Apol. Hex. — generally discusses the
instantaneous creation, in which the end coincides with the coming into being.**
The reason for this is that “for all that are brought from non-being into being, the
perfection emerges simultaneously with the beginning.”* So, in all things that were
created, their end (mépag), that is, their perfection, cannot be abstracted from their
beginning. There is no interval between them so that the coming into existence
and the completion of all things (in other words, reaching destiny) happen simul-
taneously. Therefore, the creation is brought to its end and thus is fully completed
and perfected from the very moment of its existence. Nothing can be added to it,
and it has no way to move, being absolutely static. And since everything happens
dStaotdtwe, no created space and time are involved here.

45 Cant. 15 (GNO VI), 458-459: 6te pev yap kat apyag Sua tiig Oelag Suvapews iy Tiig ktioewg
volotatal PUoLg, €9’ EKAoToL TV GVTWV AdlaoTdtwg Ti dpyf) cuvannpticdn 1o mépag. “For when
at the beginning, the nature of the creation was laid down by God’s power, it was for each of the be-
ings that the end was completed together with the beginning without any interval” (translation by
R. Norris is modified when necessary: Gregory of Nyssa: Homilies on the Song of Songs, trans. Rich-
ard A. Norris [Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2012]). The “second” creation, in its turn, is
presented here as a re-creation: “it is not in the same sequence and order that the beings are creat-
ed and created anew” (00 petd Tig avTiig axolovbiag kal Td&ewg ktifetal T dvTa Kat avaktifetal).
46 Cant. 15 (GNO VI), 459: ntéoL To1g €k T0U Wi 6vtog eig T0 elval mapayouévolg opod i apyii
GLYVAVACY0VONG THG TEAELOTNTOG.
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Next, Gregory says that human nature (1} avBpwnivn @Uolg) was among all
other things in that instantly perfect creation.*” An indication of this, according to
Gregory, is found in the biblical affirmation of the creation in the image.*® Since
human creation is as instantaneous as the rest of creation, there is no progress
(mpoaywyx) in it, and, as totally static, it is already there where it is destined to be.*’
Thus, the highest good possible is already fulfilled in this creation. And then Gregory
sums up what the first human creation is: “in the case of the first creation, then,
the end appeared together with the beginning without any interval, and the nature
began its existence from the perfection.”®® The expression “4mno Tfig TEAELOTNTOG N
@Volg oD eval fpEato” is one with a quite paradoxical sense: the human nature
began from its completion despite that teAeldtng literally means what things must
end with. But from this statement, we can draw a crucial theological conclusion:
the ontological (not chronological) beginning of all things is nothing else but their
“final perfection” (teAeldtng). The end is, in fact, the genuine beginning so that all
speculations regarding the apyrj can be only eschatologically grounded.*

In contrast to the “first” creation, the “second” (re-)creation is accomplished in
a different way because human nature “acquired a kinship with death by its incli-
nation toward evil and so ceased to abide in the good.”52 So, the second creation
takes place as a slow process or, to be more precise, as a process of a certain correc-

47 Cant. 15 (GNO VI), 458: 006¢ avTi ka®’ opodTnTa TOV GAAWY €k Tpoaywyfig TpoeAbodoa nt T0
TEAELOV, GAX’ AT TG TPWTNG LTAPEEw ouumiacBeloa Tij TedeldTnTL. “[The human nature] did not,
like the others, go forward to perfection by progress, but from the first coming into existence, it was
formed simultaneously with its perfection.”

48 In Cant., there is no notion of the imago Dei in the account of the second creation, so the notion
is reserved solely to the description of the first/ideal creation, which was immediately brought to
its completeness (the same pattern is found in Op. hom.).

49 In light of Gregory’s famous doctrine of epektasis, according to which the end is never reached
by a created being that finds itself ever in progress, it becomes even more apparent that in this
passage, no actual/real becoming can be implied.

50 Cant. 15 (GNO VI), 458: émi pév o0v Tii¢ TpOTNG KTioewg A8laotdtwg Tij apyf] cuvavepdvn to
népag kal Ao Tiig TEAELOTNTOG 1 VOIS TOD elvat fpEato.

51 In this context, the apyq can also be understood as “source” and even “foundation.” Things
originate from and exist because of this apy1. And here, we can see a clear link between the first
speculative and the second actual creation because not only in the realm of potentiality but also
in their actualisation, things exist because of their apyn and originate (metaphysically) from it.
Thus, Gregory’s claim “4no tfig TeAeldTNToG 1} PUOIg Tod elvat ip€ato” is applicable to both cre-
ations and serves here as a bridge between his descriptions of them (even if Gregory does not
make this explicit).

52 Cant. 15 (GNO VI), 458: ¢ Bavatw 81a Tiig mpog TV Kakiav oyéoews oikelwbelon Tig €V T®
ayad® Stapoviig ameppun. Cf. Wis 2:23-24.



The Imago Dei as an Eschatological Concept in Gregory of Nyssa == 127

tion.*® Therefore, Zachhuber is right to note that here the second creation indicates
salvation. But I cannot easily agree with him that, because of this, the second crea-
tion in Cant. 15 has a meaning different from what Gregory depicts in Op. hom.>* On
the contrary, it must be a strictly parallel text because in Op. hom., the whole history
of humanity is also presented as the salvation history. According to Op. hom., “God
himself created the ‘fallen’ state in anticipation of the Fall,” as Zachhuber formu-
lated it.*® In short, the human being is created to be saved (a very Irenaean idea
indeed!). Otherwise, an actual individual human being created in a perfect state
could hardly fall at all. Here it is also important to note that the reason that Gregory
gives in Cant. 15 for the principal difference between the two creations is very
close to what he writes in Op. hom. The reason is, in fact, God’s foreknowledge of
our inclination (mpoond6eLa) to the opposite (t& évavtia).*® Thus, what one finds
in Cant. and Apol. Hex. can confirm to a substantial degree my reading of Op. hom.

53 Cant. 15 (GNO VI), 458: oUk aBpoav ka®’ opoldtnTa Tig TPWTNG CLOTACEWS EMaVaAauPavel
NV TEAEOTNTA, GAN 068G TWVL TPdELSLY €Ml TO UEToV SLd Tvog axolovbiag kal TdEews Kat OAlyov
amookevafopévn TV Tpog T évavtia mpoonddelav. “It does not receive back its perfection at once
in the way of the first constitution, but with a certain method, it advances towards the greater in
a particular sequence and order, slowly getting rid of the inclination to the opposite.” Below (Cant.
15 [GNO V1], 458-459), Gregory juxtaposes the two creations once more: “For when it was first
created, since evil did not exist, there was nothing to prevent the nature’s perfection from con-
curring with its genesis, but in the second restoration the spatial-temporal extension accompanies
those who are retracing their way toward the first good (¢mtl p&v yap T TpWTNG KATAGKEVG 0VSEV
v 70 KwATOV GLVSPAUETY Tf] yevéael T Tiig PUOEWS TéAELOV Kakiag 00K 0long, £mi 8¢ Tfig Seutépag
avaotoelwoews avaykaiwg n Staotnuatiky mapdractg cvpnapouaptel Tolg mpog 0 mpHTOV
ayabov avatpéyovotv).” Here the “first constitution” (cVotaolg) is again totally different from the
“empirical” way to the perfection that Gregory calls the “second restoration” (avaotolyeiwaotg).
In the former, all the perfection is given at once (46pdav) so that the perfection coincides with
yévealg, but in the latter, the progress is described by such terms as 689¢, axolovbia, Td€lg. With-
in the second creation, the inclination to evil is overcome not otherwise but little by little (kat’
OAlyov) or, in other words, through time, while in the case of the first creation, Gregory charac-
terised the correspondence between yéveaoig and téAelov by the verb cuvtpéyw, which means that
it is a timeless reality, without any motion or any Stdotnua between yéveoig and téAetov.

54 Zachhuber, Human Nature, 179.

55 Zachhuber, Human Nature, 186. Hans ]. Oesterle also made some helpful observations: “Bei
Origines ist der Fall der &ufSere Grund der Welt; bei Gregor ist die Welt der innere Grund des Falls”
(Hans J. Oesterle, “Probleme der Anthropologie bei Gregor von Nyssa: Zur Interpretation seiner
Schrift De hominis opificio,” Hermes 113 (1985): 101-114, 103) and “Die Siinde ist kein historisches
Ereignis der Menschheitsgeschichte mehr, kein personaler Akt des Ungehorsam, sie ist vielmehr
eine Seinsheschaffenheit des real existierenden Adam“ (Oesterle, “Probleme,” 113).

56 In Cant. 15 (GNO VI), 459, it is also characterised by Gregory as the material (OAx1)) inclination.
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5 Tunc et ipse

In Tunc et ipse, the theme of imago is absent at first glance. But, in fact, this text is
crucial evidence for the eschatological character of the image of God in Gregory’s
thought since here he envisages the formation of the human being as the growth
of the totus Christus.>” Gregory claims here that, to be united to God and to “have”
God, one must become of one body with God (or even become a body for God).
This ultimate unity of humanity with God can be actualised only because of Christ
to whose body other human beings become united. Then Gregory interprets the
subjection of the Son to the Father as meaning the subjection of his ecclesial body.
Consequently, this subjection is a synonym for universal salvation.*® In this context,
Gregory writes about Christ’s “building himself,” that is, his own body. Christ does
this by uniting the believers to himself until the growth of the body reaches “its own
measure” (t0 iS1ov pétpov).*® Not only Gregory’s allusion to Eph 4:13 (“eig uétpov
nAiag o0 mAnpwyatog tod Xplotod”) immediately becomes apparent, when one
reads this, but also a surprisingly close similarity to what we have just seen in Greg-
ory’s discussions in Op. hom. And some lines below, Gregory cites Eph 4:13 verbatim,
which is in itself a significant fact because, by this quotation, Gregory brings into
his text the whole range of key terms that point to the fullness of humanity (namely,
Télelog, NAkia, mAjpwya apart from just mentioned pétpov). Thus, Gregory links
nearly explicitly the present eschatological discourse with the “protological” one
set forth in Op. hom.*

57 1 have borrowed this language from von Balthasar (Cf. Balthasar, Presence and Thought, 168:
“the perfect, eschatological Image that is the total Christ”). Hiibner argued against the identification
of the human beings’ return to their original being in God’s image, on the one hand, and the escha-
tological fullness of Christ’s body, on the other (Hiibner, Einheit, 47-51). However, as long as the first
(potential) creation in the image is not a creation of an abstract notion of human nature but rather
God’s knowledge of the sum of concrete human individuals (all of whom will be joined to Christ at
the end, according to Tunc et ipse), that identification is inevitable.

58 Tunc et ipse (GNO II1.2), 18. In this interpretation, Gregory, of course, repeats Origen’s argumen-
tation for whom 1 Cor 15:28 was the hiblical cornerstone for the doctrine of universal restoration.
Gregory also quotes Col 1:24-25 and 1 Cor 12:27 and paraphrases Eph 4:15-16 as evidence that the
body of Christ is the church. What is interesting here is how Gregory envisages the bond between
Christ and the church. The latter is no less than Christ’s own body (70 {§tov o®pa) to which he has the
most intimate relation: he is “mingled” with it (avaxexpapévov). This language of mingling is usually
used by Gregory to describe the manner of the incarnation so that one may argue that the church is
the humanity (or human nature) of the risen Christ. On this point, see my other article in this volume.
59 Tunc et ipse (GNO IIL.2), 19.

60 Tunc et ipse was composed later than Op. hom. (in 385 and 378-379, respectively). Cf. Pierre Mar-
aval, “Chronology of Works,” in The Brill Dictionary of Gregory of Nyssa, ed. Lucas F. Mateo-Seco and
Giulio Maspero, trans. Seth Cherney (Leiden: Brill, 2010): 153-169, 155, 157.
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In the course of Gregory’s exegetical elaboration on 1 Cor 15, it becomes even
clearer how he understands the church’s being Christ’s body (or, even more simply,
Christ). If Christ “builds” his own body, then he “builds” no less than “himself”
(éavuTov oikoSouel). Thus, when Christ is in all, and all are in Christ, what we have
is one corporate body with many members (according to 1 Cor 12:20).** Certainly,
Gregory perceives here Paul’s concept of Christ’s body not in a metaphorical way.
Moreover, the body of Christ consists only of other human beings (avtol chpa
oikoSopel 81 TV del mpooTiBepuévwy cuvapuoAroy®v) united to Christ who, in his
turn, is the head that has no other body except this one.** Gregory proceeds with his
exegesis on 1 Cor 15 while interweaving his interpretation with the topic of death
and life. For Gregory, the destruction of death (1 Cor 15:26) and the subjection of
the Son are one and the same thing since the non-existence of death means nothing
else but the universal entering into life.*® And this life is Christ himself, through
whom (8¢ o0) all of this happens. Here again, Gregory repeats his main point that
the body of Christ is “the whole human nature with which he has been mixed”
(mdoa iy avBpwmiv @uotg 1 kateuiydn).** And according to Op. hom., miica 1} PUOLG
was what God foreknew (or, to use another set of theological vocabulary, elected
and predestined) as the whole humanity made in Christ after the image of God.

Therefore, the archetypical human being that exists as God’s idea, or God’s
vision of us, is nothing else but the totus Christus. It is God’s eternal contemplation
of the concrete end of his creative project. Consequently, the ideal human being as
a protological concept is, in a sense, secondary to its actual realisation. And if it is
indeed so, then what we see here is, plausibly, a reversal of Platonism: for Gregory,
it is not the real becoming that reflects the ideal, but on the contrary, it is the ideal
that reflects the real. For us, then, this ndca 1} @Volg made in the beginning by God
is the telos of our creation that, by theological speculation, we can envisage as our
true origin, which we fall from and return to as long as we live under the shadow
of time. In short, Gen 1:26-27a announces the goal of human beings’ existence,
namely their being one body of Christ, fully raised at the end of time.

61 Tunc et ipse (GNO III.2) 19-20.

62 And to reaffirm all this, Gregory expresses an idea (a rather unexpected one) that Christ is
like a soul indwelling his body, church (Tunc et ipse [GNO III.2], 20).

63 Tunc et ipse (GNO IIL.2), 21.

64 Tunc et ipse (GNO II1.2), 21. Moreover, all of this turns out to be closely connected with the role
of the Holy Spirit. By receiving the Spirit, the flesh, now commixed with the Word, becomes what
the Word is (Tunc et ipse [GNO II1.2], 22).






