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Origen’s ‘Confessions’:
Recovering the Traces of a Self-Portrait”

Lorenzo PERRONE, Bologna, Italy

ABSTRACT

Origen’s writings at first sight seem to offer a rather elusive and disappointing case for
autobiographical reconstruction. Yet Eusebius relied on many statements of the Alexan-
drian in order to depict his life in the Ecclesiastical History. By exploiting the scant
evidence of autobiographical nature at our disposal it is possible to draw a first perspective
on rights and limits of autobiography according to Origen. It is his task as interpreter
of the Bible which gives way to personal anecdotes, recollections of the past, claims to
personal experience. As shown also by the memories of traditions and the self-quota-
tions, Origen is led to trace his own autobiographical ‘portrait’ only as long as this
helped his readers to see him as a scholar, teacher, and preacher in the presence of God
and by the way to promote and defend this image in front of men.

Introduction: Autobiographical discourse in ancient Christianity

The great Thomas Mann once wrote: ‘Perhaps I do not love my life enough to
become a good autobiographer’.! Notwithstanding that, his autobiographical
writings make up a corpus of considerable size even when compared to the
huge literary output of the German author. If this proves that a writer cannot
totally avoid the autobiographical dimension, be it in a more or less explicit
way, Mann’s statement is disputable as a general rule of autobiographical dis-
course. It does not seem to be valid for ancient Christian literature especially,
which tends rather to create autobiographical works in virtue of the opposite
principle, that is, when one ‘does not love his own life’ (obviously meaning the
‘past’). As we know, early Christian autobiographical works are relatively few
in number, particularly when compared to the rich biographical or hagiograph-
ical literature that flourished in the post-Constantinian period.> Among the few

* 1 would like to thank Dr. Cristian Gagpar (Central European University, Budapest) for the
careful revision of the English text.

! ‘Vielleicht liebe ich mein Leben nicht genug, um zum Autobiographen zu taugen’, Thomas
Mann, Meine Zeit (1950), in id., Uber mich selbst. Autobiographische Schriften (Frankfurt a.M.,
2010), 5.

2 See Alexander Sizoo, ‘Autobiographie’, RAC I (1950), 1050-5; Marek Starowieyski, ‘Les
éléments autobiographiques dans la littérature chrétienne ancienne’, SP 40 (2006), 289-307;

Studia Patristica LVI, 3-27.
© Peeters Publishers, 2013.



4 L. PERRONE

names and titles that one may call to mind — such as Cyprian’s Ad Donatum,
Gregory of Nazianzus’ Carmen de vita sua or Augustine’s Confessions —,
autobiography expressed in the framework of a conversion story is frequent.’
However, Augustine’s Confessions cannot be easily defined in generic terms,
insofar as they are a writing without parallels in late antique literature.* Only
in later times would they come to be perceived as a model, as we can observe
in Rousseau’s Confessions. On the other hand, as it is generally admitted now-
adays, one should not consider the term ‘confession’ merely in the light of its
penitential implications. In fact, autobiography may emerge either from the
feelings of a fulfilled life (as suggested by Mann) or from the awareness of an
existential failure that has been happily overcome (as in Augustine’s case and with
all those who narrate the turn towards salvation imposed on their lives). As a
consequence, some form of apologetic concern is inherently associated with
autobiographical accounts, although the autobiographical dimension may pre-
sent itself in many other contexts and with different functions and aims. For
instance, the autobiographical element can be inscribed indirectly in writings
such as hagiographic accounts. By depicting the story of a saint, these often reflect
the ideals and experience of the author more than those of the protagonist.
Jerome’s Life of Malchus is a prime example of the autobiographical reflex in
hagiographic writings.

In contrast to Augustine and other ancient Christian authors such as Gregory
of Nazianzus or Jerome, whose writings are rich in autobiographical details,
Origen’s case at first sight does not seem to be very promising. In his euvre
there is apparently almost nothing of the sort and we are easily led to con-
clude that ‘he was a man who did not like to speak about himself’.% But this

Johannes van Oort and Dietmar Wyrwa (eds), Autobiographie und Hagiographie in der christlichen
Antike (Leuven, 2009). For a general presentation within the hagiographical production of Late
Antiquity, see Adele Monaci Castagno, L’agiografia cristiana antica. Testi, contesti, pubblico
(Brescia, 2010).

3 We can add to the list Justin’s Dialogue with Trypho. See Arthur Darby Nock, Conversion.
The Old and the New in Religion from Alexander the Great to Augustine of Hippo (Oxford, 1933),
254-73.

4 As stated by A. Momigliano, ‘la prima opera che combina perfettamente 1’informazione
biografica e la coscienza di se stesso sono naturalmente le Confessioni di sant’Agostino’, Arnaldo
Momigliano, Lo sviluppo della biografia greca (orig. title, The Development of Greek Biography
[Cambridge, MA, 1971]) (Torino, 1974), 20. According to Therese Fuhrer, ‘De-Konstruktion der
Ich-Identitdt in Augustins Confessiones’, in Alexander Arweiler and Melanie Moller (eds), Vom
Selbst-Verstdndnis in Antike und Neuzeit. Notions of the Self in Antiquity and Beyond (Berlin and
New York, 2008), 175-88, 178, ‘eine mit den Confessiones vergleichbare Form gibt es nicht in
der antiken Literatur’.

5 See Ernst Dassmann, ‘Autobiographie und Hagiographie. Zur Selbstdarstellung des Hiero-
nymus in seinen Monchsviten, Nekrologen und Trostbriefen’, in Johannes van Oort and Dietmar
Wyrwa (eds), Autobiographie und Hagiographie (2009), 63-88.

% A. Monaci Castagno, L’agiografia (2010), 5. See also Henri Crouzel, Origéne (Paris, 1985),
46: ‘Origene ... habituellement ne parle jamais de lui’. For Richard P.C. Hanson, ‘Was Origen
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conclusion is only partially justified. We should not forget that information of
autobiographical nature permits to recompose, at least to some extent, a bio-
graphical profile of Origen, as it happened already starting with Eusebius.
The bishop of Caesarea exploited the indications that the Alexandrian delivered
to his readers concerning particular circumstances of his life and some of his
writings. Accordingly, the autobiographical material incorporated by Eusebius
both in the sixth book of his Ecclesiastical History and in the Apology of
Origen he wrote together with Pamphilus have made the object of several
investigations, most of all by Pierre Nautin.” Yet only rarely have these materials
been seen as an opportunity for exploring the autobiographical dimension of
the Alexandrian as such.® Now, even leaving aside Vélker’s conviction about
how decisive is Origen’s personal experience in order to understand him,’ there
is an intrinsic connection with our topic in one of his most characteristic themes:
the idea of the image, with all its anthropological and theological implications.
A passage of the Second Homily on Psalm 38 is particularly revealing, since it
elaborates on the concept of the image as a self-portrait shaped by man in words
and deeds:

Everything we do in every hour or moment forges a certain image of us. Therefore, we
should consider all our deeds and examine ourselves in order to know whether, in that
particular deed or word, a heavenly or an earthly image is depicted in our soul.'®

Here Origen, while inviting his audience in Caesarea to practice a ‘spiritual
exercise’ resulting in an examination of conscience, displays a sharp awareness
of the construction of the self and of his spiritual destiny as a process taking
place in an uninterrupted time continuum. The image of man as his own self-
portrait predisposes in a sense the space for autobiographical discourse, inas-
much as autobiography is a self-remembering in the temporal sequence of one’s
own life.!" Therefore, when looking for the autobiographical materials in the

Banished from Alexandria?’, SP 17 (1982), 905: ‘Origen, like most men of the ancient world,
tells us little about himself. The ancients had many discomforts and limitations to endure, but they
were very mercifully free from the experience of having to listen to writers and artists talking
about themselves endlessly on the media’.

7 Pierre Nautin, Lettres et écrivains chrétiens des 2¢ et 3¢ siecles (Paris, 1961); id., Origene.
Sa vie et son ceuvre (Paris, 1977).

8 This is also the case with the otherwise stimulating contributions collected in Adele Monaci
Castagno (ed.), La biografia di Origene fra storia e agiografia (Verucchio, 2004).

 Walther Voélker, Das Vollkommenheitsideal des Origenes. Eine Untersuchung zur Geschichte
der Frommigkeit und zu den Anféingen christlicher Mystik (Miinster, 1931), 16.

10 H38Ps 11 2: ‘Omne ergo quod agitur a nobis per singulas horas vel momenta, imaginem
aliquam deformat: et ideo per singula scrutari debemus actus nostros et nosmetipsos probare in
illo opere vel in illo sermone, utrum caelestis an terrena imago in anima nostra depingitur.’

11" Autobiography has been defined by Philippe Lejeune, Le pacte autobiographique (Paris,
1975), 14 as a ‘récit rétrospectif en prose qu’une personne réelle fait de sa propre existence,
lorsqu’elle met 1’accent sur sa vie individuelle, en particulier sur I’histoire de sa personnalité’.
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writings of the Alexandrian, it is important to consider the nexus between self-
consciousness and autobiography. As already hinted at, more than from spe-
cifically autobiographical materials — to be reviewed first of all, though rather
quickly in the actual condition of the sources — the expressions of Origen’s
subjectivity offer us the principal way to approach our topic. Some recurrent
accents and subjects contribute to create, so to say, a temporal self-recollection
of autobiographical nature. As a result, it is not out of place to consider these
statements as a background of sorts before eventually moving towards an anal-
ysis of those passages more likely to be regarded as ‘confessions’ in the proper
sense of the word.

The ‘autobiographical core’ of Origen’s writings: Apologetic purpose and
anecdotic evidence

Among the extant works including more directly relevant autobiographical
evidence, we should mostly refer to the letters, which are generally regarded
as a privileged testimony of autobiographical discourse.'? Ever since Nautin’s
contributions on the topic, it has become common to refer to one of Origen’s
attested letters in particular as the Autobiographical Letter, identifying it with
the Letter to Alexander of Jerusalem (CPG 1496). Other scholars, however,
associate this with the Letter to Alexandrian Friends (Epistula ad caros
[CPG 1491]) or even with the Letter to Fabian of Rome (CPG 1492) because
of the similarity in their contents and purpose.!* Unfortunately, the Letter to
Alexandrian Friends has been preserved only partially, in Latin, independent
translations by Rufinus and Jerome, who both took it from the Apology of
Origen by Pamphilus and Eusebius. Scholarly attention has mainly been
directed towards the reconstruction of the apologetic purpose which supported
Origen’s presentation of some controversial episodes having to do with his
doctrines and public debates (specifically on the issue of the devil’s free will
and his eventual salvation). Less interest has been devoted to some personal

12 See A. Momigliano, Lo sviluppo (1974), 17. With regard to Plato’s Seventh Letter he observes:
‘La lettera come trasmettitrice di esperienze fondamentali della propria vita fu creata nel IV secolo
a.C., almeno per quanto riguarda i Greci; e sembra che Platone abbia avuto una parte considere-
vole nella sua creazione’ (ibid. 64).

13 See, e.g., Gilles Dorival, ‘Est-il 1égitime d’éclairer le Discours de remerciement par la Let-
tre a Grégoire et réciproquement? Ou la tentation de Pasolini’, in A. Monaci Castagno (ed.), La
biografia di Origene (2004), 9-26, 22: ‘[In Alexandria] il n’y avait pas de formation a la philo-
sophie comme a Césarée ... C’est ce qu’il suggere dans sa Lettre autobiographique qu’il écrit en
233 a Alexandre de Jérusalem et o il revient sur ses activités alexandrines’. For John McGuckin
(ed.), The Westminster Handbook to Origen (Louisville and London, 2004), 27: ‘This is possibly
the same as the letter Origen wrote to Pope Pontianus of Rome [sic/] to defend himself against
charges (by Demetrios of Alexandria) of irregularity of ordination and unorthodoxy in doctrine.
It is mentioned by Jerome in Ep. 84.9’.
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features in the Alexandrian’s recollection of these episodes, such as the vindi-
cation of his own peculiar stilus in Rufinus’ extract of the letter.'* Whereas the
autobiographical narrative is here functional to his self-defence and rejecting
the charge of heresy, for a proper evaluation of the controversial reports Origen
demanded to take into account also the criterion of his ‘personal style’ in writ-
ing and dealing with certain subjects. By pleading for a distinctive ‘trademark’,
he thus argued for recognizing the autobiographical element. Also the Letter to
Firmilian of Caesarea (CPG 1493) appears to imply this, though in a less
transparent formulation, which depends on the introductory lemma for its inter-
pretation: Origen argues there for the treatment of quaestiones as an exercise
reserved to those who are capable of it, while on the contrary the simple faith-
ful should abstain from it."

Probably more important, from the autobiographical point of view, than the
Letter to Alexandrian Friends is the fragment of a Letter to Alexander of Jeru-
salem transmitted by Eusebius’ Ecclesiastic History (VI 19, 12-4) and consid-
ered by Nautin as the proper lettre autobiographique. Once again, this is a
document of apologetic character, aimed at justifying the recourse to philoso-
phy because of the needs and sensibilities of the Alexandrian audience, which
consisted also of heretics and philosophically trained people.'® A few precious
details trace a retrospective picture of the scholarly life in Alexandria. Origen
narrates that he frequented for a while a philosophical school, meeting there
Heraclas, who subsequently would become his assistant at the didaskaleion and
later on, as bishop of Alexandria, his staunch enemy. The little bit of gossip,
an element otherwise so rarely found in Origen’s writings, contributes here to
paint a surprisingly ‘malicious’ picture of his former collaborator, whom the
Alexandrian describes as still wearing the mantle of a philosopher.!” It continues
to be a matter of dispute whether such anecdotes enriched the text with other
details on Origen’s earlier life, going back to his infancy and youth. At all events,
Eusebius exploited such details in the sixth book of the Ecclesiastic History,
drawing presumably on Origen’s lost correspondence.'® The autobiographical

14 Rufinus, De adulteratione librorum Origenis 7: ‘Poposci ut liber deferretur in medium, <ut>
stilus meus agnosceretur a fratribus, qui utique cognoscerent quae soleo disputare vel quali soleo
uti doctrina.” Neither Nautin nor Crouzel seem to be interested in this detail: see respectively
P. Nautin, Origéne (1977), 167-8 and Henri Crouzel, ‘A Letter from Origen “to Friends in Alexan-
dria”’, in David Neiman and Margaret Schatkin (eds), The Heritage of the Early Church. Essays
in Honor of G.V. Florovsky (Roma, 1973), 135-50.

!5 The introductory lemma reads: ‘Ex epistula Origenis ad Firmilianum, de his qui fugiunt
quaestiones.” See P. Nautin, Lettres (1961), 250; and also id., Origéne (1977), 174. According to
Nautin, the source for this was once again the Apology of Origen.

16 P, Nautin, Lettres (1961), 126-9.

17 Eusebius, Hist. eccl. VI 19, 14.

18 Clementina Mazzucco, ‘Il modello martiriale nella vita di Origene di Eusebio’, in A. Monaci
Castagno (ed.), La biografia di Origene (2004), 207-55, 217-8 aptly summarizes the scholarly
debate after Nautin in the following way: ‘A questa lettera, che doveva essere stata inserita da
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perspective drawn by the Letter to Alexander converges again with the apolo-
getic aim, but it also describes an intellectual genealogy: Origen invokes the
name of Pantaenus as the model for his own behaviour. This unique mention
of one of the previous Alexandrian teachers impresses us all the more because
of Origen’s enigmatic silence with regard to his nearer predecessor, Clement.

However, the most rewarding anecdotic tale preserved in the epistolary
documents can be found in the Letter to Fabian of Rome, originally transmitted
by Eusebius in the sixth book of the Apology of Origen. Jerome summed up its
content as a kind of ‘penitential apology’ that Origen addressed to the bishop
of Rome excusing himself for some of his most controversial doctrines and
accusing his patron, Ambrose, for publishing this genre of writings.!” However,
the preserved fragment strikes quite a different note, devoid of any ‘penitential’
or polemical implications, and emphasizing rather the hard conditions in which
Origen had to work. Curiously enough, the relation of the teacher with his
sponsor reminds us of Eusebius’ description of Origen’s infancy and his father’s
role in educating him. Ambrose, yearning for the ‘holy science’ — in Origen’s
words a true €pwg —, progressed more than his teacher, so that the latter now
felt unable to answer his ‘questions’ (tpotdceig), not unlike to what had hap-
pened to Leonidas with his son.?’ This autobiographical cameo becomes even
more impressive when it comes to describe Origen’s daily routine, apparently
a ‘nightmare’ of restless work from dawn to dusk. We can see here, on the one
hand, the impact of ‘philology’ on Origen’s way of life, that is the incessant
and truly gigantic work of collating manuscripts and, on the other hand, the
insistence on the weariness of the ‘body’ (copdtiov) constantly submitted to
hard work, an unexpected revelation with Origen, whom we are usually led to
consider almost exclusively as an ‘intellectual’ figure dominated by his Geist!?!

Eusebio nel libro VI dell’Apologia, Eusebio farebbe riferimento ogni volta che in questa parte
richiama parole di Origene (2, 14; 4, 3; 14, 10), e da essa deriverebbe il passo citato direttamente
in 19, 12-14, e attribuito a una lettera di Origene (...) Tutto il documento aveva dunque carattere
apologetico e i singoli argomenti esposti erano funzionali a tale scopo’.

19 Jerome, Ep. 84, 10: ‘Ipse Origenes in epistula, quam scribit ad Fabianum Romanae urbis
episcopum, paenitentiam agit cur talia scripserit et causas temeritatis in Ambrosium refert, quod
secreto edita in publicum protulerit.’ See P. Nautin, Origéne (1977), 58.

20 The fragment is transmitted by the Suda and Cedrenus: “O igpdg kai 0e® yvnoiong dvakei-
nevog "ApPpoctog oAl mpocayopebet og’ SGTIC Vopilmv e PrAdmovov givat kol mhvy
Sduyav Tob Beiov Adyov fileyEe 1) 16ig Priomovig <koi> T@ TPOg T dyla pobnpota Epwrtt,
60gv £l TocOUTOV pe TopeANALOEY, BOTE KIVOLVEDELY GTTOLAY TPOG TOC ADTOD TPOTUCELS;
see P. Nautin, Lettres (1961), 250. According to Jerome, Ep. 43, a letter written by Ambrosius to
Origen reflected the inverted perspective: ‘Ambrosius, quo chartas, sumptus, notarios ministrante,
tam innumerabiles libros vere Adamantius, et Chalcenterus noster explicavit, in quadam epistola,
quam ad eumdem de Athenis scripserat, refert, nunquam se cibum Origene praesente sumpsisse;
nunquam inisse somnum, nisi unus e fratribus sacris litteris personaret. Hoc diebus egisse et
noctibus, ut et lectio orationem exciperet, et oratio lectionem.’

21 Otte yap dewnvijoatl oty dt1 pun Gvtifariovra, odte deinviocavia EEeott nept-
natioat kai dtevaradootl 1O COUATIoV, GALL Kol v Tolg kalpoig keivolg dprhoroyelv kai
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In line with this, the wording of the fragment mirrors the ethos of the Alexan-
drian philological tradition, by stressing the value of prhomovia, the ‘love of
labour’, together with prioAroyia, the ‘love of learning’ applied to the inspection
of manuscripts. Both elements come together in the service of the ‘divine stud-
ies’ culminating in the reading and investigation of the Holy Scriptures, which
fill the time not devoted to the philological examination of the manuscripts.??
Though the fragment remains somewhat elusive with regard to concrete details,
it does propose a self-representation which is largely in accordance with the
way Origen portrays himself as a biblical scholar.

Forms of Origenian subjectivity: The exegete at work

The few passages of openly autobiographical nature that we have chosen as a
premise to our investigation (also because of their rich anecdotic content), all
tend to present the figure of Origen in a certain light. Before speaking tout
court of a predictable ‘self-fashioning’ as industrious and orthodox teacher born
out of highly apologetic concerns, we should try to explore the forms of the
Origenian subjectivity and take them as a criterion for a correct evaluation of
the autobiographical /oci. While there is no lack of evidence on this aspect, the
personal expressions to be found in Origen’s writings again point first and
foremost to his activity as a biblical scholar. Naturally, one has to take into
account the problem of circumscribing an individual rather than a collective
ego, since the Alexandrian often resorts to formulations in the first person,
which acquire a certain paradigmatic value. It is not always easy to distinguish
the transition from ‘I’ to ‘we’, and vice versa, as the clear mark of a passage
from an individual to a collective meaning (and the same is true of the no less
frequent interplay between ‘I” and ‘you’).2> Most of all when preaching, we can
note in Origen’s words a process of identification with the audience and this
may lead us to question the real extent of his subjective expressions. Probably
the best known example is the appeal frequently addressed by the preacher to
his public: ‘has this story anything to do with me?’, or, in similar words, ‘what

dkpipolv ta avriypada dvaykolopeda, obte punv 6Anv éni Oepaneig o0 cOUATOC TNV
vokta £EgoTiv MUIV kowpdoBal, &mi ToAd thg £omépag The Praioloyiog TapoTELVODONG
(P. Nautin, Lettres [1961], 250-1). Note the unique occurrence of the word copdétiov, a word of
Stoic imprint. It is not clear whether the ecdotic work meant here is that on the Hexapla or on
Origen’s writings in general, id., Origéne (1977), 59 opts for the second hypothesis, although the
fragment is too elusive to allow a definite conclusion.

2 "E® 8¢ Aéyewv kai 10 E0bev péypt thg Evvatne £060° 8te kol dexdng dpog mavieg
yap ol 0éhovtec Prlomovelv Tovg kapovg TovToug 17 £Eetdoet TOV Oeiwv Adywv Kol taig
avoyvooeov dvatiféact (P. Nautin, Lettres [1961], 250).

2 G. Dorival, ‘Est-il Iégitime...” (2004), 17 notes that ‘Nautin, Origéne, 447-8, montre que
la méme alternance entre «je» et «nous» se retrouve dans la préface aux psaumes d’Origéne et
dans sa Lettre a Alexandre’.
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is the use for me?’?* With regard to the pneumatic interpretation of the Bible
pursued by the Alexandrian, a dynamic process is always going on between
‘me’ and ‘we’ (or ‘you’); both the interpreter/preacher and the reader/listener
are engaged in a spiritual ascension overcoming the mere letter of the text.?
In spite of such reservations, I believe we have access to Origen’s self-aware-
ness in many ways, especially when we are able to perceive in him an effort to
distinguish himself somehow and incidentally to touch a more personal chord,
often leading to an admission of personal inadequacy.

Going back once more to an epistolary text, let us see how Origen positions
himself with a personality of comparable intellectual dimensions in his Letter
to Julius Africanus. If Origen’s commitment to the rhetorical topoi of epistolog-
raphy comes forth in the initial declaration of modesty based on ‘self-recogni-
tion’,” he subsequently downgrades the status of Africanus as a biblical scholar.
The Alexandrian namely criticises the triviality of some questions raised by
Africanus in connection with the story of Susannah and wonders how his col-
league, after so many debates and studies on the Holy Writings, could still
ignore important characteristics of the prophetic language.?” The self-evaluation
of a rather different and positive kind encoded in such criticisms is evident on
many occasions. However, in no other context does it appear so free from any
restraint as in the Dialogue with Heraclides. Here we meet the most daring
formulation: ‘According to myself and to the Logos of God’.?® Although the
issue at stake is the problem of the immortality of the soul — one of the most
obvious doctrinal tenets of Christian belief —, the juxtaposition of the ‘I’ with the
‘Word of God’ is striking. Even if this remains a unique occurrence, it neverthe-
less betrays the identification constantly sought for by the interpreter with the
message of revelation he is commenting upon. Not incidentally, at an earlier
point in the same Dialogue the Alexandrian confessed that to explain Jesus’
entrusting his ‘spirit’ to the Father at the moment of his death on the cross was
‘above himself, above his capacity and beyond his mind’.?’

24 For instance, Hler I 2: ti obv mpdg gpé ab 1 ictopio.

25 Hler XIX 13: kapoi 8¢, 8av 818dokw tov Oglov Adyov, dnoiv 6 Ldyog: ér” dpog byniov
avapnor, 6 evayyelilopevog Xichv (Isa. 40:9).

26 EpAfr 2: "Eyd 8¢ 10 gpavtod th¢ dtavoiag uétprov, dom dhvapig, Kotavodv, iva um
dvaireOntoiny épavton, Bewpd, 6Tt droleimopal Thg dratrtovpévng dxpipeiog eig v avti-
vpadnv ¢ EMGTOANG Gov.

27 EpAfr 17: Té ye unv dAlo cov érarnopnpate £80ket pot doepvotepov eipfiobat, kai
oKk &yxecBat g mpemovong oot evAafeiag. — 21: Kol é0avpaca, ndg TOALLG dtoTpiig
Eymv &v taig 8€ethoeot kal pedétolg thg Ipadiic, od TeTpNKag SLYYPOUEVOLE TPOPNATASG
npodnTOV Adyoig oyedov adtaic AéEeot.

2 Dial 23: Kot 8 &pug xai tov Aoyov 100 Ocod, | Gvaldcoca Grd Tdv 18pdTtav yuyn,
N drolvbeica o0 cOUATOC ... EEEpyeTal &v elpnvr Kol pHeTo XploTol GVATavETAL.

2 Dial 7-8: Tivi odv &de1 TV mapakotadikny tapabicOar 1o nvedpa @ Matpi; Ynep
Eué gotiv kol TNV Euny EEv kal TOV OV VoUV, — 00 Yap eipt TNAKovTOG gimely &t Homep
10 Ghua ody, 01dV TE NV €ig ddov kataPiival. After distinguishing between the destiny of body,
soul and spirit in Jesus’ death, he leaves the question open, as far as the spirit is concerned.
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Consequently, such effort of interpretation is often described in terms of
‘torment’ and ‘fight’. By facing obstacles of different nature, for Origen the
exegetic task appears to be constitutively an ‘agonistic’ one and the interpreter
now and then feels obliged to point out these difficulties to his audience.?
As shown by the Homilies on Jeremiah, to announce a problem can lead to
different types of responses. When dealing with particularly difficult passages,
admitting his own incapacity leads the interpreter to pray for divine help;3! in
other cases it can represent the first step towards solving the problem, or it
becomes instrumental for emphasizing the ‘mystical’ nature of the text and to
make the readers attentive to its depth.’> Moreover, Origen’s is a self-conscious-
ness depending upon the exigent model of a dynamic and reciprocal relation
between teacher and pupil and commanding in addition a whole range of atti-
tudes which govern the interpretative act while ensuring a cooperative audience.
As part of this learning process, we see the Alexandrian preparing the explana-
tion, gradually advancing in its formulation, caring both for self-improvement,?
and for the progress of his audience towards a higher understanding of the
text.>* Not only does he strive to formulate the expectations of his audience —
who may reckon, for instance, with an overall interpretation of the text under
examination in light of the viewpoint introduced by the exegete® —, but is also
concerned with certifying, so to say, the interpreter’s own hermeneutic exper-
tise by means of self-quotation. Yet this is not simply a self-certification apt to
reinforce the authority of the interpreter in the eyes of his audience. Whereas
evoking previous treatments of the topics under scrutiny or of other similar

3" See, for example, the use of the term dywovio to indicate the challenge of explanation for
the ‘wise” exegete in Hler I 7. Origen also uses the verb OAiBw to denote the presence or lack of
an exegetical difficulty: see, e.g., Hler 1 6: 10, 8¢ mapoatednodpeva navo BAIBeL kol TOV TaVL
ocvvet@tatov. Other terms to which the Alexandrian has recourse are dropic and dropd®.

31 This happens, for instance, with the famous interpretation of Jer. 20:7 in Hler X1X 11:
£v0ade 6 dydv ot Topactoot TO BovAnpa TovTOV TV Ypoppdtov. Kai d1n dporoyd kat’
épavtov pn dvvacHar avte dinynoacHat, GAAG delcbar ... émdaveiag Thg duvipemg
’Inco?, kab’ 8 codia &oti, k06> & Ldyoc, kab’ & GANnbeia, (vo 1 &mdavela adtod Tonon
da¢ émi ol mpoodmov pov. On this passage see my book La preghiera secondo Origene.
L’impossibilita donata (Brescia, 2011), 380.

32 Hler XIV 18: puotipiov 8¢ pot dokel vtatba dniovchat &v 1d drokatactiow oe.
For a more general statement of the same kind see HLc XIX 5: ‘Quomodo tu, si quando scripturas
legis, quaeris in eis sensum cum dolore quodam atque tormento, non quo scripturas errasse aut
perperam quid habere arbitreris, sed quod illae intrinsecus habeant veritatis sermonem atque
rationem, et tu nequeas invenire, quod verum est.’

3 Hler18: 6pa &1 dbvacai Tt 6E10A0yoV Kol péya mepl tOv cotipa &v 10 Tonm 18eiv; ndg
napacTRoelg péya kai Evéotov eivat... In these instances, we could say: ‘you’ means ‘me’.

3% H36Ps 111 3: ‘Volo etiam amplius aliquid in his locis positus aperire, ne semper de inferio-
ribus loquamur ad vos, sed aliquando etiam superiora pulsemus.’

3 Hler 17: "Epel pot 11¢ 10V GKovdvimv: yopvacov kai tov dilov Aoyov kai dia met-
paONTL TopacTRoAL TO YEYpOupEVE Gppdlovia 1@ cwtiptl; Hler X 6: obtwg Gvafa pot td
AOY@ &ml TNV dataéLy maoav. ..
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topics contributes to consolidate the profile of the interpreter and to show his
consistency, at the same time it calls for a participation or complicity of the
audience, expected to have already been trained by the interpreter.3

What is perhaps most striking is the chance to observe the process of the
exegetic discovery in actu. One can detect a note of personal satisfaction and
relief for all his laborious endeavours, when Origen says, in his Second Homily
on Jeremiah: ‘Maybe now I find the reason’, apparently recognizing here en pas-
sant the significance of Jesus’ baptism ‘with the Holy Spirit and fire’ (Luke 3:16).%
Even if such a process, in reality, is described post eventum and with the aim of
soliciting the audience to accomplish a mimetic performance following the same
method, it does nevertheless reveal the excited subjectivity of the exegete finding
a successful way to explain a given passage. Recalling what we have said before
about the agonistic component of exegesis in Origen, we may be allowed to
see in a passage of the Sixteenth Homily on Jeremiah his appropriation of the
proverbial veni, vidi, vici. The Alexandrian, asking for an explanation of the
‘crevices of the rocks’ in Jer. 16:16 (‘After that I will send others who will
hunt them out like hunters from all the mountains, all the hills, and the crevices
in the rocks’), goes on to propose an approach consisting of three steps:

I go (pyopar) to Exodus, I look for ({nt®) a trace in order to find an explanation of
the crevices of the rocks, I find (e0pickw) there Moses who wants to know God.?

Of course, it would be inaccurate to take the triadic presentation of a ‘trium-
phant’ process of exegesis as a fixed scheme in Origen, an author who generally
is not very likely to be schematic.? It is rather, once more, his self-perception

36 A few instances will suffice to illustrate this well-known aspect See Hler 1 13: nokkamg
smousv 41t €0t xaTd TOV ECO av@pu)nov glvol Toidiov, kdv dv yapovrmn TG n n?mcla
ocopatoc; Hler V 7: molAGxK1G eimopev T THS Wouxng yevvnpata, 8Tt ¢ vonpato pév eloty
vioi, t0 8¢ Epya kal Tpa&eig Ouyatépeg; Hler V 13: pépvnuot t@v tpdnv eipnuévov mepl
oV "Tobda kol TdV Kototkovvtv év Tepovcainp tportoroyidv; HLe VI 3: ‘Memini quon-
dam Deuteronomium disserentem...” For an overall assessment see my article: ‘Origenes pro
domo sua: Self-quotations and the (Re-) Construction of a Literary ceuvre’, in Sylwia Kaczmarek
and Henryk Pietras (eds), Origeniana Decima: Origen as Writer (Leuven, 2011), 3-38.

37 Hler 11 2: taya vOv gbpiok® tov Adyov. In HLe XXIV there is no allusion to any exegetic
difficulty regarding this passage. See also HNm III 1.

38 Hler XVI2: 160gv 0V VONom TG TETPAG Kol TG &V T0ig TETPULG TPUHOALES; &pyopat
éni v "EEodov, {ntd Tyvog ebpelv dinNyNoems T®V TPLHUALDY TOV TETPOV, LPIoK®
Mocéa ékel fovdldpevov yvaoval tov Beov.

% For a similar passage structured in a ‘triadic’ format see Hler XX 9: {nt® ti dtadépet 10
ovviévar vegpodg ral kapdiag (Jer. 20:12) ... édictnut yop 1@ onuotvopéve 100 taletv ...
el un dpa vradbo Léym. A more complex articulation appears in Hler XVI 3:°AAL” edpov
piav dnnyv uiag nétpag, HeTofaive 1@ Aoy aro thg O &ml TV TpLHAAaY THE TETPAG,
{Ntd Kol tag ToAlig méTpag. £av EAO® &ni TOV yopov glte TOV TpodPNTdOV £ite TOV Anos-
oMV gite Kol énavopepnkodtov dyiov dyyéhov, Aéyo ot mivteg ol Xplotov uuntoi ...
nétpat yivovtat. Also Dial 27 describes a situation of exegetic inventio: Znt®d v’ ebpw 611
Xp1o10¢6 ‘Incovc drép maviwy anébave ywpic Ocod (2Cor. 5:15; Hebr. 2:9).
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that matters to us here, inasmuch as the fact of detailing in this or that way the
discovery in actu implies an emphasis on a personal dimension of involvement
and risk.

More than the characteristic formulations of ‘aesthetic’ appreciation recog-
nizing the ‘gracefulness’ of a given explanation — which may sometimes apply
to a particular ‘tradition’ as in the Alexandrian Commentary on the Psalms —*,
Origen’s emphasis on his venturing onto a new level of interpretation also
deserves to be taken into account because of its frequency.*! By signalling the
hazards of interpretation Origen mainly aims to increase the creativity of the
exegete and to enhance his freedom and courage, accompanying them other-
wise with a perceptible sense of responsibility. The latter emerges especially in
the concerns of the exegete/preacher in regard to the reactions of his audience.
Though trained to be responsive, the audience could fail to follow the inter-
preter in case he should venture to put forward too bold or too paradoxical an
explanation. Thus, when dealing with such indications we may get a glimpse
of the controversial atmosphere that surrounded Origen’s unconventional activ-
ity as a biblical scholar or, at least, was contemplated by him as a possible
scenery. Occasionally, the Alexandrian defends his penchant for paradoxes by
invoking the words of Paul on the ‘foolishness of God’” (1Cor. 1:25): if it
weren’t for the precedent of the Apostle, who had resorted to such a provoca-
tive formulation, Origen himself would have been attacked by those who are
‘fond of bringing accusations’.*? It is not by chance, then, that when trying to
elaborate a more precise argument, Origen comes up with exegetic formulations
by way of approximation, frequently introducing a paradox or even neologisms
and hapax legomena.®?

40 CPs 1-25 = Phil. 3: Mé Mhovteg 8¢ tpyecbal thg Epunveiag T@V Yalpdv, yoplectdinv
napadooty bd tob ‘Efpaiov Hulv kabolikds tepi ndong Oeiog ypadic napadedopévny
npota&wpev. The appreciation can also refer to a provisional explanation as in Hler XVIII 4:
£xéto Kol abtn f| StYNoLS X apv.

41 Origen’s daring vocabulary includes several terms and expressions only a few of which are
listed here. See, for example, the similar formulations in Hler VIII 8: MéAAel Tt émitoApdy 6
AOyog kol Aéyetv; and in Hler XX 8: MélLel Tt 6 LOyog ToApdy, odk 01d0 8¢ &l cuudpépov
0 T0100TE GKkpoaTNPi® Kol To100TE. See also Hler VIII 9: ITopado&dv i périet Aéysv O
AOyog; Hler XII 2: €l 8¢ Povrel tolunpotepov pe ginelv; Hler XIX 15: tolud ol Aéyo
ToA® yorendtepa; Clo VI 56, 291:"Iva yap tolunpdtepov Pacavilov tov Adyov 6Td
TpoOg T OO TOV TAEicT®V Dovoobueva. We find similar formulations in the Latin versions,
e.g.,in HLc X1 5: ‘Si audacter expedit loqui scripturarum sensum sequenti.’

42 Hler VIII 8: €1 &y® eipRkelv’ 10 uwpov tod Ocod, ndg dv ol driaitior dv>ekarecav
pot; mds v yMov pev eipnuévev Tdv voplopéveoy kail adtolg KaA®V, TOVTOL 08 MG
ofovtat od KOA®S eipnpévoL Kot yopROny, 3161t ginov 70 pwpov tob Oeod; Novi 8& TTadiog
®¢ codog kai &€ovoiav Exov dnoctolikny &tdiuncev einelv ndacav Vv éni yig codiav,
kol TV &v adt® kal v &v Iétpe kol toig drootorolg, taoav TV Emidnuncacay 1@
KOGU® £1val TO pwpov tod Osob.

43 This feature appears both in Latin and in Greek in H38Ps II 8: ‘Sicut autem peccatum
incrassescere facit, ita e contrario virtus subtilem animam reddit et ut extorqueam quodammodo
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Recollection of the past, claims to personal experience

Self-awareness in connection with Origen’s task as an exegete can at times take
the shape of a recollection related to the past or to personal experiences, frequent
or occasional, purposefully selected from among his memories. In response to
Africanus, who criticised him for supporting the authenticity of the story of
Susannah, Origen pointed both to his careful inspection of the Hebrew manu-
scripts of the Bible and to his acquaintance with rabbinic teachers. The Alexan-
drian, probably writing towards the end of his career,** emphasized not only
his own expertise of the text that was based on the collation of Greek and
Hebrew manuscripts, but also the amount of ‘labour’ (k@potog) he invested in
such activity. With an unmistakable hint at his work on the Hexapla, Origen
assured Africanus that he had devoted a lot of time to assess the meaning of
the different ‘editions’ after having spent already much effort with the Septua-
gint.*3 Not satisfied with this, he personally consulted rabbis to learn about
some characteristics of the Hebrew language and to gain comparative evidence
for the treatment of the Greek versions.*® Furthermore, while inquiring about
the canonical status of some writings, he found out that Judith and Tobias were
not part of the Jewish canon and even of their apocrypha in Hebrew.¥

The debate with Julius Africanus was not the only occasion when Origen
referred to his contacts with the Jewish milieus of Caesarea and Palestine (if
he had not already made such contacts even before, when he was still in Alex-
andria).®® It was not unusual for him to participate in discussions with rabbis,
as attested by Origen in some exegetical fragments and also in the Contra

vocabuli novitatem, omne quod in ea corporeum est, abstergit et perimit et purius eam incorpo-
ream reddit’ = “H dpetn 8¢ Aemtdvel v yoxnv kol éktnkel adtv kal iva Blacpevog
dvopdom, av 10 copatikov avtig EEadavilel, Kol KoOapdG adTNV TAPiGTNOLY GOOUATOV.
I treated this aspect in ‘Approximations origéniennes: notes pour une enquéte lexicale’, in Mireille
Loubet and Didier Pralon (eds), EUKARPA. Etudes sur la Bible et ses exégetes, en hommage a
Gilles Dorival (Paris, 2011), 365-72.

4 P. Nautin, Origéne (1977), 182 dates EpAfr shortly before the Decian persecution, i.e., in
249-250.

“ EpAfr 3: mepi dAlov popiov, d kotd thv petptotnta Hudv toig ‘Eppaikoic cvykpi-
vovteg aviypadotg ta fHuétepa, Tordayov ebpopev; 5: Ei un Gpoptikov yovv einelv, émi
TOAD T0UT0, 60M dOVALG, TETOLKAUEY, YOUVALOVTEG ADTAV TOV VOOV &V TOoa1E Tolg £K0OG-
€01 Kol Toig d1adopuig adTdV, HETH TOU TOCMG HaAAOV GoKelv TV Epunveiav tdv O °; 6:
Koai ti pe 0el kataréyely @ peta moAdol kopdtov dvedegapeba, dDrep To0 pr AavBavely
Auag v dadopav tdv mapd Tovdaiolg kai Huiv dvirypldmy.

4 See especially EpAfr 10.

4T EpAfr 19.

4 See Hans Bietenhard, Caesarea, Origenes und die Juden (Stuttgart, 1974); Nicholas de Lange,
Origen and the Jews. Studies in Jewish-Christian Relations in Third-Century Palestine (Cambridge,
1976); Giuseppe Sgherri, Chiesa e Sinagoga nelle opere di Origene (Milano, 1982), 42-55. For a
new approach see now Anna Tzvetkova-Glaser, Pentateuchauslegung bei Origenes und den friihen
Rabbinen (Frankfurt a.M., 2010).
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Celsum. According to one of his commentaries on the Psalms, once he discus-
sed the exact number of the Psalms to be attributed to Moses with the Jewish
patriarch Hillel the Younger and another rabbi; the latter supported his opinion
against the patriarch.*® As for the Contra Celsum, a passage of the first book
(CC 1, 45) recalls how the Alexandrian debated with some ‘so-called Jewish
sage’ and made use, as an apologetic argument on behalf of Christianity, of a
comparison between Moses and Jesus and their historical impact among the
Jews and the Gentiles. In this case the recollection results in a short piece of
biblically and historically founded apologetics, whereas the autobiographical
record of the dispute is simply evoked as a pretext to summarize its content.
A more vivid and detailed description of such debates comes a few chapters
later (CC 1, 55-56), once again preceded by the same introductory formula
indicating a personal memory (uépvnuat).® One wonders whether disputes
such as these ever became the object of a written record, as we have seen in
other cases of Origen’s public performances, but it is reasonable to assume it
at least for some of them.

A new discussion then develops concerning the interpretation of the section
of Isaiah on the ‘suffering servant’ (Isa. 52, 13:53, 8) and other prophetic texts
such as Psalm 44. In his way of presenting such episodes, Origen seems at first
willing to stress his individual confrontation with a collective body of rabbinic
teachers, who ‘are held’ to be ‘wise’. Yet the dispute may have been held
individually, with Origen facing a single rabbi, as he tells us when recollecting
a further discussion on Ps. 44:3-8.°! In view of the apologetic challenge faced
by the Alexandrian in the Contra Celsum, especially in response to Celsus’
fictitious Jew, one is not surprised by Origen’s emphatic construction here of
the rabbis as collective body of uncertain reputation contrary to his clear appre-
ciation of them as exegetical informants elsewhere.

On the other hand, apart from generic mentions of travels and contacts with
philosophers and Christian heretics dictated by his ‘love of learning’ (¢p1Ao-
pabera), Origen surprisingly avoids the recourse to direct autobiographical
arguments.’?> Undoubtedly, he would not shied away from using these in his

4 PG 12, 1056B-1057C. According to P. Nautin, Origéne (1977), 278, it should be a fragment
of the Caesarean Commentary on the Psalms. In another case, Origen declares to have received
‘the most exact’ interpretation from the same Hillel the Younger (Cls XXX = Jerome, Contra
Ruf. 113).

0 CC 155: Mépvnuat 8¢ Tote &v Tivi Tpdg Tovg Aeyopévoug mapd Tovdaiolg codpoig
{ntioel taig TpodnTeinig TavTaLg Y pNoauevoc, 8’ oi¢ ELeyev 6 Tovdaiog Tadta mETPO-
dntevobar dg mepl vog tod GAov Aaob, kal yevouévov &v 1] dtacmopd kai TANyEvToc,
iva moAlol mpoonivtol yévaovial 1f] tpoddacetl tod dneondapbar "Tovdaiovg toig Aotroig
£0veot.

SUCC 156: Kal pépvnuai ye mave Ohiyog tov "Tovdaiov vopulopevov copov &k thg
AéEemC TaVTNG (Ps. 44:7-8).

32 In CC V 62 Origen contests the existence of heretic groups whom Celsus supposedly met:
el 8¢ ol da TNV xatd T0 duvatov NUIv Grhopddeiay od pdvao ta &v 1@ Aoy Kai Tag
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eloquent defense of the Christians, both from the doctrinal and the practical
point of view, yet he refrained from using them. I suspect that this has some-
thing to do with the fact that the Contra Celsum is the apologetic work of a
‘reluctant’ exegete, interested first of all in promoting his own image as an
authoritative biblical scholar.’® The sparing use of other memories, such as the
occasional recollection of readings from philosophical or heretical writings,
agree with this picture, incidentally underlining Origen’s concern for the schol-
arly ethos.>*

To corroborate his vindication of priopudeia, the Alexandrian also evokes
his travelling throughout the Mediterranean world. In view of the importance
attributed to this aspect by Eusebius’ biographic account in the sixth book of
his Ecclesiastic History, the Church historian must have drawn extensively on
personal statements made by Origen and more detailed ones than what we can
read in the Contra Celsum. Actually, several such travels frame Eusebius’ nar-
rative and provide it with a more or less definite chronological structure.>
Among the different reasons for travelling, the autobiographical elements at our
disposal mostly reflect the need of ictopia, that is the direct ‘observation’ of
places or things. Whereas in the Contra Celsum Origen contents himself with
generically mentioning his personal ‘observation’ of miraculous deeds that
were still being accomplished among Christians, acknowledging that such an
argument may appear dubious to his pagans counterpart, he relies, on the con-
trary, on his own experience when dealing with topics of biblical geography.>
In a well-known passage of the Commentary on John he supports the variant
Bn6OaBapd instead of BnOavia in John 1:28 against the majority of the manu-
scripts and he argues for the former by detailing his personal inspection of
the spot beyond the Jordan.”” This must have been more than an occasional

Sradopag tdv &v adtd &Eetdoavteg, AL’ don dOvapg Kol td tdv dpriocodncaviov
drrioAnbwg Epguvioovteg 00dE TOTE TOVTOIG DUIATCAUEY.

33 See my contribution ‘Fra silenzio e parola: dall’apologia alla testimonianza del cristianesimo
nel Contro Celso di Origene’, in Antonie Wlosok (ed.), L’apologétique chrétienne gréco-latine a
I’époque prénicénienne (Vandceuvres and Geneve, 2005), 103-41.

3 In CC VI 24, after declaring that the Ophites’ diagram has come into his hands, Origen
asserts once again that he never met proponents of such doctrines in his many travels: ToOt@ &’
NHETG KaTd TO PrAopabEg UMV TEPLTETEDYAUEV ... OVEVI YOUV, KOiTOl Y€ TOAAOVG EKTIEPL-
eMBOVTEC TOMOLG THG VNG KOl TOVG TavTay ol &mayyeAlopuévoug Tt €1déval {NTRoOVTEC,
TEPLTETEVYUUEV TPEGPEVOVTL TG TOL d1AYPAUUATOG.

35 John McGuckin, ‘Caesarea Maritima as Origen Knew It’, in Robert J. Daly (ed.), Origeniana
Quinta (Leuven, 1992), 3-25, 12: ‘Origen himself seems to have been no stay-at-home as we trace
his steps in Egypt, Rome, Jerusalem, Caesarea, Athens, and Arabia’.

% CC 1 46. See also the motivation for the journey to Rome in Eusebius, Hist. eccl. VI 14,
10: ed&apevog v apyarotdtny Popaiov ékkinciov ideiv.

5T Clo V140, 204: EncicOnuev 8¢ un d&iv Bybavig dvayivadokey, GALY Bybafapd, yevo-
pevot &v 1oig tonoig éni iotopiav t@v ixvov ‘Incob kail tdv pabntdv adtod xai Tdv
npodntdv. For the exegetical discussion concerning this location see Jeremy M. Hutton, ‘“Bethany
beyond the Jordan” in Text, Tradition, and Historical Geography’, Biblica 89 (2008), 305-28.
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journey, because Origen claims to have undertaken it with the aim of ‘follow-
ing the traces of Jesus, his disciples and the prophets’. The healing of the
Gadarene demoniacs (Matth. 8:28-34), added as a further example of the con-
fusion of names in the following section of the Commentary on John, witnesses
a similar familiarity with the region around the Lake of Tiberias, while discuss-
ing the three toponyms of Gerasa, Gadara and Gergesa, and opting for the third
one as the true place of the Gospel story.”®

Just as his correspondent and friend Firmilian, the bishop of Caesarea of
Cappadocia, the Alexandrian has to be reckoned among the few pre-Constan-
tinian visitors who made an ‘exegetic pilgrimage’ through the country that would
become the ‘Holy Land’ of Christians only in the fourth century. The precise
indication of the distance between Bethany and the Jordan seems already to
betray some use of a map or itinerary.”® Topographical knowledge gained by
his experience as a traveller comes to the fore also elsewhere. Origen, who
preached in Jerusalem upon the invitation of bishop Alexander, had perhaps the
chance of seeing the Jews weeping over the ruined Temple, according to the
moving introduction to the Seventeenth Homily on Joshua in which he suggests
to the Jews reasons for hope.®® One would expect also a location in Jerusalem
for the Judeo-Christian tradition concerning Adam’s burial on the Calvary
reported in the Commentary on Matthew.®' Origen probably went to Bethlehem
or was otherwise acquainted with the local tradition that identified the Grotto
of Nativity, as he writes in a famous passage of the Contra Celsum.%> More-
over, when commenting on Jos. 11:8 (‘The Lord handed them over to Israel

3 Clo V141, 208-11. Note the description of Gergesa which implies a setting for the story on
this spot: *AALé Tépyeoa, ad’ fig ol Tepyeooiot, mOAG dpyaia mepi TV VOV KaAovpévny
Tifepiado Aipvnv, mept fiv kpnuvog mapakeipevog ) Apvn, 6d° ov deikvutar tovg
x0ipovg LIO TOV dapdvev KotofePAnicOat.

3 Clo VI 40, 205: Bnfavia yap, dg 6 adtog edayyeiiothg dnotv, | matpig Aaldpov kai
MapBag kai Mapiag, anéyst t@v Tepocordpov ctadiovg déka mévre (John 11:18) g
noppo £otiv 6 “Topdavng ToTapog Og Gro otadiny Thatel Aoyo Ekatov dydonkovra. "AAA’
ovd¢ dudvupog T Bnbavig tonog éotiv mept Tov "Topdavnv: deikvuchat 8& Aéyovot mapd
T 6xBn o ‘lopdavov ta BnbaPopd, EvBa ictopovoty tov Todvvny Bepantikévart.

%0 See Hlos XVII 1. With regard to this passage, Robert L. Wilken, The Land Called Holy.
Palestine in Christian History and Thought (New Haven and London, 1992), 74, comments:
‘Origen had also seen Jews weeping in Jerusalem’.

61 CM1S 126: Tlepi tod kpaviov tomov NABeV gic &né, 611 ‘Efpaiot mapadiddact 16 chpa
o0 "Adap éxel tetadBat. See Alain Le Boulluec, ‘Regards antiques sur Adam au Golgotha’, in
M. Loubet and D. Pralon (eds), EUKARPA (2011), 355-63.

02 CC151: Iepi 8¢ 100 yeyevvijeOar tov *Incolv &v Bndiesp ei Bovretai Tig petd thv
to0 Muyxaio mpodnteiav kal petd TNV dvayeypapuévny &v toic edayyeiiolg Ond MOV
’Incod padntdv ictopiav kal GALobev telcbnval, Kotovoncdt® 8tt dxkolovbmg Ttf &v T®
evayyeAlm mepl THG YeEVEGE®S aDTOL 1oTopig deikvutal T0 év BnOieep omniatov, Evia
&yevvnOn, kai M v 1@ onniaio ¢atvn, Evba orapyavodn. Kai 10 deikvbpevov tovto
Stapontoév &otv &v 1oig TOMOIg KOl Tapd Toig T mioTemg GAAoTpiolg, Og dpa &V Td
OTNACI® TOVTE.
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and they struck them down and chased them all the way to Greater Sidon’), he
remembers his stay in Sidon and testifies that he knows only one city with this
name.® On occasions Origen would claim, in more generic terms, an intimate
knowledge of countries like Palestine and Egypt based upon his long-standing
experience of them: he did so, for instance, in response to Africanus, and again
in reply to the letter of a young disciple. In both cases the autobiographical
detail is just a hint, but Nautin was right when in Origen’s own words he stressed
in the Letter to Gregory the ‘heart of a father’.%

Memories of traditions and self-quotations: Progressing in self-promotion

So far we could observe how directly autobiographical materials converged
with the expressions of Origen’s self-awareness as an exegete, further confirm-
ing the image that emerged at the beginning in our discussion of the ‘auto-
biographical core’ of his writings. The relative scarcity of autobiographical
elements can be partly counterbalanced by another type of occasional informa-
tion that we are able to gather from the works of the Alexandrian. Therefore,
before concluding this investigation, let me briefly point to a triple set of evi-
dence consisting of traditions, self-quotations, and confessions. Such materials
will allow us to move on in the reconstruction of Origen’s self-promotion as
teacher and writer in the eyes of his public, with the help of specific traditions
recalled by him and especially with the help of his many self-quotations.
In addition to this, such passages that can be defined as ‘confessions’ will give
us a more immediate access to the secret of the Alexandrian’s self-identity.
For a creative mind such as that of Origen, who understands himself as
decisively marked by his vocation as interpreter of the Bible, as teacher, and
as preacher, the fact of pointing to certain traditions indicates the wish to situ-
ate himself within a particular stream of thought and to appropriate a doctrinal
heritage or integrate himself in a religious milieu. Strangely enough, apart from
the unique mention of Pantaenus and Heraclas in the Letter to Alexander of

83 Hlos XIV 2.

% See respectively EpAfr 20: kol tovto v Tf) y®pe T00 EBvoug Toldy Sratpiyavieg
xpovov pepodnkapev; and EpGr 3 = Phil. 13, 3: kdyo 6¢ ) meipg pabov einow’ dv cot,
611 omaviog pEV 6 T ypNnotpa thg Alyvmtov AaPav kol £eA0mV TaOTNG Kol KOTOGKELUGUG
0 TPpOG TNV Aatpeiav Tov Beov. See also the important information in EpAfir 20 concerning the
political situation of the Jews: Kai vov yobv Popaiov faciievdviov, kol Tovdainv o didpaypa
adtolg tehobVTOV, 660 cuyywpovvtog Kaicapog & é0vapync map’ adtoig dbvatal, ®dg
undév dradépev Baoctieboviog tod EOvoug, Topev ol neneipopévor.

% EpGr 4. See P. Nautin, Origéne (1977), 157: ‘Origene fait allusion a son “expérience”
personnelle du milieu intellectuel d’Alexandrie; beaucoup s’y perdent, mais quelques-uns, dont
il est, on su prendre a I'Egypte ce qu’elle a de bon. (...) C’est la lettre d’un prétre qui a vu un de
ses jeunes amis partir pour 1’université paienne et qui craint qu’il n’y perde la foi apres tant
d’autres’ — ‘pages écrites avec un cceur de pere’.
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Jerusalem, Origen is silent on his intellectual genealogy, with regard not only
to the so-called ‘Christian school of Alexandria’ but more generally to the
literary and doctrinal output of so many Christian teachers and writers before
him. He certainly had some of these at the back of his mind when he wrote.
He even quoted, though rather rarely, some of their works, especially when
fighting, with apologetic or polemic aims, against heretics like Heracleon.
However, despite the use of Philo and Clement and the recognition given to the
Alexandrian tradition of allegorical interpretation, Origen never presents him-
self in a succession of teachers going back to the Apostles as Clement does in
the first book of the Stromata.%

Origen seems to stand in isolation and one feels that he would prefer to relate
himself more or less immediately to the prophets and apostolic witnesses of the
divine Word such as Jeremiah and Paul. In reality, prophets and apostles,
though definitely informing his self-consciousness, are not the only figures
whom Origen regards as his predecessors. We do not lack passages in which
the Alexandrian appreciates tradition and has recourse to it showing his debt
towards the ‘ancients’. Among such ‘traditions’, the most notable have to do
with a ‘Jewish teacher’, normally called ‘the Jew’ (0 ‘Efpaiog), with whom
Origen must have been familiar in Alexandria. Quite significantly, he is first
mentioned at the very beginning of Origen’s literary activity, when after much
hesitation he wrote the Commentary on Psalms 1-25,°7 but this man has left
traces in many other places in Origen’s works. In a passage of the Twentieth
Homily on Jeremiah (if this refers to the same person), Origen even sketches a
biographical notice of him. He recalls the conversion of this Jew to Christianity
before he adopts his interpretation of God’s ‘deceit’ with the prophet Jeremiah.5
In his eyes, the Jew is an exegetical authority, who supports his own interpreta-
tion of prophetic texts, as we see again in the Ninth Homily on Isaiah.®® The
encounter with this teacher must have been very important for Origen’s career
as an exegete and his insistence on naming him as ‘the Jew’ and to qualify his
traditions as ‘Jewish’ testifies to his acknowledgment of an exegesis different

% Clement of Alexandria, Strom. 11, 11.

67 See above n. 40.

%8 Hler XX 2: Kai npdtov ypnooput mapudodcet ‘EBpuixi), EAnivdvig eig fudg S1d
Tvog Ppuyovtog d10 v Xpiotov mioTy kal did 10 émavapepfnkéval o Tov vOpoL Kai
£niobotog €vOa dratpifopev. This passage raises doubts about the location of the ‘Jew’ in
Alexandria or Caesarea. For P. Nautin, Origéne (1977), 417 the Jewish teacher played a funda-
mental role in shaping Origen’s exegesis and spirituality: ‘On peut dire qu’Origéne a eu deux
maitres de vie chrétienne: dans son enfance son pere le martyr et a I’époque de sa conversion
“I’Hébreu”’.

% See HIs IX 1. Further memories probably concerning the same Jew can be found in Hlos
XVI, 5: ‘Quendam de senioribus magistris audivi dicentem’; and HEx X1 4: ‘Ut a maioribus
accepimus’. Yet Origen could refer to an exegetical tradition of a different origin, as in H36Ps I1 6
with regard to Ps. 36(37):11: ‘Didicimus a quodam presbytero proferre haec ad convincendos
eos (scil. the Valentinians)’.
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from what was normally practiced by the Christian interpreters and yet likely
to be integrated in his own explanation of the Holy Scriptures.”” Such appre-
ciation, as it seems, has thus less to do with an apologetic purpose than with
the expertise sought for by the biblical scholar.

As for the self-quotations, they supply the richest group of autobiographical
elements in the writings of Origen and help us to better capture the image he
cherished of himself as a writer and the manner in which he recommended it.”!
As I tried to show in a previous contribution, the typology of self-quotations
can assume different forms, going from simple, generic allusions to previous
works, without even naming the title and the genre, to quotations coming quite
near to what we would call today ‘bibliographic entries’. Generic self-references
appear either when the subject had been discussed by the Alexandrian on other
occasions or when a specific treatment of the scriptural passage commented
upon, in the form of a commentary or a homily, was still lacking.”” In fact,
a second, much larger group of self-quotations is related to the interpretation
of scriptural loci for which Origen has provided a specific contribution by
commenting upon a given biblical book.”® One wonders, both in the first and
in the second case, how the readers could take advantage of such indications
unless they were familiar with all the writings of the Alexandrian. Conse-
quently, one might assume that the intended readership consisted mainly of
Ambrosius, the disciples of Origen’s school, and a few other followers and
friends.

However, even generic self-quotations contribute to create a sense of conti-
nuity in the activity of the interpreter, both for the author himself and for his
audience, as well as to enlarge the horizon of the latter by making it attentive
to the ensemble of the corpus and to the availability of a more in-depth treat-
ment elsewhere.” They also may stimulate recollection by the audience, foster-
ing the model of a cooperative reader/listener, as when the preacher mentions
recent explanations of given passages.” In addition to this, especially with

0 CRm X 7: ‘Ut autem adhuc quanta sit unanimitatis virtus et quanta gratia clarius fiat non
puto absurdum videri si ea quae nobis etiam in Veteri Testamento a patribus rationabiliter tradita
sunt, his scilicet qui ex Hebraeis ad Christi fidem venerunt, in medium proferamus.’

7l What follows is a summary of my article quoted above (n. 36).

2 See, for instance, the following formulations: &v &£tépoug in Clo I 35, 255; &v GAAoig in
Orat. XV 1; and CC VII 55.

73 For example, the reference to CGn in Orat. XXIII 4: wepi tovtwv 88 &ni nhelov diet-
AMdopev, 8Eetdlovteg T eic v Téveoiv.

74 This can occasionally imply a reference to another location (Jerusalem?), as witnessed by
Hlos 11 4: “Scio me aliquando in quadam ecclesia disputantem de duabus meretricibus, de quibus
scriptum est in tertio libro Regnorum, quae ad iudicium venerant Salomonis, quarum una vivum,
alia mortuum habebat infantem, discussisse diligentius.’

75 For instance in HReG, in connection with Ps. 21(22): kai kateAnivlev gig td yopia
gxelva oy Og d0VA0G TV &kel, GAN” B¢ deondTNG ToAaicwV, Bg Tpdny EAéyopev €nyou-
pevot tov ko’ Yarpov.
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references made by simply mentioning the biblical book as object of a prior
interpretation, such self-quotations enhance the status of the author as an over-
all interpreter of the Bible. It is not by chance that Origen often accompanies
such mentions with a modesty clause in order to avoid the impression of an
excessive self-confidence in the results of his own exegesis.’® Nevertheless, he
extends as far as he can the system of cross-references, by pointing not only
to the individual tomoi but also to the homilies, at least when a commentary is
not yet available (as we see most strikingly with the mention of the Homilies
on Luke both in the Commentary on John and the Commentary on Matthew).”
By so doing Origen shapes the image of his @uvre as a set of interrelated
pieces, capable of supplementing each other within a larger corpus. Interestingly,
his preference normally goes to the exegetic writings with very few exceptions
for two lost treatises: On the Resurrection (written in Alexandria and quoted first
in De principiis and then in the Contra Celsum) and the Stromata (also going
back to the Alexandrian period and mentioned in Book XIII of the Commentary
on John).”®

Somewhat surprisingly, there is no mention of De principiis in De oratione,
although the latter treatise rewrites an important argument already dealt with
in the previous work, a unique occurrence in our author.”” More generally,
nowhere else do we find a secure reference to his dogmatic masterpiece, apart
from a dubious passage in Rufinus’ translation of the Commentary on Romans
referring to the ‘Treatise on free will’.?° It looks as if the Alexandrian would
be uniquely interested in transmitting to his readership the image of an author
who is par excellence a commentator of the Bible. We find the conclusive proof
to this in the Contra Celsum. There, Origen indicated with more precision the
titles of his earlier writings, but he referred almost exclusively to exegetical
works.8! Especially when mentioning the important Commentary on Genesis,
he emphasized for his Christian and pagan readers the fact that he had delivered

76 See the reference to a commentary on Ps. 2 belonging to the early Alexandrian period in
De Princ. 114, 4: De quibus secundum parvitatem sensus nostri cum secundi psalmi exponeremus illum
versiculum, in quo ait: Tunc loquetur ad eos in ira sua, et in furore suo conturbabit eos (Ps. 2:5), prout
potuimus, qualiter hoc intellegi deberet, ostendimus.

7T Clo XXXII 2, 5; CMt XIII 29.

78 De princ. I1 10, 1: ‘De quo et in aliis quidem libris, quos de resurrectione scripsimus,
plenius disputavimus’; CC V 20: cuvtétaktat yop v nepl dvactioems v ALog, £nt TAglov
é€etdoaot T katd Tov tomov; Clo XIII 45, 298: &¢ kol év T® TpiTe TOV LTPOUITEDV
TOPECTNCULLEV.

79 Compare De princ. 1l 1, 2.4 with Orat. VI 1.2. See my analysis in La preghiera secondo
Origene (2011), 108-16.

80 CRm VII 16: ‘De quibus plenius quidem a nobis in eo libello ubi de arbitrii libertate disse-
ruimus, pro viribus singula quaeque discussa sunt.’

81 He mentions twice the Commentary on Genesis (CC VI 49. 51) and the Commentary on
Romans (V 47; VIII 65), once the treatise On Resurrection (V 20), the Commentary on the Psalms
(VII 31), and the Commentary on First Thessalonians (11 63).
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there a detailed interpretation of the narrative about the creation and the origins
of humankind. Yet he added that he had written this commentary long ago
‘to the best of his ability (8€1g)’ at the time, admitting that a more in-depth
explanation of the Mosaic cosmogony would now demand ‘entire treatises’.3?
So, the retrospective projection of self-quotations reveals an author who wants
to instil the sense of the time past but sees nevertheless his work as inserted in
a dynamic sequence of endless interpretation and by the same token is always
looking towards the future. Indeed, the self-announcements of further exegetical
tasks that Origen plans to fulfil in the future abundantly corroborate this image,
so that once more we are brought back to our initial point: autobiographical
discourse finds a way in Origen as far as it supports his profile as a biblical
scholar. Only in a rather limited number of cases we face what we would like
to call, in Augustinian terms, a genre of ‘confessions’.

The ‘limits’ of autobiography: Origen in his own image

Autobiography creates an expectation for opening up a window into the life of
a person from his/her own perspective, at least for certain moments of his/her
existence, if not for a daily life revisited throughout a more extensive period.
As we have seen, such expectations can be fulfilled only to a limited extent in
Origen’s works. The Alexandrian is not likely to use an autobiographical reg-
ister. He does it occasionally, and mostly under apologetic pressure, which
orientates the self-communication in a particular direction. Although he then
discloses some information about his teachers, studies, contacts, and even his
daily pensum in a particular moment, a lot of details we would like to know on
his way of life remain shrouded in mystery. Now, after research has been going
on for centuries, is there still room for painting a more complete picture of
Origen as far as our evidence allows? In a brilliant article on ‘Caesarea as
Origen knew it’, John McGuckin imagined him walking in the evening on the
seafront of the capital of Roman Palestine.?3 As we know from the Letter to
Fabian of Rome, Origen merely complained not to have even the time to take
a promenade after dinner...? I believe that McGuckin’s extrapolation is not so
unfounded as it may seem, but perhaps it would be more rewarding to consider
in autobiographical or biographical perspective other aspects of Origen’s life,

82 CC VI 51: 8hov yup fAuiv cuvtaéewv ypeio gig thv difynowy tiig xatd Mwidcéa
Koopomotliag émep KaTo TO duvaTOV UV TPO TAEioVOg 1 pOVOL TNG EveaTNKLING TPOC TOV
KéLGOV GUVTAEEMS TEMOIAKAPEY, GO TR TPO TAELOVOV ETdV EEE0C, TIg £XMPODUEY TOTE,
StohaPovreg mepl TV katd Movcéa EE g kooponotiag uepdv.

83 J. McGuckin, ‘Caesarea Maritima as Origen Knew It” (1992), 4: ‘It would not be fanciful
to imagine Origen taking his exercise here in the evenings in preference to the more strenuous
and perhaps more dubious ambience of the civic Gymnasium’.

8% See above n. 21.
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which deserve more attention, for instance the similes preferred by the Alexan-
drian. In other words, we could ask whether these have any connection with
his real Lebenswelt. It is tempting to think that the impressive metaphor of the
acrobat who, after good training, succeeds in ‘walking on a tight-rope stretched
across the middle of a theatre in mid air and carrying heavy objects’,*> was not
simply a rhetorical device of the Contra Celsum to support the idea that the
path to virtue is always open to man, but may reflect an experience of the
entertainments available in the urban milieu of Alexandria or Caesarea.®

However, we should resist the wish of filling the holes of autobiography by
means of the notorious inventiveness of biography. The access to the ‘intimate’
Origen is altogether less difficult than one would suppose by considering our
relatively meagre results. He is not at all the sort of author as those praised by
Mark Twain when speaking of the biblical books and who, in the words of the
American novelist, were so well ‘hidden from view’.}” On the contrary, the
Alexandrian never ‘sinks himself entirely out of the side of the reader[s]’,
because he was always interested in creating a dynamic relation with them,
likely to be developed with great profit on both sides.®® Within this framework,
as we noticed examining the statements about himself made by the exegete at
work, Origen was eager to communicate again and again his own feelings and
expectations and his subjective involvement reaches its peak in what we should
regard as his proper ‘confessions’. This term is not out of place here, since
these expressions imply a self-revelatory movement, a self-scrutiny and revealing
of the ‘soul’. Indeed, the constancy of some emotional notes that accompany
them invites us to see such self-disclosures not simply as a matter of self-
fashioning or self-promotion, but rather as a more immediate reflection of a
consolidated self-perception.

Without entering now into the always perilous realm of psychological anal-
ysis, let us simply review some of the occurrences more plainly describable as
‘confessions’. One of their recurrent features points to a state of the soul which
gives way to a passionate effusion. Origen does not conceal his propensity for
such emotional involvement in a passage of the Dialogue with Heraclides.
Discussing while in Arabia the problem of the condition of the soul after death

85 CC 111 69.

8 For a thorough treatment of the theatrical metaphors in Origen see Leonardo Lugaresi, I/
teatro di Dio. Il problema degli spettacoli nel cristianesimo antico (II-1V secolo) (Brescia, 2008),
509-33. For an interesting recourse to agonistic metaphors see e.g. H36Ps 1V 2.

87 Mark Twain, The Innocents Abroad, with an Introduction by Tom Quirk and notes by Guy
Cardwell (New York, 2002), 367: ‘Who taught those ancient writers their simplicity of language,
their felicity of expression, their pathos, and above all, their faculty of sinking themselves entirely
out of side of the reader and making the narrative stand out alone and seem to tell itself? Shake-
speare is always present when one reads his book; Macaulay is present when we follow the march
of his stately sentences; but the Old Testament writers are hidden from view’.

8 See, for instance, Hlos VII 3: ‘Volo ego ipse, qui doceo vos, vobiscum pariter discere.’
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with a second Heraclides and with another colleague called Celer (who thought
the soul would remain with the body in the grave), he became so irritated and
reacted in such a harsh manner that he wished to abandon the field; finally he
accepted to resume the debate and reached an agreement.?® It was not the only
moment of high tension recorded in this writing, which is held to deliver the
ipsissima vox of the Alexandrian, as we shall discover shortly. On another
occasion, when commenting upon Jer. 20:9 (‘I will make no mention of the
name of the Lord. I will not speak in his name any more’), Origen identifies
himself with the situation of the prophet: like Jeremiah, he often feels the
temptation to abandon the scene, refraining from the task of teaching and with-
drawing into solitude.”® The feelings of distress, suffering and hostility that
Origen reveals here mirror the criticism and disapproval that his innovative way
of interpreting the Bible was bound to encounter. On one occasion, he also
vented his bitter awareness of wasting his time with youths, who did not let
themselves be persuaded to study the Scriptures, as he hopelessly argued with
them so often.’!

The Alexandrian is sometimes led to generalize his own sense of failure as
a preacher in face of an audience who apparently proved less permeable to his
teachings than he would have wished. In the Third Homily on Psalm 36 he
complained about the present time, regarding it as a period poor of ‘arrows’,
that is preachers of the Word of God like the prophets and the apostles, and as
such exposed to suffer hunger for it.°? In addition to this, the efforts of those
few who were capable of burning the hearts of the hearers with their words,
were neutralized through envy and hostility. It is impossible not to recognize
the autobiographical connotation of this remark, inasmuch as it finds corrobo-
ration in so many other places in Origen’s writings. The psychagogic ardour of
the Alexandrian is a well-known aspect of his personality, already attested by
the author of the Discourse of Thanksgiving.®> No one will dispute Origen’s
efforts to involve his audience as far as he could, through his contagious fer-
vour, after reading the passionate passage of the Dialogue with Heraclides in
which he invites the Arabian public to undergo a spiritual ‘transformation’.

8 Dial. 10: "HA0év pov gic tic drodg, kal memAnpodopepévog Aéym, 8Tt TIVEG TV
évtotba kol v &v ac‘ruysttocw ofovtat psw TV évtetbev GroAiaynv Ty yoynv pndev
aicBavecOar, GALL elvar v @ pvnueio, v d odpatt. Kai oida nspt T0UTOL ‘rpaxo‘rapov
éveybeic mpog tov dAlov ‘Hpakieidov kol Kérepa tOv mpd adtov, kol T0600ToV TpayL-
TEPOV BOTE KOTUATETY Kal OeAfjcat dmelOelv.

% Hler XX 8.

o1 HEz XIII 3.

92 H36Ps 111 3: ‘Paucas video sagittas Dei, pauci sunt qui ita loquuntur ut inflamment cor
auditoris et abstrahant eum a peccato et convertatur ad paenitentiam ... perpauci sunt tales, et
ipsi, si qui sunt, pauci, per invidiam et livorem ita agitur ne omnino vel pauci sint, ne vel prodesse
aliquibus possint; 10: Istae ergo sunt dies et istud est tempus famis, cum non sunt qui verbum
Dei loquantur.’

9 PanOrat 78: fiv yép mog koi 7Seig Tvi xapitt koi Te1dol kol TIvi AveyKn HeptYHEVoc.
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Here, insisting on the fact that his hearers had the power to perform such a
transformation, he repeatedly indicated it as a necessary condition for avoiding
a situation where he could have been reproached for ‘giving what is holy to
dogs’ (Matth. 7:6).%* It may be that this particular Arabian audience needed such
a fiery entreaty, but one suspects things were not much different in Caesarea.
Origen was always concerned with the spiritual impact of the Holy Scrip-
tures and not less anxious about the way he would succeed in bringing his
audience to participate in it. To admit in advance his inadequacy, as he so
frequently did (and not only in the homilies!), was not merely part of the rhe-
torical strategy of a preacher substantially sure of himself but looking for a
sympathetic response from his audience. In fact, at times he proved personally
involved in a way that was by far more invasive than his audience would prob-
ably have expected. If he mentioned in passing that his father had died as
martyr, just to stress that such a title of glory was of no use without personal
engagement for a living faith,””> he was less anodyne when he proceeded to a
self-scrutiny. In the Twelfth Homily on Exodus we find him not simply recom-
mending a general moral paradigm, but also involved in what resembles closely
to an honest self-avowal, since Origen accuses himself of being still dependent
on the public appreciation and esteem.”® He seems to have been less worried
with other possible vices than with his yearning for public recognition and
fame, an aspiration almost unavoidably bound with his activity as a biblical
scholar. Origen did not forget what he had written in the treatise On Prayer,
when he came to explain the sixth petition of the Lord’s Prayer: the interpreter
of the Bible, too, should be aware of the ‘temptation’ hidden in his work and
arm himself for the impending ‘fight” (G'y®v).”” This was indeed his life’s chal-
lenge and its paradox: to put himself forth as man so as to become the voice

% Dial. 12: TIopoxol® 0OV TOUG GKPOATHC TPOGEYELY gavrtoig, pun mote aitiol pot yivav-
Tt Tob &ykAnOfvar 8t ta Gyt mapafariie kuoiv; 13: Aéopat ovv DUAV, petapopdodnte:
0érete pobeiv 6t &v Ouiv Eotv 10 petopopdwdfvar; 14: mtapakaroduev dudg iva pn
£ykANnO® 8 Opag ... “Iva pn &ykdindd, petopopdmdnre; 15:°Ayovid kol einelv, dyovid
Kal un einelv. Awa tobg &lovg 0EAm einely, un &ykAnb®d d¢ TV duvapévov dkobeLy aro-
GTEPNGUG TOV AOYOV' d10 TOVg Un GEiovg OKvd eimelv.

9 HEz IV 8: ‘Nihil mihi conducit martyr pater, si non bene vixero et ornavero nobilitatem
generis mei, hoc est testimonium eius et confessionem qua illustratus est in Christo.’

% HEx XII 4: ‘Ego me ipsum corripio, me ipsum iudico; ego meas culpas arguo, viderint qui
audiunt, quid de semet ipsis sentiant. Ego interim dico quod, donec alicui horum deservio, non
sum conversus ad Dominum ... Etiamsi me amor pecuniae non superat, etiamsi possessionum et
divitiarum cura non stringit, laudis tamen cupidus sum et gloriam sector humanam, si de hominum
vultibus et sermonibus pendeo, quid de me ille sentiat, quomodo me ille habeat, ne illi displiceam,
st illi placeam, donec requiro ista, servus horum sum.’

97 Orat. XXIX 10: o010 mafmdv S1d 10 1OV &V 10 Avaylvdckely To Gyla TELpacpuov pi
vevonkévatl unde &g mpog dydva kai tote adt®d Evestnkoto dNACAUEVOS Kol oTAG. See
also HEz VII 3: ‘Mihi ipsi qui in Ecclesia praedico, laqueos saepe tendit, ut totam Ecclesiam ex
mea conversatione confundat ... Iste sermo de me est, qui bona doceo et contraria gero, et sum
sedens super cathedram Moysi quasi scriba et Pharisaeus.’
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of God for his own time. As stated so impressively in the Second Homily on
Ezechiel, he acknowledged that to discover the ‘mind of Christ’ in the Scrip-
tures was reserved to those who partook ‘in the holy Spirit’. As a consequence,
those who, like him, were supposed to act as teachers, should deliver their
explanation in the form of ‘a commentary written not by men but by the angels
of God’.”®

The only way to stand firm in such a fundamentally paradoxical task and
claim to be a teacher of the Word of God was to assume it throughout in an
attitude of prayer. Just like Augustine, Origen’s ‘confessions’ flow less unre-
strictedly in the framework of prayer. It was not by chance that in his Eleventh
Homily on Numbers the Alexandrian expressed the wish that the ‘angel of the
Church’ would pick out in his interpretations some meanings worthy of Christ
and present them to the High Priest for his celestial liturgy addressed to the
Father. Though Origen hastened to add that he certainly could not hope for so
much and would be happy simply with not being found guilty of erroneous
speech,” he knew too well that to comment on the Holy Scriptures essentially
meant standing before God and trying to listen to his words and enter into a
dialogue with him. In the First Homily on the Canticle, the most famous of all
his autobiographical confessions describes the coming and going of the Logos,
who again and again escapes Origen’s embrace.'® Instead of suggesting a mys-
tical experience in the most common sense, the Alexandrian himself gave the

8 HEz 11 2-3: “Si itaque invenio in Moyse et in prophetis sensum Christi, non de corde proprio,
sed de sancto Spiritu loquor; si autem nihil congruum inveniens, mihimet ipse confingo, quae
loquar, fluctuans in sermonibus qui sunt alieni a Deo, de mei potius corde quam de Dei sensibus
loquor. Propheta, et dices prophetis qui prophetant, non ait simpliciter de corde, sed de corde suo.
Et prophetabis et dices ad eos: Audite verbum Domini. Haec ad me, haec ad eum dicuntur qui
doctorem se esse promittit, ut timor Dei in nobis maior oriatur, ut periclitemur quasi sub com-
mentario scripto non ab hominibus, sed ab angelis Deli, sic proferre sermonem. Novi quippe quia,
cum in iudicio ille ordo consederit, de quo prophetavit Daniel, et libri fuerint aperti, omnes mei
conatus, omnes meae expositiones proferentur in medium, sive in iustificationem sive in condem-
nationem meam.’

% HNm X1 5: ‘Et si mererer ego hodie magnum aliquem et summo pontifice dignum sensum
proferre, ita ut ex his omnibus, quae loquimur et docemus, esset aliquid egregium, quod summo
sacerdoti placere deberet, poterat fortasse fieri, ut angelus, qui praeest ecclesiae, ex omnibus
dictis nostris eligeret aliquid et loco primitiarum Domino de agello mei cordis offerret. Sed ego
me scio non mereri nec conscius mihi sum, quod talis aliquis sensus inveniatur in me, quem
dignum iudicet angelus, qui nos excolit, offerre pro primitiis vel pro primogenitis Domino. Atque
utinam tale sit, quod loquemur et docemus, ut non pro verbis nostris condemnari mereamur;
sufficeret nobis haec gratia.’

10 HCt 1 7: ‘Deinde conspicit sponsum, qui conspectus abscedit. Et frequenter hoc in toto
carmine facit, quod, nisi quis ipse patiatur, non potest intellegere. Saepe, Deus testis est, sponsum
mihi adventare conspexi et mecum esse quam plurimum; quo subito recedente, invenire non potui
quod quaerebam. Rursum igitur desidero eius adventum et nonnumquam iterum venit; et cum appa-
ruerit meisque fuerit manibus conprehensus, rursus elabitur et, cum fuerit elapsus, a me rursus
inquiritur et hoc crebro facit, donec illum vere teneam et adscendam innixa super fratruelem meum
(Ct. 8:5).°
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best explanation of this passage in the Second Homily on the Canticle when he
said:

The soul of the Bride, you see, is so blessed and perfect, that she is quicker to see,
quicker to contemplate the coming of the Word; perceiving also that it is to her own
self that Wisdom and Love have come, she says to those who do not see: ‘Behold, here
He cometh!”’

Pray that I too may be able to say: ‘Behold, here He cometh!” For if I have the power
to expound the Word of God, I also say ‘Behold, here He cometh!’ in a sense.'"!

Seen in this light, the activity of the exegete comes close to the spiritual condi-
tion of one who prays. In the end, it was precisely this situation which traced
for Origen the limits within which autobiographical discourse could seem
acceptable. Far from entertaining a self-centered interiority, recourse to auto-
biography was allowed as long as it helped Origen to see himself as a scholar,
teacher, and preacher in the presence of God and to promote and defend this
image in front of men.

0L HCt 1 10: ‘Intellege sponsae animam beatam atque perfectam, quae citius videat, citius
sermonis contempletur adventum, quae sibi sapientiam, sibi venisse sentiat caritatem et dicat non
videntibus: ecce hic venit (Ct. 2:8). Orate ut et ego possim dicere: ecce hic venit. Si enim potuero
Dei disserere sermonem, quodammodo et ego dico: ecce hic venit’ (Origen, The Song of Songs,
Commentary and Homilies, trans. by R.P. Lawson [Washington, 1957], 299).
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ABSTRACT

According to the communis opinio Origen’s ideas in the field of logic and dialectics
come directly from the Stoic philosophy. My aim is to modify this theory worked out
by Louis Roberts, John Rist, and Ronald Heine. I think that Origen used mixed material
from Platonist, Stoic and Aristotelian logic incorporated mostly in the works and
schoolbooks of Middle-Platonic authors. Naturally, indirectly Origen knows Stoic ini-
tiatives in the field of logic, but it is not necessary to count upon his being directly
influenced by Stoic logical thinkers. I am here simply and purely destructive and I focus
on criticism on papers claiming to prove the direct influence of Stoic logic.

The title of this essay is intended to be an allusion to Ronald Heine’s paper,
‘Stoic Logic as Handmaid to Exegesis and Theology in Origen’s Commentary
on the Gospel of John’ which is the best and most comprehensive study on
Origen’s logic, although it focuses exclusively on the Commentary of John.
In introducing the topic, Heine cites the words of Origen’s letter to Gregory in
which he writes about how Christians should handle Greek philosophy as the
handmaid of Christianity in the same manner as general disciplines are hand-
maids of philosophy. Treating Origen as a pragmatic and eclectic thinker,
Heine speaks as follows:

Origen’s advice to Gregory shows that he took the study of philosophy seriously, both
for himself and for his students. It also suggests that he was not committed to any one
philosophical school, but ranged through them all looking for that which he could use
as a Christian scholar. One of the philosophical schools in which Origen found much
that was helpful, as a few modern studies have shown, was that of Stoicism.!

This description presupposes an Origenian method according to which the
Alexandrian master was looking for good weapons and tools for creating a
theology and defending Christianity against his enemies, and he found the
logical part of it in the teachers and works of the Stoa. This view was shared
in two earlier papers — in the narrower meaning these are the ‘few modern

! “Stoic Logic as handmaid to Exegesis and Theology in Origen’s Commentary on the Gospel
of John’, JTS n.s. 44 (1993), 90-117, 90.

Studia Patristica LVI, 29-40.
© Peeters Publishers, 2013.
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studies’ mentioned above by Heine — written by Louis Roberts? and John Rist?
who dealt with the question of the relationship between Greek logic and Origen.
Roberts distinguishes Origen’s Stoicism from the Middle Platonist’s use of
Stoic dialectics in the following manner:

... [Hlis frequent use of classic schemes involving conditional propositions, disjunc-
tions, conjunctions, and combinations of these argues a more than passing acquaintance
with Stoic logic. In this Origen differs from his predecessor Clement and other Middle
Platonists.*

John Rist, although criticizing some statements in Roberts’ paper, similarly
thinks that Origen had direct contact with Stoic philosophers or Stoic works.
As he says:

Dealing with the famous passage, quoted by Eusebius, where Porphyry reviewed
Origen’s perverse amalgamation of a Greek education with a barbarian (i.e. Christian)
life-style, scholars usually comment on the Platonic and Neopythagorean authors Ori-
gen is stated to have read: Numenius, Cronius, Moderatus and the rest. But it is less
commonly noted that Porphyry also mentions the Stoic Apollophanes, Chaeremon and
Cornutus, and it should not be assumed that it was only in regard to the methods of
allegorical interpretation that he was indebted to them.®

And at the end of his paper Rist expresses himself in the following way:

I am inclined to think that this indicates that he had studied with Stoic teachers, and
with Stoic teachers of a ‘professional’ castle of mind, during his youth at Alexandria.’

My aim is to modify this view and to prove that Origen used mixed material
from Stoic and Aristotelian logic incorporated in the works and schoolbooks of
Middle-Platonic authors. We have no hard and fast evidence that the Alexan-
drian thinker obtained his logical knowledge directly from Stoics. Naturally,
indirectly Origen knows Stoic initiatives in the field of logic, but it is not

2 Louis Roberts, ‘Origen and Stoic Logic’, TP 101 (1970), 433-44.

3 John M. Rist, ‘The importance of Stoic Logic in the Contra Celsum’, in Henry J. Blumenthal
and Robert A. Markus (eds), Neoplatonism and Early Christian Thought. Essays in honour of
A.H. Armstrong (London, 1981), 64-78.

4 L. Roberts, ‘Origen and Stoic Logic’ (1970), 442.

5 It is undisputed that Origen knew Chrysippus’ works at first hand. J.M. Rist, ‘The importance
of Stoic Logic’ (1981), 69, Cels 1 40; 1 64; 11 12; IV 63; V 57; VIII 51. Henry Chadwick, the
author of the first important study on the relation between Origen and the Stoa, clearly indicates
that Origen knew Zeno and Chrysippus. ‘Origen, Celsus, and the Stoa’, JTS 48 (1947), 34-49, 34.
The most elaborated paper on the Stoic authors cited by Origen is 1.B.6. in Gilles Dorival’s
contributon at the Colloquium Origenianum Quintum, ‘L’apport d’Origéne pour la connaissance
de la philosophie grecque’, in Robert J. Daly (ed.), Origeniana Quinta (Leuven, 1992), 189-216.
He stresses that already Hans von Arnim thought that Origen, dealing with Stoic theories, quotes
verbatim Chrysippus. Dorival rightly doubts this (ibid. 196.).

¢ J.M. Rist, ‘The importance of Stoic Logic’ (1981), 64.

7 Ibid. 76.
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necessary to count upon his being directly influenced by Stoic logical thinkers.
My aim here is simply and purely destructive and I focus on criticism on papers
claiming to prove the direct influence of Stoic logic.

1. The neutral status of the logic from the point of view of a religious world-
view and its consequence

In the field of theology, numerous topics can be found which demonstrate the
common scholarly starting points and methods used by Origen and pagan phi-
losophers. Theology as science contains moments and topics which should be
regarded as fundamental elements of scholarly practice, while at the same time
they exert no direct consequences on questions of a religious Weltanschauung.
This is why the adaptation of numerous elements of standard scholarly practice
did not create ideological headaches for Origen. Logic has such neutral status,®
which offers another important characteristic, with its methodological repercus-
sions. Although there were several debates on questions of logic, these discus-
sions became more acute points of controversy between the philosophical
schools if they were connected with metaphysical or ethical questions, as in the
case of logical necessity and determinism. The greater part of the heritage of
logical doctrines of Greek philosophers was a common basis for different scholars.
As Jonathan Barnes writes: ‘In antiquity, logic was not an esoteric discipline,
reserved — like medicine or the higher mathematics — for a few specialists. Rather,
it was a standard part of the school curriculum, the first subject to be tackled by
a young man once he had escaped from the hands of the grammarian and the
rhetorician.”® If logic was a basic knowledge methodologically it is more diffi-
cult to prove the influence of a determined philosophical school and it is less
plausible to think that Origen had to turn to Stoic philosophers or books for
instruction as Ronald Heine and his predecessors suggest.

2. General Stoic logic concepts in Origen. Roberts’ and Rist’s interpretations

In his above-cited, very self-confident statement, where Roberts wants to secure
acceptance of his theory of exclusively Stoic influence on Origen in the field
of logic, the author provides no proof. His short study, which is limited to three
areas of Origen’s work influenced by Stoic logic, namely the doctrine of names,
the question of the truth-value of propositions, and two argument-schemes, suf-
fers from serious errors. In the first point Roberts misunderstands the Origenian

8 An exception is the theory of knowledge which — in Stoic systematization — is part of this field.
° Jonathan Barnes, ‘Argument in ancient philosophy’, in David Sedley (ed.), The Cambridge
Companion to Greek and Roman Philosophy (Cambridge, 2003), 20-41, 22.
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theory of proper names, identifies it with Stoic materialism and gives some
false criticism on Chadwick’s and Harl’s translations'® because he erroneously
thinks that the word pragmata in the cited texts functions in the strictly techni-
cal Stoic meaning.!! It is most misleading to think, as Roberts does, that the
Origenian special theory of magical names is identical with his general concept
about the meanings of words. In the second point he wrongly finds a Stoic dif-
ference between ‘true’ and ‘truth’ in Origen.'? The very essence of this Stoic
distinction is that while ‘true’ is incorporeal and, strictly speaking not being,
‘truth’ is corporeal.'> Anyone who has read any Origen knows that for the
Alexandrian master “Truth’ is Wisdom and its nature is intellectual and not
corporeal. When Origen adopts the Stoic theory of the absoluteness of truth and
falsity and negates the existence of the gradation of truth this procedure bears
no relation to the question of Stoic difference between ‘true’ and ‘Truth’, as
Roberts thinks.'* Roberts” above-mentioned statement according to which the
‘frequent use of classic schemes involving conditional propositions, disjunc-
tions, conjunctions, and combinations of these argues a more than passing
acquaintance with Stoic logic’ similarly goes too far. The use of syllogism or
conditional propositions do not presuppose an attachment to the special logical
teaching of any particular philosophical school."

Only the third point of Roberts’ paper is relevant with regard to the question
of the supposed Stoic influence on Origen. This is a short review of two texts
from Contra Celsum, which give the argument-schemes known as the ‘Idle
Argument’ (I 20) and the ‘Argument of two conditionals’ (VII 15).16

2.1. The Idle Argument (Contra Celsum /1 20)

Origen’s use of the refutation of the Idle Argument relates to his answer
to Celsus’ statement. In Henry Chadwick’s translation this passage of the

10" L. Roberts, ‘Origen and Stoic Logic’ (1970), 434, 436. According to him Koetschau’s Ger-
man translation is erroneous as well.

1" This failure has already been exposed by J.M. Rist, ‘The importance of Stoic Logic’ (1981), 67.

12 L. Roberts, ‘Origen and Stoic Logic’ (1970), 437.

13 .. odoia pév mapodcov i pév GAH0eia cdpd Eott, 10 8¢ AGAN0Ec doduatov DRRpYEV.
Sextus Empiricus, Adv. Math. VII 38. The three aspects of difference between alétheia and aléthes
mentioned by Sextus Empiricus do not occur in Origen’s texts. In the same chapter of Sextus the
Stoic view of the corporeality of the hégemonikon is emphasized. Origen uses this term for the
intellect but never takes it as corporeal being.

14 L. Roberts, ‘Origen and Stoic Logic’ (1970), 438.

15 J. Barnes gives a good example. Based on Sextus Empiricus’ Adv. Math. VII 213 one can sur-
mise that Epicurus used the so-called Stoic ‘second unproved’. But the philosopher of the garden ...
did not need a course in logic to employ it.” J. Barnes, ‘Argument in ancient philosophy’ (2003), 36.

16 Naturally, Roberts strongly exaggerates when he thinks that the hitherto unknown Stoic
type-theory to which Benson Mates alludes (‘Origen and Stoic Logic’ [1970], 444) can be found
in Origen’s texts.
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philosopher reads as follows: ‘If he foretold these events as being god (tabta
0e0¢ v mpoeine) he says, then what he foretold must assuredly have come to
pass (mavtog &y piv Yevécshal 1O mposipnuévov). A god, therefore led his
own disciples and prophets with whom he used to eat and drink so far astray
that they became impious and wicked.” After this, Origen interprets Celsus’
wording in such a way that he gives a strong interpretation, according to which
‘Celsus thinks that if something has been predicted by some sort of knowledge,
then it takes place because it was predicted.’ After that, the Alexandrian master
gives an even stronger interpretation of Celsus’ criticism, and identifies it with
the Idle Argument:

The so-called ‘idle’ argument, which is a sophism, is as follows. It is addressed, let us
suppose, to a sick man, and by sophistical reasoning dissuades him from having a
physician to restore him to health. The argument runs like this. If it is fated that you
recover from the illness, you will recover whether you call in a physician or not;
moreover, if it is fated that you will not recover from the illness, you will not recover,
whether you call in the physician or not; either it is fated that you recover from the
illness, or it is fated that you will not do so; therefore it is futile to call in a physician.
With this argument, however, some such argument as this may cleverly be compared.
If it is fated that you beget a child, whether you have intercourse with a woman or not,
you will not beget a child; either it is fated that you will beget a child, or that you will
not do so; therefore it is futile to have intercourse with a woman. For just as, in this
instance, it is not futile to have intercourse with a woman, since it is inconceivable and
impossible for a man to have children if he has no such intercourse, so also if recovery
from illness comes by medical treatment, it is necessary to employ a physician, and it
is wrong to say ‘it is futile for you to call in a physician’. We have set forth all these
arguments on account of the opinion put forward by the most intelligent Celsus, who
says: He foretold these events as being a god, and what he foretold must assuredly have
come to pass. If by assuredly he means ‘necessarily’, we will not grant that to him; for
it was also possible for it not to happen. But if by assuredly he means simply that ‘it
will come to pass’ (and nothing prevents that from being true, even if it is possible for
it not to happen), then my position is in no way affected. For it does not follow from
the fact that Jesus correctly predicted the actions of the traitor and of the one who
denied him, that he was responsible for their impiety and wicked conduct.!’

It is important to distinguish three aspects of this argumentation. The first one
is the question of futurum contingens: whether a true prediction is necessarily
true or not necessarily true. This is a pure logical or modal logical problem.
Origen here shares the view of Stoic Chrysippus against Diodorus Cronus that
true prediction is not necessarily true. The second aspect of this argument is an
intentional logical problem: whether divine foreknowledge constitutes the truth
of the predicted event or not. The third aspect of the problem is the meta-
physical question: is the fact of a person’s foreknowledge the cause of a future
event or not? Does it determinate the future or not, and how does it relate to

17 Origen, Contra Celsum, translated by H. Chadwick (Cambridge, 1953), 86-7.
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free will? Naturally, these different aspects are connected to each other and
also emerge in Origen’s wording. I have cited only the main part of Origen’s
argument, but a detailed account of the Idle Argument in Contra Celsum requires
much more thorough commentary to prove that this formulation of the argu-
ment presupposes Stoic patterns than is provided by Roberts’ one and half
pages or the three pages dedicated to the problem by Rist. The reader of these
two studies will not find the above distinguished aspects and so will receive no
clear picture of the situation. For this argument to be satisfactorily interpreted
its possible source shown will require investigation of the context, i.e. Apollo’s
oracle and the killing of Laius, the citing of Euripides Phoenissae 18-20:

Beget no children against the will of the gods,

For if thou dost produce a child, thy offspring shall slay thee,
And thy whole house shall pass through bloodshed,

and the conditional character of the prophecy.

This task has been brilliantly accomplished in Susanne Bobzien’s book Deter-
minism and Freedom in Stoic Philosophy. According to her conclusion'® the
Origenian reply to the Idle Argument is different from the other, Chrysippian
formulation of it in Cicero’s De fato 30. The latter’s refutation is based on a
difference between simple and conjoined events and the concept of co-fatedness,
while Origen used a parallel argument. Our evidence does not suffice to decide
whether Origen takes the refutation of the Idle Argument directly from Chrysip-
pus, or from a later Stoic philosopher or from a Middle Platonist. The similar
formulation can be explained by the possibility that the Idle Argument was often
discussed in debates between different schools of philosophers and that it was
learned by heart. Both Middle Platonist sources discussed the Laius oracle,
quoting the same Euripidean text we have in Origen’s Contra Celsum 11 20
immediately before the Idle Argument,'® and they regarded and similarly named
the argument a sophism.?’ Therefore it is possible that Origen drew directly
upon the Idle Argument and its refutation from a Middle Platonic author and
there is no need to suppose direct Stoic influence, as Roberts and Rist did.

2.2. ‘The Argument of two conditionals’ (Contra Celsum VII 15)

The whole presentation of the Argument of two conditionals (dia dyo tropikon)
is known to us solely via Contra Celsum VII 15. Sextus Empiricus only men-
tioned it as an example that one cannot understand theoretical concepts purely
by hearing some words,?' Galen attaches the Argument of two conditionals to

18 Susanne Bobzien, Determinism and Freedom in Stoic Philosophy (Oxford, 1998), 207-8.
9 Alcinous, Didascalicus 26, 2.

20 Ps-Plutarch, De fato 11, 574 E.

2l Sextus Empiricus, P.H. II 3.
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the Argument of three conditionals and to other logical forms, demonstrating
their complexity and citing Antipatrus and Chrysippus.?? Therefore on this
point Origen enriches our knowledge of Greek logic as well as enriching our
knowledge of Stoic logic, for there is no question that the final source of the
Argument of two conditionals is Stoic, and especially Chrysippian.

Origen here refutes Celsus’ following statement: if death or passion are
prophesied about a supreme God we should not believe these things because
they are incompatible with the notion of a supreme God. Origen aims at the
antecedent of the two premises, because death and passion concern Jesus Christ
as human being.

We may reply that his assumption is mistaken and would make hypothetical premises
that result in contradictory conclusions. This is shown as follows: (i) If the prophets of
the supreme God were to say that God will serve as a slave or will be sick or even that
He will die, these things will happen to God, since the prophets of the great God must
necessarily speak the truth. (ii) On the other hand, if the true prophets of the supreme
God say these same things, since things that are intrinsically impossible are not true,
what the prophets say of God would not happen. But when two hypothetical premises
result in contradictory conclusions by the syllogism known as the syllogism of two
propositions, the antecedent of the two premises is denied, which in this instance it that
‘the prophets foretell that the great God will serve as a slave or will be sick or will die’.
The conclusion is therefore that the prophets did not foretell that the great God will
serve as a slave or will be sick or will die. The argument runs like this: If A is true, B
is true also; if A is true, B is not true; then A is not true.

Further on, Origen used an argument parallel to that of the case of the Idle
Argument:

The Stoics give the following concrete illustration of this when they say: If you know
that you are dead, you are dead; if you know that you are dead you are not dead; it
follows that you do not know that you are dead. This is the way in which they make
up the premises. If you know that you are dead, what you know is true; then it is true
that you are dead. And on the other hand, if you know that you are dead, then it is also
true that you know that you are dead. But since a dead man knows nothing, obviously
if you know that you are dead, you are not dead. And as I said before, it follows from
both premises that you do not know that you are dead.

Therefore Origen mentions the Stoics, and his final source is incontestably
Stoic. That notwithstanding, I do not think that the Christian thinker drew
directly from Stoic books or Stoic teachers. Arguments like the one of two
conditionals were learned by heart by professional philosophers, and Origen
had professional competence in the field of philosophy.?> When Roberts says

22 Galenus, De Hippocr. et Plat. plac. 11 3 (92) (SVF 11, 248).
23 It seems to be true also for the Origenian argumentation against Celsus. The precise and
formal correctness of the Origenian argumentation shows his superiority to Celsus, although
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‘[t]he use of variables in this way is a sure sign of Stoic influence’,?* it should
not be accepted as direct influence. The use of proposition variables, was a
common heritage of later Greek philosophy, although using variables as numer-
als was regarded as an idiosyncrasy of Stoics.?> Alcinous, the author of the best
known Middle Platonic handbook, uses Stoic hypotheticals, i.e. Chrysippean
indemonstrables, and named them ‘mixed’ syllogism. As in the case of an
Aristotelian categorical syllogism, here too, he stresses Plato’s priority in
Didascalicus.?® According to our sources there was no real active Stoic logical
tradition during the first centuries after Christ. In these times Logic was devel-
oped and synthesized by Platonic and Peripatetic thinkers while Stoics focused
on popular ethics.

3. Commentary on John. Heine’s interpretation

Ronald Heine’s paper deals with Stoic matters borrowed by Origen’s Com-
mentary on John with more caution, accuracy and detailed manner than did his
predecessors, Roberts and Rist. I think that his overall picture is correct?’ but
here I would like to contest some of his conclusions and to show that it is more
plausible to think that Origen used a mixed Stoic-Aristotelian logic intermediated
by Middle Platonism than direct Stoic sources.

3.1. Commentary on John / 90-2

From the logical point of view the first important text of Origen’s Commentary
on John is an interpretation of John 1:1-2. The Alexandrian master regards the
statements of the passage as an argument:

Perhaps John, seeing some such order in the argument, did not place the Word was God
before the Word was with God, so that we might not be hindered in seeing the indi-
vidual meaning of each of the proposition [axiomaton] in the affirmations of the series.

according to Chadwick in the field of argumentation ‘frequently Celsus appears the winner’.
‘Origen, Celsus, and the Stoa’ (1947), 46.

24 L. Roberts, ‘Origen and Stoic Logic’ (1970), 441.

%5 Apuleius, Peri hermeneias 13, 279-80.

26 “Plato also makes use of mixed syllogisms. Of those which are constructive on the basis of
(logical) consequence. There is the following example (Parm. 145a-b)...” Alcinous, The Hand-
book of Platonism 6, 7. Translated with an Introduction and Commentary by John Dillon (Oxford,
1993), 12. See also commentary 83.

27 1 think the culminating phrase of Heine’s paper better shows the character of Origen’s rela-
tion to Stoicism than the author’s introductory notes on the handmaid. ‘In his use of Stoic logic,
Origen has employed some of the most sophisticated tools of his day for the analysis of thought.
The unobtrusive way in which he uses it shows that he has internalized the subject so thoroughly
that it shapes the way he thinks about texts and about the way others have interpreted those texts.’
R. Heine, ‘Stoic Logic as handmaid’ (1993), 117.
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For the first proposition [axioma] is this: In the beginning was the Word; and the
second: The Word was with God; and the next: And the Word was God.?®

Origen does not say that this series of axioms constitute a syllogism, because
this would be an error, but stresses the importance of the right order and the
organic unity of the categorical propositions. A little later, he emphasizes the
logical significance of the clause he was in the beginning with God when he
names this statement as the fourth axiom:

After the evangelist has taught us the three orders through the three propositions [pro-
taseon] which were previously mentioned, he sums up the three under one head, saying:
This was in the beginning with God ... It is as if ... he indicates the previously men-
tioned God the Word by the expression this one, and gathers the three ... into a forth
proposition and says: This one was in the beginning with God.”

According to the interpretation by Heine the notion axioma used by Origen
indicates Stoic influence. But in these texts the Alexandrian teacher identifies
expressis verbis the meaning of the word axioma and the protasis of its Aris-
totelian counterpart.’® Similarly, the Platonic Apuleius speaks of the identical
meaning of axiéoma and protasis in his Peri hermeneias inspired by Aristotelian
tradition,?! the other parallel being Plotinus’ treatise V 5, where the Platonic
philosopher describing the truth states the following: Ei 6 dvonta kai dvev
Long, Ti dvta; OV yap 81 mpothoelg o0dE GEidpato 00dE Aektd.’? The
Origenian notes on terminological questions merely show the existence of a
Platonic-Aristotelian or school-independent attitude. Moreover, Heine admits
that the commentary’s more usual term is protasis.*} Furthermore, I do not want
to assert that propositional logic is exclusively Stoic and that term logic is
Aristotelian. But here Origen’s train of thought is connected to subject-predi-
cate logic, and no Stoic scholar is known to us who created new theories in this
field. The above cited texts are proof of an Origenian knowledge of logic and
scientific methodological matters, but they do not show the influence of any
special Stoic logical teachings. Therefore Origen uses logical terminology in
order to highlight the importance of the collection of different notions into a
single categorical proposition. According to the Alexandrian master this procedure

28 Comm. in Jo 11 11. All translation is of Heine (Sometimes I used Latin letters instead of
Heine’s Greek characters. See R. Heine, ‘Stoic Logic as handmaid’ [1993], 92.) Origen,
Commentary on the Gospel according to John Books 1-10. The Fathers of the Church Vol. 80
(Washington, D.C., 1989), Origen, Commentary on the Gospel according to John Books 13-32,
trans. Ronald E. Heine, The Fathers of the Church Vol. 89 (Washington, D.C., 1993).

2 Comm. in Jo 11 34-5.

0 Téooapa yop GEubpata, Enep mapl TI6lL TPOTAGELS Kadovviat... Comm. in Jo 11 65.
R. Heine, ‘Stoic Logic as handmaid’ (1993), 92-3.

31 Apuleius, Peri hermeneias 1 265.

2 Enn. V5, 1, 37-8.

3 R. Heine, ‘Stoic Logic as handmaid’ (1993), 93.
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of the evangelist seems at first sight to be tautological practice, but the trained
thinking understands its correctness. Origen stresses the import of the akoluthia
(sequence, consistency) everywhere in the commentary, but it would be a
mistake to identify simply akoluthia with logical consequence, because accord-
ing to Origen’s theory of explanation of the Scripture there are texts in the
Scripture which are directly in opposition with the ‘consistency of history’, and
this use of the word of akoluthia is very different from the concept of logical
consequence.

When Heine connects the question of verbal ambiguity [amphibolia] to Sto-
icism™® it is a similarly unfounded restriction of possible influence. Although
the definition of the amphibolia can be found in Diogenes Laertius’ record on
Stoicism,*® this has no parallel in Origen and the notion of the amphibolia was
known to everyone who was dealing with rhetoric and logic. The sole unques-
tionable verbatim citation of Aristotle which offers Origen is purely the definition
of the grounds and the cause of the amphibolia, namely the notion of homony-
mia: “Opdvopa 8¢ E6Tiv, GV dvopa HOvov Kovov, 6 88 Kot ToBVop THC
ovoiag Moyog Etepoc.’” The roots of Stoic theory of ambiguity reach deeply
into earlier philosophers, especially Aristotle, therefore if we find Aristotle
quoted in Origen, the direct or indirect link is obviously Aristotelian or Middle
Platonic and not Stoic.

Similar things can be said about Origenian use of the Stoic first and second
non-demonstrable arguments, which are regarded by Heine as proofs of the
influence of Stoic logic on Origen.?® Just as Epicurus ‘... did not need a course
in logic to employ it’, neither did Origen.** The use of such arguments says
almost nothing about their origin and less about direct sources.

3.2. Commentary on John XX

The main part of Book XX of the Commentary on John deals with the Gnostic
theory of different natures that emerged in Heracleon’s explanation criticized
by Origen. For its refutation Origen uses logical weapons. Commenting on the
verse of John 8:41a, you do the works of your father, he attaches to it two
sentences of 1John 3:8-9 which state He who commits sin is of the devil and

3 De princ. IV 2, 9. Nota bene akoluthia is also a word used frequently by the Stoics.

35 R. Heine, ‘Stoic Logic as handmaid’ (1993), 93-4.

36 “Verbal ambiguity arises when a word properly, rightfully, and in accordance with fixed
usage denotes two or more different things, so that at one and the same time we may take it in
several distinct senses.” Diogenes Laertius VII 62. Translated by R.D. Hicks.

37 HomlJer 20,1, Origenes Werke 111, ed. Erich Klostermann, GCS 6 (Leipzig, 1901), 177, 17-9.
This passage is the quotation of the first sentence of the Categories. 1 do not think that the
definition comes directly from this work. It is possible that some lexica offered it for Origen.

3 R. Heine, ‘Stoic Logic as handmaid’ (1993), 96.

% J. Barnes, ‘Argument in ancient philosophy’ (2003), 36.
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everyone who has been born of God does not commit sin.*’ From the assertoric
propositions he made conditionals: ‘If one commits sin, he is of the devil; if
one does not commit sin, he has been born of God’. In the previous example,
when Origen used logic of terms, Heine does not stress the importance of dis-
tinguishing between Aristotelian term logic and Stoic propositional logic, but
now he regards them as Stoic logical idiosyncrasies comprising conditional
propositions.

In the second section of Book XX, which addresses the question of different
natures, Heine thoroughly investigates the context of the following passage
from John: If God were your father, you would love me and its Origenian
explanation.*!

If, then, the [conditional] proposition is true, If God were your father, you would love
me, it is clear that the [conditional] contrary to this is also true: If you do not love me,
God is not your Father. God is not the Father, therefore, of those who do not love Jesus.
And there was a time when Paul did not love Jesus. There was a time, then, when God
was not Paul’s Father. Paul, therefore, was not a son of God by nature, but later became
a son of God, since we would also consider true the consequent derived from the con-
ditional proposition, namely ‘but in fact, God is your Father, therefore you love Jesus’.
But, in addition, since the [conditional], ‘if God were your father, you would love me’,
was true prior to Paul’s faith, it would be fitting to admit that Jesus said [then], as it
were, ‘but in truth, you do not love me, therefore God is not your Father, Paul.

It is true that in this part Origen uses such Stoic notions as ‘conditional propo-
sition’ [fou synémmenon], ‘therefore’ [ara] or ‘consequent’ [to akolouthon], but
this fact does not prove that he directly followed Stoic patterns, because these
terms were also continually used by contemporary Platonists (for example by
Alcinous). At the same time, the question of the rule of contraposition which
remained without analysis in Heine’s study may be placed under scrutiny.*?
Origen argues in the following way: We should start from the scriptural word-
ing: If God were your Father, you would love me. If this is true, the contrapo-
sition of this proposition is true, also: If you do not love me, God would not
be your Father. Because the rule of the contraposition is right, we can conclude
from the latter proposition: God is not the Father of those who do not love
Jesus. Origen takes the following premise: There was a time when Paul did
not love Jesus, therefore according to the conclusion God was no father of
Paul, that is, Paul cannot be regarded as pneumatic nature, which is a standard

40 Comm. in Jo XX 107.

41 R, Heine, ‘Stoic Logic as handmaid’ (1993), 103-7, Comm. in Jo XX 135-40.

42 On this point Cécile Blanc is clearly wrong in her commentary notes when she identifies
this contraposition with the Argument of two conditionals in Contra Celsum VII 15 and with the
second Chrysippean unproved in Diogenes Laertius, VII 80. Origene, Commentaire sur Saint
Jean. Tome IV, SC 290 (Paris, 1982), 383.
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proposition of the Gnostic theory.*? The rule of the contraposition originates in
Aristotle’s logic.** For the purpose of argumentation therefore Origen uses here
the rule of the contraposition as his starting point and not the second Chrysip-
pian unproved rule (deuteros anapodeiktos tropos).

3.3. Commentary on John XXXII. The glorification of the Son and the Father

The best argument of the Origenian use of Stoic logic offered by Heine is the
text of XXXII 318-67 of the Commentary on John, in which the Christian
thinker describes the glorification of the Son and the Father in the economy of
suffering (John 13:31-2). Here the existence of the Stoic terminology is at its
most transparent.

Now, for the sake of clarity, let us give careful attention to what is said in the first
proposition: Now is the Son of Man glorified; and in the second: And God is glorified
in him; and in the third, which is a conditional proposition [synémmeno] as follows: If
God be glorified in him, God will also glorify him in himself; and in the fourth: And
he will glorify him immediately. One might perhaps construe this latter proposition as
a conjunctive proposition [eis symplokén] which is the consequent [tén en to légonti]
of the conditional proposition, so that the conditional [to synémmenon] begins after the
proposition, God is glorified in him, and concludes [/égé] with the conjunctive proposi-
tion, God will glorify him in himself, and he will glorify him immediately.®

Although this Origenian argument does not contain the Stoic term of axioma
and it cannot be regarded as an example of Stoic propositional logic because it
shows an obvious subject-predicate structure, it contains more Stoic logical
termini technici than the previously cited texts.*® Without doubt, the Christian
thinker uses in an unobtrusive way the elements of the Stoic logical doctrine
in these sentences and in the ones which follow. But this passage and all of the
Origenian phrasing show rather the influence of a common logical heredity in
which it is very difficult to distinguish the Stoic, Aristotelian and Platonic ele-
ments. One cannot find the pure form of Stoic logic in Origen’s texts, and there
is no proof of direct influence of earlier or contemporary Stoic works upon
Origen. For this reason there is no need to suppose a personal relation between
Origen and Stoic Logicians.

4 Comm. in Jo XX 135-9. Origen uses the rule of contraposition and the double negation in
Comm. in Jo XIII 203.

44 Ei yap 100 A 8vtog dvéykn 1o B eivat, tod B pi 8vtog dvéykn 1o A pn sivat. Anal.
pr. 11 2 (53b 12). This passage is one of the few where Aristotle works with propositions.

S Comm. in Jo XXXII 329-30.

46 Tt should be noted that such terms as to hégoumenon (antecedent) and to légon (consequent)
which are part of the Stoic nomenclature were used by Platonic thinkers, for example Alcinous,
Didascalicus 6,7,4. To 8¢ fiyodpevov' 10 dpa Afjpov.
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ABSTRACT

The growing dissatisfaction of current scholars with the meagre results produced by the
use of modern analytic categories to explain early Christian exegesis calls for develop-
ing alternate analyses. Recent studies in ancient philosophy indicate how Origen’s prac-
tice of biblical interpretation can be understood to be an essential aspect of the mind’s
ascetical training. Rather than evaluating Origen’s conclusions, we are better off situating
his interpretive efforts within his overall style of inquiry and engaging with him in the
intellectually demanding meditational practices he advocated. Faced with the mental,
physical, and political impediments that constrain the human mind, Origen’s exegetical
enterprise was a daring form of reasoning about the nature of things. By using the words
and images of scripture as a material path for its travels, Origen contended that the
mind, through various practiced mental inquiries, could be led to what would otherwise
be beyond its scope of vision. In this way, for Origen, scriptural interpretation is drawn
into prayer’s fundamental itinerary from the world’s material surface, to matters of the
soul, and eventually to the Spirit itself.

How best to understand Origen’s use of allegory was one of the more contro-
versial topics in twentieth century early Christian studies.! Perhaps this is not
surprising since Origen’s method of scriptural interpretation was disputed in
his own lifetime and never ceased to contribute to his notoriety. Scholars have
sought to determine allegory’s provenance, the extant that it preserved or abro-
gated the historical sense of texts, and have speculated about its social func-
tion suggesting, among other things, that it was an ingenious tool to imbue
authoritative texts with respectable meanings. I suspect that this discussion is
much like other controversies about Origen that have erupted over the centuries.
The terms of the debate continue largely to be set by later theological and

! See, among many others, Henri de Lubac, Histoire et esprit: ’intelligence de | "Ecriture
d’aprés Origéne (Paris, 1950) = id., History and Spirit: The Understanding of Scripture According
to Origen, trans. Anne Englund Nash (San Francisco, 2007); Jean Daniélou, Sacramentum futuri:
études sur les origines de la typologie biblique (Paris, 1950) = id., From Shadows to Reality:
Studies in the Biblical Typology of the Fathers, trans. Wulstan Hibberd (Westminster, Md., 1960);
R.P.C. Hanson, Allegory and Event: A Study of the Sources and Significance of Origen’s Inter-
pretation of Scripture (London, 1959); and Jean Pépin, Mythe et allégorie: les origines grecques
et les contestations judéo-chrétiennes, Etudes augustiniennes (Paris, 21976).

Studia Patristica LVI, 41-49.
© Peeters Publishers, 2013.
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philosophical concerns, which, in turn, are what distinguish those faulting
Origen from those seeking to vindicate him.

Current scholars who study early Christian exegesis share a growing dis-
satisfaction with the modern analytic categories they have inherited. Especially
when it comes to Origen, scholars increasingly feel the need to find new lan-
guage and categories to explain his hermeneutical methods. Frances Young
asserts in an influential monograph, ‘that neither the self-conscious practice of
detailed exegesis, nor its broader hermeneutical principles, are properly attended
to by the standard analysis’.> O’Keefe and Reno state in the preface to their
book that they decided to continue to use such terms as allegory and typology
only because of the lack of any better terms.* Traditional distinctions, such as
that between allegory and typology, when they continue to be employed are
either used uncomfortably or rejected altogether in favour of revised terminol-
ogy such as ‘figural reading’ or ‘noetic exegesis’.* It has long been known that
Origen’s methods were largely shared with the Hellenistic grammatical and
philosophical schools.’ Origen’s debt to Greek non-Christian intellectuals has
given rise to debates about the relative purity of his Christianity.® Wherever
one stands on that long debated issue, it is worth noticing that recent studies of
ancient philosophy have clarified how allegorical reading could be construed
in the Hellenistic world as a legitimate mode of philosophical inquiry, that is,
how it was a form of reasoning about the nature of things.” It is now possible

2 Frances Young, Biblical Exegesis and the Formation of Christian Culture (Peabody, Mass.,
2002), 201. Similarly, Elizabeth A. Clark states that ‘the traditional distinction between “typology”
and “allegory” held by an older generation of scholars, both Catholic and Protestant, is largely
unprofitable’ in constructing her account of the early Christian textual practices she terms ‘ascetic
exegesis’, Reading Renunciation: Asceticism and Scripture in Early Christianity (Princeton, N.J.,
1999), 73.

3 John J. O’Keefe and R.R. Reno, Sanctified Vision: An Introduction to Early Christian Inter-
pretation of the Bible (Baltimore, 2005), xii.

4 Peter Martens calls for ridding ourselves of the distinction altogether, ‘Revisiting the Alle-
gory/typology Distinction: The Case of Origen’, JECS 16 (2008), 283-317. See David Dawson’s
use of ‘figural reading’, in Allegorical Readers and Cultural Revision in Ancient Alexandria
(Berkeley, 1992) and id., Christian Figural Reading and the Fashioning of Identity (Berkeley,
2002). For ‘noetic exegesis’, see Eric Osborne, ‘Philo and Clement: Quiet Conversion and Noetic
Exegesis’, Studia Philonica 10 (1998), 108-24 and Blossom Stefaniw, Mind, Text, and Commentary:
Noetic Exegesis in Origen of Alexandria, Didymus the Blind, and Evagrius Ponticus (Frankfurt
am Main, 2010).

> A main theme in F. Young’s Biblical Exegesis and the Formation of Christian Culture (2002).
For example, regarding Origen, she states that Origen’s ‘second-century situation has certainly
been influenced subsequently by the practices and intentions of the literary élite’ (133). See also
Bernhard Neuschifer, Origenes als Philologe, 2 vols., Schweizerische Beitrige zur Altertumswis-
senschaft 18, 1-2 (Basel, 1987).

¢ For a prominent recent example of scholarship along these lines, see Mark Edwards, Origen
Against Plato (Burlington, Vt., 2002).

7 See Gerald L. Bruns, ‘The Problem of Figuration in Antiquity’, in Gary Shapiro and Alan
Sica (eds), Hermeneutics: Questions and Prospects (Amherst, 1984), 147-64; Blossom Stefaniw,
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to see how Origen himself may have understood his own exegetical strategies
to be part and parcel of his intellectual practice.

My argument here is that Origen’s practice of biblical interpretation is better
understood as a hermeneutical exercise fostering certain habits of mind than as
a quest for fixed meanings outside of the self; or to put it in less scholarly
terms, Origen’s exegesis is better understood as a feature of his experience
of deep prayer. We tend to read Origen’s writings as if they were second
order theological and philosophical reflections upon first order practices such
as prayer. They, accordingly, appear to be — at times fanciful — legitimations,
justifications, and explanations of prior Christian commitments and prejudices.
Rather than simply being an interpretive method that is pressed into service by
some external agenda, Origen’s ‘allegorizing’ is an essential feature of his
meditational practice of prayer. In the recent Oxford Handbook of Early Chris-
tian Studies, Columba Stewart observes: ‘Although ubiquitous in early Chris-
tian life, today the personal prayer of early Christians is one of the least-studied
aspects of their experience’.® May I suggest that this gap in the literature leads
us to search for increasingly inventive explanations of Origen’s allegorical
method, when, in fact it may well arise from this overlooked — but familiar —
Christian practice?

To see this, it is important first of all to underscore how much the shape of
Origen’s intellectual project was largely determined by his profound sense of
human finitude, ignorance, and death. Because Origen’s literary and philo-
sophic achievements were so extensive, we too readily forget how precarious
his circumstances were. His third-century Christianity was still a relatively
minor religious sect that was subject to sporadic persecution.’ Origen spent
time visiting Christian prisoners, counselling those subject to torture, and train-
ing for his own anticipated martyrdom. Nearly everything Origen wrote was
deeply inflected by his opposition to the Roman Empire’s violent disciplining
of bodies and minds.!® Whatever judgments one makes about his philosophical
influences, his social and political circumstances pressed upon him the conviction
that the human mind reasons within a many-layered prison whose confines range
from time and space, flesh and blood, ignorance and passion, to steel and death.

Origen could not be more blunt when he introduces his treatise On Prayer
with the following gritty observation: ‘There are realities that are so great that

‘Reading Revelation: Allegorical Exegesis in Late Antique Alexandria’, Revue de [’histoire des
religions 2 (2007), 231-51; Peter T. Struck, Birth of the Symbol: Ancient Readers at the Limits
of their Texts (Princeton, N.J., 2004).

8 Columba Stewart, ‘Prayer’, in Susan Ashbrook Harvey and David G. Hunter (eds), The
Oxford Handbook of Early Christian Studies (New York, 2008), 744-63, 744.

° For a useful reminder of the demographic realities, see Keith Hopkins, ‘The Christian Number
and its Implications’, JECS 6 (1998), 185-226.

10 See my ‘Torture and Origen’s Hermeneutics of Nonviolence’, Journal of the American
Academy of Religion 76 (2008), 545-72.
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they find a rank superior to humanity and our mortal nature; they are impos-
sible for our rational and mortal race to understand’.!' The most fundamental
lesson that any reader of Origen’s renowned Peri Archon must learn in order
to reason with him is that although there are certain embodied created natures
that are invisible to the human eye, ‘the substance of the Trinity ... must not
be believed either to be a body or to exist in a body, but to be wholly incorpo-
real’ (‘ex foto incoporea’)."> Everything else (including us) is mixed together
into a more or less differentiated mass of material and immaterial bodies.
To not recognize the fundamental difference between the corporeal and the
Incorporeal, between the One and the many, to be unaware of the scandal that
is human philosophy itself, is to understand nothing at all. Origen, therefore,
stresses in the opening passage of On Prayer: ‘[T]he reasoning of mortals
(Aoyiopoi Ovntdv) is worthless, and our designs are likely to fail, for a perish-
able body weighs down the soul, and this earthly tent burdens the thoughtful
mind’.'3 Origen is exceedingly critical of the human body because it distorts
our thinking insofar as it restricts our intellectual imagination, leads us fearfully
to defend particular interests at the expense of more universal ones, and sup-
plies the pretext for destructive efforts contrived to delay our own inevitable
deaths.!* In many places Origen displays what appears to be a thoroughgoing
Socratic scepticism about what human reason can know or act upon.

For all his appreciation of the limits and distortions imposed upon the mind
by the body, Origen also believed that there was a certain kind of training that
minds can only acquire in the first place through material embodiment. This is
why God providentially let minds ‘fall’ in the first place. If for Origen, the
human mind cannot of its own power find its way out of the forest of local
particularities to the heights that yield a superhuman experience of global
vision, it can choose the path to think with that it believes will lead it to the
fullest apprehension of the truth. His understanding of the indeterminacy afflict-
ing human knowledge of ultimate things led him to engage in daring modes of
intellectual activity (such as allegory) that readers can find unsettling. Accord-
ing to Origen, in our embodied state, the preferred reparative activity is ‘to pray
without ceasing’, but this does not mean that we do nothing but pray. As Origen

' Origen, De oratione, pref. 1 (GCS 3.297); trans. Rowan Greer, Origen (New York, 1979),
81-170, 81.

12 Origen, De princ. IV 3.15 (Herwig Gorgemanns and Heinrich Karpp, Origenes Vier Biicher
von den Prinzipien [Darmstadt, 1976], 778-81); trans. G.W. Butterworth, On First Principles
(Gloucester, Mass., 1973), 312. See also De princ. 1 preface. 8; Guy Stroumsa, ‘Origen on God’s
Incorporeality: Context and Implications’, Religion 13 (1983), 345-58; and Karen Jo Torjesen,
“The Enscripturation of Philosophy: The Incorporeality of God in Origen’s Exegesis’, in Christine
Helmer (ed.), Biblical Interpretation: History, Context, Reality, Society of Biblical Literature
Symposium Series 26 (Atlanta, 2005), 73-84.

13 Origen, De orat., pref. 1 (GCS 3.297); trans. Greer, 81.

14 Origen, De princ. 1 1.5. See also Peter Brown, The Body and Society: Men, Women, and
Sexual Renunciation in Early Christianity (New York, 22008), 160-77.
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describes it, it means that all our other virtuous activities are caught up into our
prayer. '3

Exegesis was a form of inquiry into the nature of things that accorded with
the limits of human knowing. Prayer finds in exegesis much needed material
aid as the words of scripture form a path that the mind can travel when it would
be otherwise stranded before the incomprehensibility of what lies beyond
itself.'® The insistence that one’s effort to understand scripture should become
prayer is not for Origen merely a pious rhetorical convention. He returns to the
subject repeatedly. For example, he instructs Gregory about how prayer promotes
intellectual understanding,

As you apply yourself to divine reading, seek correctly and with unshakable faith in
God the sense of the divine scriptures hidden from the many. Do not be content with
knocking and seeking, for prayer is most necessary for understanding of divine matters.
It was to exhort us to this very thing [intellectual prayer] that the Saviour did not only
say: ‘Knock, and it shall be opened to you’ and ‘seek, and you shall find,” but also,
‘ask, and it shall be given to you’ (Matth. 7:7; Luke 11:9).17

Origen described his own prayerful exegetical practice as meditation saying:
““I meditate (‘meditor’) on the law of God day and night” (Ps. 1:2) and at no
time at all do I desist inquiring, discussing, investigating, and certainly, what is
greatest, praying God (‘orando Deum’) and asking for understanding (‘intellec-
tum’) from him who “teaches knowledge” (Ps. 93:10)’.'8 Elsewhere he states:

15 Origen, De orat. 12.2 (GCS 3.324-25); trans. Greer, 104: ‘For the only way we can accept
the command to “pray constantly” as referring to a real possibility is by saying that the entire life
of the saint taken as a whole is a great single prayer. What is customarily called prayer is, then,
a part of this prayer’.

16 An accurate understanding of prayer in Origen requires reading the single treatise, De ora-
tione, in light of Origen’s other writings, especially his homilies. As Dan Sheerin explains: ‘Any
treatment of Origen on prayer which focuses on the De oratione to the virtual exclusion of the
homilies is bound to provide a point of view distorted in some respects.” Sheerin later shows how
a more comprehensive reading of Origen’s texts reveals the great extent that ‘meditation on the Law
of the Lord and prayer are inextricably linked’ (‘The Role of Prayer in Origen’s Homilies’, in
Charles Kannengiesser and William L. Petersen [eds], Origen of Alexandria: His World and His
Legacy, Christianity and Judaism in Antiquity 1 [Notre Dame, Ind., 1988], 200-14, 201* and 207).

17 Origen, Ep. Greg. 4, Henri Crouzel, Remerciement a Origéne, suivi de la lettre d’Origéne a
Greégoire, SC 148 (Paris, 1969), 192-4; trans. Joseph Wilson Trigg, Origen (London, 1998), 212-3.

8 Origen, Hom. Gen. 11.3 (GCS 29, 105.21-4); trans. Ronald Heine, Homilies on Genesis and
Exodus (Washington, D.C., 1982), 173-4. Compare Karen Jo Torjesen’s similar analysis: ‘Seen
within this framework, exegesis becomes a praxis, a discipline, not unlike meditation, that
involves the focusing of the mind, the quieting of the body and the opening of the spirit. It is not
unlike the practice of reciting prayers, for power operates not through the content of the prayer
but through the process of the recitation and the power operates directly on the individual. As in
the formation of the ascetics so also in philosophical formation, what is being formed is the initi-
ate’s perception of him/her self as a knowing and feeling subject. The cultivation of an inner life,
spiritual, emotional, and noetic, is the discipline forming a distinctive kind of selfhood’, “The Alex-
andrian Tradition of the Inspired Interpreter’, in L. Perrone (ed.), Origeniana Octava (Leuven,
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I too meditate (‘meditor’) on the words of the Lord and repeatedly train (‘exerceo’)
myself in them, but I do not know if I am the kind of person in the course of whose
meditation (‘meditatione’) fire comes forth from each and every word of God and sets
my heart (‘cor’) ablaze and inflames my soul (‘animam’) to keep those things upon
which T am meditating.'”

From his other writings, it is well known how Origen famously described scrip-
ture as existing within a threefold progressive structure mirroring the human
being. Much as one must begin with sense perception to reason at all, the reader
of scripture first becomes familiar with the scriptural ‘body’ or narrative.?’ As
with other forms of understanding, bodily familiarity discloses knowledge of
the soul which, in turn, for those who are capable of it, leads to apprehensions
of the spirit.”! The threefold structure of scripture establishes the preconditions
for a meditational practice aiming to loosen the human mind’s captivity to the
changing body and its own intellectual constructions by linking it to the pri-
mary goods of the Spirit. In Contra Celsum, Origen explicitly states that words
used ‘allegorically’ (tpomik@®dg) are solely ‘meant to show the nature of the
intelligible world by terms usually applied to corporeal things’.?? Allegory then
is a form of reasoning from one thing to another in a connected whole. Origen
uses the term to explain the itinerary of the mind’s path to ever more stable
forms of perception.

What is less often noticed is how this progressive structure reflects exactly
his description of prayer’s fundamental itinerary. In his treatise On Prayer,
Origen explains:

For the eyes of the mind are lifted up from their preoccupation with earthly things and
from their being filled with the impression of material things. And they are so exalted
that they peer beyond the created order and arrive at the sheer contemplation of God
and at conversing with him reverently and suitably as he listens ... And the soul is lifted

2003), 287-99, 289. Robert M. Berchman also suggests that ‘it is probable that Origen conceived
of exegesis as an extended thought-experiment or philosophical meditation’, ‘Self-Knowledge and
Subjectivity in Origen of Alexandria’, in ibid. (Leuven, 2003), 437-50, 439.

19 Origen, Hom. Ps. 38/1.7, Henri Crouzel et Luc Brésard, Homélies sur les psaumes 36 a 38,
SC 411 (Paris, 1995), 348; trans. Michael Heintz, The Pedagogy of the Soul: Origen’s Homilies
on the Psalms, Ph.D. Dissertation (University of Notre Dame, 2008), 275.

20 QOrigen, Cels. 7.37, ed. M. Marcovich, Contra Celsum: Libri VIII (Boston, 2001), 490; trans.
Henry Chadwick, Origen: Contra Celsum (Cambridge, 1980), 425: ‘People in this life have to begin
from the senses and from sensible things when they intend to ascend to the nature of intelligible
things, yet they must on no account remain content with sensible things’.

21 Origen, De princ. IV 2.4. For careful elucidations of these three levels of meaning and
the scholarly disagreements about them, see Karen Jo Torjesen, Hermeneutical Procedure and
Theological Method in Origen’s Exegesis, Patristische Texte und Studien 28 (Berlin, 1985) and
Elizabeth Dively Lauro, The Soul and Spirit of Scripture within Origen’s Exegesis (Boston,
2005).

22 QOrigen, C. Cels. 6.70 (Marcovich, 447); trans. Chadwick, 384.
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up and following the Spirit is separated from the body. Not only does it follow the
Spirit, it even comes to be in Him.?

Reproducing deep prayer’s essential path, Origen advocated a reading of scrip-
ture that had a progressive quality where one begins with the biblical surface
(or narrative meaning) only to delve more deeply into matters of the soul and
eventually into the Spirit itself. The scriptures were ‘the most basic elements
(otoiyeln) and very brief introductions (gicaymydc) to all knowledge’.*
Readers find in them ‘traces’ (I vn) of the divine nature that become ‘starting-
points’ for ‘theologizing’ (0goloyeiv).?> Origen believed, therefore, that the
training in interpreting images supplied by scripture led skilled readers through
moral conversion to the limits of human knowledge only finally to peer beyond
the created realm as the mind’s love pushed it to long to contemplate the incor-
poreal God. For this reason, Origen suggests that in prayer we cultivate ‘spiritual
senses’ in conjunction with the physical senses.?® Such a practiced interpreter
will experience ‘the lighting up of every obscure meaning’ as the very ‘kiss of
the Word of God’ narrated in the Song of Songs.”’

When attending to Origen’s instruction to his own congregation in Caesarea,
prayer and the interpretation of scripture so blur together that sometimes it is
hard to distinguish which exactly he is addressing. For example, he exhorts in
his Homilies on Numbers:

So ascend, O hearer, if you can, and rise up from earthly thoughts by the contemplation
of your mind and by the clear perception of your heart. Forget earthly things for a little
while; move beyond the clouds and beyond heaven itself by going there with your mind.
Seek there the tabernacle of God where ‘Jesus our forerunner entered for us’ (Heb. 6:20),
and ‘is now present before the face of God interceding for us’ (Heb. 7:25).%8

23 Origen, De orat. 9.2 (GCS 3.318-9); trans. Greer, 99.

24 Origen, Comm. Jn. 13.30.37 (GCS 10.230-1).

2 Origen, C. Cels. 2.71 (Marcovich, 142); trans. (altered) Chadwick, 121.

26 See the classic essay by Karl Rahner, ‘Le début d’une doctrine des cing sens spirituels chez
Origéne’, Revue d’ascétique et de mystique 13 (1932), 113-45 and Mark J. Mclnroy, ‘Origen of
Alexandria’, in Paul Gavrilyuk and Sarah Coakley (eds), The Spiritual Senses: Perceiving God
in Western Christianity (Cambridge, 2012), 20-35.

27 QOrigen, Comm. Cant. 1 1.12, Luc Brésard and Henri Crouzel, Commentaire sur le Cantique
des Cantiques, SC 375 (Paris, 1991), 184; trans. R.P. Lawson, The Song of Songs: Commentary and
Homilies (Westminster, Md., 1957), 61.

2 Qrigen, Hom. Num. 3.3 (GCS 30.16); trans. Thomas P. Scheck, Homilies on Numbers
(Downers Grove, I11., 2009), 11. See also Hom. Num. 11.9 (GCS 30.92-3); trans. Scheck, 62: ‘For
the angels of God ... assist now and search to see if there is in any of us a mind of this sort, so
solicitous, so attentive, which has received the word of God as divine seed, with all eagerness.
They search to see if it shows fruit at once, when we rise for prayer, that is, if we collect and gather
our thoughts in order to pray to God, if the mind does not wander and its thoughts fly about.
Otherwise our mind would indeed be bent over with the body in prayer, but it would be running
in different directions in its thoughts’.
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The overriding emphasis in his treatise On Prayer is that prayer is not so much
about saying the right words. It is rather fundamentally a practice of cultivating
the right ‘disposition’ or ‘character’ (katdotacig). It involves ‘stretching’ out
the soul (yvynv), ‘straining’ the mind (vobv) toward God, and ‘raising the
governing reason (fjyepovikov) from the ground and standing it before the
Lord’.? For as spiritual and ethereal as Origen is sometimes thought to be, he
forthrightly describes in detail exact bodily positions in which the very effort
of directing the body into position is the material accompaniment of the rightly
directed mind:

And although there are a great many different positions for the body, he should not
doubt that the position with the hands outstretched and the eyes lifted up is to be pre-
ferred before all others, because it bears in prayer the image of characteristics befitting
the soul and applies it to the body.>°

The human body in prayer and the ‘bodily’ meaning of scripture are both
necessary material conditions for the sort of practiced ongoing mental inquiry
that leads beyond them both to what is beyond what we can ask for or readily
imagine.’!

To understand Origen’s allegorical interpretation, we may be better off
retracing the process of meditation rather than cataloguing his results. Because
scriptural interpretation was an aspect of the mind’s ascetical training, simply
listing the conclusions Origen came to apart from their context within his over-
all style of inquiry in all likelihood makes them something they never were.
There is a deep longing in Origen’s thinking for a stability that transcends the
inconstancy that afflicts our mental, physical, and political lives. Words are a
function of our finitude. In this way they are much like bodies. They save us
from falling into infinite flux, but they also hold us in one place thereby limit-
ing our perception. Origen leaves us with word exercises but knows that these
are a poor substitute for the sort of vision that God has. Our ‘knowledge’
therefore is only approximate and our words about that knowledge are neces-
sary but always provisional. In his outstanding new Origen book, Ronald Heine
states: ‘Even using the hermeneutic he has described, Origen believes that there

2 Origen, De orat. 31.2 (trans. Greer, 164).

30 Origen, De orat. 31.2 (trans. Greer, 164-5). In his homilies Origen also commends praying
with bodily arms extended (Hom. Ex. 3.3, 11.4) or with the body bowed (Hom. Num. 11.9.3).

31 Origen, Hom. Num. 9.8 (GCS 30.65-6); trans. (slightly altered) Scheck, 43: ‘See, then, how
great and of what nature are the things which not only no one can see or hear, but which cannot
even “ascend into the heart”, that is, into human thinking ... So move beyond all these things
and transcend everything that you see, that you hear, even that you can think of, and know that
what is laid up for “those who love God” is what could not even ascend into the thinking of your
heart. I think that this is why, in promises of this kind, physical things (‘rebus corporalibus’)
should not be thought of. For the rational definition of physical matter has not wholly escaped the
comprehension of human thought. But these are things that cannot “ascend into the heart” of
anyone, into the mind of anyone, things which are contained only in the wisdom of God’.
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is a depth of mystery in Scripture that the human mind will never decipher.
The person who has progressed the furthest in comprehending the meaning of
Scripture will always see the road of understanding stretching out before him
to an ever-receding horizon’.3

Origen employed allegory because he believed that exegesis at its prayerful
best was about a certain kind of theological and philosophical reasoning.
The hermeneutical task required reason to become more spacious and look not
only beyond itself and its impressive achievements, but also beyond the needs
and fears of human cities or empires.> Allegorization led outward to a kind of
mental vision that contemplates what transcends the human mind while rescind-
ing from the presumption to capture or grasp what one is looking for. Scriptural
interpretation was a feature of an intellectually demanding meditational practice
where the mind was perfected by the searching but freely-given love Origen
found at the heart of the Bible and celebrated in the Song of Songs.

32 Ronald Heine, Origen: Scholarship in the Service of the Church (Oxford, 2010), 136.

3 R.M. Berchman, ‘Self-Knowledge and Subjectivity’ (2003), 449: ‘One of the strongest
motivations that Origen has for approaching subjectivity by means of exegetical thought-experi-
ments is to point out the limitations of the subjective. In the end, every cognizably fact about the
knower’s identity as subject is converted to the status of an external condition in Logos which
allows a larger selfhood of soul to emerge from the veil of the subjective domain’.
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ABSTRACT

This paper suggests that, in Origen’s exegetical strategy, the literal sense is integral to
the revelation of God’s wisdom. I analyze De principiis IV in conjunction with his
interpretation of the Samaritan woman at the well (Commentary on John XIII), which
is an allegory for allegorical exegesis. Throughout De princ. IV Origen characterizes
divine Wisdom by its condescension: the saving power of God’s Wisdom is concealed
in the weakness of the scriptural form in order to be made available. Thus the pneumatic
sense is revealed only in and through its hiddenness in the letter. Strategies of exegesis
which dislocate the letter from its divine intention therefore foreclose the wisdom it
reveals. Origen’s allegory for the woman at the well illustrates his strategy and develops
the significance of the literal sense for it. Through the images of the well and the
woman’s husbands, Origen identifies a principle of gnostic exegesis which divorces the
literal sense from the search for wisdom. This principle is the source of her constant
thirst. In the woman’s encounter with Christ at the well, she learns the humility in which
God seeks the lost. Allegorically, the exegete learns how the humble form of Scripture
actually communicates divine Wisdom. Moreover, the exegete’s willingness to struggle
with the literal sense is an expression of her need for God’s gifts. Thus the letter func-
tions to provoke the exegete to ask for divine Wisdom.

Modern readers of Origen worry that his spiritual exegesis has no intrinsic
relation to Scripture’s letter. This critique is most familiar from scholars such
as Eugene de Faye and Richard Hanson. Whether he admits it or not, Origen’s
allegory lacks any kind of control that preserves its relation to the historical
narrative, and any claim to an organization of senses only compounds the sub-
jectivity. His interpretations are simply too arbitrary to be considered exegesis
as such; nor is the text’s historical narrative a source of Origen’s spiritualizing
thought. The tenor of this critique persists, even if tempered, among Origen’s
more sympathetic interpreters who suppose that he amplifies Scripture’s mys-
terious nature to the detriment of its literal and historical character.!

! Mark Sheridan, e.g., has recently written: ‘A result of this conception of the text [Scripture’s
divine authorship] is the devaluation of the historical or narrative character of the text’, ‘Scrip-
ture’, in John A. McGuckin (ed.), The Westminster Handbook to Origen (Louisville, 2004), 199.
The statement seems to me to relay H. Crouzel’s critique of Origen’s inadequate notion of inspi-
ration. See his Origen, trans. A.S. Worrall (San Francisco, 1989), 71-2.

Studia Patristica LVI, 51-63.
© Peeters Publishers, 2013.
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The response from Origen’s proponents insists that he, always and in some
way, grounds the spiritual sense in the literal. Perhaps de Lubac states this most
poignantly, claiming that Origen’s allegorism ‘justifies’ and ‘redeems’ the lit-
eral narrative. By this, he means that the spirit allows the letter to be read in a
manner worthy of God: i.e. in a way that presupposes divine intentionality and
refuses to admit a text, however illogical or banal, lacks it.> And similar argu-
ments can be traced in other main authors. However, this conception of saving
the scriptural text stands to be broadened. Ultimately, the question is whether,
and how, we can identify the principles of criticism intrinsic to Origen’s spir-
itual exegesis, so that it may be read precisely as exegesis.

This article claims that Origen’s spiritual exegesis in fact defends the scrip-
tural letter. My hope is to show that, for Origen, the letter constitutes divine
revelation along with the higher senses. More precisely, his exegesis, as a strat-
egy for defending the literal sense, insists that there can be no perception of
divine Wisdom apart from how the letter reveals it. From this perspective, his
allegorism emerges, not so much as a device for ascending to spiritual truths,
but a manner of reading the Word’s condescension, of witnessing (and giving
witness to) the inexpressible Wisdom of God revealed precisely in the letter’s
fragility. I begin by suggesting De principiis IV may be read as Origen’s out-
line for this strategy, before turning to his exegesis of the Samaritan woman at
the well as an illustration of that strategy.

Outlining the defense in De principiis 1V

As Origen states it in De prin. IV 2, the hermeneutical failure common to Jew-
ish, heretical (both Marcionite and gnostic), and overly simple Christian read-
ings of Scripture is the restriction of the literal sense to itself — the presupposi-
tion that the letter is self-contained and incapable of pointing beyond itself.

Now the reason why all these ... hold false opinions and make impious or ignorant
assertions about God appears to be nothing else but this: that Scripture is not under-
stood pneumatically, but is interpreted according to the bare letter.?

2 Henri de Lubac, History and Spirit: the Understanding of Scripture according to Origen,
trans. Anne Englund Nash (San Francisco, 2007), 121-8, see ibid. 121: ‘This reasoning, in sub-
stance, goes as follows: If there had not been, beneath the letter, a hidden intention of the Holy
Spirit that goes beyond what it says, this letter itself would often be unbelievable, whether because
what it offers is sometimes shocking or because of its apparent contradictions or lack of logic, or,
finally, because of its very banality... But — and this is the second point of reasoning which more
than one has failed to note — the spiritual sense, which gives the text its true value, justifies the
letter of it in its very literalness. Moreover it saves the letter’; ibid. 126: “This exegesis is not at
all the negation of the literal which has often been claimed. It is, on the contrary, although in an
indirect way, its justification.’

3 De princ. IV 2.2: ®¢ npog 10 yikov ypaupoe &Eeiinuuévn. The text is H. Crouzel and
M. Simonetti, Origéne: Traité des Principes, SC 268 (Paris, 1980). Translations are my own.
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As a result, the material element of Scripture is incapacitated and becomes
lifeless matter for the exegete. The Second Chapter of Book IV thus outlines a
program of Christian exegesis in direct opposition to exegetical strategies that
isolate the literal sense.*

The sequestering of the letter is particularly indicative of gnostic exegesis,
which sees nothing beyond the text’s unworthiness of divinity, and so rejects
much of Scripture en bloc and the God it reveals. Moreover, saving gnosis
allows the gnostic to sublimate biblical revelation into an alternative history of
salvation or a philosophic reduction.’ To counter this isolation, Origen proposes
an exegetical strategy that locates the literal narrative within God’s revelatory
activity. It is necessary to explain that the Scriptures ‘are not the works of human
beings’, but the composition of the Trinity.® He roots this point in Paul’s juxta-
position of human and divine wisdom. Scriptural interpretation requires that ‘we
have the mind of Christ, so that we may know the things that were freely given
to us by God; things we also speak, not with words taught by human wisdom
but taught by the Spirit.”” By applying this quote (a favorite of his) to the task
of exegesis, Origen is less concerned to justify the practice of spiritual exegesis
as such than to describe its conformation to the pattern of divine revelation. In
the mind of Christ, and under the Spirit’s instruction, the exegete comes to know
how and why Scripture’s outward form conceals its inner and divine meaning.
Origen thus delineates a dilemma for the literalism of his time: to isolate Scrip-
ture’s letter is simultaneously to preclude or distort its divine origin, especially
because it fails to see how divine Wisdom is hidden.

This particular emphasis on seeing Scripture’s divinity recapitulates his argu-
ments from De prin. IV 1, where Origen hangs scriptural inspiration on the
person of Christ. On a superficial level he seems to argue that if Scripture
prophesies Christ, and Christ is divine, then Scripture must be divinely inspired
and hence Christianity’s universal spread. It is instructive, however, to notice
how Origen characterizes God’s Wisdom as it is manifested in the divine power
that persuades so many to cling to ‘the religion announced by Jesus’.® Chapter

4 T follow E. Dively Lauro’s distinction of ‘literal” and ‘somatic’ senses; see The Soul and Spirit
of Scripture within Origen’s Exegesis (Boston, 2005), 52-8: while every passage has a literal sense,
not each has a somatic sense, i.e. a literally edifying meaning. Here, I use the ‘literal sense’ to mean
the straightforward reading of the text, as opposed to that text’s figurative, non-literal meaning.

5 See especially Origen’s summary of Heracleon’s interpretation of John 4 at CJn XIII 10.57-
11.74. For an alternative history of salvation see, e.g., XIII 19.114-8 (‘salvation has come from
the Jews since he considers them to be images of those in the Pleroma’); for philosophic reduction
see, e.g., XIII 11.72 (‘he takes the six husbands to mean all material evil”).

¢ De princ. IV 2.2.

7 De princ. IV 2.3; see 1Cor. 2:16, 12, my emphasis. Here he compares the seemingly
straightforward narrative of the Gospel with its hidden meaning, and the necessity of the mind of
Christ to discern their coherence. Elsewhere Origen employs the quote to the same effect in CSong
15; C/n14.24; CJn XIII 6.35.

8 De princ. IV 1.2.
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one does not simply offer empirical evidence for the Gospel’s success. Origen
rather amplifies the disparity between the content of the Gospel message and
the manner of its revelation. At the persecution and death of Christians, Greek
and barbarian alike convert to the law of Moses as disciples of Christ. Jesus
only taught for a year and few months, yet ‘the world has been filled with his
teaching’.? Israel’s demise and the expansion of the covenant prove that God
has made his own a foolish nation. All of this indicates that ‘it is truly God who
was made man and delivered saving teachings to humanity’.' The Gospel
spreads with a persuasion revealed preeminently in the Incarnation: namely,
that the power of God became weak in order to save, and so proves itself all
the more powerful by liberality.

Already in books I-II Origen had amplified the same paradox forcefully in
his Christology. On the one hand, Christ is the power of God, through whom
the Father created and preserves all things.!! On the other hand, it is most mar-
velous that

this mighty power of divine majesty, the very Word of the Father and the very Wisdom
of God ... can be believed to have existed within the compass of that man who appeared
in Judea; indeed, that the Wisdom of God could have entered a woman’s womb and
been born a child uttering noises like crying children.!?

The true character of divine power is perceived only in its willing assumption
of human frailty. For Origen, this movement of condescension is how the Son
makes divinity visible: by emptying himself, ‘his desire was to display to us
the fullness of the Godhead’.!* The power of his divinity cannot be seen apart
from the mystery of its hiddenness in his weak form.!#

Now this manner of the Word’s imaging of divine power bears directly on
Origen’s exegetical program. It is no wonder if Scripture conceals its ‘more
than human element’ in ‘poor and contemptible speech’, because ‘“we have a
treasure in earthen vessels, so that the excessiveness (| vmepPoAn) of the
power of God may shine through” and may not be reckoned to be “from us”
who are but human.’" If the divinity of Christ proves Scripture’s divine inspi-
ration, then the mode of perceiving Scripture’s divine character also, and nec-
essarily, coincides with the mode of perceiving Christ’s. In the fragility of its
outward form, Scripture is the image of the excess — the liberality — of God’s

 De princ. IV 1.5.

19 De princ. IV 1.2.

" See De princ. 12.9.

12 De princ. 11 6.2.

13 De princ. 1 2.8: ‘Per ipsam sui exinanitionem studet nobis deitatis plenitudinem demons-
trare.’

4 See Contra Celsum 11 67: ‘For he was sent not only that he might be known, but also that
he might be concealed’, etc.

5 De princ. IV 1.7; see 2Cor. 4:7: "Eyouev yap 0ncadpov &v dotpakivoig okebeoty, iva
Lapyn 1 drepPoin tihig Suvipeng Tod Beol, kai pun vopicdR ivat € AUBY TdV GvOpOTMV.
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power made available. And, at the end of IV 1, Origen intimates that the exe-
gete must adapt to Scripture’s mode of revelation in order to perceive God’s
Wisdom in it. When the Christian is perfected, and has the capacity to hear the
Wisdom spoken to the perfect, God’s Wisdom is ‘distinctly imprinted within
us “according to the revelation of the mystery.””!® Thus, we can say that for
Origen spiritual exegesis is a conformation to God’s liberality on display in the
literal narrative. Here the critique of gnostic isolation is at its most precise. By
shrugging off the letter as below God, the gnostic proves himself above the
Wisdom which God would freely give. In turn, the mystery which God would
inscribe on the exegete’s soul remains undisclosed.

When we return to IV 2, Origen’s descriptions of the Spirit’s intentions
for composing Scripture make this incarnational hermeneutic more explicit.
The Spirit’s primary purpose is to communicate the ‘unspeakable mysteries’ of
human salvation, chiefly the Incarnation. Through these truths about God, souls
are perfected.'” The second intention is to conceal these truths in the scriptural
narrative. Accordingly, it is a wonder that the Spirit desires to seek out diligent
students and make them ‘fellow-communicants’ in the Spirit’s counsel.

Yet it is most astounding that through a written system of law, the laws of truth are
prophesied, since all these things were recorded in a sequence with a power truly befit-
ting God’s Wisdom. For the purpose was to render even the garment of spiritual things,
I mean the somatic part of the writings, in many respects not unbeneficial but capable
of improving the many insofar as they receive it.'3

Once again, the power that befits divine Wisdom is the liberality by which
‘the many’ may receive it. As a literal narrative the Old Testament history of
creation, weddings, births, wars, and cult communicates salvific teachings
and edifies the body of simple believers unto their perfection. It is important
to note, then, that Origen does not classify the Spirit’s two intentions as
separate doctrines: a sophisticated teaching for the perfect and an immature
narrative for the many, which the perfect could do without once spiritual truth
has been extracted. If at the Spirit’s prompting the exegete ascends to per-
ceive mysteries, he is nevertheless thrust back down to behold those myster-
ies as concealed. It is noteworthy that in both descriptions of the pneumatic
sense, Origen defines the wisdom which the perfect attain in Paul’s words as
‘a wisdom not of this world, nor of the rulers of this world, which are coming
to nothing; but we speak God’s wisdom in a mystery, even the wisdom that
has been hidden, which God foreordained before the world for our glory ...
which none of the rulers of this world knew.’!* Origen most prominently

16 De princ. IV 1.7; see Rom. 16:25-7, italics mine: abtn 8¢ f| copia fuiv évivtwdnocetal
TPOVAG KATO GTOKAALYLY HLGTTpiov.

7 De princ. IV 2.7.

8 De princ. IV 2.8.

19 De princ. IV 2.4, 6; see 1Cor. 2:6-8.
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characterizes pneumatic wisdom by its hiddenness, that it appears veiled in
humility. Thus his anthropological configuration of Scripture compels the
exegete to see the unity of the distinct senses, precisely in the condescension
of divine Wisdom.

From this perspective, the occasional absence of somatic meaning becomes
a significant indicator of God’s Wisdom revealed. Origen is clear that it is the
somatic meaning itself which directly benefits, but that does not preclude the
literal sense’s revelatory function ad litteram. When he goes on to describe the
lowliness of Scripture’s outward form — the okdvdaia of its inconsistencies
and banality — he locates it within the overall character of divine revelation.
Without absurdities, Scripture would appear to be a text of merely human wis-
dom. Rather than a pretext for dispensing with the letter, these literal weak-
nesses indicate the humble form in which divine Wisdom appears. Stumbling-
blocks are thus intentionally part of the revelation of who God is. They force
the exegete to seek out higher meaning, but precisely in relation to the literal
text. They inform how the spiritual sense is to be sought because they are the
form of the spiritual sense. For the exegete in particular, they mark the locus
of participation in God’s Wisdom, whereby perceptible weakness discloses
hidden power. The marvel is not simply that Scripture communicates divine
Wisdom, but that Wisdom allows herself to be borne in such a vulnerable form
in order to accommodate the many.

Conversely, although IV 3 is largely a performative exercise in the need for
spiritual exegesis, Origen is careful to insist that somatic meaning entails its
own risk of literal isolation. Particularly where the literal sense does edify, the
task for the diligent student is, ‘while not rejecting the commandment in its
literal sense, to preserve each of the meanings according to the “depths of the
wisdom of God”.’?° Far from reflecting Origen’s penchant for allegory, this
statement arises from his insistence that the whole of Scripture is continuous
with the pattern of divine revelation. When he punctuates his spiritual interpre-
tation of salvation history by stating that ‘the aim of the divine power which
gave us the holy Scriptures is that we should not accept what is expressed in
the letter alone,’?! he reiterates that the exegete’s refusal to seek a spiritual
meaning on the basis of the plain sense effectively severs the letter from its
divine character.??

20 De princ. IV 3.4: €l kol mopt t0ig @loTipotépolg dhvatal cdlely Ekactov adTdY,
HETO TOV pu1| dOetelobot TV Katd T0 PNTOV EVIOoANV, Badn coeiag Bgov.

2L De princ. IV 3.4: odyi 10 On0 g AéEeme mapiotapeva povo skhapuBaverv.

22 Of course, Origen occasionally considers allegorical inquiry unnecessary; this can take a
rhetorical form in homilies (E.g. HNum 11.1: ‘What need is there to seek allegory in these
passages when the letter is also so edifying?” HNum 22.2: ‘Here the meaning of the historical
narrative is so complete and perfect that it does not seem necessary to ask anything further’).
In De princ. IV 3.4, however, he is warning against the danger of assuming that the presence of
a somatic sense precludes the presence of spiritual meaning.
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In short, Scripture’s literal sense poses a twofold risk of isolation. On the
one hand, the text is fraught with too many literal and narrative defects to be
thought capable of communicating divine Wisdom. On the other hand, where
the text does cohere, there seems nothing left to investigate. Both of these
dangers emerge out of a presumption about Scripture’s meaning on the basis
of its outward form. This, ultimately, is the vulnerability of the Word incorpo-
rated into Scripture. The hiddenness of God’s Wisdom is not simply that it is
withheld from human apprehension, save for the efforts of the perfect. Whether
the text is banally coherent or logically broken, the letter frustrates the attempt
to reduce its meaning to a comprehensive idea. It exercises the interpreter’s
understanding of what the capacity for Wisdom is by displaying the character
of Wisdom revealed. The exegete learns that the full wonder of human salva-
tion, of the Incarnation, is hidden because there are no words adequate to it.
The revelation of who God is cannot be made more obvious by distilling a
saving gnosis out of the narrative. Rather, just as the knowledge of Christ’s
person is inextricable from his utterly real and vulnerable humanity, so pneu-
matic mystery is revealed only in and through its hiddenness in the letter. To
illustrate this, and to ask why Origen considers the fragility of the letter sig-
nificant, we turn to Book 13 of his Commentary on John and his interpretation
of the woman at the well.

The Samaritan woman and the revelatory function of the literal sense

Origen’s treatment of this episode is essentially an allegory for allegorical
exegesis.”> We should therefore expect that, within the allegory, the literal
sense’s revelatory function should emerge. In this respect, Origen describes the
Samaritan woman with precision: she is an ‘image of the opinion of the het-
erodox’, who, although busying herself in Scripture, is ‘neither refreshed nor
relieved of thirst, although she drank from the well that she supposed to be
deep.’?* The fact that she is a Samaritan signals to Origen that she represents
the heterodox, who separate from the orthodox on the basis of faulty scriptural
interpretation, particularly the failure to integrate the literal and spiritual senses.
She thus personifies the gnostic approach to Scripture, a fundamental sensibil-
ity vis-a-vis Scripture and a disposition of the soul in need of conversion.

23 1 use the translation of R. Heine, Origen: Commentary on the Gospel According to John
Books 13-32, FOTC 89 (Washington, D.C., 1993). The interpretation of John 4 picks up in medias
res (at 4:13); Origen begins book XIII by apologizing for ending book XII without having fin-
ished his treatment of the episode. In addition to a discussion of the Samaritan as an image of the
heterodox (see CJn XIII 1.6), Origen may well have treated her understanding of Jacob’s well;
who Jacob, his sons, and his livestock are; Jesus’ tiring journey to Samaria, and his thirst.

24 CJn X1 1.6-7: 1) Zopapeitig ... eikodV ... Tuyyavousa yvodung £1epodo&obviay mepi
tag Oelag doyorovpévev yYpapas. See also XIII 17.101.
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A superficial reading of Origen’s text could supply evidence against my
thesis. We could cull quotes which seem to instruct the mature exegete to dis-
pense with the biblical narrative. For instance: ‘The Scriptures are introduc-
tions, called the fountain of Jacob. Once they have been accurately understood
we must go up from them to Jesus, that he may freely give us the fountain of
water that leaps into eternal life.’>> Or, shortly thereafter: having asked for
some of Jesus’ water, the woman ‘could now, apart from Jacob’s water, con-
template the truth in an angelic and more than human way.’?°

At the beginning of Book 13, Origen prefaces his allegory with two theologi-
cal principles which shape his interpretation. First, remarking on the woman’s
petition, ‘give me this water,” he suggests: ‘It may, perhaps, be a dogma of some
kind that no one receives a divine gift who does not request it.”>’ Not only does
Jesus command his disciples, ‘ask and it will be given to you,” but the Father
even urges the Son through the Psalm, ‘ask and I will give you the Gentiles as
your inheritance’ (Ps. 2:7-8). At root, this ‘dogma’ articulates Origen’s explicitly
anti-gnostic thought. God’s gifts of Wisdom and eternal life neither are imposed
on creation, nor are there any of a superior nature who could lay hold of these
gifts by right.?® Rather God’s desire is to benefit those who, of a profoundly free
nature, freely desire what only God can give. The mystery of this divine defer-
ence to the soul extends even to the Word Incarnate who is one with the Father.

His second principle, more subtly expressed, concerns the possibility that the
Samaritan woman could ask for water from Jesus. Origen characterizes Christ’s
approach to her as a sort of provocation. When he compares the two waters, it is
‘as if to urge her to ask for the living water’; and after hearing the comparison,
‘she is persuaded to ask Jesus for water.’? If the first principle seeks to preserve
the absolute freedom of the created soul, the second indicates God’s solicitude
in the Word Incarnate. God arouses the soul’s freedom to ask for divine gifts by
sending the Word. Quite simply, Jesus induces the woman’s petition, ‘give me
this water’, when he first approaches her with his own request, ‘give me a drink’.
Once again, Origen depicts this elicitation between the Father and Son in refer-
ence to the Psalm 2 quoted above; the Father ‘urges’ (npotpémnet) Jesus to ask
for the ends of the earth. As Origen will later take pains to show, the Son begins
to do the Father’s will, not by obediently carrying out extrinsic deeds, but when
he unites his own will to the Father’s and so becomes his perfect image.>

% CJn X111 6.37.

26 CJn X1 7.41: yopic tod Hdatog tob Takmp.

27 CJn XIII 2.5.

28 Throughout book XIII, Origen is critical of Hercaleon’s praises of the Samartian woman
for responding to Jesus in a manner ‘appropriate to her nature’ (e.g., XIII 10.62, 15.92, efc.).

2 CJn XIII 1.3: d¢ mpotpénov adtfiv; XII 1.6: Ieibetar pévrot ye...

30 See CJn XIII 33.203-49, on the meat Jesus has to eat and the Father’s will. XIII 36.230:
‘The complete will of the Father is done by the Son when the willing of God that occurs in the
Son does that which the will of God wishes.’
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Origen then discusses two meanings of hungering and thirsting in the somatic
sense (Kot 1O copotikdv) that inform his allegorical transposition.’! In the
first instance, sound bodies in need of sustenance hunger and thirst. Origen
cites as an example the hungering and thirsting of the Israelites in the desert,
for which God provides manna and sweetened water. The second instance he
says is an experience of the poor who, even after eating to the full, continue to
be hungry. Here he cites Paul travails: ‘Even to this hour we hunger, thirst, and
are naked’ (1Cor. 4:11), and notes that this experience, ‘befalls those who have
suffered.” Now when Origen transitions to his allegory, he does not continue
to distinguish between these two kinds of thirsting. Rather they each illustrate
how God exercises created freedom through physical need. Origen evokes both
the Israelites and Paul as images of hunger and thirst elicited by God’s election:
the former as they are formed into the people of God and the latter in imitation
of Christ as a ‘steward of the mysteries of God’ (1Cor. 4:1). The revelation of
God’s Wisdom is a matter both of the soul’s basic need and the fulfillment of
that need as the soul participates of it. These two examples thus converge to
specify how the meeting of created freedom and divine solicitude is revealed
allegorically in Jesus’ conversation with the Samaritan woman. Through the
task of exegesis the woman freely acknowledges her deficiency as she subjects
herself to a thirst for Jesus” water. Yet that submission to divine elicitation is
not without the promise of fulfillment, and Origen’s description of it is remark-
able. The exegete who imbibes Jesus’ teaching will receive a fountain that leaps
into eternal life, just as the bridegroom comes ‘leaping upon the mountains.’
Origen implies that Christ the bridegroom is both the fountain, inscribed in the
exegete’s soul, and the life to which it carries her, namely the Word in his
divinity. He continues: ‘And after eternal life, perhaps it will also leap into the
Father who is beyond eternal life. For Christ is life; but he who is greater than
Christ is greater than life.” Spiritual interpretation of the literal sense is intended
to draw the exegete into the life of the Trinity.

Two elements of the interpretation that follows demonstrate how the literal
sense functions as the locus of this meeting and ascent: the well and the woman’s
husbands. Origen first corrects our understanding of the so-called ‘well’ of Scrip-
ture, noting that Christ himself does not refer to a well but its ‘water’, that is the
teaching contained in the Old Testament Scriptures. Unlike the Samaritan woman,
Origen prefers to refer to the ‘fountain of Jacob’, because ‘if indeed there were
not something useful that resulted from drinking from the fountain, Jesus would
not have sat upon the fountain, nor would he have said to the Samaritan woman,
“Give me a drink”.”3? The point is not trivial. Her failure to discover a satisfying
meaning results directly from her assumption of Scripture’s human construction,
a judgment based on its outward form concealing its source. The well is deep, to

31 CJn X111 2.8-4.25.
32 CJn X111 4.23-4, 5.26.
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be sure, but she considers it only a well and not a fountain that provides some
lasting benefit. By presupposing that she already understands Scripture’s value
from a surface reading, she forecloses any nourishment it could truly give. Origen
notes that Jacob, his sons, and his livestock (‘the sheep of Christ’) drank from the
fountain in a manner superior to the Samaritan — that is, in more complete knowl-
edge of Scripture’s meaning and benefit.>* Moreover, her presupposition is indic-
ative of a refusal to be persuaded by God’s elicitation precisely where God extends
it. It is significant, then, that Jesus sits on the fountain and asks her for a drink:
‘One must observe, therefore, that the water was promised to the Samaritan
woman when she asked, as if Jesus would supply it from no other source than the
fountain.”** Tt is not possible for the exegete to receive the water that the Word
gives if she has not been diligently returning to draw from Jacob’s fountain
‘because of thirst.”*> The two waters are indeed qualitatively different. However,
the water that the Word gives cannot be attained apart from how Scripture medi-
ates it. It is necessary, Origen explains, to create hungering and thirsting in order
to be filled; thus it is good to drink continually from Jacob’s fountain ‘in order
that we may thirst.”3® The struggle with the literal text creates the desire for God’s
Word, who provokes us to ask for his water in our need. Only at Jacob’s fountain
does the Word satisfy the exegete by inscribing within her a fountain of living
water, which will not fail her. And when she becomes an apostle to the Samaritans
with whom Jesus remains for two days, Origen notes that ‘so far as the spiritual
meaning is concerned, the whole dispensation of benefit to the Samaritans occurred
beside Jacob’s fountain.’*” The scriptural letter is the site of the heretic’s conver-
sion and her apostolic mission once the Word shows how it bears divine Wisdom.

Further on Origen explains that the woman’s false husband is a law that rules
her soul, a governing principle and doctrine to which the soul subjects itself.
In a brilliant, condensed exposition of Romans 7, Origen summarizes the task
of spiritual exegesis as culminating in the union with Christ the bridegroom.
He quotes Paul that, ‘the law has dominion over a man so long as he lives.” On
Origen’s reading, Paul says that it is the law who lives, and once it dies, it no
longer rules over a man.? Thus, a woman is not an adulteress if she lives with

3 CJn X111 6.38-9.
3 CJn X111 4.25.
3 CJn X111 7.42.
6 CJn X111 4.22-3.

37 CJn XIII 30.186: 8cov yap &ni 1® vont®d mdca 1 olkovopia g deeleiog Toig
Tapopebov mapd T TNyN YEYEVNTOL TOU Tlak®p.

3 CJn XIII 8.43-4: «b vopog kuplevel Tob GvOpdmov, £’ doov ypovov (R;» tic 87 (7
G4mO Ko1vod AapBavoviov AEdY OV vopov, & vopog. Eit’ ed0émnc onoiv- « H yap Hravdpog
yovn 1@ {dvTL avipl 8€detan vop®», Og el Eheyev «LmdVvTL Gvdpl, doTig v p vOpog EoTiv. »
“The law has dominion over a man so long as he lives”. Who, in fact, lives? The law, if we take
the use of the term “law” in this clause in common with its use in the following clause. Accord-
ingly, he immediately says: “For the married woman is bound to the law, her husband, while he

LEIE)

lives”, as if “her husband who lives” meant, “whoever is a husband is a law”.

[
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another man after her husband, the law, has died. Allegorically, the Samaritan
woman has subordinated herself to some principle of exegesis by which each
of the heterodox lives based on misguided doctrines.*

Origen does not specify what the illegitimate law is, although he is clear that
it arises from an isolation of the literal sense. Every soul learning the Christian
faith, he explains, begins with Scripture’s ‘somatic things’, to which the five
senses pertain, each of them a true husband.

But after the soul has consorted with the matters perceived by the senses and later
wishes to rise above them, urged on by things perceived by the spirit, she may then
encounter unsound teaching based on allegorical and spiritual meanings. She then
approaches another husband ... having given a bill of divorce to the former five, as it
were, and having decided to live with this sixth.*0

The former five husbands thus signify the discovery of meaning and benefit at
the somatic level. ‘Urged on by things perceived by the spirit,” that is having
identified the literal sense’s limitations, the exegete rejects these aspects of the
somatic sense outright. Instead of integrating them into her search for a higher
meaning, she assents to the doctrine that they must be divorced from the search
for Wisdom. God must be revealed, and so worshipped, otherwise.*!

Moreover, this false doctrine underwrites a reading of the Law according to
the letter. Drawing on Romans as he does, Origen can conflate the ‘law’ of
gnostic exegesis and the isolated Old Testament Law. Or more precisely, he
associates gnostic and Jewish literalism. The gnostic rejection of the Law on
the basis of the literal sense alone is in turn an admission that it must be inter-
preted according to the letter, and so not the distancing from Judaism it claims
to be. For all her speculation on the new economy of salvation, the Samaritan’s
gnosticizing exegesis only veils its spiritual meaning from her. The illegitimate
husband thus binds her in the Law. Rather than freeing her from it as she sup-
posed, she remains ‘enslaved to the letter that kills.

And we will stay with that husband until Jesus comes and makes us aware of the char-
acter of such a husband. But after the Word of the Lord has come and conversed with

3 CJn X111 8.48.

40 CJn X1 9.51.

4 See CJn XIII 12.75-25.153, a long discussion on true worship. Origen carefully draws out the
implications of exegesis for worship and conceptions of salvation. He pointedly states that the perfect,
although they worship in spirit and truth, nevertheless ‘accommodate themselves to those in Jerusalem
[the Church] by becoming Jews to the Jews that they might gain the Jews’” who worship in types (XIII
16.98-18.109, 111). True knowledge of the Father does not permit the disparagement of the simple or
those in error. Origen notes, moreover, that the Samaritan’s false exegesis reinforces false worship.
‘Now the person who is enslaved to the letter that kills and ... who does not follow the spiritual mean-
ings of the law would be the one who is not a true worshipper and does not worship the Father in
spirit. Whenever this person thinks he has completely attained his goal, because he belongs totally to
the typological and literal level ... he then worships God in type and not in truth’ (CJ/n XIII 18.110).

4 CJn XIII 18.110.



62 B. BARRETT

us, we deny that husband ... At this time the Lord also commends us and says: ‘Well
did you say, I have no husband.’*?

Only once the exegete denies, at Christ’s prompting,* the principle by which
she denigrated Scripture’s outward form does Christ begin to reveal himself
to her through the spiritual sense. ‘Now the law according to the letter has
died, and the soul is not an adulteress when she is with another husband,
[viz.] the law according to the Spirit.”*> Christ’s exercising of the exegete’s
freedom through interpretation results in her own transformation, her own
death in Christ to the law so that she might belong to another, ‘to the Word
who will be raised from the dead, who is not overthrown ... but remains
forever and rules and subordinates all his enemies.’*® Origen is quick to
emphasize that Christ displays this power by which he overcomes his enemies
in Scripture’s literal sense. ‘“What more fitting place’, he remarks, ‘for the
supposed husband of the Samaritan woman to be exposed by Jesus as not her
husband than at the fountain of Jacob, if the woman had not on her own
denied her husband?’

In this regard we must not bypass Origen’s sudden and powerful turn to the
literal sense after this allegorical exposition. The basic details of the Samaritan
woman’s encounter with Jesus are not lost in the allegory. Rather, the alle-
gorical meaning may be discovered in the literal encounter in which Jesus
reveals himself as the Christ to her. ‘At this level we learn that he is meek and
lowly in heart, and does not disdain to speak of such great matters with a
woman carrying water who goes out of the city because of her great poverty
and labors to draw water for herself.”*® Origen directly specifies the spiritual
failure that would prevent us from this understanding. While the disciples are
amazed to find Jesus conversing with this woman,

We, however, carried away by pride and arrogance, despise those below us, and forget
that the words, ‘let us make man according to our image and according to our likeness’,
apply to each person. And when we fail to remember the one who formed man in the
womb, and formed all men’s hearts individually, and understands all their works, we
do not perceive that God is a helper of those who are lowly and inferior, a protector of
the weak, a shelterer of those who have been given up in despair, and Savior of those
who have been given up as hopeless.*

43 CJn XIII 9.52.

4 CJn XIII 8.50: ‘And because she already had, as it were, something of the water that leaps
into eternal life since she had said, “give me this water”, ... the woman answered, ‘”’I have no
husband”, having condemned herself on the basis of her association with such a husband.’

4 CJn XIII 8.47.

46 CJn XIII 8.48.

47 CJn XIII 8.49.

8 CJn XIII 28.166.
9 CJn X1II 28.167-8.
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It would be wrong to suppose that this turn to the literal meaning contrasts with
Origen’s broader allegorical inquiry. Because his hermeneutical theory rests on
the meekness of Christ he can amplify the consonance between the literal
encounter and its spiritual meaning. That the gnostic exegete is unable to per-
ceive the humility of the Word of God results from an exegetical strategy that
neither admits its own need for God’s Wisdom nor allows to any the hope that
God could solicit the desire to partake of divine Wisdom. The irony is that the
gnostic does not see how he is represented by the Samaritan woman in her
poverty, who knows her need for God’s help at the most basic level, and that
‘the Father also seeks such to worship him’ through his Son who seeks the
lost.>®

Conclusion

According to this analysis, the literal sense is not only taken up into God’s
revelation, it images divine Wisdom and so mediates the participation of it.
By the christological determination of his exegesis, Origen aims to defend the
revelatory function of the literal sense in relation to the spiritual senses. The lit-
eral sense veils divine Wisdom in inadequacy so as to make it available, and
the exegete’s refusal to approach the letter as if it were from God represents a
denial of her basic need for God’s help. It is the vulnerability of the Word
Incarnate, his hiddenness in a fragile form, which provokes our freedom to ask
for God’s gifts. Therefore the turn to the letter to search for Wisdom signifies
the soul’s admission of its need for God. This is, of course, the basic structure
of Origen’s interpretation of the woman at the well. If the gnostic spiritualizing
extraction suffices, then any desire to experience God’s Wisdom is shrugged
off. But by concealing divine Wisdom in vulnerability, the Spirit ensures that
it is attained only by the worthy, those whose desire for God’s Wisdom is the
free expression of their need for it. In turn, Christ frees the exegete from the
slavery of the letter, and precisely thus inscribes within her, renewed, the Wis-
dom it contains.

30 See CJn XIII 20.119: “If the Father seeks those whom he prepares to be true worshippers
by purifying them and instructing them in the word and in sound teachings, he seeks them through
the Son who came to seek and save the lost.’
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ABSTRACT

In his biblical hermeneutics, Origen emphasizes the polysemic character of the biblical word.
To explain this phenomenon in an analytic way he appeals to the concept of homonyma.
This term, deriving from philosophical tradition, is substantially re-conceptualized by Origen,
in a way that corresponds to the constitution of his biblical hermeneutics. His use does not
coincide either with the logical understanding of homonymy by Aristotle or with Plato’s idea
of the homonymous nomination of a physical phenomenon and its metaphysical idea.
Homonyma in Origen’s theory of biblical interpretation denotes the paradoxical relation that
a linguistic designator of sensible matter has with its spiritual content; this relation is to be
considered from the angle of dialectical ontology. The explicative and epistemological
function of equivocation in Origen’s hermeneutics involves the thought shifting between
the poles of difference and similarity. Another special characteristic of Origen’s use of
homonymy is that it designates only one of the members of the homonymous pair, with
the other one — usually radically different from it — only implied. In this case the homon-
ymy of biblical articulation appears in the form of a mystical metaphor. On the linguistic
level the homonymy of biblical language reflects the Apostle Paul’s dichotomic division
of the outer and inner man, which is the anthropological basis of Origen’s hermeneutics.

I. Equivocality as paradoxical polysemy

Origen frequently expressed his position on the narrative and linguistic aspects
of the Bible, with the Apostle Paul’s words from 2Cor. (4:7): ‘But we have
this treasure in earthen vessels, that the excellency of the power may be of God,
and not of us.” This hermeneutical expression may be loosely considered to be
a basic principle in Origen’s exegetical theory. In accordance with St. Paul’s
words he finds an apparent diversity in the Bible between a linguistic designa-
tor and the sense implied by it. The founder of the theory of biblical hermeneu-
tics considers this ambiguity of the Biblical language to be deliberate, in order
to hide the real content of the inspired text. As M. Harl has remarked, Origen
considers two kinds of dcddero lying in the biblical text: on one hand, the
vague vocabulary (the equivocal character of biblical words and figurative
expressions) and lack of coherent sequence in narration, on the other.! In that

! See Marguerite Harl, ‘Origéne et la sémantique du langage biblique’, in Marguerite Harl,

Le Déchiffrement du Sens. Etudes sur I’herméneutique chrétienne d’Origéne a Grégoire de

Studia Patristica LVI, 65-72.
© Peeters Publishers, 2013.



66 T. DoLIDZE

excellent research, M. Harl’s goal is more to provide an outline of Origen’s
hermeneutical project as a whole than to provide detailed analysis of its con-
stitutive elements. This contribution here will focus on the theological function
of the first kind of biblical doddera, that is, the apparent contradiction between
a linguistic utterance and the unexpected content present in it, which appears
in Origen’s hermeneutics as the term homonyma and related words.

In the introduction to the commentary on the Epistle to Romans, Origen
states that the difficulty of comprehending this Epistle is largely due to the fact
that the Apostle puts different meanings into identical words.? According to
Origen, St Paul moves from one meaning of a word to another, without any
explanation.? By way of illustration, he brings forth a group of words (law, Israel,
circumcision, man efc.), which denote various concepts, sometimes radically
opposed ones, within one linguistic utterance. This paradoxical polysemy is due
to there being two semantic levels in inspired Scripture: secundum litteram
and secundum spiritum, which are equivocal to each other. If we do not take
this fact into consideration, says Origen, we could think that the Apostle Paul
contradicts himself.

II. The function of homonymy within the dichotomic ontological structure

The locus classicus explaining the phenomenon of equivocality is given in
Aristotle’s Categories. The definition reads: ‘Things are equivocally named,
when they have the name only in common, the definition corresponding with
the name being different.” For instance, a man and a portrait can both properly
be named ‘animals’ equivocally.* Origen cites this definition almost verbatim
in his Commentary on Jeremiah.’> The above textual evidence is of special
interest in so far as Origen does not strictly trace the notion of equivocality
represented in the Aristotelian definition.

The definition of equivocality in the Commentary on Jeremiah follows a
discussion of the most significant hermeneutic issue: how the anthropomor-
phisms of God may be understood in Holy Scripture. Origen’s response to that

Nysse, Collection des Etudes Augustiniennes. Serie Antiquité 135 (Paris, 1993), 61-88, especially,
71-9.

2 Comm. in Rom. 70,6 (Commentarii in Epistulam ad Romanos, ed. Theresia Heither, Fontes
Christiani 2/1 [Freiburg, 1990]).

3 Ibid. 214,16 (Bd. 2).

4 Aristoteles, Cat. 1,1a (Aristotelis Categoriae et Liber de interpretatione, ed. L. Minio-Paluello
[Oxonii, 1956]): dudvopo AEYeTar OV Evopa Hovov Kotvov, & 8¢ katd Todvopa Adyog Tig
ovoiag &tepog, olov {dov & Te dvOpmmog Kai 1O yeypapuévov. See Plat. Soph. 218 ¢ (Platonis
opera, rec. loannes Burnet, t. 1 [Oxonii, s.a.]) which contains the same sense as this definition.

3 In Ier. 20,1 (177,17): dudvopo 8¢ &otiv, GV dvopa povov kowvdyv, d 8¢ katd Todvoua
TG ovoiag AOYog Etepog (Origenes Werke Il. Jeremiahomilien, ed. Erich Klostermann, GCS 6
[Leipzig, 1901]).



Equivocality of Biblical Language in Origen 67

metaphysical question is given in the light of the Judaic Hellenistic exegesis:
we have to think about God in a manner that is appropriate to the goodness
of the Divine being. This suggests a comprehension of God’s ‘dispositions’ and
‘actions’ spiritually, viz. bearing in mind that these peculiarities are only equiv-
ocally expressed of God and have really no affinity with him.5

This means, however, that here we have to deal with a ‘vertical’ notion of
homonymy, one which relates the sensible to the intelligible, and therefore,
tends more towards Platonic ontological dialectics than to Aristotle’s logical
discursive understanding of the term.’

Plato uses the concept of equivocality in only a few passages, those which
describe the relation between ideas and their sensible images and mean, in
general, a difference in essence but a similarity in sense.® Alcinoos used the
term in the context of the dialectical division of the Platonic idea® and later it
appears frequently in Plotinus. After Plato and the Middle Platonic school tra-
dition, the author of the Enneades appeals to the term to indicate the basic
difference between the eternal entities and their alterable objects, and, at the
same time, to point out some similarities between them; this relationship is
consequently characterized as dvoAioyig kol dpovopia / Kat’ dvaroyiay kol
Spmvopme.

In spite of evident Platonic implications, neither the equivocal designation
of the Metaphysical and the Physical, nor the dialectical division of idea can
fully explain the peculiarity of Origen’s homonymy, which is primarily to be
considered from the angle of ontological relation.

III. Homonymy as reflective of Paul’s anthropological model on the
linguistic level

The Alexandrian master’s treatise Dialogue with Heraclitus supports the notion
of a Christian anthropology as an immediate source for Origen’s equivocal alle-
gory. His intention here is to interpret the biblical message of the double creation
of man."" Being a defender of the homogeneity of the Biblical text, he tries to

% Aporia and the answer to it is first discussed by Aristobulos, representative of Judaic Alexan-
drian allegorical exegesis.

7 In Aristotle ‘equivocality’ and ‘analogy’ are mental and linguistic terms.

8 See Parm. 133d (I. Burnet, t. 2), Tim. 52a (I. Burnet, t. 3), Phaed. 78c-e (Burnet, t. 1). Plato
uses the word dpdvopa very seldom. One can say that in fact it does not function in Plato as a
technical term.

° Alcinoos, Didask. 30 (183,17) (Alcinoos, Enseignement des doctrines de Platon, ed. John
Whittaker et traduit par Pierre Louis [Paris, 1990]).

10 Enn. VI 3.1.6; VI 3.5.3 (Plotoni Enneades, rec. Hermannus Fridericus Mueller [Berolini,
1878]) but this discourse does not stress the aspect of similarity in homonymy.

I Gen. 1:26; 2:7.
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reconcile the two messages on the basis of Paul’s dichotomic division of the outer
and the inner man. In accordance with this division, the two biblical messages
are found to reflect a spiritual and a corporeal creation. In Genesis,

incorporeal is called by the same name (dpL@VOU®G) as corporeal; hereby the corporeal
corresponds to the outer man, whereas the equivocal (Op®vupa) to the corporeal thing
corresponds to the inner man.'?

Origen puts even more emphasis on the similarity in homonymy in his exten-
sive Commentary on the Song of Songs. The linguistic body and the real sense,
implied in it, illustrate opposite semantic poles: sensible love and spiritual
love; equivocality as a property of language is responsible for overcoming this
divergence. Already in the prologue to the treatise, Origen appeals to Paul’s
division of &£ and €cw AvOpwmog. He remarks that the idea of the double
nature of a man was initially included in the account of the double creation in
Moses’ book, and later expressed more explicitly by St Paul.!* The discourse
is followed by a descriptive definition of homonymy:

... in the Divine Scriptures through homonyms, that is through similar words, precisely
through identical terms are designated the limbs of the outer man and parts and emo-
tions of the inner man; and not only are they compared with the same words, but the
things themselves are compared with one another.

‘... scripturis divinis per homonymas, id est per similes appellationes, immo per eadem
vocabula et exterioris hominis membra ei illius interioris partes affectusque nominantur
eaque non solum vocabulis, sed et rebus ipsis invicem comparantur.”'*

This descriptive definition differs essentially from the Aristotelian one in the
Categories. In the words ‘... sed et rebus ipsis invicem comparantur’ the prin-
ciple of similarity occurs instead of that of diversity (A0yog t1¢ obciag E1€p0C).
Thinking about the conceptual premises of this phrase one can appeal to the fact
that the vertical notion of equivocality, already present in Platonism, implies a
relativity of difference between equivocal metaphysical and physical phenom-
ena. Besides, although the notions ‘outer’ and ‘inner man’ are antithetical,"
Origen believes that they are ontologically connected to each other.

In the Commentary on Luke, when discussing the metaphor ‘the light of the
body is the eye’ (Luke 11:34)'6 Origen instructs his listener/reader on how to

12 Entretien d’Origéne avec Héraclide et les évéques ses collégues, sur le Pére, le Fils et I'ame,
ed. J. Scherer, SC 67 (Paris 1960), 78-80.

13 Comm. in Cant. 63,29-64, 16 (Origenes Werke VIII. Kommentar zum Hohenlied in Rufins
und Hieronymus’ Ubersetzung, ed. W.A. Baehrens, GCS 33 [Leipzig, 1925]).

14 Ibid. 64,17.

15 Ibid. 64,2: ... though our outer man perish, yet the inner man is renewed day by day’; see
2Cor. 4:16.

16 Hom. in Luc., Frg. 78 (468,19-474,5) (In Lucam homiliae, ed. Hermann-Josef Sieben, Fontes
Christiani 4/2 [Freiburg, 1992]).
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penetrate these words and grasp their content, namely that ‘the light of soul is
the mind’. The discourse resembles an example of the homonymy based on
analogy from the Nicomachean Ethics, where Aristotle links the term equi-
vocality with analogy: many things are called ‘goodness’ equivocally; for
example as the eye is a goodness for the body, in the same way the mind is a
‘goodness’ for the soul.!” But to the Alexandrian theologian, as opposed to
Aristotle, the relation between the parts of an analogy is not a logical one.
As Origen argues, one must not be surprised at the analogy he draws between
the soul and the body, because either the ‘simplicity’ (&rAdtng) or the ‘evil’
(movnpia) of our intellect influences our body while moving and using it as an
instrument: ‘We take body in a figurative way (tpomoloyik®c) for soul, even
though the latter by its essence is invisible and incorporeal — and is indeed cre-
ated according to the image of the invisible God — for we find that in figurative
interpretations (tpomoloyik®dg) the powers of the soul are equivocally (dpwvod-
pmg) called members of the body, not being bodies as such.” In Origen’s her-
meneutical insight the equivocal links between the spiritual and somatic aspects
in man correlates with the same relation between man and God, as evident from
the Divine anthropomorphisms, both belonging to the anagogic structure of his
exegesis.

This hermeneutic discourse from the Commentary on Luke is a vivid example
of how Origen replaces the principle of diversity in essence of the traditional
definition of homonyms with the principle of ontological affinity. Due to the
innovative concluding words of the definition of homonyms from the Com-
mentary on the Song of Songs (‘sed et rebus ipsis invicem comparantur’), the
Alexandrian master’s understanding of homonyms stands in a sort of relation
with the Aristotelian notion of synonymy.'8

Origen does not appear to have been particularly concerned about his defini-
tion differing from that of Aristotle. He writes a commentary on the Song of
Songs — acknowledged as one of the most mystical books of the Bible with a
long Judaic exegetical tradition. In doing so, he finds himself preeminently in
that conceptual framework. According to the Judaic allegorical interpretation
the setting of the main event in Salomon’s is the sancta sanctorum, that is in
the ‘place’ where the elected people of Israel come into mystical union with
their God.'® For the Alexandrian theologian too the epoptic drama develops
in the sancta sanctorum, that is beyond the heavenly Jerusalem, where, as he

7 Eth. Nic. 1,6,1096b29 (Aristotle. Nicomachean Ethics with an English translation by
H. Rackam [Cambridge, 2003]). It is worth mentioning that the conception of equivocality based
on analogy occurs in Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics while criticizing Plato’s metaphysics. The
example evidently stems from the Academy, see Plat. Rp. 508b-509a (Burnet, t. 4).

18 Arist., Cat. 1a6 (L. Minio-Paluello, 1956): cuvdvopa 8& Aéystat dv 16 T dVopa Kovov
Kol 6 katé ToBvopa Adyog Thig odoiag 6 adtdg, olov {Mov & te HvOpomog kol & Podc.

19 Origenes. Homélies sur le Cantique des cantiques, ed. Olivier Rousseau, SC 37° (Paris,
1966, 2¢ éd.), 12-3.
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assumes, the human soul joins the Word of God to become unus spiritus with
him.? If we return to Judaic Hellenistic exegesis, we come across a similar
notion in such an authority as Philo, whose point was evidently well known to
the Christian commentator: According to Philo, none of the messages origi-
nated from the Biblical authors themselves; they only gave phonetic shape to
those messages, that were bestowed on them by the in-dwelling Spirit.?! The
interpretation of the Biblical language as being a result of inspiration is found
extensively in Origen; this is especially the case in his commentary on the Song
of Songs. As Origen says, in the book of Solomon the Word of God and the
doctrine of the Holy Spirit sound in all their might instructing mankind in the
sublime truth.? In this extreme form of allegorical paradox Origen finds a vivid
union between the human and the Divine Word.?

All this discourse per se stresses the essential similarity between the human
soul and God.?* One can clearly trace how the Alexandrian theologian in the
Commentary on the Song of Songs deliberately avoids introducing his sceptical
view of the linguistic faculty of giving knowledge of God, which he elucidates
in the 4" book of De principiis. Nevertheless, it would be unjust to accuse him
of inconsistency. The notion of equivocality is a mobile one for shifting thought
dialectically between the poles of difference and similarity.>> Ambivalent as it
is, its structure enables one to reconcile linguistic scepticism with the Judaic
notion of the sacred character of Biblical language.

IV. Homonymy as metaphor

Another special characteristic of Origen’s use of homonymy is that the word in
his biblical hermeneutics does not designate equally the pairs compared in
equivocal analogy. This means that Origen sees in the Biblical text only one of
the members of this homonymous pair, whereas the other one — usually radically

20 Comm. in Cant. 85,17-25 (W.A. Baehrens, GCS 33, 1925); Hom. in Cant. 1, 66,2 (O. Rous-
seau, SC 37, 1966).

2l See, for example, Spec. leg. IV 49 (Philo with an English translation by F.H. Colson,
v. VIII [Cambridge, 1960]); Quis rer. Div. her. 259 (F.H. Colson, v. IV [1958]); Mos. 1 277
(F.H. Colson, v. VI [1959]).

22 See, for example, Comm. in Cant. 63,29; 159,13; 208,1 (W.A. Baehrens).

2 Origen prefers to speak about Holy Scripture as the body of the Logos, where He reveals
His truth and makes mankind to participate in His mystery. This Judaic Hellenistic Logos theology
is, nonetheless, intimately linked to Origen’s Christology and ecclesiology. See Henri de Lubac,
Geist aus der Geschichte. Das Schriftverstindnis des Origenes, tibers. und eingel. von Hans Urs
von Balthasar (Einsiedeln, 1968), 424-36; Henri Crouzel, Origéne et la connaissance mystique
(Paris, 1961), 73f.

24 See Philo, who thought that the human soul, who is in-dwelled by the Spirit, can be named
God, Quis rer. Div. her. 84 (F.H. Colson, v. IV); Spec. leg. 1 37 (F.H. Colson, v. VII).

25 Also Aristotle’s notion of homonymy, as given in the definition of the Categories, is ambi-
valent in itself, for it presents both similarity and difference.
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different from it — is only implied. In this case, the homonymy of biblical
articulation appears in the form of a mystical metaphor. The Alexandrian theo-
logian is keen to utilize the concept of equivocality in this very function,
although the term and its derivatives frequently occur in their common meaning
of merely linguistic identity.?® As we have seen,?’ figure and equivocality are
related concepts in Origen’s hermeneutics; they appear together in each case
where the idea of a human word is at work as an adequate designation of its
spiritual meaning.

With such an understanding of equivocality, Origen comes close to the point
of Atticos. That Platonic philosopher argued, on one hand, that equivocality
based on analogy and equivocality based on metaphor belong to one and the
same figure, and, on the other hand, he reckoned the latter to be equivocality
based on analogy. An intense philosophical debate went on within the Platonic
school on this matter, as we can infer from the late Neo-Platonic commentaries
on the Categories of Aristotle. 2 Atticos’ view was strongly criticized by Platonists,

26 He was indeed also well acquainted with the classification of homonymy, elaborated in the

schools of Late Antiquity; see Clement of Alexandria, Strom.VIII 8 (PG 9, 592B); Porph., In Cat.
65,19-66,21 (Porphyrii Isagoge et in Aristotelis Categorias commentarium, ed. Adolfus Busse,
CAG 1V [Berolini, 1887], 1); see Amm., In Cat. 21,16-22,10 (Ammonii in Aristotelis Categorias
commentarium, ed. Adolfus Busse, CAG IV [Berolini, 1895], 4); Phil., In Cat. 16,22-17,19;
21,16-22,14 (Philoponi [olim Ammonii] in Aristotelis Categorias commentarium, ed. Adolfus
Busse, CAG, XIII [Berolini, 1898], 1); Simpl., In Cat. 31,23-19 (Simplicii in Aristotelis Categorias
commentarium, ed. Carolus Kalbfleisch, CAG VIII [Berolini, 1907]); Olymp., In Cat. 34,7-35,14
(Olympiodori Prolegomena et in Categorias commentarium, ed. Adolfus Busse, CAG XII [Bero-
lini, 1902], 1); Elias, In Cat. 139,30-140,25 (Eliae in Porphyrii Isagogen et Aristotelis Categorias
commentaria, ed. Adolfus Busse, CAG XVIII [Berolini, 1900], 1).

27 See above Hom. in Luc., Frg. 78 (468,19-474,5) (H.-J. Sieben).

28 Porph., In Cat. 66,29-67,32 (Ad. Busse [1887], 1); Simpl., In Car. 32,19-33,21 (C. Kalb-
fleisch [1907]); without mentioning Atticos: Amm., /n Cat. 20,1-10 (Ad. Busse [1898], 1); Philop.,
In Cat. 20,22-21,13 (Ad. Busse [1898], 1); Olymp., In Cat. 36,8-37,14 (Ad. Busse [1902], 1);
Elias, In Cat. 135,24-136,20 (Ad. Busse [1900], 1). Atticos and before him Nikostratos (2" ¢. AD)
being opponents of Aristotle’s Categories denied the existence of homonymy as an independent
logical/linguistic phenomenon. According to them, it was dialectically justified to consider
homonymy as a kind of synonymy. As we learn from Simplicios (ibid. 30,16-31,21), Nikostratos
was the first to raise an aporia that homonyma do not exist, which, afterwards has been refined
by Atticos. Their argument against the existence of homonymy was rather casuistic: alongside a
common name all homonyms have a common definition of homonymy (Simpl., ibid. 26,21;
30,27). The opponents of Atticos, however, believed that there are logical links between homo-
nyms and synonyms. Olympiodoros paid attention and tried to explain, why Aristotle adduced the
same example of ‘man’ when explaining homonyma ({®ov & 1€ GvOpOTOG Kl TO YEYPUUUEVOV)
and synonyma ({®ov 6 1€ GvOpomog kai 6 Bolc). As he argues, with these examples Aristotle
intends to show affinity between them: man towards its portrait is equivocal, but towards a bull,
as an animal, he is synonym (Olymp., ibid. 35,15-36,7). In fact, the problem of the interrelation
of homonymy and synonymy was important, as far as it characterized the relation between v,
vévn, €101 and aicOntd. Such a crucial philosophical problem as: whether &v belongs to genus
or not, was also linked with the understanding of homonyms and synonyms (Simpl., ibid. 21,26-
22,1).



72 T. DOLIDZE

who strove to preserve homonyma as a logical-discursive term. They accused
Atticos and others of this trend of a wrong judgment. As Porphyry, and after
him Simplicios, argue something can be named metaphorically when it has a
proper name, but it loosely expresses some other name not proper to it. In this
case no equivocality can be assumed because only those things which have a
similar name can be called equivocal; nor is it possible to speak here about
equivocality based on similarity (k00> dpoimotv dudvopa) for no similarity
exists in metaphor. Therefore, as they insist, something expressed tropologi-
cally cannot be equivocal to a thing which is named in the proper sense.?’ This
viewpoint on equivocality, analogy and metaphor was not in consonance with
the main intention of Origen’s Biblical hermeneutics, which understands the
Biblical text as a metaphor and applies the notion of equivocality as a tool for
disclosing the Divine mystery.

Indeed it was not Origen who introduced the term homonyma into Biblical
exegesis for the first time. At least two antecedents can be found in the same
intellectual setting of Alexandria — Philo and Clement. As faithful adepts of the
philosophical mentality, they preserved some interesting examples of the tech-
nical use of the term in its traditional philosophical understanding. Therefore,
it appears to have been the great Alexandrian’s drastic innovation to accept
from the Academy the idea of ontological similarity implied in homonyma and
to use it in a mystical sense for his anagogical exegesis. In so doing, he re-
conceptualized the conception of equivocality, remodeling it according to the
Apostle Paul’s doctrine of the outer and inner man; the term homonyma comes
to the fore as a reflection of that anthropological division on the linguistic level,
attesting itself as an essential part of Origen’s hermeneutic theory. His task, to
explain the vertical structure of Biblical language through the term homonyma
resulted in a profound synthesis of various concepts. However, the idea rests
on two main pillars: St Paul’s anthropological doctrine and Platonic philosophy
in its multiple manifestations.

2 Porph., In Cat. 66,29-67,32 (Ad. Busse [1887]); Simpl., In Cat. 32,19-33,21 (C. Kalbfleisch
[1907]). In the school classification of homonyms Aristotle’s example from Categories — man alive
and man depicted both are animals — is identified as equivocality based on similarity.
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ABSTRACT

Philo, Clement and Origen used the Sarah-Hagar motif found in Genesis 16 for their
allegorical interpretation. The Sarah-Hagar motif seems to be one of the most important
themes in Alexandrian exegetical tradition, because it offered not only the clue to
approaching stumbling block passages within the Biblical texts through allegorical
interpretation, but also the notion that philosophy should serve as the handmaid of
theology (‘philosophia theologiae ancilla’) to the Middle Ages. In tracing the Alexan-
drian exegetical tradition of the Sarah-Hagar motif represented by Philo, Clement and
Origen, I recognize that they tackled this theme through biblical exegesis in their own
concrete situation, and in this process, gradually the distinction between them developed
with reference to their hermeneutical method. Philo and Clement used the Sarah-Hagar
motif of Genesis 16 from their philosophical and spiritual interests to show how to treat
secular preliminary education in order to prevent the separation of belief and reason
and encourage to seek virtues and wisdom. They often confronted their opponents
within their community who rejected secular education through allegorical interpreta-
tions of the Biblical texts. But when we turn to Origen, we recognize the distinctive
feature of the use of allegoria fundamentally different from these two Alexandrian
predecessors. Origen opens a new stage when he uses the Sarah-Hagar motif mainly
from the interpretation of Paul’s letter (Galatians 4:21-7) and contributes to the forma-
tion of exegetical method in the Middle Ages. In this contribution, I would like to show
how Origen uses allegorical interpretation based on the Pauline exegetical method, and
to outline how the Pauline letters were accepted and used in the context of the herme-
neutical method, taking new perspective in Pauline scholarship into consideration.

The Sara-Hagar motif from Genesis 16:1-2 is one of the famous biblical pas-
sages whose exegetical interpretations by Alexandrian theologians had a great
impact on the following church history, especially on the formation of the
handmaid formula (philosophia theologiae ancilla) in the Middle Ages.' This
Genesis text (LXX) reads as follows:

' See F.J. Clemens, De scholasticorum sententia philosophiam esse theologiae ancillam com-
mentatio (Miinster, 1856); Albert Henrichs, ‘Philosophy, the Handmaiden of Theology’, Greek
Roman and Byzantine Studies 9 (1968), 437-50.

Studia Patristica LVI, 73-81.
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Sarah, Abraham’s wife, did not bring forth any children for him. But she had an Egyp-
tian handmaid whose name was Hagar. So Sarah said to Abraham: Behold, the Lord
closed my womb so that I cannot bring forth children. Therefore go to this handmaiden
of mine in order to beget children by her.

In this study, I would like to focus on their method of allegorical interpreta-
tion especially that of Philo, Clement and Origen, and consider how they alle-
gorically treat the relationship among various educational stages carried out at
that time (secular education, philosophy and theology). Who are their supposed
audiences or opponents? What is the intellectual heritage of Alexandrian
exegetes for the following centuries of church history? My contention is that
Origen opens a new stage when he uses the Sarah-Hagar motif based on the
allegorical interpretation of Paul’s letter (Galatians 4:21-7).

Albert Henrichs dealt with the successive exegetical tradition of Gen. 16
from Philo to Clement, Origen and Didymus the Blind, and rightly concluded
that the allegorical interpretation concerning the relationship between philoso-
phy and theology in terms of servant and mistress (Philosophia theologiae
ancilla) originated in the ‘Alexandrian school of theology’.? Although his study
is still suggestive and accepted by recent scholars to describe the cultural herit-
age of Alexandrian theologians,’® it needs more detailed considerations as sig-
nificant progress has been made in the field of Alexandrian exegetical tradition.

My first point is that Henrichs presupposes a sort of institutional school
system by saying that ‘they constitute a uniform and continuous tradition of
biblical exegesis’ and called these theologians ‘the four leading teachers of this
school’. He seems to accept Eusebius’ picture of a church history of Alexandria,
which traced school succession ‘under the auspices of the bishop of the city
with a unified history and succession of teachers’. But recent Alexandrian study
tends to suspect whether Eusebius’ picture of a Christian school in Alexandria
reflected the real situation in Alexandrian theology.*

My second point is that, in tracing the Alexandrian exegetical tradition of
the Sarah-Hagar motif represented by Philo, Clement and Origen, I recognize
that they tackled this theme through biblical exegesis in their own concrete
situation, and in this process, gradually the distinction between them developed
with reference to their hermeneutical method.

2 A. Henrichs, ‘Philosophy, the Handmaiden of Theology’ (1968), 437.

3 See Alain de Libera, La Philosophie médiévale (Paris, 1989), 283-4; David T. Runia, Philo
in Early Christian Literature: A Survey (Assen and Minneapolis, 1993), 86, 139 passim.

4 Ronald E. Heine, Origen — Scholarship in the Service of the Church (Oxford, 2010), 49.
According to Heine, ‘it appears almost certainly to be his own creation’. Runia treats Eusebius’
description as ‘a speculative deduction from a passage in a letter of Alexander’, see D.T. Runia,
Philo in Early Christian Literature (1993), 157.
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1. Philo and the Sarah-Hagar motif in De congressu

Philo interprets this story allegorically in his Allegorical Commentary, De con-
gressu (On Mating with the Preliminary Studies; Tlepi THig mpOg T4 TpOTAL-
devpata cuvddov), and finds behind the Biblical text a learning process of
one’s soul which is represented by Abraham. Two women signify each step
which he takes according to progress: one is a preliminary study represented
by the handmaid Hagar, and another is Virtue or Wisdom represented by Sarah.
De congressu 79 reads as follows:

And indeed just as the preliminary educations contribute to the acquirement of phi-
losophy, so does philosophy to the getting of wisdom. For philosophy is the practice or
study of wisdom, and wisdom is the knowledge of things divine and human and their
causes. And therefore just as the preliminary culture the servant of philosophy, so must
philosophy be the handmaiden of wisdom (Gomep 1| £YKOKALOG LOLGIKT PLAOGOOIAG,
obtm kol prlocopia dovAn copiag).’

In this passage Philo confronts a difficulty in understanding this story literally
as a Jew living in a Hellenistic city because of the problem of polygamy.®
Therefore he shifts this Biblical text from an ancestral history to the discussion
about the role and value of the different Greek subjects to attain the perfection
in faith.” Philo begins by pointing out that while Virtue or Wisdom represented
by Sarah is never barren, she is at this stage incapable of begetting by her.
Therefore the immature soul must resort to the handmaid, the preliminary edu-
cation. She is an Egyptian, of the body that is, and the preliminary education
depend on the senses in a way her name Hagar means a sojourner, and the
relation of the sojourner to the full citizen expresses that of the preliminary
education to philosophy. In this text, Philo presupposed an allegorical inter-
pretation by a Stoic philosopher Ariston, who compared the suitors of Penelope
in the Odyssey to the pursuers of the preliminary disciplines, in order to warn
his audience not to waste their effort with the preliminary disciplines nor
neglect philosophy.® And Philo also introduced the Platonic definition of wis-
dom (wisdom is the knowledge of things divine and human and their causes)
from Plato’s Republic 485a10-b3.°

5 Philo, De congr. 79, English translation by F.H. Colson and G.H. Whitaker, LCL (1985),
496-7; see also the ‘Analytical Introduction’, ibid. 451-7.

¢ See The Oxford Encyclopedia of Ancient Greece and Rome 4 (Oxford, 2010), 350-8 (mar-
riage and divorce).

7 See A. Henrichs, ‘Philosophy, the Handmaiden of Theology’ (1968), 437-50; Alan Mendelson,
Secular Education in Philo of Alexandria (Cincinnati, 1982); H.-1. Marrou, A History of Educa-
tion in Antiquity (London, 1982), 406-8.

8 A. Henrichs, ‘Philosophy, the Handmaiden of Theology’ (1968), 444.

® Maren R. Niehoff, Jewish Exegesis and Homeric Scholarship in Alexandria (Cambridge,
2011), 1734,



76 M. DEMURA

When we consider Philo’s sophisticated allegorical interpretation, Maren
Niehoff gives us a new perspective to consider Philo’s Biblical exegesis in the
context of Alexandrian philological scholarship. In his recent book Jewish
Exegesis and Homeric Scholarship in Alexandria, Niehoff suggests that Alexan-
drian Jews responded in a great variety of ways to the Homeric scholarship
developed at the Museum.!? Philo’s attitude towards Homeric scholarship is
considered along with his different exegetical series; the Allegorical Commen-
tary, the O & A, and the Exposition. In the Allegorical Commentary Philo
responds to highly critical Jewish colleagues in Alexandria and develops his
own, more conservative approach, which combines literal scholarship with
extended allegory. Philo’s quarrelsome colleagues were engaged in text-critical
studies in the style of Aristarchus, and when unable either to offer a proper
literal explanation or to have recourse to allegory, they rejected certain biblical
verses and resorted to textual emendation.!! So, addressing an audience used
to critical scholarship on the literal level, Philo must seriously seeks allegorical
meaning in defense of the Biblical texts.!?

2. Clement and the Sarah-Hagar motif in Stromateis 1 30,1

Next we will look at Clement. According to the exhaustive research of Van den
Hoek, an important problem that Clement confronted in the first book of the
Stromateis was to define the role that philosophy and Greek culture could play
in faith.!? Behind his apologetic discussion for philosophy, there seems to be
some Christians who ‘think that philosophy was introduced into life by the
force of evil to ruin people’.'* He deals with the allegorical interpretation of

the Sarah-Hagar motif in Stromateis 1 30,1 as follows:

But as the cycle of studies contributes to philosophy, their mistress, so also philosophy
itself co-operates for the acquisition of wisdom. For philosophy is the study <of wis-
dom> and wisdom is the knowledge of things divine and human and their causes.
Wisdom is therefore the mistress of philosophy, as philosophy is of preparatory educa-
tion. 13

As far as Gen. 16 is concerned, Van den Hoek points out the literal dependency
between Philo and Clement in their allegorical interpretation of the Sarah-
Hagar motif in Stromateis 1 30,1. Clement is the first Christian author to make

10" Ibid. 9-16, 133ff.

1 Ibid. 128.

12 Ibid. 133.

13 T use the English text from Annewies van den Hoek, Clement of Alexandria and his Use of
Philo (Leiden a.o., 1988), 23.

14 Ibid. 24.

15 Ibid. 31.
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explicit mention of Philo and he does so four times.'® We can recognize that
Clement uses Philo polemically to answer his fellow Christians who reject
Greek culture and philosophy. Philo shows him the way to defend the value
and justify the attraction of Greek culture against the suspicions of his col-
leagues, because Philo had linked an allegorical interpretation of a biblical
passage to a philosophic scheme.!” But of course his concept of wisdom is
profoundly altered by Clement in his Christian context, for he no longer linked
wisdom to the Law, as in Philo, but to Christ.

3. Origen and the Sarah-Hagar motif in P. Arch. IV 2,6

Concerning the relation between Clement and Origen, Van Den Hoek indicates
that although Origen was acquainted with Clement’s works, it is very difficult
to find any textual connection.'® Actually in the case of Origen, Henrichs refers
only to a fragmental testimony and a passage from Origen’s letter to his former
pupil Gregory the Wonder-Worker to confirm their connection.' I shall indi-
cate another textual evidence where Origen uses the Sarah-Hagar motif mainly
from his allegorical interpretation based on Paul’s letter to the Galatians 4:21-7
in P. Arch. IV 2,6 and C. Cels. IV 44.

Among Paul’s passages, Gal. 4:21-4 is the most important textual evidences
for Origen’s exegetical method of spiritual explanation, because it serves as a
model for his allegorical interpretations. We can find Origen’s basic under-
standing of his ‘allegory’ based on the Pauline term dAAnyopo¥ueva in
P. Arch. 1V 2,6, where he unfolds his exegetical method in detail as follows:

And when writing to the Galatians and reproaching some who believe they are reading
the law and yet do not understand it, because they are unware that there are allegories
in these writings, he addresses them in a tone of rebuke: ‘Tell me, you that desire to
be under the law, do you not hear the law? For it is written that Abraham had two sons,
one by the handmaid and one by the free woman. He who was born of the handmaid
was born according to the flesh, but he of the free woman was born according to prom-
ise. Which things contain an allegory. For these are the two covenants.?

16 D.T. Runia, Philo in Early Christian Literature (1993), 132, 135.

17 A. van den Hoek, Clement of Alexandria and his Use of Philo (1988), 217.

18 A. van den Hoek, ‘Origen and the Intellectual Heritage of Alexandria: Continuity or Dis-
continuity?’, in R.J. Daly (ed.), Origeniana Quinta (Leuven, 1992), 40-50. She shows that
‘Origen’s reference to Clement would not easily have been identified’ (ibid. 45).

19" A. Henrichs, ‘Philosophy, the Handmaiden of Theology’ (1968), 445-6.

20 Miyako Demura,‘Origen as Biblical Scholar in his Commentary on the Gospel according
to Matthew XI1,29°, Scrinium 4: Patrologia Pacifica (2008), 23-31; id., ‘The Reception of
the Pauline Letters and the Formation of the Canonical Principle in Origen of Alexandria’,
Scrinium 6: Patrologia Pacifica Secunda (2010), 75-84.
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It is important to note that Origen already adopted the Homeric philological
method (Homer should be interpreted from Homer) when he undertook the
Hexapla in Alexandria, and he developed the allegorical interpretation based
on the Alexandrian philological method (Scripture should be interpreted from
Scripture) to make refutation against allegories of Greek philosophers and
Gnostics of his time which had been developed as a philosophical interpretative
method of ancient myth.?! Steven Di Mattei suggests a new approach to clarify
Paul’s usage of dAAnyopovueva in Gal. 4:24 from an Alexandrian philologi-
cal method, and refers to two Alexandrian grammarians of about the late first
century AD.?? Tryphon says: ‘Allegoria is an enunciation which while signifying
one thing literally, brings forth the thought of something else’ (De tropis 1.1),
and Heraclitus says: ‘The trope that says one thing but signifies something
other than what is said is called by the name allegoria’ (Homeric Allegories 5.2).
Mattei argues that according to their definitions, allegory works as a rhetorical
trope as opposed to the apologetic aims of its usage as we saw in the case of
Philo or Clement.

In C. Cels. IV 44, we can recognize some reflection of their definitions,
because when Origen uses the Sarah-Hagar-two covenants motif from Gala-
tians 4:21-7, he replaces the word ‘allegoria (GAANyopoOueva)’ in Gal. 4:24
with the term ‘tropologia’ as follows:

It is not we who teach that brides and handmaids are to be interpreted as tropologia,
but we have received this from wise men before us. One of them said these words in
order to arouse the hearer to the tropologia: ‘Tell me, you that desire to be under the
law, do you not hear the law? For it is written that Abraham had two sons, one by the
handmaid and one by the free woman.

It is very likely that Origen would read and understand the meaning of the
allegoria (GAANyopovueva) in Gal. 4:24 in terms of rhetorical trope of Alexan-
drian philological method above mentioned. When Origen attributed this phil-
ological method to ‘wise men before us’, it is worth noticing that Paul was
mentioned first among them.

Origen seemed to understand the contention of Paul’s Letter to the Galatians
how to understand the Mosaic Law in his own Christian context. According
to a New Testament scholar James Dunn,?® what Paul denies is that God’s
justification depends on ‘covenantal nomism’, that God’s grace extends only
to those who wear the badge of the covenant; to observe circumcision, food

2l Miyako Demura, ‘Origen’s allegorical interpretation and the Philological tradition of Alex-
andria’, in G. Heidl and R. Somos (eds), Origeniana Nona (Leuven, 2009), 149-58.

22 Steven Di Mattei, ‘Paul’s Allegory of the Two Covenants (Gal 4.21-31) in Light of First-
Century Hellenistic Rhetoric and Jewish Hermeneutics’, in New Testament Studies 52 (2006),
102-22 (see 105-6).

2 James D.G. Dunn, The New Perspective on Paul: Collected Essays (Tiibingen, 2005).
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laws and Sabbath.”* We know a similar situation when Origen criticized the
Jewish custom of circumcision and fasting,” and stated that there were some
Christians in Egypt who haunted synagogues and churches.?® And after his set-
tling in Caesarea where Origen was confronted with the vigorous rabbinic com-
munity, the importance of Paul’s epistles increased more and more for his
exegetical activities. I shall give two textual evidences, first P. Arch IV 3,8:

Now that we have learned from him (Paul), therefore, that there is one Israel according
to the flesh and another according to the spirit, then when the Saviour says, ‘I am not
sent but unto the lost sheep of the house of Israel’ (Matth. 15:24), we do not take these
words in the same sense as do they who ‘mind earthly things’, that is, the Ebionites, who
even by their very name are called poor — for in Hebrew the word ebion means poor,
but we understand that it is a race of souls which is called Israel, as the meaning of the
word itself indicates; for Israel means ‘the mind seeing God’ or ‘man seeing God’.”’

And in Contra Celsum 11,1, where Origen replies to his opponent philosopher
Celsus who regarded Jewish Christians as ‘deluded by Jesus, they have left the
law of their fathers’. Origen points out his misunderstanding and turns to a new
understanding of the Mosaic Law in the Christian context as follows:

For they live according to it and are named from the poverty of their interpretation of
the law (mdVLpHOL THG KATO TNV EKSOYMV ATOYEING TOV VOUOL YEYEVNUEVOL).
The Jews call a poor man Ebion, and those Jews who have accepted Jesus as the Christ
are called Ebionites.

Then Origen referred to Peter’s vision written in Acts 10:9-15, and said that ‘he
seems to have kept the customs of the Mosaic law for a long time, as he had
not yet learned from Jesus to ascend from the letter of the law to its spiritual
interpretation’.

From these texts, we can see that Origen criticizes the literal interpretation or
the literal observance of particular regulations of the Mosaic Law among his
contemporary Jewish Christians and seeks to reach the spiritual meaning of the
Bible through the Alexandrian allegorical method based on the Pauline exegeses.

4. Legacy of Alexandrian exegeses for the following church history

My last point is to ask their legacy for the following church history. When
Philo and Clement sought to define the role that philosophy and Greek culture

2 ].D.G. Dunn, The New Perspective on Paul (2005), 101.

25 QOrigen, Com. John 114; Hom. Lev. 10.2.

26 Qrigen, Hom. Lev. 5.8.

2T Origene, Traité des Principes IV, Commentaire et Fragments, par H. Crouzel et M. Simonetti,
SC 269 (Paris, 1980). I use the English version Origen, On the First Principles, by G.W. Butter-
worth (New York, 1966).
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can play in faith, they had a good reason to secure secular disciplines for their
intellectual audience. But at the same time they realized the limitations of
secular education and gave it an allegorical foundation by the creation and use
of the handmaid formula (philosophia theologiae ancilla) which we know of
even from the Middle Ages.

However Origen treated the problem otherwise, because his allegorical
method was different from his Alexandrian predecessors. Although we recognize
his sufficient philosophical knowledge in his polemical works, and that he
encouraged his pupils like Gregory the Wonderworker to learn philosophy, from
his later works we know that Origen and his audience were, without relying on
philosophical notions, devoted to the study of Scriptures based on exegetical
principles; Scripture should be interpreted from Scripture.

From the preface of his Commentary on Song of Songs, we see how Origen
evaluated the study of Scriptures in contrast to traditional Greek education:

And let us first investigate the reason why, when the churches of God have adopted
three books attributed to Solomon, the Book of Proverbs has been put first, that which
is called Ecclesiastes second, while the Song of Songs is found in the third place. The
following are the suggestion that occur to us here. The branch of learning by means of
which men generally attain to knowledge of things are the three which the Greeks called
Ethics, Physics and Enoptics ... It seems to me, then that all the sages of the Greeks
borrowed these ideas from Solomon, who had learnt them by the Spirit of God at an
age and time long before their own.?

Origen asks the reason why the churches of God have adopted three books of
Solomon, and then he confronts them with three general disciplines (generales
disciplinae) Ethics, Physics and Enoptics as Greek educational counterparts.
Origen called these books of Solomon ‘true philosophy’, and insisted on Solo-
mon’s superiority over Greek disciplines by means of a plagiarism theory.?
From this text, I deduce his intention of replacing traditional Greek education
with the study of the Scriptures for his Christian community.

We have every reason to believe that after him having settled in Caesarea,
there was no need for Origen and his audience to take into consideration a close
relation between preliminary discipline, philosophy and theology by reading
the Sarah-Hagar motif. In the Caesarean church he concentrated on Biblical
exegesis in face of the vigorous rabbinic community. Ronald E. Heine sug-
gests: “When Origen’s situation in Caesarea is understood, then the importance
of his approach to the Law become more understandable. It may be that he had

2 Origene, Commentaire sur Le Cantique des Cantiques I, ed. Luc Bresard and H. Crouzel,
SC 375 (Paris, 1991); I use the English version Origen, The Song of Songs Commentary and
Homilies, trans. and an. by R.P. Lawson (London, 1957).

2 Mark Julian Edwards, Origen against Plato (Farnham, 2002), 139-43.
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to defend the use of the Law in the Church as well as show how Christians read
it differently from the Jew’.3

As a result, if Philo and Clement had a great impact on the formation of the
handmaid formula (philosophia theologiae ancilla) of the Middle Ages, Origen
seems to have provided the theological foundation for the formation of a

‘textual community’,?! concentrated on the study of Scriptures for the later
Christian era.

30 R.E. Heine, Origen (2010), 176.
31" Garth Fowden, ‘Religious Communities’, in G. Bowersock, P. Brown and O. Grabar (eds),
Late Antiquity. A Guide to the Postclassical World (Cambridge, Mass., 1999), 82-106; H. Gregory

Snyder, Teacher and Texts in the Ancient World (London and New York, 2000); R.E. Heine, Origen
(2010), 50-1.
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ABSTRACT

This paper explores the notion that for Origen the pneumatic, or spiritual meanings of
Scripture endure eternally. By treating the passages in which Origen relates Eucharist
and Passover to Scripture, we find that he perceives an encounter with the Word of God
in Eucharist and in Scripture. Passover is reenacted in both Eucharist and Scripture,
thereby helping to point to an encounter with the Word of God in each. The corporeal
realities in these mediums point ultimately to a spiritual encounter with Christ. The
spiritual reality of Christ in Scripture resides in its mysteries, or deeper truths found in
the pneumatic meanings of the text. These meanings embody the truths of God’s self-
revelation. They are the food which the believers, or Church, consume not only in this
life, but also will consume in eternity as the activity of heaven. These pneumatic truths
will endure eternally as the very mind of Christ, such that consumption of them will be
equivalent to eternal discourse with Christ. Significantly, then, the preacher or teacher
of Scripture, by the very nature of his task, leads his audience in this life to an encoun-
ter with Christ that amounts to a mystical moment in which they can experience the
activity of heaven to an extent now.

Introduction

In recent decades, scholars have shown that Origen’s exegesis rests on the
notion that Scripture is Christ.! This paper considers how this notion influences
his view of the believer’s interaction with Scripture, both now and in eternity.
Analyzing his comments about Scripture in his discussions concerning Eucha-
rist and Passover, this contribution finds that Origen perceives this life’s
encounter with Christ in Scripture to epitomize the dialogue with the Word of
God that will constitute the heavenly feast. He understands interaction with
Scripture, at its higher, pneumatic, or spiritual level of meaning, to constitute

! Less than 30 years ago, Karen Jo Torjesen brought to the scholarly mainstream the recognition
that for Origen the content and teacher of Scripture is Christ Himself. This insight immediately
resonates with the student of Origen, and, at the same time, it compels one to search for its deeper
implications. See Karen Jo Torjesen, Hermeneutical Procedure and Theological Method in Ori-
gen’s Exegesis (Berlin and New York, 1986), 108-47.

Studia Patristica LVI, 83-102.
© Peeters Publishers, 2013.
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the activity of heaven.? This is because Scripture’s pneumatic meanings — as
God’s self-revelations — endure in heaven, no longer veiled in mystery but as
pure food sustaining the soul eternally.

I. Consumption of Christ in Scripture Now

Origen uses consumption of Christ in Eucharist as a basis for discussing con-
sumption of Christ in Scripture.> While Origen recognizes the bodily presence
of Christ in both mediums, the encounter with the Logos, or a spiritual presence
of Christ, preoccupies him.

A. Presence of Christ in Eucharist

With regard to the bodily presence of Christ in Eucharist, he clearly states that
the consecrated bread and wine change into the body and blood of Christ.*

2 In other published works, the author of this article has shown that the spiritual, pneumatic
sense in Origen’s works is defined as follows: ‘The pneumatic sense is a separate nonliteral sense
[separate from the other nonliteral, psychic sense] that enlightens the reader concerning God’s
plan of salvation through Christ and, more specifically, his Incarnation, the Church’s emerging
role from it, and his culminating power at the Eschaton.” Elizabeth Ann Dively Lauro, The Soul
and Spirit of Scripture within Origen’s Exegesis, The Bible in Ancient Christianity 3 (Boston and
Leiden, 2005), 2.

3 In another, ongoing work, the author of this article explores Origen’s comparison of Scrip-
ture to both baptism and Eucharist, finding that interaction with Scripture has the same benefits
on the hearer as do baptism and Eucharist on the recipient. For example, as the waters of baptism
wash clean the soul, redeeming and regenerating the sinner, and Eucharist draws the now worthy
soul into an ever-deepening union with Christ, so does Scripture also fulfill these respective func-
tions. In the same ongoing work, the author establishes that, like baptism and Eucharist, Origen
views Scripture to be a cbpuforov (‘symbolon’) or sacramentum, something that identifies the
two parties to an agreement or commitment. It marks the believer as belonging willingly to Christ
and seeking union with God as the telos that will make him complete. Its good effects are depen-
dent upon the right disposition of the recipient, because both parties to a cOpporov must be
willing participants for it to remain effective. The ongoing work finds that, for Origen, the bap-
tismal functions of Scripture tend to play out through the psychic reading of a text while the
eucharistic functions of Scripture tend to play out through the pneumatic readings of the text (For
a nuance on this idea, see Comm. Jn. 1, wherein Origen suggests that the bread of Eucharist can
represent Scripture’s psychic sense and the wine the pneumatic sense). For an example of Origen’s
use of cupPforov (‘symbolon’) in relation to Eucharist, see Hom. Jer. XIX 13.4. For the fuller
passage and an analysis of it, see n. 7 and n. 35 below.

4 Crouzel points out that Origen ‘affirm[s] clearly the real presence of Christ in the eucharis-
tic elements’, explaining that, for Origen, ‘the sacramental Eucharist is only such because it
renders the very Person of Jesus present in perceptible form, God and man.” Henri Crouzel,
Origen: The Life and Thought of the First Great Theologian, Tr. A.S. Worrall (San Francisco,
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In Contra Celsum, he states that ‘we give thanks to the Creator of the universe
and eat the loaves that are presented with thanksgiving and prayer over the
gifts, so that by the prayer they become a certain holy body which sanctifies
those who partake of it with a pure intention.”> In Hom. Jer. XIX, Origen
explains that when those cleansed from sin celebrate the Passover (in the
Eucharist), Jesus’ words® over the bread and wine make them ‘a gift of his

1989), 226-9. Crouzel explains that a physical presence of Christ in the Eucharist and a spiritual
presence of Christ in the Eucharist are not in conflict but are ‘mutually enriching’, since, logically,
‘[t]he relationship between the bread-body of Christ and the Logos-Word is the same as that
between the flesh of Christ and his divinity.” (/bid.). This makes sense since the two are harmoni-
ously united in the Son of God. Charles Bigg gave a contrasting opinion in the 1886 Bampton
Lectures, in which he argued that Origen recognizes a ‘real’ presence of Christ in the consecrated
eucharistic elements, but only a spiritual presence, not a material presence. He argued that ‘[t]he
Bread and Wine are an allegory, symbol.” He based this on a surface reading of Ser. Comm.
Mztt. 85, which this article treats below. See Charles Bigg, The Christian Platonists of Alexandria
(Being the Bampton Lectures of the Year 1886) second edition (Eugene, Oregon, 2001), 264-7,
esp. 266. Jean Daniélou’s statement on Origen’s view of the real presence in Eucharist acknowl-
edges that while some readers of Origen (especially Protestants) have argued that he holds only
a ‘symbolical theory of the Eucharist’ based on some passages, others (namely Catholics) have
referred to different passages within Origen’s works to argue for a real, or material, presence of
Christ in the consecrated elements. Daniélou warns that it ‘do[es] violence to Origen’s ideas’ not
to read all of his passages together as a harmonious whole, and he suggests that Origen recognizes
a real, or material, presence while at the same time giving greater significance to the spiritual
presence of Christ in the Eucharist. See Jean Daniélou, Origen, Tr. Walter Mitchell (London and
New York, 1955), 61-8. For a similar position and in-depth analysis of Origen’s view on the real
presence of Christ in Eucharist, see Henri de Lubac, History and Spirit: The Understanding of
Scripture according to Origen, Tr. Anne Englund Nash (San Francisco, 2007), 406-26, esp. 409-
15. For a contrasting view, more in line with Bigg’s, though more in-depth, see R.P.C. Hanson,
Allegory and Event: A Study of the Sources and Significance of Origen’s Interpretation of Scrip-
ture (Louisville and London, 2002), 323-9. This article provides analysis of all the relevant pas-
sages and concludes that Origen recognizes the material presence of Christ in Eucharist and views
it as significant to the extent that it points the reader ultimately to the spiritual presence of Christ
therein. For further commentary on Origen’s view of the rite of Eucharist, see Fred Ledegang,
‘Eucharist’, in The Westminster Handbook to Origen, Ed. John Anthony McGuckin (Louisville
and London, 2004), 96-9.

5 C. Cels. 8.33. For the English text: Origen: Contra Celsum, Tr. Henry Chadwick (Cam-
bridge, 1980), 476. Emphasis added. The fuller English text reads as follows: ‘Celsus, as one who
is ignorant of God, may render the offerings of thanksgiving to daemons. But we give thanks to
the Creator of the universe and eat the loaves that are presented with thanksgiving and prayer over
the gifts, so that by the prayer they become a certain holy body which sanctifies those who partake
of it with a pure intention” (KéAoog uév dg dyvodv 0gov 10 xapiotipia daipooty 4rodidoto,
AueTg 8& 1@ 1O TavTOg SNUIOLPYD VY UPLOTOLVTEG Kal TOLG peT’ ebyaplotiag kol edyNg
Mg éni 1ol dobelot mpooayopévoug dptovg Eobiopev, odpo, YeVOuEVoug d1d TNV OV
Gyov T kai Gylafov Todvg petd Uylovg Tpobécems adT® Y pOUEVOVS), Origéne.: Contre Celse,
Tome IV, SC 150, Fr. tr. and ed. Marcel Borret (Paris, 1969), 246.

6 Here Origen refers to Jesus’ words at the Last Supper as relayed in Matthew and Mark.
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Body and his Blood.”” In Comm. Jn. XXXII, he points out that this gift brings
‘salvation’ to the recipient.®

7 Hom. Jer. XIX 13.4, referring to Matth. 26:17 and Mk. 14:12-5 and Lk. 22:8-12, and 1Cor.
10:16. For the English text: Origen: Homilies on Jeremiah;, Homily on I Kings 28, Tr. John Clark
Smith, Fathers of the Church 97 (Washington, D.C., 1998), 212. Emphasis added. The fuller
English text reads as follows: ‘[N]o one who enacts the Passover as Jesus wishes is in a room
below. But if someone celebrates with Jesus, he is in a great room above, in a furnished room
made clean, in a furnished room adorned and prepared. But if you go up with him in order
to celebrate the Passover, he gives to you the Cup of the New Covenant, he gives to you the
Bread of blessing, he makes a gift of his Body and his Blood’ (Ob3gic obv Tacya TOLdY OC
’Incodg Povretal, kKatw £oti ToU dvayaiov, GALa &l Tigc €optaletl petd tov “Incov, dvm
£otiv &v Avayoio pHeyar®, &v Avayai® cecapopUEVe, &V Avapoaim KEKOGUNUEVE Kol ETOTHE
&av 0¢ avopic pet’ adtov, iva £optdonc 10 Taoyd, 6idwci oot T ToThHpLov THG dadnNKNG
¢ Kavilc, didwoi cot kail oV dptov TS edloyiag, 10 odpa £0vtod Koi TO aipa Eavtod
xapiletar), Origéne: Homélies sur Jérémie, Tome II, SC 238, Fr. tr. and ed. Pierre Nautin (Paris,
1977), 228, 230.

Moreover, in several homilies, Origen admonishes his audience to approach the Eucharistic
rite with awe. For example, see Hom. Ex. 13. Ledegang points out that in a plethora of other pas-
sages as well Origen stresses that the eucharistic offering is to be approached with a sense of awe.
See F. Ledegang, ‘Eucharist,” The Westminster Handbook (2004), 96-7, citing Hom. Lv. XIII 5.52-
65; Hom. Ps. 37 11 6.37-51; Hom. Jer. XIX 13.46-61; Comm. Ezek. 7.22; Frg. 1Cor. 34; Comm.
Mtt. 10:25; and Hom. Ex. XIII 3.68-72.

8 In Comm. Jn. XXXII, Origen explains the benefits of the rite, stating that the one who ‘unwor-
thily eats and drinks’ will receive ‘judgment’, but the one who is worthy due to a ‘better ... dispo-
sition” will receive from the rite ‘what is better’, that is, ‘salvation’. Comm. Jn. XXXII 307-9,
referring to Jn. 13:26-7, 1Cor. 11:27-9 and Matth. 26:26. For the English text: Origen: Com-
mentary on the Gospel According to John Books 13-32, Fathers of the Church 89, Tr. Ronald E.
Heine (Washington, D.C., 1993), 399-400 (... donep & dvoéing éc0imv OV dptov T0D
Kupiov §} Tivev adtol T motnplov gig kpipa écbist kol mivel, Thg piag &v 1@ dpte Kpeit-
TOVOG duvipems Kol &v 1@ Totnpim drokeipnévn pEv dabéoet kpeittovi Evepyalopévng to
BéLtiov, eipovt 8¢ éumolovong tO Kpipd ...), Origéne: Commentaire sur Saint Jean, Tome V,
SC 385, Fr. tr. and ed. Cécile Blanc (Paris, 1992), 318-20.

Similarly, in Comm. Mtt. XI 14, Origen stresses that the words said over the bread and the
wine instill in them life-giving power for those cleansed from sin but worsens the conditions of
those not in a right disposition with God. He warns his audience to come to the body and blood
of Christ, not with ‘wickedness and sins’, but with ‘righteousness and right actions’. Comm. Mtt.
XI 14, referring to 1Cor. 11:30, 1Cor. 8:8, Matth. 15:17, Jn. 1:14 and Jn. 6:51. For the English
text: Origen’s Commentary on the Gospel of Matthew, Tr. John Patrick, ANF 9 (Peabody, Mass.,
1994), 443 (T yap aitiov THg boTEPNCE®G 1) Kakio 0Tl Kol T0 GUOPTNHATE, KOl TO aiTioV
Mg meptoceboems M dikatoobvn éoti Kol @ Kotopbopata), Origéne: Commentaire sur
L’Evangile selon Matthieu, Tome I, SC 162, Fr. tr. and ed. Robert Girod (Paris, 1970), 344, 346.

See also Comm. Mtt. X 25 (referring to Matth. 14:15 and 1Cor. 11:28; ANF 9, 431; SC 162,
262, 264), for the idea that anyone who partakes of the Eucharistic bread and wine improperly
‘becomes weak and sickly’ (do0evic §j GppwoTtog yivetal 1j kol ék Tov).

Note that Origen speculates that there may be occasions when the person unworthy of the Lord
cannot even receive the consecrated bread and wine. See Comm. Mtt. X 25 and Comm. Jn. XXXII
300-12.

Finally, Origen warns his audience that even the spiritually advanced do not in this life outgrow
the need for the beneficial rite of Eucharist. Ledegang points out that Origen defends the rites of
baptism and Eucharist against certain persons in his day who had discarded them because of their
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This consecration of the eucharistic bread and wine makes possible an
encounter with ‘the Word’ of God — the Logos. In Ser. Comm. Mtt. 85, Origen
explains:

For God the Word was not saying that the visible bread which He was holding in His
hands was His body, but rather the word [verbum], in whose mystery the bread was to
be broken. He was not saying that the visible drink was His blood, but the word [ver-
bum], in whose mystery the drink was to be poured out. For what else could the body
and the blood of God the Word be except the word which nourishes and the word which
‘makes glad the heart.”®

Rather than denying the bodily presence of Christ in the Eucharist, Origen here
underlines Jesus’ desire to stress the greater significance of an encounter with
the Logos in the consecrated bread and wine.'” Eucharist’s corporeal presence
points to a spiritual presence: an encounter with the ‘Word’ of God that nour-
ishes the soul and gladdens the heart.

B. Presence of Christ in Scripture

For Origen, the one who probes Scripture also finds an encounter with the
Word of God.

1. In Relation to Eucharist
In Hom. Ex. XIII he exhorts his audience to revere and handle the words
of Scripture with at least as much care as they have been instructed to do with

advancement in spiritual growth. He writes that ‘Origen is aware of Christians who seem to
have abolished the practice of baptism and Eucharist, because they feel they have transcended
all sensory perception. He emphatically rejects their views as erroneous and pernicious.” See
F. Ledegang, ‘Eucharist’, The Westminster Handbook (2004), 97, referring to Peri Euch. 5.1,

° Ser. Comm. Mtt. 85, citing Ps. 103:15. For the English text: Daniel Sheerin, The Eucharist,
Message of the Fathers of the Church 7 (Wilmington, Delaware, 1986), 188. Emphasis added.
(‘[N]on enim panem illum visibilem quem tenebat in manibus corpus suum dicebat deus verbum,
sed verbum in cuius mysterio fuerat panis ille frangendus. [N]ec potum illum visibilem sanguinem
suum dicebat, sed verbum in cuius mysterio potus ille fuerat effundendus. [N]am corpus dei verbi
aut sanguis quid aliud potest esse, nisi verbum quod nutrit, et verbum quod ‘laetificat cor’?’)
(GCS Origenes XI 196-7).

10 As discussed in n. 4 above, based on a reading of this same passage from Ser. Comm. Mit. 85,
Charles Bigg also argues that Origen is pointing here to the spiritual presence of the Logos in the
Eucharist, but, because he reads this passage in isolation, without addressing also the above ana-
lyzed texts, he argues, based on this passage alone, that Origen denies any physical or material
presence of Christ in the consecrated eucharistic elements. See C. Bigg, The Christian Platonists
of Alexandria (2001), 264-7, esp. 266. This article’s analysis shows that when Origen’s passages
are taken in the aggregate, Origen believes in the physical or material presence of Christ, or the
Logos, in the Eucharist, but here in Ser. Comm. Mtt. 85, he stresses the greater significance of the
spiritual presence of the Logos, to which the physical or material presence therein directs the
recipient of the Eucharist.
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the eucharistic bread.'! In Hom. Nm. X VI he analyzes Jesus’ words at the Last
Supper: 2

[TThe true people of Israel ... the Christian people ... know how to eat the flesh of the
Word of God and to drink the blood of the Word of God ... [for they] follow Him who
says: ‘Unless you eat my flesh, and drink my blood, you will not have life in you.
For my flesh is truly food, and my blood is truly drink’... [W]e are said to ‘drink the
blood’ of Christ, not only in the rite of the mysteries [sacramentorum ritu] [Eucharist],
but also when we receive His words [sermones] in which life consists, just as He says:
‘The words which I have spoken are spirit and life.” And so... we receive the words of
his teaching [doctrinae eius verba].'*

' Hom. Ex. X1II 3. For the English text: Origen: Homilies on Genesis and Exodus, Fathers
of the Church 71, Tr. Ronald E. Heine (Washington, D.C., 1982), 380-1: ‘I wish to admonish you
with examples from your religious practices. You who are accustomed to take part in divine
mysteries know, when you receive the body of the Lord, how you protect it with all caution and
veneration lest any small part fall from it, lest anything of the consecrated gift be lost. For you
believe, and correctly, that you are answerable if anything falls from there by neglect. But if you
are so careful to preserve his body, and rightly so, how do you think that there is less guilt to have
neglected God’s word than to have neglected his body?’ (‘Volo uos admonere religionis exemplis;
nostis, qui diuinis mysteriis interesse consuestis, quomodo, cum suscipitis corpus Domini, cum
omni cautela et ueneratione seruatis, ne ex eo parum quid decidat, ne consecrati muneris aliquid
dilabatur. Reos enim uos creditis, et recte creditis, si quid inde per negligentiam decidat. Quod
si circa corpus eius conseruandum tanta utimini cautela, et merito utimini, quomodo putatis
minoris esse piaculi uerbum Dei neglexisse quam corpus?’), Origéne: Homélies sur L’Exode,
SC 321, Fr. tr. and ed. Marcel Borret (Paris, 1985), 386. In this homily, Origen treats the Lord’s
command in Ex. 35:4-9 to place offerings of gold, silver and bronze, among other things, in the
tabernacle. Origen explains that each soul is to offer to God as gold his understanding, as silver
his word, and as bronze his strength and endurance. Origen urges his audience to obey this com-
mand by treating Scripture with as much reverence as they are to treat the consecrated host in
Eucharist.

12 This time Origen treats Jesus’ words at the Last Supper from John.

13 Hom. Nm. X V19, referring to Nm. 23:24 and Isa. 53:5 and quoting Jn. 6:54, 56 and Jn. 6:63.
The Eucharist, 180-1. Emphasis added. The ‘Christian people’ are the ‘true Israel’ because they
recognize Christ as Savior and therefore the reality of Christ in the Eucharist as well as the reality
of Christ’s life-giving words in Scripture. (‘Tu ergo es verus populus Istrahel, qui ... nosti carnem
Verbi Dei comedere et ‘sanguinem’ verbi Dei ‘bibere’... Sed populus Christianus, populus fidelis
audit haec et amplectitur et sequitur eum, qui dicit: ‘nisi manducaveritis carnem meam, et bib-
eritis sanguinem meum, non habebitis vitam in vobis ipsis; quia caro mea vere cibus est, et
sanguis meus vere potus est’... ‘Bibere’ autem dicimur ‘sanguinem Christi’ non solum sacramen-
torum ritu, sed et cum sermones eius recipimus, in quibus vita consistit, sicut et ipse dicit: ‘verba
quae ego locutus sum, spiritus et vita est.” Est ergo... doctrinae eius verba suscipimus.”) (GCS
Origenes VII 151-2, Tr. W.A. Bacehrens [Leipzig, 1921]).

In this homily, Origen offers an allegorical reading of the statement in the second vision of
Balaam [at Nm. 23:18-24]: ‘Behold, the people will rise up like a lion cub, and prance like a lion.
It will not sleep until it eats its prey, and drinks the blood of the wounded.” Nm. 23:24. Origen
finds the literal reading of Nm. 23:24 ‘revolt[ing],” and asks his audience to ‘flee’ with him ‘to
the sweetness of allegory.” ‘The wounded’ represents Christ, who, at the Last Supper, said:
‘Unless you eat my flesh and drink my blood, you will not have life in you.” Hom. Nm. XVI 9,
quoting Jn. 6:54. The Eucharist, 180 (GCS Origenes VII 151-2).
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While in the earlier passage from Ser. Comm. Mit. 85,'* Origen uses ‘word’ to
refer to God the Word, here in Hom. Nm. XVI he speaks of the ‘words’ or
‘teachings’ spoken by God the Word. True followers of Christ receive Him as
true food and drink not only when they encounter the Word of God in Eucha-
rist but also when they receive ‘the words of his teaching’ which are found in
Scripture. To solidify this point, in Hom. Lv. VII, Origen states that ‘from the
flesh and blood of his [Jesus’] word, as from pure food and drink, he gives
drink and refreshment to every kind of person.’’> God’s word refers to the

14 See n. 9 above for analysis and text of Ser. Comm. Mit. 85.

15 Hom. Lv. VII 5.3, referring to Jn. 6:53, 55. For the English text: Origen: Homilies on
Leviticus 1-16, Fathers of the Church 83, Tr. Gary Wayne Barkley (Washington, D.C., 1990) 146.
Emphasis added. The fuller English text reads as follows: ‘[S]ince Jesus is totally clean, all his
‘flesh is food’ and all his ‘blood is a drink’ because his every deed is holy and his every word is
true. For this reason, therefore, his ‘flesh is true food’ and his ‘blood is true drink’. For from the
flesh and blood of his word, as from pure food and drink, he gives drink and refreshment to every
kind of person’ (‘lesus ergo quia totus ex toto mundus est, tota eius caro cibus est et totus sanguis
eius potus est, guia omne opus eius sanctum est et omnis sermo eius verus est. Propterea ergo et
caro eius verus est cibus et sanguis eius verus est potus. Carnibus enim et sanguine verbi sui
tamquam mundo cibo ac potu potat et reficit omne hominum genus’), Origéne: Homélies sur Le
Lévitique Tome I, SC 286, Fr. tr. and ed. Marcel Borret (Paris, 1981), 336, 338.

In Comm. Jn. XXXII and Hom. Lv. XIII as well, Origen suggests that the presence of Christ
in Eucharist points to the presence of Christ in the words of Scripture. Note that these passages
also stress that the words of Scripture can do the unfit hearer harm, just as the passages reviewed
in n. 8 above suggest that those who are unworthy of receiving the consecrated bread and wine
of Eucharist do so at their peril.

In Comm. Jn. XXXII 310-1, Origen states: ‘Let the simple understand the bread and the cup
according to the more common interpretation concerning the Eucharist, but let those who have
learned to hear in a deeper way understand them in accordance with the promise that is more
excellent and concerns the nourishing word of truth [Scripture] ... [T]he bread that is most nour-
ishing in the physical sense will increase the underlying fever, but on the other hand, it restores
one to health and vigor. Wherefore, frequently, when the true word [Scripture] is given to a soul
that is sick and is not in need of such food, it afflicts that soul, and causes its condition to worsen.’
FOTC 89, 400. (NoeicOm 6¢ 0 dptog kail TO TOTHPLOV TOIG HEV GATAOVGTEPOLG KATH TNV
Kowvotépay mepl TG edyapiotiag £kdoy NV, Toig 8¢ PubiTepov dkobely pepadnkocLy Katd
v Bgrotépav kol mepl ToL TpoPipov the dAnbeiag Adyov énayyeiiov: @g €i év mapadeiy-
patt ELeyov 6Tt Kol O KOTU TO COUATIKOV TPOPLUMTATOG (PTOG TUPETOV HEV DTOKEIUEVOV
abiet, eig Dylewav 8¢ kol gveliov dvayetl. Ald moALiaKig AOYOg GANONG yuyT] vooolon ov
Seopévn To1aNTNG TPOPNG d100pHEVOC EmTpifel adTny Kol TPOPUCLE DT LELPOVOV Yive-
Tot...), SC 385, 320.

In Hom. Lv. XIII, Origen again stresses the presence of Christ in Scripture as in Eucharist. He
explains that if the nourishment of Christ’s body and blood in Eucharist presupposes the recipi-
ent’s cleanliness from sin, ‘[hJow much more ... we say this rightly and suitably about the word
of God.” Because it is Christ that the soul is consuming, he must be clean from sin. The recipient
of the Eucharist is to make himself ‘a holy place’, ‘ha[ving] purified himself from every filth of
the flesh and bad habits’, and the one who takes them when ‘contaminated and polluted by sins ...
will be guilty of the body and blood of the Lord’, that is, of crucifying the Lord again. Likewise,
regarding the consumption of Christ in Scripture, Origen warns: ‘This word is not for all ... [I]t
is only for the saints who are purified in mind ... ‘pure in heart’ ... ‘simple in soul’ ... blameless
in life, [and] free in conscience.” Only these can truly ‘hear the mystery of this word’. ‘[T]hese
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Logos, Jesus Christ, in all its manifestations, while Jesus’ word, or the word
— logos — of the Logos, refers specifically to Scripture.

2. In Relation to Passover
Origen’s discussions concerning Passover point even more explicitly to this

encounter with God’s Word, or Christ, in the words of Scripture. In Peri Pascha,

he first explains that the Passover is a ‘type of Christ himself sacrificed for us’,'®

mysteries can be explained to them’, that is, ‘the eternal law ... everything that is mystical.’
A cleansed soul is necessary for receiving Christ in Scripture. Indeed, unless purified, the soul
should not receive the mysteries, or mystical teachings, of Scripture and surely cannot understand
them. Hom. Lv. XIII 5.4-6.2, exegeting Lv. 24:8-9, and referring to 1Pt. 2:9, 1Pt. 2:25, Eph. 4:27,
Jm. 4:7, Matth. 12:43-4, Jn. 6:41, 1Cor. 11:27, Lv. 24:9, Matth. 5:8, and Gen. 20:6. See FOTC 83,
243-4. (‘Testamentum inquit aeternum erit Aaron et filiis eius, et manducabunt ea in loco sancto.
Aaron et filii eius genus est electum, genus sacerdotale, quibus haec portio sanctorum donator a
Deo, quod sumus omnes, qui credimus in Christo. Locum autem sanctum ego in terris non requiro
positum, sed in corde. Locus enim dicitur sanctus rationabilis anima, propter quod et Apostolus
dicit: Nolite locum dare diabolo. Anima ergo mea locus est, si male ago, diaboli, si bene, Dei ...
Locus ergo sanctus anima est pura. In quo loco edere nobis mandatur cibum verbi Dei. Neque
enim convenit, ut sancta verba anima non sancta suscipiat, sed cum purificaverit se ab omni
inquinamento carnis et morum, tunc locus sanctus effecta cibum capiat panis illius, qui de caelo
descendit. Nonne melius sic intelligitur locus sanctus quam si putemus structuram lapidum insen-
sibilium locum sanctum nominari? Unde simili modo etiam tibi lex ista proponitur, ut, cum
accipis panem mysticum, in loco mundo manduces eum, hoc est ne in anima contaminata et pec-
catis polluta dominici corporis sacramenta percipias: Quicumque enim manducaverit inquit
panem et biberit calicem Domini indigne, reus erit corporis et sanguinis Domini. Probet autem se
unusquisque, et tunc de pane manducet et de calice bibat. Sancta enim sanctorum sunt. Vides
quomodo non dixit sancta tantummodo, sed sancta sanctorum, ut si diceret: cibus iste sanctus non
est communis omnium nec cuiuscumque indigni, sed sanctorum est. Quanto magis hoc et de verbo
Dei recte meritoque dicemus: hic sermo non est omnium,; non quilibet verbi huius potest audire
mysterium, sed sanctorum est tantummodo qui purificati sunt mente, qui mundi sunt corde, qui
simplices animo, qui vita irreprehensibiles, qui conscientia liberi, ipsorum est de hoc audire
sermonem, ipsis possunt explanari ista mysteria ... Legitimum aeternale hoc erit. Legitimum
namque aeternum est omne quod mysticum est’), SC 287, 220, 222, 224.

16 Origen argues that the Passover is not a type of Christ’s Passion event but a type of Christ
Himself. Peri Pascha 13-4. For the English text: Origen: Treatise on the Passover and Dialogue
of Origen with Heraclides, ACW 54, Tr. Robert J. Daly (New York, 1992), 34-6. For the Greek
text: Origene: Sur la Paque, Christianisme antique 2, Fr. trs. and eds. O. Guéraud and Pierre
Nautin (Paris, 1979), 178, 180. Origen explains that Jesus ‘likened his passion to the serpent hung
on wood,’ leaving Christ Himself to be the reality toward which Passover points. Peri Pascha 15,
quoting Jn. 3:14 which in turn cites Nm. 21:8-9 and Deut. 21:22-31. ACW 54, 35-6 (§neidn
<d&> 10 mblog d]poiwoev avtod @ yple]lpa[cOé]vtt éni EOLov deet...), CA 2, 182. In this
treatise, Origen stresses that the Greek word ‘passover (pascha)’ does not derive from the Greek
word pathos which means ‘passion’ but from the Hebrew word fas which means ‘passage’ and
in the Greek is d16pacic. Peri Pascha 1.1-2.3. ACW 54, 27-8. CA 2, 154, 156. Origen explains
that when Christ came to earth, ‘he showed us what the true passover is, the true ‘passage’
(d1aPacic) out of Egypt.” Peri Pascha 4.15-20. ACW 54, 29 (£]de1&ev fiuiv ti [10 4AnOivov]
naoya, | SdPoocig] | GAnOvn f [€€ AiydmTov,]...), CA 2, 160. The believer receives pass-
over when he embraces Christ who ‘passed beyond the limits fixed by God because of the dis-
obedience of Adam ... [and] blunted the sting of death and ... provided ... a means of ascent into
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because ‘the true Lamb [is] Christ.”!” Next, he relates this Lamb to Scripture,
stating: ‘If the lamb is Christ and Christ is the Logos, what is the flesh of the
divine words if not the divine Scriptures?’'8

When they take in Scripture, believers act as ‘priests’ who sacrifice and
consume Christ, the Lamb. Origen states that ‘it is necessary for [them] to
sacrifice the true lamb’ by ‘cook[ing] and eat[ing] its flesh.’!” They eat the flesh
of the Lamb when they ‘partake of the flesh of Christ, that is, of the divine
Scriptures,’ because, ‘the lamb of our passover is Christ ... [and] his flesh and
blood ... are the divine Scriptures, eating which, we have Christ...”?* When the

heaven, by means of His own ascent, after opening the gates and portals by means of His own
entrance.” Peri Pascha 47.35-48.11, referring to 1Cor. 15:55 and Ps. 24[23]:7, 9. ACW 54, 55
(O yap drepPiic Tovg Spovg Todg Bsiovg S THYV &v "Addp Tapakony, obtdg 5Ty K(HPLo)g
6 o Bovatov TO KEVTPOV AUPAOVAS ..., GAA®G 8¢ kail dvodov mopeiag eig od(pa)vov mapa-
G OUEVOG 010 TTG AdTOL AvHdoL, BupdV Kol TUADY ETatpopEVmY 310, TV adToL £ic0d0V"),
CA 2, 246, 248. Spiritually, Passover is the passage from sin and death to life in heaven, and
Christ, the Passover Lamb, has paved the way. The Passover of the Israelites cannot represent the
passion of Christ, because in the former the blameless priests of the people, ‘saints’, as Origen
calls them, slaughtered the lamb, marked the doorposts with its blood to protect those within and
then sacrificed the lamb to God and ritualistically cooked and ate it, but in the latter ‘criminals
and sinners’ ‘sacrificed ... the Savior.” See Peri Pascha 12.25-13.1. ACW 54, 34 (npoPa[t]ov
on[o Gyiwv | [Nallipaiov 00[etat,] 6 8¢ o(@t)np dnd dvouov [kal dlpaptoidv Bbstar),
CA 2, 176. Origen stresses that ‘the passover is indeed a type of Christ but not of his passion.’
Peri Pascha 13.1-5. ACW 54, 34 (xoi tOmog pév X(p1oTto)v 6TV 10 oy, od HEVTOL Y€ TOV
naOovg avtov.), CA 2, 178.

17 Peri Pascha 18.1-2. ACW 54, 37 (10 4An0wvov tpdBatov ... tovt” Eott X(ptoto)v), CA 2,
188.

18 Peri Pascha 26.5-10. ACW 54, 41. Emphasis added: (Ei 8¢ 10 npoBatov 6 X(ptot)dg
¢otwy, ‘kal & X(p1oto)g 6 Adyog éotiv,” Tiveg 1@V Oeiwv AdYwV al chpkeg €l un al Osiot
ypopoi;), CA 2, 204.

19 Peri Pascha 13.5-11. ACW 54, 34. The fuller English text reads as follows: ‘It is necessary
for us to sacrifice the true lamb — if we have been ordained priests, or like priests have offered
sacrifice — and it is necessary for us to cook and eat its flesh’ ("Hpdg yop 8¢t O0cat 10 d[An]0&g
npdPatov, dav iepo[0d]uev §j 180V Tolg iepevoty [npoclevéykmpey, Kol fua[g dntliout
Kol NHag payelv [t olépkag avtov), CA 2, 178.

20 Peri Pascha 33.1-2 and 33.19-35, referring to 1Cor. 5:7, 1Cor. 13:12, 1Cor. 11:25 and
Lk. 22:20. ACW 54, 45. The fuller English text reads as follows: ‘[W]e partake of the flesh of
Christ, that is, of the divine Scriptures ... of the true Lamb, for the Apostle professes that the lamb
of our passover is Christ ... [and] his flesh and blood ... are the divine Scriptures, eating which,
we have Christ; the words becoming his bones, the flesh becoming the meaning of the text,
following which meaning, as it were we see in a mirror dimly the things which are to come, and
the blood being faith in the gospel of the new covenant ...” (neToAapPévopey TAV GO.PKOY TOU
X(p1oT0)v, ToUT” €Tt [TdV] [Oeiwv Ypoe]dV.[... ToL TpofdTov Tov GA[NOLvOD] épevviicmpey,
dpo[royodv]tog ToD GmocToroL 1O [mpd]Patov Tod Auetépov [méoya] X(p1oTd)v sivat
Meyovtoc[ «Kai yap] to maoya fudv éto[0n X(piotd)s», ov] adpieg Kkai 6atéa Kkai afiua,] d
npoanedeiyOn, ai [Oeiat] eioiv ypagai, g & <a> v t[pdyw]uev, X(p1otd)v Exouev, TOV [HEV
vé€l€ewv TV d6TOV a[OTOD YUVOREVMY, TMV 8¢ ofapkd@v] TOV &k Thg AéEewg vo[nualtov,
oiatiow &g €ikog [Em]Paivovteg v aiviyuafti] Kol d1'éc0nTpov PAETO[1ev] TO HETA TAUTO,
aipatog 6¢] ¢ mioTemg Tov evay[yeri]ov tijg Karvijc drabnkng), CA 2, 218.
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hearer takes in the words of Scripture, he consumes Christ’s bones.?! When he
takes in the meaning behind the words, he consumes Christ’s flesh.?? By believing
in the good news of Scripture, he drinks Christ’s blood.?? As the believer is
called to consume all of Jesus in the consecrated bread and wine,** so he con-
sumes the whole Passover Lamb in Scripture.?

By consuming all of Christ in Scripture, indeed, all of Scripture, the believer-
priest will encounter the life-giving Word of God first in the letter (Christ’s
material presence in Scripture) and then, ultimately, in Scripture’s spiritual, or
pneumatic sense (Christ’s spiritual presence in Scripture).?® Origen stresses
moving beyond the letter. In Peri Pascha, he warns: ‘Should ... some cling just
to the words themselves’ — take in only its ‘letter’ — ‘they would eat the flesh
of the Savior raw ... after the manner of beasts ... and ... merit death and not

21 Ibid.

2 Ibid.

2 Ibid.

24 Also in Hom. Lv. VII, as here, Origen stresses that the believer is to consume all of Jesus
in the consecrated bread and wine of Eucharist, because Jesus is present in all of it and all of Jesus
is nourishing and life-giving since ‘his every deed is holy and his every word is true.” See n. 15
above for the fuller English and Latin texts. Hom. Lv. VII 5.3, quoting Jn. 6:53, 55. FOTC 83,
145-6. SC 286, 336, 338.

25 See Hom. Lv. I in which Origen similarly relates the whole burnt offering of an unblemished
male lamb (in Lv. 1) to Christ’s sacrifice on the Cross. Arguably, if Christ sacrificed his whole
self on the Cross, then the believer is to consume the whole of him in Scripture. Also, in Comm.
Jn. X 106-7, Origen stresses that the believer is to eat all of Christ in the mysterious truths of
Scripture.

26 QOrigen explains in Peri Pascha 24.4-8, that the bread of Christ presents itself in Scripture
differently to hearers based on their ability or lack of ability to yet grasp deeper meanings.
He states: ‘[T]he Savior feeds his followers not with the same but with different bread. Because
for some he breaks five loaves of wheat, and for others seven loaves of barley, so that those who
cannot partake of Christ as purest bread of wheat because they are of beastly nature and do not
yet live spiritually (Aoyik@®g) will partake of him as barley bread.” ACW 54, 40. (6 o(@t)1)p TOUG
droiovbolvtag avtd yoptdly odk €& dptev Opoimv GALL d1aOp®V TOTG HEV YOp adTAV
G1Tivovg Katak Ad mévte, 101G 6& Kkpifivovg éntd, Tva. 6601 01 dVuvavTtol Mg dpTov KabupmTté-
pov Kol o1tivou petarafeiv tov X(p1oto)d 810 1O KTNVOIDG Kol UATO AOYIKAG Gvac-
tpépechut petordpooty dg rxpifivov), CA 2:198, 200. In other words, hearers must be open to
the deep truths of Scripture, because ‘unless the perfect, true light rises over us and we see how
it perfectly illumines our guiding intellect, we will not be able to sacrifice and eat the true Lamb.’
Peri Pascha 21.4-7, referring to Jn. 1.9. ACW 54, 38 (Kai fpelg 8¢ &l purn t€Aelov 10 ¢ AUV
70 aAnBvov Gvateiln kal dopev O¢ TEPOTIOTAL HOV TEAEIMG TO NYEUOVIKOV, OV duV-
noopedo 1o aAnOvov npdPatov Bbcar kal eayeiv), CA 2, 194. Origen suggests, by these
passages, that while there is a material presence of Christ in Scripture to be accessed by the less
advanced, those who are more advanced, that is, ready and open to receiving the truths of God,
can take in the deeper meanings of Scripture, or consume the spiritual presence of Christ in
Scripture. Note that for ‘spiritual’ meaning in Scripture the Greek text here employs Aoyikdg
while in Comm. Jn. X 103-5 (treated in n. 31 below) the Greek text employs mvevpoTikog, yet
in both cases Origen is stressing that the hearer encounters the spiritual presence of Christ in
Scripture in the spiritual, or pneumatic, meaning of the text.

See n. 2 above for a definition of the pneumatic sense within Origen’s exegetical practice.
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life.”?” Therefore, [t]his flesh of Christ, I mean the divine Scriptures’, is to be
‘roasted with fire’.?® This ‘divine fire’ is the Holy Spirit, who changes ‘the let-
ter that kills” into ‘life’,? so that the ‘words’ of Scripture become ‘nourishing’.3
In Comm. Jn. X, Origen clarifies that when the believer-priest cooks ‘the flesh
of the lamb’, or the letter of Scripture, with the fire of the Holy Spirit, he distills
for consumption ‘the spiritual aspects [pneumatika] of the word’,*' which give
‘life’ and ‘nourish’ the soul.

27 Peri Pascha 26.6 to -16, referring to Ex. 12:8-9 and 2Cor. 3:6. ACW 54, 41. Emphasis
added. The fuller English text reads as follows: ‘Should, therefore, some cling just to the words
themselves, they would eat the flesh of the Savior raw, and in partaking of this raw flesh would
merit death and not life — it is after the manner of beasts and not humans that they are eating his
flesh — since the Apostle teaches us that the letter kills, but the Spirit gives life’ (E1 tiveg ovv
avtaig AéEeot yikaic ypdvrat, ovTol dv Tdg Ghpkag ToU o(T)p(0)g TpdYyoLey duds, Koi
UETOAUUPAVOVTEG UMV TOV GOPKMDY adTOL Bhvatov kol ob {onV adTolg TEPLTOLCOVTOL
Onprwddg koi ovk dvOporivag écbiovteg adtob//[t]ag <o>ap[Kag, &mel TO ypduua droj-
[r]Tévver[v, to 0¢ mv(ebu)a {womoieiv] drdaok[el uag 6 dndcTtol]roc), CA 2, 204. Just as we
saw in n. 8 above that Origen warns that the consecrated bread and wine will do harm to the
wicked, or those not in a right disposition with God, here we see Origen similarly warning that
Scripture, even at the literal level, will harm those not yet cleansed from sin and in a right dispo-
sition with God. For this idea, see also Comm. Jn. XXXII and Hom. Lv. XIII, with full text and
an analysis in n. 15 above.

28 Peri Pascha 26.-10-29.1, referring to Ex. 12:8-9, Dt. 4:24 and Heb. 12:29. ACW 54, 41-2.
Emphasis added. The fuller English text reads as follows: ‘If the Spirit is given us from God and
God is a devouring fire, the Spirit is also fire ... Therefore, the Spirit is rightly called fire, which
it is necessary for us to receive in order to have converse with the flesh of Christ, I mean the
divine Scriptures, so that, when we have roasted them with this divine fire, we may eat them
roasted with fire. For the words are changed by such fire, and we will see that they are sweet and
nourishing ... [Likewise,] [w]e are commanded not to cook the flesh of the Savior, that is, the
word of Scripture, with water, and not to mix with the words of Scripture another material which
could water it down in the cooking, but to partake of it by cooking it with fire alone, that is, with
the divine Spirit, and not eat it raw or cooked with water. For Jews partake of them raw when
they rely on just the letter of the Scriptures’ (Ei 8¢ 10 [nv(ebp)a dno] Tov 0(€0)V [6id0]Tan
NIV, 6 0¢ O(eo0)g] ndp raftajva[l]i[ox]ov é[ati]v, Kol a0TO TO mv(edp)a nd[p] écTiv, dmep O
ATOGTOAOC EMIGTANEVOC TPOTPENETUL Audc T mv(ebuat)t (éovtag. Kuldc ovv Aéyetol mbp
70 dyrov mv(edp)a, <d> dvarafovtag fuag 0l mpooopifoatl taig copEiv Tov X(p1oTo)v,
Aéyom 8¢ talg Belotg Ypaaig, Tva 41t ToOTOL TOL TV(ELROT)IKOD TTwpd¢ ONTHOAVTEG ADTUC
Qhyouev dnrag mupit GALOIONGETAL YOP S10 TOD TOLOVLTOL TWPOS T PNTA, Kol TO NSV Kal
TpOPLHoV adTtdV dyopeda ... Tolob[t® odv idatr kehev]oped[o ui cuvéwery Tag Tod] o(wTh)
p(0)c obp[kag, Aéym N tag AéEerg] Tav yplagdy, unde émpicyewv] tolig] p[nroic tépav
V]IV EEudapovv duvapévny d1d THG CLVEYNGEW®G AOTA, ALY LOVD T® 7Tupi, TOUT EGTLV TA
Oei Tv(evpo, EYovtog HeTALOUPAVELY adTOV, UATE WUAS ODTAG <TPAYOVTUC> 1iTE Doatl
nynuévag. Tovdaiot pEV yap dudv petalopupavovsty advtdv, povolg tailc AéEeoty énepe-
0opevoL TV Ypup®dv), CA 2, 204, 206, 208, 210.

2 Ibid. Emphasis added.

30 Ibid. In Peri Pascha, Origen also stresses that each person consumes Christ through Scripture
according to his own capacity. See Peri Pascha 23.5 to -8 and 30.-6 to -4; ACW 54, 39-40, 43;
CA 2,198, 212.

31 Comm. Jn. X 103-5, referring to Jer. 5:14. 2Cor. 13:3 and Lk. 24:32. Here, Origen explains
that the Word, Christ, is the Passover Lamb and is to be eaten by taking in the deeper meanings
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These pneumatika, or spiritual — pneumatic — meanings, are nourishing
because they are the mysteries in Scripture which contain Christ’s, or the
Logos’, teachings. Origen instructs preachers to ‘roast the meat of the lamb [in
Scripture] so that’ their audiences may ‘say ... “Our heart was burning in the
way as he [Christ] opened the Scriptures to us”.’3> Origen warns preachers to
‘approach all the Scripture as one body’, and present all of it for roasting and
consumption if they are to get to ‘the most important and principal teachings
[Gpyikdv doypdtmv] about heavenly things’ which are the ‘teaching [Adyoc] ...
stored up in the mysteries of Scripture [Toi¢ puotnpiolg Th¢ ypaetc].”?® For,

of Scripture. For the English text: Origen: Commentary on the Gospel According to John Books
1-10, FOTC 80, Tr. Ronald E. Heine (Washington, D.C., 1989), 277-8. The fuller English text
reads as follows: ‘One must not ... eat the flesh of the lamb raw, as the slaves of the letter do in
the manner of animals which are irrational and quite savage. In relation to men who are truly
rational through their desire to understand the spiritual aspects of the word [Tvevpatikd Adyov],
the former share the company of wild beasts. We must strive ... in transforming the rawness of
Scripture into boiled food ... [to reach] the anagogical meanings ... But let us, by means of the
boiling spirit and the fiery words given by God ... roast the meat of the lamb so that those who
partake of it say, as Christ speaks in us, ‘Our heart was burning in the way as he opened the
Scriptures to us’’ (Odk UV ovv Bpwtéov THV capka ToD duvod, Gomep TolodeLy ol THig
AéEemg dobAoL TPOTOV GAOYOV LDV Kal drotednplopévayv, Tpog Tovg GAN0MdS Aoyikoig
St ToV cuviéval fodrecBat T0 TVELHATIKO AOYOVL, petadlappavovieg Onpiov drnnyplopé-
vav. Dirotipntéov 8¢ @ gig Eynotv petahappavovtt TO GOV TG YPUPTS ... TAG ... Gvay-
wybg. ‘Hueig 8¢ 10 {Eovtt mvebpatt kal toig d1dopévolg o B0l drumdpolg Aoyolg ... OTTa
TOINOOUEV TO KpEQ TOD Gpvod, dote tovg petalappdvoviag adtdv Aéyely, Xplotod &v
Auiv harodvroc, 811 «H kapdioa AUdY katopévn Qv &v T 68@, dg Siqvolyev fpiv Tig
YpoQhc»), Origéne: Commentaire sur Saint Jean, Tome 11, SC 157, Fr. ed. and tr. Cécile Blanc
(Paris, 1970), 444. Note that for ‘spiritual’ meaning in Scripture the Greek text here employs
nvevpotikdg while in Peri Pascha 24 (treated in n. 26 above), the Greek text employs Aoyikdc,
yet in both cases Origen is stressing that the hearer encounters the spiritual presence of Christ in
Scripture in the spiritual, or pneumatic, meaning of the text.

For further support of Origen’s conviction that the spiritual meanings in Scripture give life,
see Hom. Lv. VI 5.5.

32 Ibid.

3 See Comm. Jn. X 106-7. FOTC 80, 278. Emphasis added. The fuller English text reads as
follows: ‘We must begin eating from the head, that is from the most important and principal
teachings [Gpy 1@V doyudtov] about heavenly things, and we must end at the feet, that is the
final elements of the lessons [t@®Vv poOnudtov] which investigate the uttermost nature in the
things which exist, either that of material things, or things under the earth, or evil spirits and
unclean demons. For the teaching [Adyoc] concerning them, being different than themselves, can,
since it is stored up in the mysteries of Scripture [tolg pvotnpiolg ¢ ypapiic], be named
figuratively ‘feet’ of the lamb. We must also not abstain from the entrails and the inner and hid-
den parts. We must, however, approach all the Scripture as one body, and not break or cut through
the most vigorous and firm bonds in the harmony of its total composition. This is what they have
done who have, so far as it is in their power, broken the unity of the Spirit in all the Scriptures’
CApxtéov 8¢ &v 1 Eobisty And TG KEPUATG, TOLTEGTIV TAV KOPLPALOTATOV Kal GpyLK®dV
doypbrov mepl tOV &rovpaviov, kal kotaAnktéov &mi Tovg modag, e E6Y0TO TAOV
podnpatov T {ntodvta tepl thg televtaiog v 1ol 0VGIV PVGENG, FTOL TAY DMKOTE POV
7l @V katayxboviov fj TdV TovnpdV TvevpdTomv Kol dkadaptav daipoviov. ‘O youp mepi
adtdV AOY0G, TEpog AV aDLTAV, &VamoKeipeVog Tolg puotnpiolg the ypaeic dbvatal
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as Origen states in Hom. Lv. IX: ‘[H]e who is inspired by the mysteries knows
both the flesh and the blood of the Word of God.’** The believer encounters
the nourishing spiritual presence of the Word of God in the pneumatika, or
spiritual meanings, of Scripture.

II. Eternal Consumption of Christ in Scripture

This encounter with the Word of God in Scripture’s pneumatika is not only for
this life but also continues in the eternal Eucharist or Passover feast.

A. The Eternal Eucharist or Passover Feast

While Eucharist, as an enactment of the Passover, occurs at successive times
in this life, it will constitute one continuous action or encounter with the Word
of God in heaven.® In Ser. Comm. Mit. 86, Origen explains that the bread at
the Last Supper, which is Jesus’ ‘body, ... is the word which is needful for us’,
and this word nourishes the believer ‘both now [in Eucharist], and when it will
have been completed [inpletum] in the Kingdom of God [at the heavenly
banquet].”3¢ Here, to say that this word will be ‘completed’ is not to say that it

TPOTUKMTEPOV «TOdEG» dVopdoBat Tod dpvod. Kai tdv évdochinv 8¢ kol Ecmtepik®dv Kol
GTOKEKPLUUEVOV 00K GpekTéoV. ‘Qg évi 8¢ cdpatt 1) Gndon tpocerbetéov ypuet), Kol
TG &V 1) Gppovig The miong cuvhEcems adTNG EDTOVAOTATOS KOl GTEPPOTATAG GLVOYAG OV
GLVTPITTEOV 0VOE SLOKOTTEOV, OMEP MENMOINKAUGLY Ol TNV £votnTa Tov &v mhoalg Tolg
YPOQOIg TVELHATOG TO doov m” adtolg cuvvipifovtec), SC 157, 446.

3% Hom. Lv. 1X 10.1. The Holy Spirit brings fire from the words of Scripture so as to illu-
minate the ‘mysteries’ in the text which are ‘the flesh and the blood of the Word of God...’
(‘Do you want me to show you how the fire goes out from the words of the Holy Spirit and
ignites the hearts of believers?... Learn ... the blood of the Word and hear him saying to you:
“This is my blood which will be poured out for you for the forgiveness of sins.” He who is
inspired by the mysteries knows both the flesh and the blood of the Word of God’). See both
Hom. Lv. 1X 9.7 and IX 10.1, quoting Matth. 26:28. FOTC 83, 198 and 199 (‘Vis tibi ostendam,
quomodo de verbis Spiritus sancti ignis exeat et accendat corda credentium? ... [D]isce potius
sanguinem Verbi et audi ipsum tibi dicentem quia: Hic sanguis meus est, qui pro vobis effun-
detur in remissionem peccatorum. Novit, qui mysteriis imbutus est, et carnem et sanguinem
Verbi Dei’), SC 287, 118, 122.

3 In Hom. Jer. XIX 13.4, Origen explains that Passover is the historical event or ‘symbol we
enact’ in the Last Supper or Eucharist. FOTC 97, 212 (16 svufoiov motovpev), SC 238, 228.
Indeed, it is enacted in Eucharist today and will be enacted at the Eschaton as the heavenly feast.
For the fuller passage from Hom. Jer. XIX 13.4 and analysis of it, see n. 7 above.

36 Ser. Comm. Mtt. 86, referring to Jn. 6:32, Matth. 5:17 and 1Cor. 13:12, 10. The Eucharist,
190. Emphasis added. The fuller English text reads as follows: ‘And Jesus always taking bread
from the Father for those who keep the festival along with Him, gives thanks, breaks it, and gives
it to His disciples according as each of them is capable of receiving, and He gives it to them say-
ing ‘take and eat’, and He shows, when He feeds them with this bread, that it is His body, since
He Himself is the word which is needful for us, both now, and when it will have been completed
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will end, but, rather, the feast begun in this life will reach its ‘fullness’ in
heaven, with continued eating and drinking that ‘satisfies’ and ‘fills up’ the soul,
making him ‘fulfilled” and ‘content’.3” Origen declares: ‘[W]e will eat and
drink in the Kingdom of God ... [when] this passover will be completed, and
Jesus will eat it and drink with His disciples.”® We will, Origen states,

receive the full passover which He came to complete, who came not to destroy the Law,
but to fulfill; to complete it now ‘through a glass, in a riddle’ of completion; to com-
plete it ‘then, however, face to face.”**

The believer will be ‘face to face’ with Christ, feasting upon the ‘word’ that is
Christ, the ‘spiritual food and drink’ foreshadowed in the ‘Law’.*’ The Law
will be fulfilled by the Word of God, so that the Passover feast, finally ‘full’,
will present all of Christ to the believer for his eternal consumption. Origen
states:

[I]n a spiritual way ... ‘the Kingdom of God’ is ... ‘food and drink’ ... to those who
have shown themselves worthy of the heavenly bread and bread of angels ... [W]e shall
eat true food and drink #rue drink in the Kingdom of God, using them to build up and
strengthen that most rue life.*!

in the Kingdom of God. But now, indeed, it is not yet completed, but it will be completed then,
when we too will have been readied to receive the full passover which He came to complete, who
came not to destroy the Law, but to fulfill; to complete it now ‘through a glass, in a riddle’ of
completion; to complete it ‘then, however, face to face, when that which is complete has come’’
(‘[E]t semper lesus <edentibus> his, qui secum pariter agunt festivitatem, accipiens panem a patre
gratias agit, et frangit, et dat discipulis suis secundum quod unusquisque eorum capit accipere,
et dat dicens: accipite et manducate, et ostendit, quando eos hoc pane nutrit, proprium esse cor-
pus, cum sit ipse verbum, quod et nunc necessarium habemus et cum fuerit <in regno dei>
inpletum. [S]ed nunc quidem nondum inpletum, tunc autem inpletum, cum et nos praeparati
fuerimus ad capiendum pascha plenum, quod venit ut inpleat, qui non venit <solvere legem sed
adinplere>, et nunc quidem inplere <quasi per speculum in aenigmate> inpletionis: <tunc autem
facie in faciem> inplere, <cum venerit quod perfectum est>"), GCS Origenes XI 198-9.

37 Impleo (implere or inplere) means to ‘make full’, ‘fill up’ or ‘to complete’, and can also
mean ‘to fulfill, satisfy, or make content’.

B Ser. Comm. Mtt. 86, referring to Lk. 14:15. The Eucharist, 189 (‘<[I]n regno dei> mandu-
cabimus et bibemus ... ergo inplebitur <in regno dei> hoc pascha et manducabit eum lesus cum
discipulis suis et bibet’), GCS Origenes XI 198. For analysis of the idea that Christ consumes
himself with believers in eternity, see n. 60 below.

3 Ser. Comm. Mtt. 86, referring to Matth. 5:17 and 1Cor. 13:12, 10. The Eucharist, 190.
Emphasis added. GCS Origenes XI 199. For fuller English text and Latin text see n. 36 above.

40 Ser. Comm. Mtt. 86, referring to Col. 2:16, 17. The Eucharist, 189 (*... revelationem habet
ad futura mysteria de escis et potibus spiritalibus, quorum umbra fuerunt quae de escis et potibus
in lege fuerant scripta’), GCS Origenes X1 198.

41 Ser. Comm. Mtt. 86, referring to Rom. 14:17. The Eucharist, 189. Emphasis added
(“[S]piritaliter ... ‘regnum dei’ ... est ... ‘esca et potus’... his, qui exhibuerunt se dignos pane
caelesti et pane angelorum ... [V]eram escam et verum potum manducabimus et bibemus <in regno
dei>, aedificantes per ea et confortantes verissimam illam vitam’), GCS Origenes XI 197-8.



The Eschatological Significance of Scripture According to Origen 97

Origen envisions a feast in heaven, a eucharistic or Passover meal without end,

which will be a consumption of the ‘word which nourishes’.*?

B. The Enduring Nature of the Pneumatic Sense

Scripture’s pneumatika, or pneumatic meanings, are the food and drink that will
be consumed at this heavenly Eucharist or Passover. In Hom. Lv. XIII, Origen
speaks of the enduring nature of Scripture’s pneumatika. He states:

[TThese things present and visible here and there are temporary and come to an end
quickly ... If the appearance ‘of this world passes away’, without a doubt that of the
letter also passes away, and those things which are eternal, which contain spiritual
meanings [sensus spiritalis], remain.*3

Scripture’s letter will pass away, but the ‘things’, indeed, truths, ‘contain[ing]
spiritual meanings’, will remain in eternity as the ‘true’ food and drink of the
heavenly feast.

In Comm. Jn. X, Origen illustrates the transition from veiled mystery in this
life to ‘true’ food in the next. Here he treats the Passover Lamb as bread.*
He explains that in ‘the night of darkness of this life’ ‘we eat ... bread ... which

42 Ser. Comm. Mtt. 85. The Eucharist, 188 (‘verbum quod nutrit’), GCS Origenes XI 197. In
An Exhortation to Martyrdom as well, Origen mentions that in heaven the believer will enjoy
Christ and continue to be ‘nourished’ by him: ‘Let our purpose be to enjoy with Christ Jesus the
rest proper to blessedness, contemplating Him, the Word, wholly living. By Him we shall be
nourished; in Him we shall receive the manifold wisdom and be modeled by the Truth Himself.
By the true and unceasing Light of knowledge our minds will be enlightened to gaze upon what
is by nature to be seen in that Light with eyes illuminated by the Lord’s commandment.” Exhor-
tation to Martyrdom 47, referring to Ps. 19:8 and Eph. 1:18, in Greer, 76 (iva. cUv Xp1ot®
‘Incob v oikeiov ) pokaptdtTt dvarovoty dvoravompeda. Tov adtov dlov dt° Shov
Euyoyov Adyov Bempodvtes Kol G’ adTod TpePOUEVOL Kal TNV <€V> aDT® TOIKIAMTATNV
coQiay KotaAapBavovteg kol Tumoduevol bo g avtoaindeiog kol &v eoti 1@ GANBIVD
Kol GANKTO THG YVOGEMS TOV VOOV KATAAAUTONEVOL TPOG TNV BEav TdV 61° ékeivov Tov
owtog Bempeichul mepuKdTOV OO dPOAAUDY POTILOPEVEDY DTTO THE TOL KLpiov VTOANC),
GCS Origenes 11 2-47.

4 Hom. Lv. XIII 6.2, exegeting Lv. 24:8-9 and referring to 1Cor. 7:31. FOTC 83, 244 (‘Nam
praesentia haec et passim visibilia temporalia sunt et finem cito accipiunt ... Quod si huius mundi
praeterit, sint dubio et litterae habitus praeterit et manent illa, quae aeterna sunt, quae sensus
continet spiritalis’), SC 287, 224.

4 Comm. Jn. X 100, 99, referring to Jn. 6:51, Jn. 1:14, Jn. 6:53-6, Jn. 6:48 and Jn. 6:50.
Origen makes lamb and bread synonymous, explaining, ‘all food is loosely said to be bread’, and
‘the Word of God is not only flesh’ but also is ‘the bread of life ... which comes down from
heaven that one may eat of it and not die.” FOTC 80, 276-7 (O0k dyvontéov pévtot ye 611
MO0 TPOPT] KATOYPNOTIKOTEPOV APTOC AEYETAL ... O Yap TOL B0V AdY0og 00 poOVoV €6TL
capt enoi yodv' «’Eyd i 6 dprog tig {ofig» kol «Odtog dotiv 6 dprog O &k Tod
ovpavod kataBoivov, (va tig €€ avtod @ayn kal pr drobavn. "Eyd eipt 6 dptog 6 (v
6 &x 1oL ovpavol koTaPag &av Tig eayn &k ToLTOL TOL dptov (Noel gig TOV aidva.»),
SC 157, 442.
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is older and leavened from below.’* However, when ‘the day ... which follow[s]
this life ... has come, we shall eat unleavened bread.’#® Indeed, we will ‘cele-
brate[] the feast of unleavened bread after having come out of Egypt.’#” This will
be the heavenly Passover feast, when the leavening of mystery will be removed
from the bread of Christ’s word in Scripture. What will remain is the spiritual
meanings, or pneumatika, of Scripture unleavened, with the veil of mystery
removed so that they can become for the believer ‘manna’, or ‘the food of angels’,*®
the pure food of life in the form that the angels have always received it.

C. The Intellectual Nature of Heaven’s Activity

The food of the heavenly Eucharist or Passover feast will be Scripture’s pneu-
matika, or pneumatic meanings, precisely because heaven’s activity will be
‘intellectual’,*® as it will be a dialogue with Christ’s own mind.

In Comm. Jn. X, Origen explains that ‘corporeal things are types [tOm0oG—
typos] of spiritual things, and historical of intellectual.’>® The corporeal will
give way to the spiritual and the historical to the intellectual. Origen has
presented the bodily presence of Christ in the Eucharist as a corporeal reality
(or typos) pointing toward the spiritual presence of Christ in Eucharist, as well
as, pointing, along with Scripture’s letter, to the spiritual presence of Christ in
Scripture both now and in eternity. He has presented Passover as an historical
event (or typos) pointing toward consumption of Christ’s own mind in Eucharist
and in Scripture both now and in eternity.’! Origen has presented the pneumatika

4 Comm. Jn. X 108-9. FOTC 80, 278. Emphasis added (Altn pévtot ye f and 100 duvod
TPOELPNUEVT TPOENTELD TNV VOKTO HOVIV NIIAG TPEPET® TOV &V 1) Pl oxdTovg. “Ewg yap
MG GvaToAfg TG AREPAG TOV petd TOV Bilov Tovtov ovdeV KutodenTéov E6ToL NUIV TG
&7l ToL TapdVTOg Hovov ypnoipov Huiv obte tpoens. Maperlbodong yop thg vukTOg Kol
gnelBovong g peta tavto NEEPAS, TOV UNSOUAG GO TOV TOANLOTEP®OV Kol KOT®mOEV
Copobvtav dlopov Exovreg dptov eayopeda), SC 157, 446.

4 Ibid.

4T Peri Pascha 13.21-4, referring to Ex. 12:17. ACW 54, 35. Emphasis added (xai tote Glopa
£optaletl 110m t[M]v [AT]yvntov éEeAn]ivbng), CA 2, 178.

¥ Comm. Jn. X 109, referring to Ps. 77:25. FOTC 80, 279: ‘This unleavened bread will be
useful to us until the manna, which follows the unleavened bread, be given. This is the food of
angels...” (ypfoipov fuiv Eodpevov, Eng 6007 O petd Tov dlopov pavva, 1| GyyeAkn ...
tpoon), SC 157, 446, 448.

4 Indeed, though, this heavenly activity of consumption or communication will be cloaked in
love — dyann, agape.

30 Comm. Jn. X 110. FOTC 80, 279: ‘For we must not suppose that historical things are types
of historical things, and corporeal of corporeal. Quite the contrary: corporeal things are types of
spiritual things, and historical of intellectual’ (OO y&p vopiotéov T ioTopikd IGTOPIK®V £ivat
TOTOVE KOi T0 COUOTIKE COUOTIK®Y, GAAL T0 COUATIKA TVELVHOTIKOV Kol 10 ioTopikd
vont®v), SC 157, 448.

31 Typically, in the works of early church theologians, of which Origen is no exception, a
tripartite view of salvation history is assumed: (1) the age of the chosen people, the Israelites, in
which God provides first a natural law (or conscience) along with free will and reason and later
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as the spiritual presence of Christ in Scripture. The spiritual presence of Christ
in Eucharist, which enacts Passover, endures as the structure of the heavenly
feast, but the spiritual presence of Christ in Scripture’s pneumatika endures as
the content of the heavenly feast.>?

The pneumatic meanings endure because they are the self-revelations of God
which will feed the believer in eternity. Let us consider three examples of
pneumatic readings from Origen’s texts: First, Christ is the whole burnt offer-
ing on the Cross, sacrificed for the forgiveness of sins (Hom. Lv. I).>> Second,
Noah’s ark is the Church that safely houses the saved until they reach the
Eschaton (Hom. Gen. 11).5* Third, Christ is the Bridegroom who receives his
Bride, both the Church and the individual soul, at the eternal wedding feast
(Comm. Cant. 1).> In heaven the believer will feed upon the understanding that
God made His Son the whole burnt offering for sins, built the Church to house
believers now and transport them safely to heaven, and that His Son, Christ the

a written law as a means for the people to confirm their commitment to God; (2) the age of the
Church after Jesus’ redemptive act on the Cross has enabled God’s people to approach God
despite their negligence with regard to the prior tools; and, finally, (3) the Eschaton, the end of
time, when Jesus will subdue death and Satan and bring the kingdom of God to completion.
Allegorical interpretation of Scripture allows for the unearthing of predictions of the second stage
in the first as well as the third stage in the first and second. Typology, as a more specific form of
allegorical interpretation, relies on the historical veracity of the event or person that predicts a
future event or person within the context of salvation history. Here, we see Origen presenting the
historical event of the Passover in the land of Egypt (in the first stage of salvation history) as a
prediction of the actual Last Supper of Jesus and his disciples (which ushers in the second stage
of salvation history) as well as the eucharistic reenactments of this Last Supper (in the second
stage of salvation history). Ultimately, it predicts the eternal feast that is the activity of heaven
(in the third stage of salvation history). Origen suggests that, beginning with the Passover event
in Egypt, both the material and spiritual presence of Christ in the later events of the Last Supper,
Eucharist and the heavenly feast are predicted, and, in addition, the material presence of each
event points respectively to the spiritual presence of Christ in that same event and later events.
All point ultimately to the spiritual presence of Christ at the heavenly feast. What is interesting
here is the idea that these various activities in salvation history also point to Christ’s material and
spiritual presence in Scripture and that Christ’s presence in Scripture — as pneumatika — crosses
over from the second stage into the third stage of salvation history to endure eternally.

It may be fruitful to review de Lubac’s analysis of levels of reality in Eucharist and Scripture
within Origen’s works. See History and Spirit (2007), 406-26, in which de Lubac stresses that for
Origen the spiritual presence of Christ is, in a sense, the same in both Eucharist and Scripture,
and that this spiritual presence will build up the Church always.

52 A suggested further course of study would be to consider how and to what extent Christ’s
bodily presence continues into eternity in relation to the spiritual presence of Christ discussed
herein. Exploring Origen’s Christology and words on resurrection could be fruitful avenues.

33 See Origen, Hom. Lv. 1, referring to Lv. 1:1-9. See a full analysis of Origen’s exegesis of
the whole burnt offering at E. Dively Lauro, The Soul and Spirit of Scripture (2005), 163-75.

3 See Origen, Hom. Gen. 1I, referring to Gen. 6:13-16, 22. See a full analysis of Origen’s
exegesis of the ark at E. Dively Lauro, The Soul and Spirit of Scripture (2005), 132-47.

3 See Origen, Comm. Cant. 1. See a full analysis of Origen’s exegesis within Comm. Cant. 1,
at E. Dively Lauro, The Soul and Spirit of Scripture (2005), 195-237.
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Bridegroom, meets the faithful as His beloved Bride for eternity. These pneu-
matic truths about God have been given to believers by God so that they may
grow to understand and love God more and thereby draw nearer to God to an
extent now and in a complete and fulfilled — though, indeed, ever-deepening —
way in eternity.’®

Consumption of these truths about God is the same as a ‘spiritual’ and ‘intel-
lectual’ dialogue with Christ’s mind.>” In Comm. Cant. 1, Origen explains that
the believer — ‘Church’ collectively or ‘soul’ individually — will come to ‘Christ’s
chamber’ or ‘the storehouse of the Word of God’, in either case, to the chamber
of the Bridegroom which is

Christ’s own secret and mysterious mind[.]” Of this Paul also said: We have the mind
of Christ, that we may know the things that are given us from God. These things are
those ... things God has prepared for them that love Him. So, when Christ leads a soul
to understand His mind, she is said to be brought into the King’s chamber, in which are
hid the treasures of His wisdom and knowledge.’®

In heaven, Christ, the ‘Bridegroom’, will bring his ‘Bride’> into His own mind
wherein they will feast together on the ‘wisdom and knowledge’ of God.*®® The

% For the notion in Origen’s thought of an eternal ascent toward God, see Hom. Nm. XXVII
and analysis of it in n. 60 below.

57 See Comm. Jn. X 110 in n. 50 above.

3 Comm. Cant.15, quoting 1Cor. 2:16,2:12, 2:9; alluding to Is. 64:4; referring to Cant. 1:4;
and quoting Col. 2:3. For the English text: Origen: The Song of Songs Commentary and Homilies,
ACW 26 (New York, 1956), 84-5. For the Latin text: Origéne: Commentaire sur le Cantique des
Cantiques Tome I, SC 375 (Paris, 1991), 242, 244 (‘Sed quoniam, cui res agitur, ecclesia est ad
Christum veniens vel anima Verbo Dei adhaerens, quod aliud cubiculum Christi et promptuarium
Verbi Dei credendum est, in quo vel ecclesiam suam vel animam cohaerentem sibi introducat, nisi
ipse Christi arcanus et reconditus sensus? De quo et Paulus dicebat: Nos autem sensum Christi
habemus, ut sciamus quae a Deo donata sunt nobis. Haec illa sunt quae oculus non vidit nec auris
audivit nec in cor hominis adscendit, quae praeparavit Deus his qui diligunt eum. Cum igitur
animam Christus in intelligentiam sui sensus inducit, in cubiculum regis introducta dicitur, in quo
sunt thesauri sapientiae ac scientiae eius absconditi’).

% For these two terms, see Comm. Cant. 15 generally, ACW 26, 84-90 (‘sponsa’ and ‘sponsus’),
SC 375, 242-56.

0 In the passage here in Comm. Cant. 1 5, along with Ser. Comm. Mtt. 86 (The Eucharist,
189; GCS Origenes XI 198), Origen draws a picture of Christ, the Bridegroom, feasting, along
with his Bride, the believers, upon his own spiritual presence in that eternal Passover or wedding
feast at the end of time. We understand from this article’s insights that this spiritual presence
manifests itself in Scripture’s pneumatic sense. Therefore, Bridegroom and Bride will feast upon
Christ’s spiritual presence in Scripture, that is, on the pneumatic sense, or deepest mysteries of
Scripture, for eternity. See n. 38 above.

For Christ’s fellow consumption of himself at the eternal feast, Origen draws on Matth. 26:29
(‘I shall drink ... the fruit of this vine ... new with you in the kingdom of my father’). In Ser. Comm.
Mitt. 86, Origen points out that ‘He is the bread, and He eats the bread with us; ... He is the drink
of the fruit of the vine, and He drinks with us’, and then explains that ‘alone, and without Him, we
are able neither to eat of that bread nor to drink of the fruit of that True Vine’ (The Eucharist, 191;
GCS Origenes X1 199). Christ is both the food and a fellow consumer. As the believer is priest, so
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believer’s encounter with the Logos, or Christ, in the Eucharist and in the word of
Scripture in this life will reach its fullness in heaven as an eternal dialogue with
Christ’s mind that feeds on truths about God revealed in Scripture’s pneumatika,
propelling the believer into an ever-deeper understanding of and love for God.5!

Conclusion

By correlating Scripture with Eucharist and Passover, Origen presents Scripture
as transcendent. Scripture’s pneumatika, or pneumatic meanings, which are

Christ, the Passover Lamb, is the ‘high priest” who sacrifices and consumes himself with souls in
eternity, making possible their own consumption of Him, the eternal ‘manna.’ (For the notion of
Jesus as ‘high priest’, see Hom. Lv. IX 10.1; FOTC 83, 199; SC 287, 120, 122. For the notion of
the eternal food as ‘manna’, see Comm. Jn. X 109; FOTC 80, 279; SC 157, 446, 448.)

Perhaps Christ’s communion with those who consume Him through Scripture’s deeper mean-
ings is necessary because Origen recognizes that the human soul needs the guidance of Christ to
understand fully each pneumatic meaning and even to grasp it initially. In Hom. Nm. XXVII,
Origen suggests that one’s grasp of pneumatic meanings is ever-deepening for eternity, so that
arguably Christ joins in with the eternal consumption so as to help the believer continue to grasp
it more and more deeply and more and more fully. In Hom. Nm. XXVII, Origen sets forth a
twofold journey of the human soul toward eternal union with God, one in this life that increases
the virtues, and one after this life that builds up the believer’s understanding of spiritual things,
see Hom. Nm. XXVII 7; Greer, 253; GCS 30, 265. The pneumatic meaning of Scripture, then,
continues to unfold for the believer, as he enters deeper within the Bridegroom’s chamber, which
is the mind of Christ. Consistent with this idea that the believer moves eternally closer to a fuller
grasp of pneumatic meaning, indeed, God’s truth, Origen seems to admit in this homily that he
does not yet recognize all pneumatic meanings in Scripture and does not grasp fully some which
he has glimpsed, see Hom. Nm. XXVII 4; Greer, 251; GCS 30, 261-2. Also, for analysis, see
E. Dively Lauro, The Soul and Spirit of Scripture (2005), 189-91. This underscores the idea that
for Origen the pneumatic meaning continues to unfold as the intellectual activity of heaven.
Abiding in Christ’s mind, then, is a progressive, ever-enriching experience, not static. It is never
finished. While the believer finds himself fulfilled in having reached his telos, the state of being
that completes him, it is an experience of fulfillment without finality. To abide in Christ’s mind
is to enjoy its riches in an ever-deepening way for eternity. Christ unites with believers in the
eternal consumption of himself, making possible the soul’s continuous and deepening reception
of the pneumatic meaning’s life-giving powers.

In addition to the notion in Origen that Christ will consume himself in heaven along with the
believers, or Church, it is worth exploring in Origen’s works the implications that, if the Church
is the body of Christ (see H. Crouzel, Origen [2007], 229), then arguably, both Christ and believer
engage in self-consumption at the eternal wedding feast. This may simply underscore the notion
that all things will come to a fullness or unity at the end of time, as Paul mentions in 1Cor. 15:24-8
that God will be ‘all in all’. See n. 61 below.

6! Indeed, in eternity, Christ, the Word of God, will bring all believers to himself, that is, into his
own mind, which, in turn, is the mind of God, and so, at the end, as Paul declares in 1Cor. 15:24-8,
God will be ‘all in all’. For an interesting analysis of Origen’s ontological and epistemological
conception of Christ, the Logos, in relation to the Father and how this completion of all things is
to occur, see Robert M. Berchman, From Philo to Origen: Middle Platonism in Transition, Brown
Judaic Studies 69 (Chico, California, 1984), 113-64.
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Christ, the Passover Lamb, will continue into eternity as the food of heaven.5?
Origen presents the vision of an eternal wedding banquet wherein Bride and
Bridegroom intellectually feast upon the life-giving manna of Scripture’s pneu-
matic meaning, as the content of Christ’s own mind.®> By implication, each
time the believer in this life meets with a pneumatic meaning in Scripture
— whether he hears it preached, finds it in the study of Scripture, or touches
upon it during lectio divina — he transcends time to experience the eternal activ-
ity of heaven. He enters the mind of Christ for a time. It is a mystical moment
of union with Christ now, an ecstatic moment, the beatific vision. For Origen,
to preach and teach Scripture is a sacred task, because the teacher leads his
audience to interact with Scripture’s pneumatic sense and thus to catch a
glimpse of heaven now.%

%2 When the believer interacts with Scripture, he reenacts Passover. By ‘having believed in
Christ’, the believer ‘anoint[s]” his ‘doorposts’ or ‘house ... which is to say, [his] bod[y] ...
with blood” from the Passover Lamb. Then he ‘move[s] on to the eating of Christ’, the lamb, ‘and
after eating it leaves nothing until the morning, and then celebrates the feast of unleavened bread
after having come out of Egypt.” ‘[W]hoever eats of the true lamb escapes the destroyer’, Satan,
and thus death (Peri Pascha 25, 13-4, 34, all referring to Ex. 12:6-7, 9-10, 17, 23, 33 and Heb.
11:28; ACW 54, 40-1, 34-5, 45; CA 2, 202, 178, 180, 220. See also Comm. Jn. X 99; FOTC
80, 276; SC 157, 440, 442.) By his belief, then, the faithful one marks himself with the blood of
Christ, the Lamb, and escapes Egypt, or this life, joining in Christ’s victory over Satan and death.
This victory manifests itself in eternity as the ‘feast of unleavened bread’, or the heavenly
Passover, in which believers perpetually consume Christ in the deeper, eternal spiritual truths of
Scripture.

% For the idea of Christ consuming his own presence with believers at the eternal wedding
feast, see n. 60 above.

% Because Passover and Eucharist point toward Scripture’s eternal character, Scripture spans
the stages of salvation history and leads teacher and student alike through the pre-incarnational
age of God’s chosen people, into Christ’s sacrifice and death, through the age of the Church, and
finally into the eschatological union of the Church within the mind of Christ. See n. 51 above for
an explanation of the concepts of salvation history and typology.
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ABSTRACT

A preliminary examination of the 29 new homilies on the Psalms, discovered by
Marina Molin Pradel in the Greek Ms. 314, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek, Munich,
leads to support the attribution to Origen. As a consequence, one has to stress the
importance of this unique discovery in more than 70 years for the study of Origen as
exegete, preacher and commentator of the Psalms. Apart from a few fragments figur-
ing in catenae, the new homilies provide an authentic origenian flavour and important
materials for comparison. It is already possible to point to significant parallels in
other Origen’s writings with regard, for instance, to the philological approach to the
biblical text in the wake of the Alexandrian philology, among other things with the
frequent recourse to hexaplaric materials. In addition, several features typical of
Origen’s rhetorics as preacher are well attested in the new homilies. The historical
and doctrinal aspects also confirm that we have to do with the milieu familiar to the
great Alexandrian author, as shown particularly by the challenge of Marcionites and
Gnostics. The new corpus will now allow also a reexamination of the Latin translation
of the Homilies on Psalm 36 (I-IV) made by Rufinus and of their manipulation by
Jerome in the Tractatus in Psalmos.

The discovery of the manuscript

At the beginning of the spring I came across a website announcing the publica-
tion of an Italian novel entitled La lettera perduta di Origene (‘Origen’s Lost
Letter’).! The author of the book was unknown to me and from the short
announcement I could only guess that it had presumably been written in the fash-
ion of The Da Vinci Code. Nevertheless, I was rather curious and impatient to
receive the book around Easter, just to find out how Origen could have provided

* Lecture at the Institute of Advanced Studies of the Hebrew University of Jerusalem (July 9,
2012). I thank Aryeh Kofsky for the careful revision of my English text. For the abbreviations of
the writings of Origen, I shall follow Adele Monaci Castagno (ed.), Origene. Dizionario (Roma,
2000), xiii-xv.

! Florio Lami, La lettera perduta di Origene (Firenze, 2011).
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inspiration for a thriller. I could never imagine that at the same time, precisely
on Holy Thursday (5" April), a really lost Origen unexpectedly came to light
in Munich, thanks to the discovery by an Italian paleographer, Marina Molin
Pradel, entrusted with the preparation of the new catalogue of the Greek man-
uscripts in the Bayerische Staatsbibliothek. Marina Molin Pradel carefully
checked the list of the anonymous collection of homilies on the Psalms trans-
mitted by Cod. Mon. Gr. 314 and compared it with catalogues of similar patris-
tic texts. Of course she was schocked, when she noticed, shortly before closure,
that the beginnings and the ends of four homilies on Psalm 36 contained the
original Greek text of Rufinus’ Latin translations of the same sermons. Since
the library was closed for the Easter holiday she had to wait in a state of excite-
ment and anxiety until the following Tuesday to verify her first impressions.
She could then confirm them and address the issue of the attribution to Origen
of the corpus as a whole. In fact, the manuscript, probably from the beginning
of the 12™ century — as we shall see later — has preserved a series of homilies
which to a large extent corresponds to Jerome’s list of the homilies of Origen
on the Psalms included in his Letter 33 to Paula. Marina Molin Pradel went
farther and was able to observe some excerpts from the homilies in the catenae,
that is the exegetical commentaries in form of anthologies, under the name of
Origen. Though this external criterion is not undisputable of itself (because
attributions are often mistaken), now it received a different weight in light of
the corresponding passages in the new homilies.

At that point I was asked for my opinion on the manuscript by Anna Pon-
tani, a specialist of Byzantine Studies at Padua University, who invested me
with the task of official advisor, in the name of Marina Molin Pradel and the
Munich Library. It was the 21% of May, a day after the first earthquake in our
region and it goes without saying that a second quake immediately shook my
mind. Since that moment, also because the Staatsbibliothek wished to make
the discovery known worldwide as soon as possible, I never ceased looking at
the manuscript — that incredibly was accessible online! — and transcribing its
text. At first the external circumstances were not at all favourable. How often
I wished for myself in the midst of an undescribable euphoria that at least the
earth remain still. I saw later on, as a ‘prophetic’ response to such concerns,
a passage in which Origen comments upon earthquakes. In the /%" Homily on
Psalm 77, referring to the ending of the Gospel of John (John 21:25: ‘Jesus
did many other things as well. If every one of them were written down, I sup-
pose that even the whole world would not have room for the books that would
be written’), he assumes that, had all the words by Jesus to his disciples
been recorded, the world certainly would have collapsed, inasmuch as God’s
words are so mighty that they shake earth and heaven. It is revealing to see
how Origen supports this view by recalling on the one hand the last words of
Jesus on the cross — to be understood as a powerful prayer to the Father —
and on the other hand both the earthquake and the solar eclipse following
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them (Matth. 27:51; Luke 23:44-5).2 This passage is the first piece of evidence
to authenticate the attribution to Origen to which I would like to draw our
attention.

To stress the exceptional character of the discovery, there is no need now to
recall the long and painful history of Origen’s reception in connection with his
writings, read more often in a Latin translation than in the original Greek, at
least in the western world from Late Antiquity to the early Renaissance. Suffice
it to say that the new finding does not come from papyri as was the case more
than 70 years ago with the Tura papyri, when some unknown writings such
as the Dialogue with Heraclides or the Treatise on Easter emerged in Egypt.
Here we have to do with a forgotten manuscript of presumably Constantinopo-
litan origins, that according to Marina Molin Pradel should have arrived in
Venice during the 15" or 16™ centuries. After reaching the florid book market
of the city, it was purchased by a German bibliophile, Johann Jakob Fugger
(1516-1575), a member of the rich bankiers’ family of Augsburg, together with
other older manuscripts and several modern copies of still unpublished Greek
texts, which he used to collect in Venice for a decade (1548-1558). Finally, in
1571 this important collection of Greek manuscripts came into the possession
of Albert the Fifth, the Duke of Bavaria (1528-1579). The manuscript went
almost unnoticed in the course of the following centuries, due also to a misprint
by Ignaz Hardt, the author of the last catalogue of Greek manuscripts in Munich
(published between 1806 and 1812): he erroneously indicated four homilies
‘on Psalm 31’ instead of Psalm 36, thus misleading the users who wished to
check eventual contacts with the known homilies of Origen.?

The ‘format’ of the manuscript still awaits deeper investigation, especially
in relation to the Byzantine cultural background that fostered its transcription
in the 12 century. The history of transmission of Origen’s writings in Byzan-
tium has not yet received much attention and, at least to my knowledge, we are
better informed about an earlier period, of which Photius remains our main
witness.* The attribution of the collection to Michael Psellus by a later hand

2 H77Ps 1 (ff. 225v 1. 21 - 226r 1. 10): @épe yap kaf’ dnobeciv doa ldrer mepi Beol 6
Yot p toig pobnraig €ig dvaypaeny Epyecdat, odk fjveykev dv 6 KOGHOG, GAAL GELCUOV {V
Tvo, TeEmTOVOEL Kol TapoynV. AEyetal yup ano todv feiwv Aoyov oeicecBal TV yijv Kol TOv
ovpavov Egvilesbot. kai €l xpn TNV aitiav einelv o0 GEIGHOT TOL YEVOUEVODL &V TM TOEL
00 ot pog Kol Th¢ ékieiyemg Thg NMakng, Epoduev &t émel 10 péyebog Mg TPOg TOV
Matépo edyiic Topadofov v, kivnoe kai T ototyeia kai OV kdécpov. Origen deals in sev-
eral writings with the cosmic repercussions of the death on the cross. See my article ‘La morte in
croce di Gesu epifania divina del mistero del Logos fatto carne (Origene, Commentariorum Series
in Matthaeum, 138-140)’, Adamantius 16 (2010), 286-307, especially 301-4.

3 For the history of the manuscript and its description see Marina Molin Pradel, ‘Novita
origeniane dalla Staatsbibliothek di Monaco’, Adamantius 18 (2012), 16-40.

4 Eric Junod, ‘Origéne et la tradition alexandrine vus par Photius dans sa Bibliothéque’, in
Lorenzo Perrone (ed.), Origeniana Octava: Origen and the Alexandrian Tradition (Leuven, 2003),
1089-1102.
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added to the last folio of the manuscript probably in the 15" century (f. 371r),
though misguided — because the homilies have nothing to do with the Byzantine
author or with the verse commentary on the Psal/ms put under his name —
perhaps points to a religious and cultural milieu which was still capable of
appreciating texts of this kind, even if preserving them in an anonymous way
(or perhaps presenting them under the fictitious cover of a famous humanist
like Psellus). Apart from the closest setting of the manuscript, we have to ask
ourselves according to what criteria a collection of this sort has been assembled.
Let us have a look at the catalogue of its pieces and at the correspondences with
Jerome and Rufinus (the analogies are highlighted in bold).

Cod. Mon. Gr. 314 Jerome, Ep. 33’ Rufinus
1) Hom. I in Ps. 15 (ff. 1r-16r) In XV° homeliae 111
2) Hom. 1l in Ps. 15 (ff. 16v-30r)
3) Hom. I in Ps. 36 (ff. 30r-42r) In XXXVI° homeliae V
4) Hom. Il in Ps. 36 (ff. 42r-51v) Hom. I-V in Ps. 36

5) Hom. Ill in Ps. 36 (ff. 51v-68v)
6) Hom. 1V in Ps. 36 (ff. 68v-83r)
Hom. I-1l in Ps. 37
Hom. I-1l in Ps. 38
7) Hom. I in Ps. 67 (ff. 83r-98v) In LXVII® homeliae VII
8) Hom. Il in Ps. 67 (ff. 98v-115v)

9) Hom. I in Ps. 73 (ff. 115v-128v) In LXXIII° homeliae II1
10) Hom. Il in Ps. 73 (ff. 129r-139r)
11) Hom. Il in Ps. 73 (ff. 139r-154r)

12) Hom. in Ps. 74 (ff. 154v-162r) In LXXIIII®° homelia I
13) Hom. in Ps. 75 (ff. 162r-170v) In LXXV°® homelia I

14) Hom. I in Ps. 76 (ff. 170v-183v) In LXXVI® homeliae 111
15) Hom. Il in Ps. 76 (ff. 183v-193v)
16) Hom. 11l in Ps. 76 (ff. 193v-204r)
17) Hom. IV in Ps. 76 (ff. 204v-213v)

18) Hom. I in Ps. 77 (ff. 214r-228r) In LXXVII®° homeliae VIIIT
19) Hom. Il in Ps. 77 (ff. 228v-242v)
20) Hom. 11l in Ps. 77 (ff. 242v-248v)
21) Hom. 1V in Ps. 77 (ff. 248v-263v)
22) Hom.V in Ps. 77 (ff. 263v-273v)
23) Hom. VI in Ps. 77 (ff. 273v-283r)

3 The list is given according to Pierre Nautin, Origéne. Sa vie et son ceuvre (Paris, 1977), 229,
258.



Rediscovering Origen Today 107

24) Hom. VII in Ps. 77 (ff. 283r-299r)
25) Hom. VIII in Ps. 77 (ff. 2991-315r)
26) Hom. IX in Ps. 77 (ff. 315r-329r)

27) Hom. I in Ps. 80 (ff. 329r-344v) In LXXX° homeliae I1
28) Hom. Il in Ps. 80 (ff. 344v-359v)

29) Hom. in Ps. 81 (ff. 359v-371r) In LXXXI° homelia I

As evidenced from the synopsis, the number of homilies on Pss. 73 (3), 74 (1),
75 (1), 77 (9), 80 (2) and 81 (1) conforms exactly Jerome’s list, taken from the
catalogue of Origen’s writings included by Eusebius in his Life of Pamphilus.
As for the four homilies on Psalm 36, instead of the five in Jerome’s list and
Rufinus’ translation, interestingly also the catenae have no Greek fragments
from the fifth homily. Our collection thus gives evidence of the fact that its text
must have gone lost some time earlier. To what extent the actual series of
Origen’s homilies on the Psalms simply depends upon the casualties of the text
transmission or rather goes back to a selection of pieces responding to distinct
criteria or interests will be one of the tasks of future research. The moment has
not yet come for this kind of consideration, though the assembling of these
particular pieces among the 120 homilies on the Psalms known to us from the
list of Jerome obviously demands an explanation.

In order to provide it, one should also take into account what place Origen
accorded precisely to these Psalms in the whole corpus of his writings. But this
task is far from easy, due to the huge amount of quotations from the Psalms in
the works of the Alexandrian. Moreover, if we check the repertory of Biblia
Patristica, a considerable lot of these quotations goes back to catenae frag-
ments of disputed authenticity. Yet, at least in one case, we are already allowed
to deliver a preliminary answer. The largest group of sermons is the one deal-
ing with Psalm 77. The nine homilies indeed comment upon a rather lengthy
Psalm, but there was probably a more cogent reason for devoting so much time
and space to it. Namely Origen appears to have been interested in the heresio-
logical implications of Psalm 77 with regard to the ‘sons of Ephraim’ (Ps. 77:9).
Now, Jerome has an interesting remark in the preface to his Commentary on
Hosea, where he remembers that Origen wrote not only a special work on ‘the
name of Ephraim in Hosea’ (I1epi tod nd¢ wvouaotn év 1@ "Qané "Eppaiu)
but also another writing (uolumen) on the same topic, though only partially
known to Jerome, that is without beginning and end, probably the lost com-
mentary of the Alexandrian on the prophet.® Bearing this remark in mind, we

$ S. Hieronymi presbyteri, Commentarii in prophetas minores, ed. Marcus Adriaen, CChr.SL 76
(Turnhout, 1969), 4,119-25: Origenes paruum de hoc propheta scripsit libellum cui hunc titu-
lum posuit: Tlepi tod nOG dvopdsdn év 1@ 'Qone "Eepaiy; hoc est: Quare appellatur in
Osee Ephraim, uolentes ostendere quaecumque contra eum dicuntur, ad haereticorum referenda
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cannot but underline the fact that precisely the same approach is claimed for in
the 2" Homily on Psalm 77.

Kai o yelpov dAiyov dmopvnobnval | ‘And it is not bad to remember some of
OO 100 "Qoné mpoonteldv dvopalov- | Hosea’s prophecies which mention Ephraim,
cdv Vv ’E@poaip, v’ 16opev éxel | in order to see more specifically to whom
péiioto €mi tivog Aapfavetat 1o dvopa | the name of Ephraim is applied’.

100 "E@paip (H77Ps 11, f. 231r 1. 23-231v
1. 3).

The external witness of the catenae

To support the attribution to Origen of some of the new homilies we can par-
tially rely on the external witness of the catenae. As I remarked above, the
exegetical excerpts appearing there under the name of Origen generally demand
a careful examination to establish their authenticity. Often enough the name of
the author has been confused or the piece is assigned to more than one name.
These complicated materials have gone through several investigations and
attempts for establishing some precision and order in the course of the 19" and
the 20™ centuries. Nowadays their critical assessment is the task of colleagues
working in Berlin on the new critical edition of Origen’s commentaries on the
Psalms. In a conference that I organised in Bologna last February to encourage
this project — resulting in a good omen for the discovery of the new homilies —
we came to realize even more sharply how challenging it is first to sort out
the authentic materials and second to distinguish them according to the differ-
ent exegetical genres of Origen’s cuvre as interpreter of the Bible, i.e. com-
mentaries, scholia and homilies.” Thanks to the new evidence we can better
appreciate the value of the sources provided long ago in two well-known collec-
tions of fragments on the Psalms: that of Andrea Gallandi in the 17" volume of
the Patrologia Graeca and the Analecta Sacra of Jean-Baptiste Pitra. Especially
the second collection has preserved important pieces of a commentary on Psalm
77 that largely correspond to the text of some of the new homilies.® Further

personam. Et aliud uolumen, quod et capite careat et fine. Cf. Maria Cristina Pennacchio, ‘Mysteria
sunt cuncta quae scripta sunt. Una ricostruzione dell’esegesi origeniana di Osea’, Adamantius 6
(2000), 26-50, 26; Ead., Propheta insaniens. L’esegesi patristica di Osea tra profezia e storia
(Roma, 2002), 39. COs is mentioned at the end of the series on Ps. 77 (f. 326r).

7 For a preliminary assessment of the results of the conference see Gilles Dorival, ‘XII Convegno
del Gruppo Italiano di Ricerca su Origene e la Tradizione Alessandrina: I commenti di Origene ai
Salmi: contributi critici e prospettive d’edizione (Bologna, 10-11 febbraio 2012): Bilan, proble-
mes, tiches’, Adamantius 18 (2012), 364-6.

8 Already Pitra was confident to restitute almost the whole commentary on Ps. 77 thanks to
the catenae: ‘Praeter majorem psalmum CXVIII, nullus alius est quam abundantiori Origenis
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excerpts on Psalms 67, 80 and 81 can be added to our external evidence, con-
tributing in turn to support the attribution. Working comparatively with sources
of this kind is indeed one of the most fascinating aspects in the history of
interpretation of the Bible in Christian antiquity. Yet for reasons of time I shall
provide only one test case that should hopefully be paradigmatic enough to
illustrate in what way the catenae have made their extrapolations from the text
of our homilies. It is a commentary on Ps. 77:18 (‘And they tempted God in
their hearts, in asking meat for the desire of their souls’) taken from the
5" Homily on Psalm 77, which has moreover a significant parallel in Origen’s
Treatise on Prayer (Orat. XXIX 14), as we shall be able to appreciate in a
further step.

Cod. Mon. Gr. 314 Gallandi, PG 17 Pitra, Analecta Sacra 111

Hom. V in Ps. 77 [In vv. 30-1, col. 140 C9-D6] [Inv. 18, col. 114]
TAVTOY YUP KOpoG EaTiv: OvY
trvov pdvov,? dAle kol Bpo-
patov kopog Eotiv.

8pa oLV TNV TOL Oeol oiko-
vopiav: 6pdv Aadv Emiboun-
™V, kaBapat aro thg émbupiog
Bovddpevog adtov, Edpa Oti
1Oy Sidaokalikd ov kabaipe-
Tat, GAA” aovth T Embopig yvo-
pévn mpookopel kabaipertat,
Enepyev 10 Embopoduevov.
f1oet &t piag fuépag Ty ovieg
tov émibupovpévov, &t &mi-
Oopunoovoly, GAAG kol 600
fluep®dv maAwv Emopéyovrat,
kdv éml mheiovag 6& Miuépag
petordfwot tod dmbopovpé-
vov, ©®cTe AmooTPUPT VAl
adTovg 1O émbuvpodpevoy, Emé-
xovot v émbupiov, Edmkev
0o0TOlg &Ml TPLaKovTa MHEPUG
ToAAL TO EmBupodpeva.

opdV raov EmBopuntiv kai
kaBdapar adtov aro tijg Embu-
piag Poviopevog, Edpo OTL
AOY® NducKaAK® o Kabai-
peTOL, G’ avti) ti) émbupig
YWOREVT TPOGKOPET.

TAVTOV Yap KOPog E6Tiv: odY
¥mvov povov, GrArha kai Ppo-
patov, 810 Emepyev 0OTOIG
dpTuyouéTpay Emi TPLAKOVTQ
fuépog.

dpa 5¢ Ty ToD Og0D oikovopiav:
opdv haov émbopntov, kol
KaOapor adTov ano tijg Embvo-
piag Poviopevog, idpa oT
LOY® S1000KOMK® 0L Kobaipe-
T, GAL ooty th &mBopig
YLVOREVT TPOCKOPET.

TAVTOV Yap KOpog £6Tiv: ovy
Umvov povov, drha kai Ppo-
patov, 510 Emepyev avTolg
dptuyopétpav Emi TpLakovra
finépag.

commentario auctum reperimus, non solummodo in Vaticanis codd., quorum plerique parciores
sunt, sed maxime in optimis codd. Laurentianis, inscriptis sub Plut. v, 14 et Plut. vi, 8, quos
locuplete symbolo confirmant codd. Veneti apud Gallandium. Quibus si instituto nostro licet
addere, quantumvis exilia, novem et decem scholiola a Maurinis collecta, et fusiora Gallandii,
integer fere commentarius restitueretur’ (Jean-Baptiste Pitra, Analecta Sacra [Parisiis, 1888], 111
110 n.). For a critical appreciation of the evidence from the catenae see Robert Devreesse, Les
anciens commentateurs grecs des Psaumes (Citta del Vaticano, 1970).

® A clear allusion to Homer, II. 13, 636: maviov pév k6pog &oti, kai Hmvov... (I thank
Filippomaria Pontani for discovering it).
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gpayov émbopovvieg, €ko-
pécOnoav. émi tocovtov YaAp
gpayov S O dmAnoTov TG
gmbuopiog, dote yevéohor adtolg
elg yorépav (Num. 11:19-20). 8te
y€YOVEV a0TOIC TOVTO, ETEAEDTN-
oov kol ERADEV adtdv | Yoy
kabapd amo tng émbupiag,
TOVTO TPUYUOTEVOUEVOL TOD
0gov, 610 Tov duvatod TPOTOL
¢ Kabapoeng, kabapat adTovg.
GAAG. YEVOUEVOG KOTO TOV
TOTOV KOl GUYKPIVOV TVELO-
Tk Tvevpotikoig (1Cor. 2:13)
ebpLoKov TOV Aaov dig payovTa
dptuyopntpay, drag pev fviko
evbémg ENAOeV €k yNg AlyOm-
oV, TO 6e0TEPOV, MG &V TOIG
*Ap16uoig dvayéypantot, fviko
Kak®d¢ eimov 1OV dptov Tod
0gob Kol SaKkeEVOV aDTOV MVO-
pacav (Num. 21:5). ti dnnote
oV &ml pév T) TPOTEP® QUYETY
avTovg TNG OPTLYOUNTPOUG
obdepia dpyn avéfy én’ abtovg

L. PERRONE

ol 8¢ tf] aninortig ypnodue-
vot, yorepik® mabel drepOei-
povro.

dig 0¢ gvpiok® TOV AoV
QayovTo opTUYORNTPOY, ATl
pév Nvika e00iwg $EMAOeY ik
viig Aiydrtov' 10 devtepov, Mg
év 1oig “Apifuois avayéypom-
Tal, fvike Kakdg simov 1OV
dptov Tob Ogod kol drdxevov
ovtov @voposav (Num. 21:5),
Ote kol dpyn avéfy én’ avrovg
(Ps. 77:31a), ®c taye KOTO
7oL ovoa TPLV 1} ApdpTOCLY.

ol 8¢ TR aminortig ypnodpe-
vot, yolepik® mabel Sieqbei-
povro.

dig 0¢ evpiok® TOV Aaov
@ayovta dptuyopnTpav, Gref
pev fvika e00iwc $ENMAOev éx
viig Aiydrrov t0 dshtepov, Mg
&v toig "Apifuoic avoyéypor-
Tal, Nviko Kok®dg eime TOV
dptov Tob Ogod koi drakevov
ovtov Ovopasev (Num. 21:5),
Ote xal dpyn avéfy én’ avrovg
(Ps. 77:31a), 140 OC KAT® TOL
ovoa Tpiv i Gpdptmoty.

(Ps.77:31a), &éni 8¢ 1® SevTéPW
10 TO100TO YyeyEvnTol; (NnTtdv
ve Kat® Epavtov kol €AV Gro
o0 Ogol gbpeiv kol Aafelv,
o100t TIva évevoouy (ff. 264r
L. 15-265r1.9).

Orat. XXIX 14
[ed. Paul Koetschau, GCS, 389,1-15]

Kol pavepov 81t doov odk eixov té imbopodpeve, kKOpov odk 7SVVAVTO adTdY AaPelv o0
navcacat tob nabovg dAAL Kol & erhavOpmnog kol dyabog 0gdg, d1d0bg adtoig o émbupod-
pevov, ovy obteg £fovieto d1ddvaL, Bote KotoAmésOat &v avtolg Embupiav. Sid6mep noi pn
piav nuépav eayecor adtovg ta kpéa (Epeve yap av 10 mog adt®dV &v Tf] Yuyf Temvupopévy
Kal eAgyopévn O adTOY, €1 €1° OAIyOV TAV KPEDV PETEIANQESAV), GAL™ 0VSE £Tl 60O didwoly
adtolg 10 émibupovpevov NUEPOS POLAOUEVOS 0& 0OTO TPOGKOPES AOTOIG TOLToaL, 0lovel 0DK
gmayyEALeTOL GAAGL T® Guviéval Suvapéve drnethel S1” GV yapilecBul adtoic E36Kel, Aéymv: 0bdé
névte povog momoete fuépac £60iovteg 10 Kpéa 0vOE TAG TOOLTOV NTANGiovg 00dE £TL TAG
¢xeivov dimhaciovg, GAA’ émi Tocovtov pdyeale, £0° LoV Kpem@ayovvteg unva, éng §EEAON éx
TAOV HOKTHP@Y PETO LOAEPIKOD TAHOLE TO VEVOUIGHEVOV DUTV KOAOV KOl T) TEPL DTO YEKTN KOl
aioypa émbopio (Num. 11:19-20).

The synopsis shows how the excerptors have worked (columns 2 and 3, in
bold), by reducing and simplifying the arguments of the longer elaboration in
the homily. The preacher comments on Numbers 11, a famous biblical story
that Origen likes to exploit as a paradigm of God’s providence, usually naming
his activity for the salvation of men by the term oixovopia, ‘design’, that we
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find also here. It is part of such providential strategy to apparently let the desire
of man be satisfied even to the utmost excess, so that he might be filled with
‘repletion’ and ‘disgust’, k6pog (again an important term in Origen’s vocabu-
lary, especially in relation to the precosmic fall of the intellects), and thus be
freed from his desire. For this reason, God sends to the Israelites in the desert
flesh as food for a whole month (Num. 11:20). Now, the catenae move the
initial sentence with the clear allusion to Homer (zdvzwv ydp képog éotiv, ‘in
all there is repletion’) to another place, so that in the excerpts it functions not
as a premise but as a corollary to the assertion of God’s pedagogical device
with regard to human desire, instead of having recourse to ‘instruction’ (AOY®
ddackaAk®d): not words but experience itself will help to purify man from
the excess of desire.

The catenae also omit the short preamble to the formulation of a quaestio
on the biblical passage commented upon.'® It is the reference to 1Cor. 2:13
(TVELOTIKA TVELUATIKOTG CLYKPIVOVTEG, ‘to compare spiritual things with
spiritual things’), a crucial passage for Origen’s pneumatic exegesis of the
Scriptures conceived by him, so to say, as an intertextual orchestration of sim-
ilar passages.'! But a typical trait of the exegetical technicalities is also lost in
the catenae: ‘Now that [ have come to this passage...” (yevOueVOG KATO TOV
tomov) — a formula introducing the following question (dropia): why, in view
of the two pericopes in which the Bible speaks of the quails as the food given
by God to the Israelites (Ex. 16:13 and Num. 11:19-20), only with regard to
the second it is said that ‘the wrath of God rose up against them’ (Ps. 77:31a)?
The catenae eliminate the introduction of the quaestio but maintain its content,
though omitting again an interesting detail of the exegetical method adopted by
the Alexandrian. Before answering the problem, Origen declares that he has
tried to find himself a solution, while wishing to receive it from God ({nt®v
ve Kat’ Houtov kol BEAmV amd Tob Beol ebpelv kol AaPelv, TOLODTA TLVA
gvevoouv), a synergy between the initiative of the interpreter and the divine
help, which is once again very typical of Origen.

Apart from the external confirmation of the catenae, our passage from the
5™ Homily on Psalm 77 finds an eloquent parallel in the explanation devoted by
Origen to the sixth demand of the Our Father in the Peri euchés (Orat. XXIX
13-4). Here he has recourse to Num. 11 to support the idea of the providential
nature of temptation, endowed as such with both a diagnostic value and a

10 For Origen’s recourse to the (Aristotelic) and Alexandrian method of quaestio et responsio
see my contributions: ‘La parrhésia di Mose. L’argomentazione di Origene nel Trattato sul libero
arbitrio e il metodo delle quaestiones et responsiones’, in Lorenzo Perrone (ed.), Il cuore indurito
del Faraone. Origene e il problema del libero arbitrio (Genova, 1992), 31-64; ‘Quaestiones et
responsiones in Origene: Prospettive di un’analisi formale dell’argomentazione esegetico-teologica’,
Cristianesimo nella storia 15 (1994), 1-50.

1" See Francesca Cocchini, Il Paolo di Origene. Contributo alla storia della recezione delle
epistole paoline nel Il secolo (Roma, 1992), 118-23.
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therapeutic effect. By adopting medicinal notions, as often in his writings,
Origen warns against a too quick recovery from illness, because this can easily
lead one to be imprudent and fall ill again. Only a prolonged exposition to ill-
ness, producing a deep awareness of the danger and evil inherent in it, can truly
liberate from the disease. The scriptural argument is taken once more from
Num. 11, whereas the Treatise on Prayer comments upon the dynamics of
desire and purification from it in a more thorough approach.

Even in the absence of this fundamental parallel, the short piece taken from
the 5 Homily on Psalm 77 has such an open Origenian Kolorit, thanks to its
stylistic features and exegetical technicalities that I am led to confirm the
indication of the catenae and to attribute the whole homily to Origen. Taking
now the lead precisely from the assumption that the Alexandrian teacher is
characterised by his own recognisable style as interpreter of the Bible, I shall
try to detect in the homilies the inner criteria for vindicating their Origenian
authenticity. By proceeding in this way I shall mostly rely on some lines of
investigation that I have tried to develop in some recent contributions. They
will provide us, in my opinion, with useful keys to approach Origen’s texts and
through these to catch a glimpse of his own personality.

The subjectivity of the interpreter and his historical and doctrinal context

It is almost a common opinion to assert that Origen did not like to speak about
himself. Yet for a preacher like him, who was also constitutively a teacher, it
was almost impossible not to put his own subjectivity at stake, first and fore-
most with the intent of establishing an active relation with his audience. This
is generally the case with the Alexandrian, both as teacher and as preacher, and
we do not lack instances for that also in the new homilies. Our first example is
from the 2"¢ Homily on Psalm 77, in which Origen introduces a personal rem-
iniscence allowing us by the way to catch a glimpse of his historical context
and, I would venture, also of his own personal awareness.

Kol TovTo 1) melpg iopev v yop Th mpdT
AUAV fAKig Tavy fivBouv al aipécelg kol
886xovv molioi eivar ol &v adruic
ovvayodpsvot. 6ot yip foav Aiyvol Tepl
T0 podnuata Tod Xploto |t} eDTOPOVVTEG
gv 1 éxxAnoig diduckdiwv ikavov did
APOV pipodpevol tovg &v Mpud éobiovtag
Kpéa avOpdmLIVa, GELOTAUEVOL TOU DYLOUG
AOYOVL, TPOGETYOV AOYOLG OTOLOIGONTTOTE
Kol MV oLYKpOTOVHEVA aDTAV Td
S1daockoreia. Ote 8¢ 1 yapig Tov Bgov
énélapye ddackarioy Tagiova, bonuépal

‘We know this by experience: in our early
age the heresies were flourishing and many
seemed to be those who assembled around
them. All those who were eager for the
teachings of Christ, lacking clever teachers in
the church, because of such famine imitated
those who in a famine eat human flesh. They
separated thus from the healthy doctrine and
attached themselves to every possible
teaching and united themselves in schools.
Yet, when the grace of God radiated a more
abundant teaching, day after day the heresies
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al aipéoelg kateAbovto Kal T0 dokovvta | broke up and their supposed secret doctrines
adT®V aroppnta mapaderypatiletor kal | were brought to light and denounced as
deikvutor Pracenpic dvta kol Aoyot | being blasphemies and impious and godless
doefeic kol dbgol (H77Ps 11, . 233r 11. 5-23). | words’.

Given the large heresiological development on the ‘sons of Ephraim’ (Ps. 77:9-
10) in this homily, the preacher is led to introduce a retrospective view of his
life. In his youth heresies were still ‘flourishing’ and their adepts assembled in
‘schools’ (d1dackaAieia), apparently in contradistinction to the ‘church’
(éxxAnoia), which in its turn seems to be almost depicted as still being in a
minority situation. How to avoid here thinking of the Alexandrian background
between the 2" and the 3™ centuries, and the much disputed question about the
‘heterodox’ origins of its Christianity? Whatever historical milieu the preacher
may have had in mind, he clearly denounces a cultural gap that especially the
teachers of the Alexandrian school were able to overcome: at the time there
were not enough ‘clever teachers’ (51800KkGAmV 1kav@Vv) in the church, that is
people capable of responding to the challenge of masters like Marcion, Valen-
tinus and Basilides, to mention only the conventional triad of the best known
heresiarchs of the 2" century. Not incidentally this same triad comes up in the
5™ Homily on Psalm 77 and elsewhere, out of concern against those who by
opposing Law and Gospel, Old and New Testament ‘misunderstand the Scrip-
tures and mislead the simple’!2.

Going back to our passage from the 2"¢ Homily on Psalm 77,1 cannot resist the
temptation to find in it a further personal echo going deeper than the mere recol-
lection of the past. The more abundant ‘teaching’ (d1dackaAic) opposed to the
‘famine’ (Apdg) of the beginnings is in my eyes a clear hint not only to the
ecclesiastical teachers of the Alexandrian school who preceded Origen, like Pan-
taenus and Clement, but also to himself and his fruitful activity as teacher, first in
Alexandria and then in Caesarea. As we know, Origen converted to ecclesiastical
Christianity his sponsor Ambrosius, previously a follower of Valentinian Gnosti-
cism, and successfully engaged himself in public debates with heretics as well as
Jewish teachers. If the heresiological background of our homilies mainly points
to the fight against Marcionites and Gnostics, we have some evidence of public
occasions of dispute with these adversaries. The /% Homily on Psalm 77 mentions
a debate with some Marcionites in which Origen was led to invoke the testimony
of the universe itself as an argument on behalf of God as its creator, in response
to their criticisms against the Scriptures of the Old Testament.'?

2 H77Ps V (f. 271r 1. 12-7): obtw¢ yap Mapkimveg, obtog Odaleviivol, oltmg
Baciietdat, kot 6cot dAlov eicdyovat OOV mapd TOV TOU VOUOL TaPEKSEYOUEVOL GTUTOGL
10 Kupdiag TV GKAK®V.

13 H77Ps I (ff. 216r 1. 24 - 216v 1. 5): oic and Mapkimvog Stakeydpevoc, sipnikévat §Ho
TPOKEIHEVOV" TIGTEVELY TH YpapR, Og Ouelc Aéyete npog tov Iatépa, 1 moTEVELY T®
KOOU® Kol T T0EEL TPOG TOV dnpovpydv.
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The subjectivity of the interpreter presents itself in a more direct form, every
time the preacher tries to stimulate his audience. For those who are acquainted
with Origen’s way of writing and his ‘gymnastic’ method, our homilies provide
many interesting passages. Among them, a characteristic feature consists in
formulations that Origen presents as ‘audacious’, since they go against the tide
of common opinions or accompany the effort of the preacher to distill a more
impressive sentence, not seldom by way of approximation or a paradoxical
statement.'* The 4" Homily on Psalm 77 witnesses the concern of the preacher,
who still hesitates vis-a-vis his public whether or not he should further enlarge
the perspective on spiritual food, a theme of primary importance for Origen’s
thought. Commenting upon Ps. 77:23-4 (‘Yet he commanded the clouds from
above, and opened the doors of heaven, and rained upon them manna to eat,
and gave them the bread of heaven’), he elaborates on the necessity of spiritual
food not only for men and angels, but also for Christ himself, adding an avowal
which has some analogies with a similar passage in the Dialogue with Hera-
clides. In both cases, after avowing first his embarrassment, Origen goes on
with his argument, by appealing — as he does in the 4" Homily on Psalm 77 — to
a hearer being ‘wise’ (cuveTHQ). !

Kol TOA Tt 6 AOYO0G 010 TUG TPOQAS EITETY,
glye dxaipwg Tolunocetl &ni ToL TOLOLTOL

‘My speech dares to say something because
of this same food, even if it will not be out of

€0KPOUTNPiov TOLOUTO EINETV TOAUNGHUT®
8¢ Kkal p1 ToAuncatm, Kol AeyET® Kol Kpt-
véto... (H77Ps IV, £. 253v 11. 11-6).

place to dare before such an audience and say
such things. It should dare and should not, it
should say and evaluate... .

"Ayoviod kai ginelv, Gyovid kol un einelv.
At tovg GElovg A eimelv, pun EykAnod
M TOV SLVOUEVOV GKOVELY ATOGTEPTNOUG
TOv Aoyov' S tovg un GEiovg dxvd
gimely, o1 10 TpoelpnUéva, PN ToTe Ply®
T Gyto kuoly Kol Bald Tovg papyapitag
101G Y oipoig (Orig., Dial 15,7-11 Scherer).

‘To speak makes me embarrassed, and not to
speak makes me embarrassed. Because of
those who are worthy I would speak, lest I
be accused of depriving of the word those able
to understand it. Because of the unworthy I
shrink from speaking for the reasons I have
given, lest I should be flinging holy things to
dogs and casting pearls before swine’.

14 See, for instance, the singular expression ‘the intestine of the soul’ in H77Ps IV (ff. 250r L.

24 - 250v 1. 4): ob yap dvvaueba EEv Exelv dyyeMxn Vv kol ywpelv doa ywpovoy dyyehot
pabfpata, GAL’ €l 0&l obtmg dvopdoat, TO Eykatov Thg YuyNg UMY OAlya xwpel kal Bpoyéa
déyetat. I have dealt with these linguistic and stylistic aspects in ‘Approximations origéniennes:
notes pour une enquéte lexicale’, in Mireille Loubet and Didier Pralon (eds), EUKARPA. Etudes sur
la Bible et ses exégétes, en hommage a Gilles Dorival (Paris, 2011), 365-72.

15 H77Ps IV (f. 2551 11. 2-6): Gpxel pot uéypt tobvTmv pOGcAVTL KATAAMTELY T AKpOaTT,
84V )| SLVETOC, AOYOV GoPOV dKkoboavTtt adTOV Kol émavécavit avtdy, Tpocdsivat &m’
adtov. Now and then Origen has recourse to the model of the curious hearer, as in H67Ps 1
(ff. 94v 1. 23 - 95r 1. 1): GALG voficatl B6Am, enoi pot 6 dxpoatng, T | péAlcoa Totel péAL
kol Tapokorovbel knpiov yéveaic. On Origen’s view of the reader/hearer see my contribution
‘Le commentaire biblique d’Origene entre philologie, herméneutique et réception’, in Christian
Jacob (ed.), Des Alexandries 11: Les métamorphoses du lecteur (Paris, 2003), 271-84.
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Philology at the service of exegesis

The rediscovery of the ‘grammarian’ (ypappatikdg) in the exegete is among
the most important results of Origen’s studies in the last decades.'® His adher-
ence to the practice of Alexandrian philology — illustrated best by the great
enterprise of the Hexapla, the synoptic edition of the Septuagint translation
with the Hebrew text and other Greek versions — is confirmed by our homilies,
although the sermons were of themselves not so apt for textual criticism as the
commentaries or other more technical writings. Yet Origen is always concerned
with the reliability of the biblical text he is commenting upon, in as much as
to prevent attacks by his adversaries (first of all the Marcionites). In the First
Homily on Psalm 77 Origen rectifies an ‘error of writing’ (ypa@ikov c@aApa)
in his copy of the Gospel of Matthew, conforming to the well known textual
criticism he adopts elsewhere in his writings. A misguided copist, as he
observes, reading the passage in which the evangelist quotes Ps. 77:2 (Matth.
13:35) as a prophecy of Asaph, erroneously substituted this name with the
more familiar name of prophet Isaiah. Origen thus sees himself entitled to
proceed here to the necessary 610p0waotig and so restitute the original name.!”
He then takes the opportunity of recalling the principles of biblical textual
criticism by confronting the Septuagint translation with the other versions or
‘editions’ (8kd00¢1¢) and checking the Greek with the Hebrew text. Contrary
to the arbitrary way Marcion had adopted for eliminating any connection with
the Jewish Bible in his text of the Gospel,'® Origen recommends this approach
as the correct method, also to prevent any ‘disharmony’ (dta@mvia) in the
Scriptures. He applies it again in the 5 Homily on Psalm 77, with regard to
the Septuagint text of v. 31a, where he found the variant év TAgiooly instead
of év mioov, to be regarded as the correct reading (dnéktelve v T0ig TiooLY
avt®v, ‘and slew the fattest of them’), inasmuch as this conformed both with

16 After the classic study of Bernhard Neuschifer, Origenes als Philologe (Basel, 1987), see
lately Peter W. Martens, Origen and Scripture. The Contours of the Exegetical Life (Oxford, 2011),
25-40.

17 H77Ps 1 (f. 214v 11. 1-15): [opa@pacoovtog (ms. Tapa@picavies) TO PNTOV TOL0HTULG
AeE€eotv obtwg évBGde eipnuévov tob Matbaiov, yéyove 8¢ mepl 10 AvTiypa@o TOU
£0OYYEAOL GQALUA YPaPLKOV: Iva ydp, ONGL, TAnpwlij 10 eipnuévov dro "Hoaiov (Matth.
13:35) ‘avoiéw év mapafolaic 10 atoua pov’ (Ps. 77:2). Eikog yop Eva tva tov dpydev
YPOEOVTOV 1| émiotnoovta HEV 6tl £otiv O At TpoenNTNg, eDPOVTA OE TO Iva TAnpwli
70 eipnuévov dmo "Aaap DTEIMNEEVOL OTL GUAPTNG §0TL Kol TETOAUNKEVAL d10 TOV EEVIGHOV
TOU OVOHUTOG TOL TPoPNTOL TTotfoat Gvti tov "Acte "Haoaiov.

18 The criticism to Marcion’s textual criticism is rather detailed. See H77Ps I (f. 215v 11. 8-20):
émiPovleverl Toivuv xal taig ypoeaic 6 dtaforog, ALY OO d10 TOVTO MGG ¥PT) TOAUAY Kol
nponeT® fKeL €Ml TNV S10pBwoiv. Totobtov Yap Tt Tabov ki & Mapkiov kol drolofaov
fuaptiicdot TG ypueag kol Tob dtafdlov yeyovévar mapeyypapds, nétpeyev £0vTd dtophodv
TV YpagnVv. kai Emrpéyac, fipev &k Padpwv T dvaykoio TOV edayyeriov, THY YEVESTY TOD
ot POg, Kol dAAa pupia kol éntaciog kal TpoenTeiag Kol T0 GvayKoio To0 GToGTOAOL.
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another Greek version (év T0i¢ AmapmTEPOLg avtdv) and with the Hebrew
text (P71 PYn3)."

Apart from these cases of textual criticism, the competence of the grammar-
ian appears at its best in the /** Homily on Psalm 67, finding a precise parallel
in Origen’s commentary on the Our Father which is part of the Peri euchés,
the Treatise on Prayer (Orat. XXIV 5). Before commenting upon the initial
verses of the Psalm (Ps. 67:2-4), the preacher observes that it is the ‘custom’
(800¢) of Scripture to make use of expressions in the imperative mood, instead
of the optative, when addressing ‘prayers of demand’ (e0ktikd) to God. The
Alexandrian exemplifies such custom with the first three demands of the Our
Father and rewrites them from the aorist imperative in the optative mood
(doing the same also for the verses of the Psalm). This form should be expected

as the proper one both from a grammatical and a theological point of view.

Cod. Mon. Gr. 314

Peri euchés XX1V, 5

npdTOoV €idévar yp1n OtL £Boc éoti T
Ypa®f ToAAay ol TOIG TPOGTUKTIKOIG (VT
eOKTIK®OV ypfioBal kol ebproetal pgv
TOUTO TOAAYOV. GpKeT 8& VOV Tapabécbat
Gmo ToL gvayyeliov, 81l d18G0K®V THaAG
6 cotnp Hudv ebyechot, od 618GoKeEL
ivo, mpoothocopev t® Be®, AN Iva
TPOCTUKTIKAIG QOvaic &imopev T
eOKTIKG" AéyeTtar Yap, onot, [ldtep Hudv
0 év 1015 obpavoig, aylacOntw 10 dvoud aov
EAOétw 11 Paaideia aov’ yevnOnTw to Oélnud
oov (Matth. 6:9-10), dvti To0 ‘Gylacbein
10 dvopd cov, €\Bot 1| Pacireia cov,
yévorto 10 0EANE cov’.

£0v oLV AEYNTOL KOd TOUTO TPOCTUKTIKATG
POVOIG, GKOVMUEV GVTL EDKTIKMY. 0DOEIG
Yap Tpoctdocel 1@ Oed, 0vdE Afyel mepl
adTol 10 dvacthtw 6 Oedg (Ps. 67:2a), GAN’
gbyetal koi enowv’ ‘dvactain 6 0eog kol
dtookopmicBelev ol éyxOpol advtol, koi
@OYOLEV 01 LLGOVVTES ADTOV GO TPOGMTOL
avtod, &¢ ékheiner komvog, ékheimolev:
MG THKETUL KNPOG GO TPOGMTOL TLPOG,
obtmg drolowvto’ (Ps. 67:2-3).

£1L mepl ToL dyractitw to voud aov (Matth.
6:9) kol t@V £ENG TPOCTUKTIKD Y O.POK-
pt elpnuévev Aektéov 6TL cuveydg
TPOGTUKTIKOIG AVTL EVKTIK®V ) pNoavto
Kal ol Epunvedoavteg, dg &v Tolg YOALOLG
drala yevnOnte Ta yeidn ta 00 Aia, ta Aalodbvra
Kaza tob ducaiov avouiav (Ps. 30:18), dvti Tov
‘yevnOein’ xal élepevvnodrw davelatng
navta ta dmapyovia abt® un dmapldtw
abtd avridgmrwp (Ps. 108:11-2) &v 1®
£K0T00T® O0Y60m mepi Tovda 6rog yap &
yalpog aitnoig éott mept “Tobda, Tva tade
TV 00T® GLUPT.

un ocvvidev 8¢ 6 Tatwavog to yevybdntw
00 TAVTOTE GMNUAIVELV TO EDKTIKOV GAA’
£60’ 6mov kol TpooTakTIKOV, dogféotata
bneidnee mepl tov gindvrog yevybitw g
(Gen. 1:3) B0V, dg ev&apévouv parlov fimep
npoctafavtog yevnOnvol 10 edg ‘émel’, dg
oMoy £KeIvog AOEMC VoDV, ‘év oKOT® v &
0e06¢’. Tpog Bv Aektéov, TG EKANyeTAL KOl
10 Plactnodtw # yij Potavny yoptov (Gen.
1:11) xoi ovvayBitw 10 Bowp to drokdTw
00 obpavod (Gen. 1:9) kal éayayétw ta

9 H77Ps V (f. 266r 1. 23 - 266v 1. 6): mpdtov 3¢ B&kopev nelcal tOv dxpoatnyv, 81t

AuaptnTal T AEYOV GVILYpaQoV: dréktervey év Toi¢ mAgioaty abt@®y. TPMTOV HEV YAP OVK
Eyovolv ol Aowmal 8k66GE1C TO GVALOYOV T0I¢ TAgioaty GAN’ v T0ig mapwtépoic adTdv. Kol
adto 6¢ 10 ‘EPpaikov obtwg Eyxet. The most important passages on textual criticism can be
found in CMt XV 14 and Clo VI 41, 208ff. On Origen’s recourse to the Hexapla, see Olivier
Munnich, ‘Les Hexaples d’Origene a la lumiere de la tradition manuscrite de la Bible grecque’,
in Gilles Dorival and Alain Le Boulluec (eds), Origeniana Sexta (Leuven, 1995), 167-85.
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&y pNoaTo 6& VOV T® EVKTIK® 1101 YUUVDG
Kol caedS obtws YOOV drdlovid, enoty,
oi auaptwlol ano wpoodnov 1ob Geob. Kal
ol dixcator edppavOiTwaay GvTi 1oL ‘€dPpav-
Osinoav’, dyaitidaOwaay évarmiov tod Oeod
Gvti tob ‘dyoAiildcaivto’, tepplitwaay
&v edppoabvy (Ps. 67:3b-4) Gvti o0 ‘tgp-
oOcincav’ (H67Ps 1, ff. 85r 1. 1 - 85v 1. 8).
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voaza épreta woydv (wadv (Gen. 1:20) kol
Eayayérew 1 yij woyny (doav (Gen. 1:24).
apa yip dnep tov &ml E8paiov oTival
ebyetal ouvaynvol to Bowp 10 drordtw
700 0bpavod i avvaywyny uiav (Gen. 1:9),
i bngp 100 petarafelv tdV Practavovimv
ano yng ebyetal 10 flagtnodrw 1 i
(Gen. 1:11); molav 8¢ ypeiav opoiav Exet

@ xpnlev eotog TOV EVOdpov Kol
TTVoOV §| yepoaiov, iva Kol tept ToOTOV
gbymral; €i 8¢ kol kat’ adToV GTOomOoV TO
nepl ToLTOV gUyEcOOL, TPOOCTUKTIKOIG
dvopaocioig eipnuévov, ndg od 10 dpotov
hextéov xal mepl tOU pevnlntw @o¢
(Gen. 1:3), ®¢ un €OKTIKAOG AL TPOCTOK-
TIKOG eipnuévov; dvaykaing 8¢ pot £6o-
Eev, év T0lg TMPOOTUKTIKOIG Q®VOIC
eipnuévne edyMfg, dmopvnoHivar tdv
TAPEKSOY MV aDTOV 81 TOVG NTATNHEVOLG
kal mopadefapévovg TNV doefn
S18acKkariov adtol, v kei fueic mote
nenelpapeda (355,22-356,25 Koetschau).

As a matter of fact, grammatical concerns are connected to exegetical and
doctrinal interests. In the case of Peri euchés, the recognition of the peculiar
use of the imperative mood in the Greek Bible is accompanied by a polemic
with Tatian, who by generalizing this grammatical feature thought that also
God’s command in Gen. 1:3 (yevnOfte @dg, ‘let there be light’) should be
seen once more as an expression equivalent to the optative mood; consequently,
according to Origen’s rebuttal, Tatian impiously regarded God’s words in the
creation narrative as a prayer and not as an order. In our homily, the preacher
subsequently relativizes in a sense his grammatical distinction and puts
forth the idea that also man can ‘command’ God, though attributing it to a
hypothetical suggestion of someone ‘more audacious’ than him (ginot 8 v
TG 1oL TOAUNPpOTEPOG). To sum up this surprising development, Origen sees
it as a consequence of the ‘freedom of speech’ (mappnocia) accorded to the
righteous who, as sons of God, enjoy their ‘adoptive sonship’: ‘Is there any-
thing paradoxical — as the Alexandrian asks himself — if a son, endowed with
freedom of speech towards his father and without making ashamed the spirit
of adoptive sonship, receiving an order from his father, commands him in his
turn, asking him what he wants?’?°

20 H67Ps 1 (ff. 87r 1. 21 - 87v 1. 7): koi dxdrovdov 8¢ Eotl T0 mveduat: Tijc viobeaiag (Rm.
8:15) kai obrétr &l dodloc, dAAG vide (Gal. 4:1) xal 6 ToTHp cov EoTiv O Bedg Kal adeApdg
6oL 0 KOPLoG, O AEymV' dimyraouat to dvoud aov Toig 4oelpoic aov, WAAALOV O ToIC doeApoic
Hov, &v péoq ékrkAnaiag buviow ae (Ps. 21:23). 1t tapadoov viov Tappnoiov Exovia TpoOg
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The rhetorics of the preacher

To enter into the details of the exegesis of the Psalms provided by the new hom-
ilies would demand too much time, especially with regard to some noteworthy
passages of historical interest. Yet, I cannot avoid quoting the long explanation of
the name ‘Sion’ as the place of God’s dwelling in the First Homily on Psalm 73.
Commenting upon Ps. 73:2 (‘this mount Sion wherein thou hast dwelt’) the
preacher first introduces a triple etymological interpretation, according to which
Sion has to be regarded as ‘the place of oracles, the place of visions and the place
of observation’ (10 ... ypnpatioTHpPLOV Kol TO OPAUUTICTAPLOV Kal TO
OKOTELTN PLOV), by the way creating apparently once more a new word (Opajio-
Tiotnprov); then he criticizes the Jews for believing that God still dwells in Sion,
‘where quadrupeds and gentiles dwell’, instead of interpreting spiritually this place
as the soul ‘endowed with intellect and vision’.?! Archaeologists and historians
will certainly be eager to exploit this remark. I can only add for the moment that
it presumably betrays a direct inspection of Mount Sion, when Origen came to
Jerusalem and preached there upon the invitation of bishop Alexander.??

Among the many other aspects that deserve to be mentioned, I shall limit
myself to point first of all to some fascinating traces of Origen’s acquaintance
with ancient sciences, about which we possess remarkable evidence in many
of his writings.?> We find, for instance, astronomic observations in the Second
Homily on Psalm 77, with regard to the movements of the sun and the moon
or the constellations of stars.?* It is part of the ‘technical wisdom’ (teyvikoV) of
an ancient commentator to exploit eventually a knowledge of musical harmony
and instruments, as we see from the very detailed treatment in the Second Hom-
ily on Psalm 67. Here Origen, reflecting on the distinction between ‘singing’
(G.6e1v) and ‘singing with musical accompaniment” (yaAAg1Lv), not only displays

TOV Tatépa, ob Kotoloybvovta T mvedpo Thg viobeaing, Tpootaccdpevov DO TOL TaTPdC,
avumpostatat @ ToTpi, GElodvia Tepl GV Povletat;

21 H73Ps 1 (f. 122v 11. 15-24): "Tovdaiot yopoi PAETOLGL TRV YpoenV Kol EAKovoty adThV
gnl v yfv, oldpevol toito Ty eivar, dmov & kticac Bedg TOV odpavOVY Kol THY YRV
KOTEGKNVOGE. Kal VOV &v T dpel kateoknvmaev 6 B0¢ kat’ Ekeivoug, 6TOL KOTOGKNVODGL
1eTpamoda Kol £0vikoi. GAL’ fiueig Epog Tihv, ETov KuTeGKNVOGEY O Bedg, AEYopev elval
TNV HEYOAOPUT] YOYXNV, TNV S1AVONTIKNAV, TNV SLOPATIKNV.

22 See my article ‘Origene e la Terra Santa’, in Osvalda Andrei (ed.), Caesarea Maritima e la
scuola origeniana: multiculturalita, forme di competizione culturale e identita cristiana. XI Con-
vegno del Gruppo Italiano di Ricerca su Origene e la Tradizione Alessandrina, Arezzo 22-23
settembre 2011 (forthcoming).

2 See lately Gilles Dorival, ‘Origéne, la création du monde et les savoirs antiques’, in Anne
Balansard, Gilles Dorival, Mireille Loubet (eds.), Prolongements et renouvellements de la tradition
classique (Aix-en-Provence, 2011), 295-307.

24 One should note also the mention of the GvtixOwv yfj in H36Ps II (f. 46v, 11. 20-2): ZcT1v
T GAAN YR, | Aéyetar mapd Tiowy Gvtixbwv. See Alan Scott, Origen and the Life of the Stars.
A History of an Idea (Oxford, 1991).
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his familiarity with musical theory and performance, but he even seems, by way
of a rhetorical redundancy, to have created a new word (povoAgintikn) for
the ‘technique of training the voice’ (TEY VN POVACKIKT] KAl QOVOAEITTIKT),
to be added to his creative series of hapax legomena.?

By appealing to this kind of notions Origen develops his doctrinal arguments
or contributes to nourish his preaching rhetorics. That the Alexandrian was able
to exploit some rhetorical devices is once again to be reckoned among the most
interesting results of recent research. In the context of the interpretation of the
Psalms, one should especially remember the technique of ‘personification’
(mrpocononotia) and with it the universal recourse, among patristic commen-
tators of the Psalms, to the ‘prosopological exegesis’, that is the identification
of the ‘person speaking’ (10 mpdcwnov 10 AEyov) in the Psalm, as attested
especially in the new corpus by the 1 Homily on Psalm 77.% Yet in the tradition
of homiletic rhetorics a recurrent aspect is given by the use of exempla. Origen
also likes to weave his discourse with extensive paradigms, whose selection is
not at all devoid of interest for us, inasmuch as these exempla often betray a
keen attention for some realms of a real or mental world. I shall try to show it
with two passages taken from different homilies, both pointing to Origen’s
fundamentally ‘agonistic’ conception of the spiritual existence.

The first passage figures in the Fourth Homily on Psalm 77, in the context
of the above mentioned discourse on spiritual food. If the condition of a Christian
can be compared, for the Alexandrian, to that of an athlete, he must follow an
apt and rigorous diet, analogously to what happens with those who participate
in the ‘olympic games’ (1@ dvopofopévmv peyainy youvik®v). These athletes
are submitted to strong controls by the ‘chief judges’ and by their instructors.
The preacher probably depends upon a literary source or tradition (as shown
by the introductory formula ictopgitat), that I was not yet able to check, and
yet he provides an extremely vivid description of the training of the athletes
that goes far beyond a topic treatment.?’” We understand now much better the

25 H67Ps 11 (f. 99v, 11. 10-8): {n1d obv &1 10d10 Tpocétutev & Tdv Shmv 0ed¢ { 6 Xpiotog
] T0 mvedpa to dytov, Tva undgv dAho voftol katd 0 doate @ e (Sal 67:5) §j EkkAiong
™M eoVAGg, fiv IOV paALoV OVavTOL TOLETY Ol povstKol Kal 8601 HEPEAETNKACLY GOKETY
aOTAOV TNV QOVNV Kol PeYaALVELY Kol peyeBbvelv d1d Tivog Té€xvng QOVOoKIKNG Kol
eovorentikic. The reading of the ms. is @voiintikfg. I thank my colleague Antonio Cacciari
for helping me to explain this Zapax (@OVAAEITTIKOG < @OVN + GAeTTIKOS). On hapax legom-
ena in Origen see my article ‘Approximations origéniennes’ (2011).

26 H77Ps 1 (f. 217r 1. 5-8): (¢ £00¢ fiuiv &ni TOV yoludv kai tdv tpoentetdv {ntelv ti 1o
npdsmnov 1O AEyov, obtwg Kal §vBade {ntntéov tig 6 Aéywv. On prosopological exegesis, see
Marie-Josephe Rondeau, Les commentaires patristiques du Psautier (I1I°-V¢ siécles), I1: Exégése
prosopologique et théologie (Roma, 1985). For its connections with ‘personification’, see Andrea
Villani, ‘Origenes als Schriftsteller: ein Beitrag zu seiner Verwendung von Prosopopoiie, mit
einigen Beobachtungen iiber die prosopologische Exegese’, Adamantius 14 (2008), 130-50.

27 H77Ps TV (ff. 251v 1. 12 - 252r 1. 3): §} ody, 8phg ti ioTopeital mepi T@V dydvov T00TOV
TOV OVopalopéveoy HEYOA®Y YOUVIK®V; O Thpelotl nepndpevol o tdv EAAnvodikov, ol
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fact that in the First Homily on Psalm 38, preserved only in the Latin translation
of Rufinus, Origen praised as the ‘greatest ability’ (summa uirtus) of those who
fight in wrestling the standing up to the knocking of the rivals without showing
any sign of suffering.?® In this same homily we find a hint to the musical and
poetic ‘competitions’ of the Greeks matched by the similitude of the ‘theatrical
competitions’ (Bupelikol dydveg) in the Homily on Psalm 81%.

This homily provides us with the second passage, while bringing to the fore
Origen’s well known propensity for the use of theatrical metaphors.>® The
explanation of Ps. 81:2b (mpocwrno Guoptorldv Aaupdvete, ‘you accept the
persons of sinners’) lent itself to go back to the motif of man as an actor assum-
ing different masks / roles / faces on the ‘scene’ (BupéAn) of the world. On the
one hand, Origen exploits the negative implications of the verse (meaning to
‘accept’ or ‘making distinctions’ for the persons of the sinners); on the other
hand, he employs the comparison of theatre as an unavoidable element for all
those engaged in the ‘competition’ (G ydv) of the world, from men to angels.
To assume a ‘role’ can thus be seen at a double level: positively, when man
assumes the face of the angels or even of God; negatively, when he takes on
that of the Antichrist or of the devil. We cannot exclude even here Origen’s
dependence upon a literary topos, but once again the way he treats it by apply-
ing the theatrical image to all the orders of the spiritual creatures appears quite
typical of him, especially when we compare our homily with the corresponding
passages on man within the cosmic theatre in the Treatise on Prayer. Also with
regard to this peculiar treatment of the spiritual fight in the face of God, of the
angels and the demons, it is possible to argue that Jerome’s Tractatus in Ps. 81
is dependent on Origen’s homily. In fact Jerome introduces the explanation
with a sentence clearly deriving from the initial statement in the homily
(Gvaxeympnkdta tolovtov AOYoVv = alia inferpretatio sacratior),’' whereas

EmTnpovvTEG TOV GOAN TNV TG é60iel kail Gdonep T0Ig YLUVACIOLG TAPAUTLYYAVOLGT KOl
gmutnpovoty, el Kato VOROV yYivetal kKal Kotd AOYoV T0, YOUVAGL, OUT® TOPUTLYYAVOLGT TOIG
G0ANTOlc Kol TPEPOUEVOLG KOl DTTOP®MVOUGT TPEPOUEVOLS BG Gy®VILOHEVOLS KOl Tap’ adTOV
TOV KO1pOVv oD Tpéeecbut paciv: kalds écbiglg, yevvaing éobicic, EAnidog Exeig dyadic.

8 H38Ps 1, 5 (336-8 Prinzivalli): ‘Hi qui in agonis certamine mutuis inter se uerberibus
agunt, in his semper praeparare conantur, ut illata sibi ab aduersariis uerbera fortiter ferant nec
sensum doloris accipiant et est eis summa uirtus: lacertorum ictus uel calcium absque dolore
suscipere. In quibus ille est perfectior, qui ad ictum uulneris nullum recipit stimulum doloris.’
For the use of athletic metaphors in Origene see Pietro Rosa, ‘Giobbe d0Antng¢ nei Padri della
Chiesa: fortuna di un’immagine,” Adamantius 13 (2007), 152-73.

2 Compare H81Ps (f. 364r, 11. 23-4): Eotiv 18€lv &v toig Bupelikoig Gydot Tpdowna) with
H38Ps 1, 2 (Prinzivalli, 326): ‘Apud Graecos quicumque carmina uel sonos musicos conscribebant,
quibus eis uisum fuisset in agone ea canenda praestabant: et fiebat ut alius quidem coronaretur
in agone, alius autem uictori conscriberet carmen.’

30 See Orat XX 2 and XXVIII 3 and the fine analysis provided on these loci by Leonardo
Lugaresi, 1! teatro di Dio. Il problema degli spettacoli nel cristianesimo antico (II-1V secolo)
(Brescia, 2008), 514-22.

31 Origen rather means a rarer or singular explanation, as we see from Clo XIX 15, 93: éndav
5¢ dwpev &k ¢ Tapabécews TV PNTOV Ekeiva, TOTE {NTROoOUEV €1 KOl TOUTO LT AOTOV



Rediscovering Origen Today

121

he adapts and simplifies the exemplum by applying it to the monastic discourse

on the passions.

Cod. Mon. Gr. 314

Jerome, Tract. in Ps. 81

oty yopic OV sipnpévov einelv kal
el 10 mpdowna auaptwidv Aaufdavete
(Ps. 81:2b), avaxey@pnKkoOTa TOLOVTOV AOYOV'
@omep ol &ml THG OKNVAG TPOG T SPAITa,
AV LEPEAETNKOGLY, TTPOCOTA AupBavovct
VOV pev Bactrémc, VOV 8& 0ikéTov, VOV 8¢
yovaikdg, vov 8¢ olovdnmorte, kal €0tV
i0elv év 10ig Bupelikoic Gydot TpdcoTO
rappavovtag tovg dymvifopévoug.
TO100TOV TL pol VOeL kol &mi Thg Tod
kocpov Oupéing yivesOat. mévteg yap ol
adyovigopevol del tpdécono Aopupavopusy:
80V LEV Lakdplol dpev olovel TpdGOTOV
hapfévopev tob 0gob kol AEyouev: viovg
&yévvnaa Kal Bywaa, abtol 0é ue nléteaav
(Isa. 1:2). moAv, éav dikaiot (f)uav, Tpo-
conov Aappavopev Xpiotod koi dvoponot
dvteg Aéyouev: mvebua kvpiov én’ 8ué, ob
elvercey Eypiaév ue, edayyelicactar nrwyoic
arnéotalxév pue (Isa. 61:1; Luke 4:18). obt®
d¢ xal mpocwmov ddikov dikalog Aap-
Bavet, xata 1O yeypappévov kobog to
nvedpa t0 Gylov AEyer anunpov éav
arAnpbvyte Tag Kapdiag dudv (Ps. 94:7-8).
roppaver 8¢ kal mpoécomov dyyEAov
ayiov 6 &vBovoidv Gmd GyyeMKng duvh-
pemg, domep 6 Aéyov: 6 dyyehog TOL
TVELHATOG TOVU AaAODVTOG &V &pol. Tadta
UEV TEPL TNG X DPAG THG KPELTTOVOG.
g€otv 8¢ kol kot Ta Evavtio idelv OV pév
Tiva Aoppavovia tpécomov Tob dtaforov,
Ov 8¢ mpdownov Tob aviiypicTov, GALOV
npdécmrov Aoppavovto dapoviov (H8IPs,
ff. 364r 1. 12 - 365r L. 5).

Ceterum est alia interpretatio sacratior. Solet
in theatris unus homo frequenter diuersas
habere personas. Nunc ingreditur in mulie-
rem, nunc in uirum, nunc in regem; et qui in
rege processerat, rursum in seruum procedit.
Dixi exemplum ut de carnali uenire possimus
ad spiritale. Et nos diuersas personas
accipimus. Quando enim irascor, personam
leonis adsumo; quando res alienas rapio, lupi
personam adsumo, quando vero crudelis sum
et interficio, adsumo personam crudelis. Sed
quomodo qui sunt peccatores, in peccatis
habent diuersas personas, sic e contrario qui
sancti sunt, habent et ipsi diversas personas,
sed in bono. Quando elemosynam facio,
habeo personam quasi clementis; quando uero
bene iudico, habeo personam boni iudicis,
quando uero iniuriam patior et humilis sum,
habeo personam humilis. Infelix est, qui plures
in malo habet personas; felix, qui diuer-
sas personas habet in bono (Jerome, Tract. in
Ps. LXXXI, CChr.SL, Morin, 85, 75-90).

Conclusion: a familiar voice

I doubt having succeeded in presenting an orderly picture of the several argu-
ments that led me to corroborate the attribution to Origen of the new homilies.
Being obliged to make a selection of cases, I hope nevertheless that it appears

nePl TOU 00T PO AéyeTat BabvTEPOV TL PAETOVI®V. OTL € KATH AvaKe®PNKOTAG LOYOVG

Kol pn kotnpo&ELIEVOLG EPAGKOV.
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persuasive enough. Rediscovering today the author to whom I dedicated more
than two decades of my scholarly life could not but bring me to a state of mind
in which one expects to hear a voice that has become familiar. Perhaps I did not
completely resist this temptation, but I should also add that Origen always
imposes himself with a peculiar discourse reflecting his world, his doctrines and
personality. Though he never repeats himself schematically (we have extremely
few cases of mere rewriting), he is clearly recognisable from the way of speak-
ing and dealing with the contents he addresses, always with the accompaniment
of some characteristic motifs and accents. Occasionally he could also have
recourse to the mood of the ‘confession’, revealing a sharp awareness of the
many challenges for a preacher facing an audience eager of listening to an
exceptional man, as we see from the remarkable introduction to the First Hom-
ily on Psalm 67. Responding here to the praise of the ‘pope’ (ndna as the name
of the bishop, like in the Dialogue with Heraclides), who apparently had intro-
duced him with many compliments and words of great expectation for the speech
the preacher was going to deliver, Origen replies by inviting the community to
pray God together with him so that he may receive inspiration for his discourse.
The audience should then come to recognise the presence of such an inspiration
in his own words.??

Let me conclude in turn in a mood of ‘confession’, while expressing to the
Institute of Advanced Studies Jerusalem all my sentiments of sincere thanks.
During my first stay at the Institute in spring 1993, as a guest of Yoram Tsafrir’s
group on Roman and Byzantine archeology in Palestine, I wrote my first long
essay on Origen, devoted to his method of ‘questions and answers’.3

Almost twenty years later, in June 2010, at the end of an unforgettable
sabbatical spent with the colleagues of our research group on ‘Personal and
Institutional Religion’, T finished my book on Prayer according to Origen.>*
Two years later, commenting now in this familiar and amicable atmosphere on
a discovery that archaelogists are certainly able to appreciate but that I would
never have imagined myself, I should say with the subtitle of my book that
truly ‘the impossible has been made possible’.

2 H67Ps 1 (f. 83v 11. 7-23): &ya 8¢ fixovoa tdV eipnuévav ody &g 18N dviev, AL g
fikovoav ol Tatépec 6 pev lakmpP thg evAoyiog Tob “Toadk, ol 6& dddeKo TATPLAPY UL TOV
gdhoy1OV 100 TokdP. dxeivar yap al edroyior odmm pév foav mepi ToVG MOTEPUC,
TPOEPNTEVOVTO O& EcOpEVAL. OUTO O1) EVYOUEVOV DU®V EmdLd0val &V 1] EKKANGig Kol
npoenteia Eotal ta eipnpuéve OO TOL TN TEPL UDV, TPpoPNTEiD HAAAOV Eimep MG 1iOM
npocdVTa HUIV. 01d0 Yap Tt oBme E0Tiv yeyevnuéva. émel 8¢ neifopat méavta Adyov yopic
napovsiog Xpiotod TS &V T AéYovTt Kevov Kkai amd yiig sivar, ivat 8¢ adbvatov Loyov
o0paviov EMONUETY Y ®pPig TOV TEUTOVTOG avTOV [Tatpog Ocob.

3 “Quaestiones et responsiones in Origene: Prospettive di un’analisi formale dell’argomenta-
zione esegetico-teologica’ (1994).

3 La preghiera secondo Origene: I'impossibilita donata (Brescia, 2011).
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ABSTRACT

Eusebius’ story about Origen’s self-castration in literal obedience to Matthew 19:12 is
usually accepted as a standard assumption in relating the story of Origen’s life. Little
attention has been given, however, to what Origen himself says of this text in his Com-
mentary on Matthew where Origen investigates the issue of self-castration. This paper
argues that Origen applies the technical skills of ancient rhetoric to argue that (1) Jesus
never intended this text to be understood literally, and (2) anyone who so understands
it misrepresents the intention of Jesus and brings disgrace on the faith.

Eusebius made Jesus’ statement about eunuchs in Matthew 19:12 one of the
best known statements in the Bible in relation to Origen when he said that he
had applied it literally to himself as a young man.! This paper does not enter
the controversy over the trustworthiness of Eusebius’ statement, except by
implication.? It looks carefully, instead, at how Origen argues in his discus-
sion of this verse in Book 15 of his Commentary on Matthew, and argues that

' Hist. eccl. VI 8. 1. Jerome’s remark about Origen’s castration is almost certainly dependent
on Eusebius (Ep. 84.8). Epiphanius, who writes even later than Eusebius, reports three stories he
knows about Origen’s well-known celibate life: (1) he severed a nerve so he wasn’t tempted
sexually, (2) he applied a drug to his genitals which dried them up, and (3) he had discovered a
memory enhancing plant. The third report doesn’t say anything specifically about sexual matters.
After he relates this Epiphanius then remarks that he is reporting gossip and doesn’t himself trust
the accuracy of the exaggerated things said about Origen (Pan. LXIV 3.11-2).

2 For arguments in support of the accuracy of Eusebius’ story see Walter Bauer, ‘Matth.
19,12 und die alten Christen,” in Neutestamentliche Studien Georg Heinrici zu seinem 70.
Geburtstag (Leipzig, 1914), 235-44; R.P.C. Hanson, ‘A Note on Origen’s Self-Mutilation’, VC
20 (1966), 81-2; Pierre Nautin, Lettres et écrivains chrétiens des II¢ et I1I¢ siécles, Patristica II
(Paris, 1961), 121-6; G.E. Caspary, Politics and Exegesis: Origen and the Two Swords (Berke-
ley, Los Angeles, London, 1979), 55-81. Caspary straddles the fence arguing both pro and con,
and concluding that the answer will probably never be known. For arguments doubting Eusebius’
story see Henry Chadwick, Christian Thought and the Classical Tradition (Oxford, 1966), 67-8;
Robert M. Grant, ‘Eusebius and His Lives of Origen,” in Forma Futuri: Studi in Onore del Car-
dinale Michele Pellegrino (Turin, 1975), 635-49; see also Eusebius as Church Historian (Eugene,
OR, 2006; 1% published Oxford, 1980), 77-83. The arguments presented by C. Markschies, in
‘Kastration und Magenprobleme? Einige neue Blicke auf das asketische Leben des Origenes’, in
G. Heidl and R. Somos (eds), Origeniana Nona. Origen and the Religious Practice of His Time.
Papers of the 9" International Origen Congress, Pec, Hungary, Bibliotheca Ephemeeridum
Theologicarum Lovaniensium 228 (Leuven, Paris, Walpole, 2009), 255-71 do not favor the
acceptance of Eusebius’ story.

Studia Patristica LVI, 123-128.
© Peeters Publishers, 2013.



124 R.E. HEINE

his presentation draws on arguments and ways of arguing learned from the
rhetoricians.

The views of the opponents

Origen identifies three groups who had understood the eunuch saying incor-
rectly. First, there were literalists who insisted that because the first two refer-
ences to eunuchs must be understood in a physical sense, the third must be
also. These had actually, he says, ‘had the audacity to submit to physical cas-
tration’, bringing reproach and shame on themselves (ComMt 15.1). A second,
larger group read the first two eunuch sayings as physical, but understood the
third in a figurative way to refer to the cutting off of physical desires ‘by
means of the Word’. Origen recognizes that the first group, the literalists, have
the logic right rather than this group, for if the first two eunuch sayings are to
be read as referring to a physical state, then so must the third. Their error, he
says, is that ‘they have looked at the beginning of the sayings in the passage
incorrectly’ (ComMt 15.1). Finally, he mentions the Marcionites who argued
that no Scripture is to be interpreted allegorically. Therefore, the eunuch say-
ing presents the believer with the option of either submitting to such an auda-
cious action which brings disrepute on the word of God, or of applying good
reason and rejecting the saying as spurious. The Marcionites chose to be rea-
sonable and reject the saying as a genuine saying of Jesus (ComMt 15.3).

The Marcionite position is a kind of tack-on reference. Origen mentions
their view, dismisses it, and moves on. Those who allegorize the third group
of eunuchs but understand the first two to be physical are also passed over
rather quickly. Their error is that of inconsistency in their exegetical method.
There are only two consistent ways of reading Matthew 19:12. Either all three
eunuch sayings must be understood literally or they must all three be under-
stood to be figurative. Origen argues that all three eunuch sayings were
intended by Jesus to be understood tropologically.

He defines a eunuch as the man who is sexually inactive and moral. The
saying about the person born a eunuch is said to refer to men who are such ‘by
their constitution’. Those made eunuchs by men are said to be those who prac-
tice abstinence in their obedience to the teachings of Greek philosophers or
heretics, such as those mentioned in 17imothy (4:3), who ‘forbid marriage’. In
other words, they are following the teachings of men and not of God. The man
who makes himself a eunuch for the kingdom of heaven is the man who takes
‘the sword of the Spirit” and cuts off ‘the passionate faculty of the soul without
touching his body’ (ComMt 15.4). Origen does not just present an allegorical
reading and dismiss the literalist. He argues intensely against the literalist
reading. The bulk of the five chapters devoted to the eunuch sayings in the
Commentary on Matthew is an argument against the literalist reading of these
sayings.
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How does he argue?

Origen sets up his argument as a rhetorician, probably as the result of his early
Greek education in Alexandria. He says at the beginning of his argument that
the goal before him is to ‘grasp the true intention (10 dAn0&g foOAnua) of the
words in the passage’ (ComMt 15.1). His argument is focused on those inter-
preters who read all three eunuch sayings literally, and therefore, consistently.
One of the rhetorical topics used in deciding legal interpretations involved
what the rhetoricians called ‘the letter and the intent’ of a written document.
Quintillian says that this was a very frequent topic in legal disputes, many of
which turned on this issue. Consequently, he adds, it was a regular point of
discussion in the schools.®> The ‘intent of the author [voluntas scriptoris],” as
Cicero puts it, ‘is shown to be opposed to the letter of the law, so that the ques-
tion is raised whether words [verba] or meaning [sententiae) should prevail.™*
In this scenario the ‘verbal instrument is interpreted according to its spirit’ as
opposed to its letter.’ Origen is not a lawyer, of course, but a priest and scholar
of the Bible.% I think he is using, however, a version of this rhetorical argu-
ment in his attack on the literal way of understanding Jesus’ sayings about the
eunuchs.

At the head of his argument he introduces the letter-spirit contrast by citing
Paul’s words from 2Corinthians 3:6: ‘Since, then’, he says, ‘it is fitting to say
in the case of some other words not only in the Old Testament but also in the
New, “The letter kills, but the spirit gives life”, one must affirm this also in
the case of the words in the passage before us’ (ComMt 15.1). This, of course,
is one of Origen’s most frequently cited texts, but it seems to me that he uses
it very specifically here to set up a letter versus intent argument. The noun
BovAnua (intention) appears four times in the five chapters of Origen’s argu-
ment, and the verb BovAecBat (to intend/mean) appears twice.

The first step in Origen’s argument is to provide three examples of sayings
of Jesus, in addition to the eunuch saying, which are clear examples of state-
ments whose spirit is to be understood rather than their letter. The first of these
examples whose ‘letter’ kills is that about selling one’s garment in order to
buy a sword if one does not have a sword (Luke 22:35-6). ‘If someone’, Origen

3 The Institutio Oratoria of Quintillian, trans. H.E. Butler, Loeb Classical Library (Cam-
bridge, MA, London, 1953/1921), VII 6.1; vol. IIT 135.

4 Topica 25.96 in Cicero, De inventione, De optimo genere oratorum, Topica, trans.
H.M. Hubbell, Loeb Classical Library 383 (Cambridge, MA, London, 1993/1949), 457; see
also De inventione 11 40.116; 11 42.122-48.143; [Cicero] ad C. Herennium, de Ratione Dicendi
(Rhetorica ad Herennium), trans. Harry Caplan, Loeb Classical Library 403 (Cambridge, MA,
London, 1968), I 11.19; II 9.13-10.14; The Institutio Oratoria of Quintillian, VII 6.6-8.7.

5 Malcom Heath, Hermogenes On Issues (Oxford, 1995), 255.

6 Origen had been ordained by bishop Theoctistus of Caesarea prior to his move there. The
Commentary on Matthew was written late in Origen’s life at Caesarea, at approximately the same
time he was writing the Contra Celsum, which appears to have been his last work. See H.J. Vogt,
Origenes als Exeget (Paderborn, Miinchen, Wien, Ziirich, 1999), 65-7.



126 R.E. HEINE

says, ‘on the basis of Jesus’ words here, does not perceive the intention (10
BovAnua) of these words to sell his material garment and buy a murderous
sword, he will perish, and he may even perish “by the sword”, because he has
taken such a “sword” and has acted contrary to the intention of Jesus (napd
0 PovAnua), and has misinterpreted his word’ (ComMt 15.2). The second
example is Jesus’ command to his disciples ‘to greet no one on the road’
(Luke 10:4). ‘If one has not examined what Jesus intended (ti BovAdpevoc)
when he gave this command’ Jesus will appear rude and foolish. One keeping
this saying in accordance with the ‘letter’ will be killed by the ‘letter’
(ComMt 15.2). Finally, he refers to the sayings about cutting out an eye to
avoid seeing wicked things, or cutting off a hand or foot to avoid wicked
activities (Matth. 5:29-30). Such people would also be killed ‘because of the
letter’ because they focused on the ‘letter’ when they should ‘ascend to the
spirit of what is said’ (ComMt 15.2).

These examples serve in Origen’s argument to establish that it is often the
intention and not the letter of what is written that must be understood in read-
ing Scripture. He then takes up statements of Sextus and Philo, two respected
earlier exegetes. He assumes that Sextus was a Christian, for he refers to his
Sentences as ‘a book that circulates among many people as an approved
book’. Both Sextus and Philo made statements that approved of physical cas-
tration. Their statements are not to be believed ‘because they have not under-
stood the intention (10 PoOAnpa) of the sacred writings on these matters’
(ComMt 15.3).

Origen does not refer to misunderstanding the intention of Jesus in this con-
text, because neither Sextus nor Philo have any reference to Jesus’ words in
Matthew 19. He broadens the written text whose intention is not understood
here to refer to ‘the sacred writings’ in general. He then provides a series of
short arguments drawn from Scripture, popular viewpoints, and medical litera-
ture to support his argument against those Biblical interpreters who have
encouraged physical castration.

First, he argues that because abstinence is one of the fruits of the Spirit in
Galatians 5:22-3 it must be achieved as a spiritual fruit in a body that is pre-
served as male in the way God made it. Origen makes a lot out of his second
argument, which relates to facial hair. The one who does not preserve his male
body ventures ‘some other thing’ with the result that he transgresses Leviticus
19:27 which says: ‘You shall not destroy the appearance of your beard.’
Origen suggests that young men should be taught to observe this statement
literally. The eunuch’s lack of facial hair was a common joke among the pop-
ulace. In his little treatise on The Eunuch, the satirist Lucian says that a eunuch
who had been put forward as a candidate for a chair of philosophy in Athens
around AD 180 was ‘ridiculed especially for his beardlessness’. Origen’s ref-
erence to a eunuch being ‘some other thing’ than male also reflects the popular
viewpoint. Lucian says that one of the objections raised against appointing the
eunuch to the chair of philosophy was that ‘a eunuch was neither man nor
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woman but something composite, hybrid, and monstrous, alien to human
nature.”” Origen also cites what the physicians say about the movement of
sperm in relation to the growth of facial hair, and his citation is very close to
what the physician Hippocrates had said.® Further, Origen notes that eunuchs
may be afflicted with headaches, something which the second century physi-
cian Galen suggests.’

He draws two further arguments from Scripture. The first is based on the
statement in Deuteronomy 25:11-2 that if two brothers fight and the wife
of one grabs the testicles of the other, the woman’s hand is to be cut off with
no pity shown. If this is to be done for seizing a man’s genitals, Origen
asks, ‘what is to happen to the man who has handed himself over to such a
misfortune because he is ignorant of the way which leads to continence’
(ComMt 15.3)? His last argument is the reproach that will be heaped on the
eunuch by those who will quote Deuteronomy 23:1 against him: ‘A castrated
male and one who has made himself a eunuch shall not enter the assembly of
the Lord” (ComMt 15.3).

This series of arguments refutes the arguments of Sextus and Philo who
suggested physical castration as a way of maintaining morality. He states
explicitly at the beginning of chapter 3 that he is extending his argument
for the refutation (dvatponn) of the viewpoint expressed by Sextus and
Philo. The rhetoricians spoke of exercises in proof (katockevn) and refuta-
tion (dvaokevn) as a basic part of rhetorical education.'® Hermogenes
uses @vatpont|, the word which Origen uses, to define dvookegvn in his
section treating refutation and confirmation. At the end of his argument
Origen recognizes ‘that there are several plausible arguments to prove
(elg xataockevnv, the technical rhetorical term for proof) that the three
castrations are physical which the person might discover who wants to
prove this by reason’. He says he did not present these arguments for prov-
ing the point because in the process of presenting ‘arguments and their refu-
tations’, someone might find an occasion for embracing the eunuch saying
in a way Jesus did not intend (1) ... fobAetat), and he did not want to be
responsible for anyone drawing the wrong conclusion (ComMt 15.5). He is
thinking as one educated in the rhetorical school exercises of arguing for
and against a point.

Origen has argued forcefully against understanding Jesus’ saying about
eunuchs in a physical way. He applied the skills of his rhetorical education

7 Lucian, The Eunuch, trans. A.M. Harmon, Lucian 5, The Loeb Classical Library (Cam-
bridge, MA, London, 1936), 9 (p. 341) and 6 (p. 337).

8 On the Nature of the Child, ch. 20; On attitudes towards castration in the ancient medical
literature in general, see C. Markschies, ‘Kastration und Magenprobleme?’(2009), 255-71.

° Peter Brown, The Body and Society (London, Boston, 1988), 20 citing Galen, de locis affec-
tis 6.5, in C.G. Kiihn, ed. Galeni Opera VIII 417-20.

10" See, for example, [Cicero] Ad C. Herennium 111 4.8; Cicero, De inventione 1 42.78-51.96;
Hermogenes, Progymnasmata 5.
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to prove his view. I do not think he could argue the way he did if Eusebius’
statement was true that he had applied the eunuch saying physically to himself
as a young man.



Interior Landscape: Origen’s Homily 21 on Luke

Allan E. JoHNSON, Minnesota, USA

ABSTRACT

In his Homily 21 on Luke, Origen examined the text ‘Prepare a way for the Lord’ and
maintained that this ‘way’ was to be built within the human heart. But can mind and
memory be large enough that God can enter them? Origen asserted that the landscape
of the heart is indeed vast, and to demonstrate this maintained that we contain in our
memory whatever cities we have visited, and we encompass the sea. This paper exam-
ines ways in which such an ‘interior landscape’ might make sense within Origen’s
cosmology and hermeneutics. The chief points of comparison are his treatises On
Prayer and On First Principles.

In these treatises Origen described physical reality as a shadow of spiritual realities,
and things held in the mind as images of spiritual realities. Both are formed by spiritual
beings and events, but the ‘images’ of the mind can be closer than the ‘shadows’ of the
world to the true things of the spirit. The Bible provides a link connecting selected
‘shadows’ from the world of objects in motion to ‘images’ within the mind through
which we can perceive spiritual reality.

In his homilies, Origen developed this structure. He treated the events, persons and
places of the Biblical narrative as a selected group close enough in form to spiritual
truth that they can serve as clues leading our minds to deeper reality. I suggest that in
Homily 21 on Luke Origen presumed that al// memory shares in the character of
‘image,” and that for this reason he could find in memory enough significance to argue
that we contain the world we have experienced. However, apart from the images to
which Scripture guides us, the interior landscape of memory needs to be cleansed by
the Scripture. Only then will it form a true enough ‘image’ of spiritual reality to con-
tain the coming of the Lord.

In his 27 Homily on Luke Origen wrote: ‘Whatever cities we have passed
through, we have them in the soul; and their qualities and the arrangement of
streets and walls and buildings are present in our heart. The street by which we
entered, we retain in the picture and description of memory; the sea which we
sailed, we encompass in silent thought. The human heart, which can encom-
pass such things, is not small.”! He described memory as an interior landscape.

! Origen, In Lucam homilia 21.7, ed. Max Rauer, GCS 9 (Leipzig, 1930), 141,28-142,3. The
homilies have been translated from Jerome’s version by Joseph T. Lienhard, Origen: Homilies
on Luke (Washington, D.C., 1996).
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I will ask: in what sense did Origen maintain that this landscape enclosed the
world as we experience it?

The setting of this description is the coming of John the Baptist, and the call
‘Prepare the way of the Lord.” If, as Origen maintained, the ‘way’ by which
God comes is in the human heart,” and not a procession across Judean hills,
then it is necessary that the human heart — in these paragraphs, connected with
soul, thought, knowledge, and memory — have enough capacity that such a
highway can be built within it. Can memory be a place in which so grand a
thing as the Way of the Lord can be contained??

The goal of his argument is to show the possibility of human transformation
through the Word of God. In consequence, his description of memory as an
interior landscape which encompasses the whole of our world needs to be
more than an extravagant metaphor. I will maintain that in the interior land-
scape of memory Origen saw a world whose cities and ways were more sub-
stantial than the streets of Alexandria or Caesarea. He argued that the world as
we experience it in memory is indeed a reality, into which God may enter with
transforming power. I hope to show that the language of ‘interior landscape’
finds a place in Origen’s cosmology and in his interpretative theory of the
three senses of Scripture, as these are described in his treatises On First Prin-
ciples* and On Prayer.’

Origen understood our experience to be organized around three sorts of
existence. We might think of them as three interpenetrating universes sharing
a common structure, or in Origen’s terms as shadow, image, and reality.® The
physical world was, in his view, the shadow.” It is made up of things that are
material and perishable;® movement in this world is either a mechanical con-
sequence of other movement, or in the case of animals, the working of instinct.?
Like billiard balls rolling on a table, the universe of objects in motion plays
out the consequences of motion already present; the billiard balls have no voli-
tion. The physics which explains their motion is not contingent on the move-
ment of the balls; quite the reverse. Of greater interest to Origen would be the

2 Ibid. 21.5 (GCS 9, 141,13).

3 By contrast, Plotinus in Enneads IV 3.25-IV 4.11 described memory as a temporal and
therefore inferior mode of knowing; the actual presence of a vision of the divine would render
memory superfluous.

4 Origen, De principiis (Peri Archon) 1 1.7, ed. Paul Koetschau, GCS 5 (Leipzig, 1913),
23,15-29; ibid. 1II i.2-5 (GCS 5, 196,3-201,23); 1V ii.6-9 (GCS 5, 315,4-321,36); IV iii.8-9
(GCS 5, 333,29-337,11).

5 Origen, Prayer (Peri Euches) 16.2-17.1, ed. Paul Koetschau, GCS 2 (Leipzig, 1899),
336,21-339,5.

6 Jean Daniélou, Gospel Message and Hellenistic Culture, trans. John Austin Baker (Philadel-
phia, 1973), 288; Bertrand de Margerie, The Greek Fathers, trans. Leonard Maluf (Petersham,
Mass., 1993), 97.

7 Origen, Prayer (Peri Euches) 17.1 (GCS 2, 338,6-339,5).

8 Ibid. 23.3 (GCS 2, 351,4-7).

9 Ibid. 6.1 (GCS 2, 311,16-312,10); Origen, De principiis 111 i.2 (GCS 5, 196,3-197,23).
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person with the pool cue. Thinking beings bring to the universe of objects a
volition and choice which cannot be explained within the parameters of physi-
cal consequence.'? Events within the universe of the mind and in the memory
can cause events within the world of objects in motion which would not oth-
erwise be possible. A thinking observer can turn attention to corporeal objects
and see them; the object has no choice in this.!!

As thinking beings stand to the universe of moving objects, so spiritual real-
ity stands to the world of memory and choice;'? the mind of a thinking being
has a certain affinity with spiritual realities,'? but it does not cause nor control
them. The center of spiritual reality is Christ; Origen understood the crucifix-
ion and resurrection, while enacted in time and space, to be also the pivot-
point of all spiritual reality.'* Next in order of reality would be the universe of
thinking beings, their understandings and emotions, attitudes and longings.
Third comes what happens when physical objects move; the universe of seas
and cities, beasts and seasons, exodus and exile. The cross of Jesus slashes like
a spike through all the levels of being; this is the heart of spiritual reality, and
it happened on a Friday within time just outside the city of Jerusalem.' In this
framework, the universe of objects in motion is a less active reality than the
universe of thinking beings, which is itself formed by the universe of spiritual
reality and can potentially perceive it.'

In his treatise On Prayer'” Origen developed the metaphor of shadow and
object as a way to think about God’s answer to prayer. A prayer for ‘daily’
bread,'8 for example, would always be granted; but God’s primary gift would
be spiritual nourishment which might or might not be accompanied by the
physical object, ‘bread.’!® Origen noted that even within our ordinary experi-
ence a loaf of bread might have a larger or smaller shadow, or even none at all,

10 Origen, In Lucam homilia 11.1 (GCS 9, 77,10-5); Origen, De principiis 1 1.7 (GCS 5,
23,15-29), IIT 1.3-5 (GCS 5, 196,11-201,23).

"' Origen, In Lucam homilia 3.1 (GCS 9, 20,8-22).

12 Ibid. 3.1-3 (GCS 9, 20,8-22,21).

13 Origen, De principiis 11.7 (GCS 5, 23,15-29).

14 Origen, In Iesu Nave homilia 7.3, ed. W.A. Baehrens, GCS 7 (Leipzig, 1921), 330,10-23, 8.3
(GCS 7, 338,7-18), 8.6 (GCS 7, 342,10-9). Origen understood Colossians 2:15 to refer to crucifix-
ion, resurrection, and ascension in the phrase ‘the Cross’ — ‘triumphing over them in it’; see
Origen, Commentary on John VI lv-lvii (37), ed. Paul Koetschau, GCS 4 (Leipzig, 1903), 164,12-
165,30. A similar use can be found in Epiphanius Panarion 1l v.73,5-6, tr. Frank Williams,
The Panarion of Epiphanius of Salamis, Books Il and IIl (Leiden, 1994), 292-3.

15 Ibid. 2.1 (GCS 7, 296,12-5); see also Allan E. Johnson, ‘In the Name of Jesus: Conse-
quences of Preaching in Origen’s Homilies on Joshua’, SP 46 (2010), 223-4, and Elizabeth Ann
Dively Lauro, The Soul and Spirit of Scripture within Origen’s Exegesis (Boston, 2005), 70-1.

16 Qrigen, De principiis 11.7 (GCS 5, 23,15-29), id., In Lucam homilia 3.1-3 (GCS 9, 20,8-
22,21).

17 Origen, Prayer 16.2-17.2 (GCS 2, 336,21-340,2).

18 Origen, like Jerome in the Vulgate of Marthew, understood epiousion to mean ‘super-
substantial’ rather than ‘daily.” See Prayer 27.1-13 (GCS 2, 363,23-375,19).

19 Ibid. 17.1-2 (GCS 2, 338,6-340,2).
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depending on the angle of the sun.?° The value of the bread is not changed by
the size of the shadow; and neither is the shadow an independent thing which
could be separated from the bread. To give the bread is also to give whatever
shadow may be incidental to it.?!

So the universe of objects in motion shares a common structure with the
universe of thinking beings and the universe of spiritual reality. They are not
independent variables. Origen made this explicit in an earlier paragraph of
Homily 21 on Luke, quoting the book of Wisdom: ‘He gave me true knowledge
of those things that are: to know the reason for the world, and the powers of
the elements, the beginning and end and middle of times ... the course of the
year, the positions of the stars, the natures of animals, passions of beasts, the
power of the winds and the thoughts of men...’??> Objects move as they must;
the reasons why they move may be perceived within the universe of thought.
A thinking being, capable of choice, can introduce events into the world of
objects which could not happen within a merely mechanical universe. And
likewise, the universe of spiritual reality can introduce possibilities into the
universe of thinking beings which would not otherwise be present.

The levels of reality are not disconnected from each other; neither are they
so much connected that spiritual truth can be rashly read off from the world we
see. On the one hand, in Origen’s schema, even the physical world has know-
able reasons for the way it works. There are cycles and patterns and powers
which can be understood. Yet on the other hand, the universe of objects is a
world of flux and dissolution, far more fragile than the reasons with which
God moves in it; earth, history, and bodies are at best the shadows of a stronger
thing.

Much of this visualization would be familiar from Plato.?? Origen, however,
introduced a new element in his understanding of the Bible as something like
a mathematical ‘mapping function’ establishing relationships of structure
which persist across the three categories of reality with which he’s working.
The universe of objects in motion is shaped by intelligible patterns perceptible
in the universe of thinking beings, and by the volition of such beings; and that
universe in turn is shaped by spiritual realities. Under most circumstances, by
the time the reality of objects in motion is reached, the underlying patterns are
too blurred to see; is the shadow on the wall that of a hand or of a deformed
rabbit? However, Origen found in Hebrews a description of the Law as the
‘image and shadow’ of heavenly things.?* In Origen’s vocabulary ‘image’ and

20 Ibid. 17.1 (GCS 2, 338,8-12).

21 Ibid. 16.2 (GCS 2, 337,1-5).

22 Origen, In Lucam homilia 21.6 (GCS 9, 141,15-26), quoting Wisdom 7:17-20.

23 See Plato’s allegory of the cave, in Politeia VII. Plotinus directly referred to this passage
in Enneads IV 8.1, and alluded to it elsewhere; ibid. IV 3.10, IV 8.4, VI 2.7. Philo developed
similar language of the physical world as a shadow of the divine; see Legum allegoriarum
3.xxxii (97-99), ibid. 3.xxxiii (100-103).

24 Hebrews 8:5; see Origen, De principiis IV ii.6 (GCS 5, 315,4-317,27).
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‘shadow’ are quite distinct. The Bible is an image, within the universe percep-
tible to thinking beings, of spiritual reality.>> The narrative of the Bible, cho-
sen from events within the world of objects in motion, has selected events in
which the shadows of history are still clear enough to point the mind toward
the work of God.?® Both shadow and image are shaped by the structure of
spiritual reality; the Bible identifies elements of that structure which thinking
beings are able to perceive. Events of the universe of bodies which Scripture
records construct a vocabulary in which the true connections between spiritual
reality, the truths known in the mind, and the movement of bodies can be iden-
tified.

With this in mind, we return to the ‘cities’ with which Origen has populated
the interior landscape of memory. Origen interpreted the cities of the Biblical
narrative as exemplars of spiritual forces.?” That is, they exist in the intelligible
realm, and cast shadows in history which we know as Babylon and Zion. To
perceive the ‘true knowledge of those things that are’ and the ‘reason’ for
Babylon and Zion is to explore within the universe of memory a city whose
significance outlasts ruined stone or mud brick walls and whose inhabitants
are thinking beings making choices.

I suggest that Origen would have understood the cities Alexandria and Cae-
sarea as qualitatively like the cities interpreted by Scripture; their earthly
existence is a shadow of something more permanent. The difference is that in
this case Scripture provides no guide to the meaning of the shadows. Never-
theless, the image and picture of these cities preserved in memory, existing as
it does within the universe of thinking beings, would have a significance of its
own. It would be at least a groping toward some spiritual structure and com-
munity of volition, of which Alexandria would be a blurred shadow.

So the landscape of memory is, for Origen, a real landscape, and represents
something authentic in the structure of reality. What, then, is implied by
Origen’s assertion that this interior landscape is a large enough world that the
Way of the Lord can be built in it? He offered one further proviso.

‘If the human heart is pure, it is great and broad and spacious.’?® The inte-
rior landscape of memory is significant only to the degree that it is a true
image of the structures of spiritual reality. Memories and intellectual structures
built up on illusion, even though they subsist within the universe of thinking
beings, would be images of shadows, built up wrong way round. They are

25 Philo proposed a similar tripartite relationship among God, God’s Word, and the physical
universe, in Legum allegoriarum 3.xxxi (95-96). However, in Philo’s terminology the Word of
God was God’s “shadow,” and the archetype and pattern after which other things were made.

26 QOrigen, De principiis IV ii.9 (GCS 5, 321,11-5, 32-6).

27 Ibid. 1V iii.8-9 (GCS 5, 333,29-337,11) and Origen, In Iesu Nave homilia 15.3 (GCS 7,
386,12-387,9); see also Allan E. Johnson, ‘In the Name of Jesus’ (2010), 227.

28 Origen, In Lucam homilia 21.6 (GCS 9, 141,15-6).
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structures of deceit which ought to be torn down, so that the Way of the Lord
can be prepared.?

It was Origen’s conviction that in the midst of faithful, careful study of the
Scripture®® the power of the Lord would descend?! into the cities of memory.
Spiritual reality would always be more powerful than structures in the mind,
of more significance than objects and their shadows. He understood the Cross
of Christ to be the central spiritual event piercing all levels of reality and
defining them; it was the heart of what is truly spiritual, the key to unlock the
secrets of the mind, and also an event driven by the will of God within the
world of objects. As mind and heart and choices are reconstructed around the
Cross, God’s power purifies the universe of thought, and the landscape of
memory can become a world re-made.

2 Origen, In lesu Nave homilia 13.4 (GCS 7, 374,13-5), 18.3 (GCS 7, 409,1-3); see also
Allan E. Johnson, ‘In the Name of Jesus’ (2010), 225-6.

30 See A.D. Lauro, Soul and Spirit of Scripture (2005), 76-8, and Rowan A. Greer, Early
Biblical Interpretation (Philadelphia, 1986), 180.

31 Origen, In Lucam homilia 21.4 (GCS 9, 139,13-8).



The ‘Two Ways’ Tradition in Origen’s Commentary on
Romans

Stephen BAGBY, Durham, UK

ABSTRACT

Scattered references to the ‘two ways’ teaching in Origen’s Commentary on Romans
offer clues to his unique appropriation of this tradition. Origen inherits familiar ‘two
ways’ themes from the second century (baptismal catechesis, angels and demons, virtue
and vice lists), but situates them firmly within his trichotomous anthropology. This
gives him the structure to show the soul’s choice in adjudicating between spirit and
flesh. This emphasis on the freedom of the will is in response to his Gnostic opponents
and their doctrine of fixed natures. Origen’s approach therefore allows the ‘two ways’
teaching to have a proper theological basis while still retaining its basic characteristics.
This paper isolates two salient and several ancillary texts where Origen consistently
uses this tradition to bolster his doctrine of free will.

Drawing from the Old and New Testaments as well as extra-biblical sources,
Christians in the early church often framed the ethical life in categories or ways
opposed to one another. This ‘two ways’ teaching showed a measure of elastic-
ity in meeting the needs of different communities. For instance, this form of
exhortation is utilized by the editor of the Didache to articulate a Christian ethic
within a baptismal catechesis.' The ‘two ways’ tradition in the Epistle of Barn-
abas, according to James Carleton Paget, has the threefold purpose of facilitat-
ing the correct interpretation of the law, acting as a homiletical exhortation to
strengthen covenantal identity, and correcting possible anti-nomian tendencies
within his community.? By the third century Origen takes the ‘two ways’ tradi-
tion in yet another direction. His lifelong polemic against various shades of
determinism found its greatest expression in his Commentary on Romans, a
work he admits is composed to counter the Gnostic doctrine of natures espoused

! Kurt Niederwimmer, The Didache: A Commentary, trans. Linda M. Maloney, ed. Harold
W. Attridge, Hermeneia (Minneapolis, 1998), 30-41, 59-124; Jonathan Draper, ‘Barnabas and the
Riddle of the Didache Revisited’, JSNT 58 (1995), 89-113, 96.

2 James Carleton Paget, The Epistle of Barnabas: Outlook and Background, WUNT 64
(Ttibingen, 1994), 62f. Jonathan Draper sees the ‘two ways’ in Barnabas as the exemplification of
an emerging ascetic program, that is, ‘advanced “gnosis” for secondary socialization’, ‘Barnabas’
(1995), 97. Ronald Heine has outlined Origen’s relationship to the Epistle of Barnabas in Origen:
Scholarship in the Service of the Church (Oxford, 2010), 34-42.
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by the trio of Basilides, Valentinus, and Marcion.? In this commentary the ‘two
ways’ ethic emerges as a way to articulate his doctrine of free will over against
Gnostic determinism. He understands Paul’s moral exhortations to imply that
the soul must adjudicate between opposing moral paths, and these paths are
often understood through our own tripartite makeup, that is, the soul chooses
between flesh and spirit. Through the exhortations and the tripartite anthropol-
ogy the ‘two ways’ tradition now has both the impetus and functional apparatus
appropriate to such an ethic. Below I would like to examine two key passages
and a few ancillary texts where Origen uses the ‘two ways’ to advance his
doctrine of free will.

The first salient reference to the ‘two ways’ occurs early in the commen-
tary through his exegesis of Romans 1:24, where God is said to have ‘handed
them over to the desires of their hearts to impurity, to the mutual degrading
of their bodies.” This language of God’s judgment recalls for Origen the
profound differences between Gnostic and Christian conceptions of God.
Marcion’s failure to acknowledge the goodness of God through his judgment
is for Origen the manifestation of a deficient anthropology. Origen’s answer
is to explain that every individual is made up of spirit, soul, and flesh,* and
this anthropological structure gives the ‘two ways’ a tangible, if still tenden-
tial, mode of expression.

[A]s we find in many scriptural passages, there are angels who are patrons and helpers
for both sides, or rather for the two ways (‘utriusque uiae’). For the devil and his angels
and all the evil spirits in the heavenly regions together with all the principalities and
powers and rulers of the infernal parts of this world against whom human beings must
do battle support the flesh in its lust against the spirit. But on the other hand, all the
good angels support the spirit as it struggles against the flesh and attempt to summon
the human soul, which is intermediate, to itself.

3 Henri Crouzel rightly questions the extent to which Origen had first-hand knowledge of these
three ‘Gnostics’, Origen, trans. A.S. Worrall (Edinburgh, 1989), 153f. For Marcion as a proponent
of the Gnostic doctrine of natures see Comm. in Rom. 11 10.2 (2.7 Hammond Bammel). For the
Gnostic doctrine of natures elsewhere see De princ. 11 9.5 and III 1.8.

4 Origen, Comm. in Rom. 1 18.5. For studies on Origen’s tripartite anthropology see Henri
Crouzel, Théologie de I’'image de Dieu chez Origéne (Paris, 1956); Origen (1989), 87-98;
‘L’anthropologie d’Origene: de l’arche au telos’, in Ugo Bianchi (ed.), Arche e Telos:
I’antropologia di Origene e di Gregorio di Nissa (Milan, 1981), 36-57; Henri de Lubac, Theology
in History, trans. Anne Englund Nash (San Francisco, 1996), 136-44; and Jacques Dupuis,
L’Esprit de I’homme: Etude sur I’anthropologie religieuse d’Origéne (Bruges, 1967), 62-89.
Origen rules out the Platonic tripartite structure in De princ. Il 4.1. For a construal of Origen’s
tripartite structure in his other works see, e.g., In Jo. 1 229; De princ. 11 8.4; 111 4.1; IV 2.4.

5 Origen, Comm. in Rom. 1 18.6. The critical edition is Der Rémerbriefkommentar des Ori-
genes: Kritische Ausgabe der Ubersetzung Rufins, Buch 1-3, 4-6, 7-10, AGLB 16, 33, 34, ed.
Caroline P. Hammond Bammel, H.J. Frede and H. Stanjek (Freiberg im Breisgau, 1990-98); ET:
Origen: Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans, Books 1-5, 6-10, trans. Thomas P. Scheck,
FOTC 103, 104 (Washington, D.C., 2001-2); (1.21 Hammond Bammel). All translations Scheck
unless otherwise noted.
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By arguing that the soul has morally opposing ways to follow spirit or flesh,®
Origen places the onus on the individual instead of God. Whereas Marcion
locates evil in the deity, Origen locates it in the free choices of a soul. Here the
dynamic quality of Origen’s anthropology comes to the forefront because the
soul is always measured exclusively through its moral action.” Since this
anthropology values choice and action, the ‘two ways’ ethic marks out clearly
delineated courses for action as we can see from his use of Scripture. He cites
Deuteronomy 30:15: ‘See, I have set before you life and death’ and Sirach
15:16: ‘[He has placed] fire and water [before you]’, to buttress his argument
that the soul is always presented with clearly defined options or ways, and is
free and expected to respond to one of them.® What remains central is the soul’s
freedom of choice (‘libertas arbitrii’) and the ‘two ways’ ethic simply func-
tions as the necessary outcropping of such an anthropology.’

The second conspicuous ‘two ways’ text is found in Book Six of the com-
mentary and follows another protracted explication of his tripartite anthropol-
ogy that seeks to counter these deterministic schemes.!® Paul’s dichotomy in
Romans 6:19, where the Apostolic exhortation takes the form of transitioning
from ‘slaves to impurity’ into ‘slaves of righteousness’, affords Origen the
opportunity to incorporate an apparent baptismal catechesis of unknown prov-
enance. Thus the Pauline dichotomy is for Origen the occasion for exploiting
the ‘two ways’ tradition for its latent exhortative power. For example Origen’s
form of this catechesis begins:

A little while ago your feet were running off to the temples of demons; now let them
run to the Church of God. Previously they were running off to shed blood; now let them
run out to save it. Earlier your hands were stretched forth to plunder the property of
others; now stretch them forth to lavish your own goods upon others. Previously your
eyes were looking around for a woman or some property to lust after; now let them
look around for the poor, the weak, the needy, in order to show them mercy. Your ears

6 Comm. in Rom. 1 18.6 (1.21 Hammond Bammel).

7 See H. Crouzel, Origeén (1989), 88, where he is careful to note that Origen’s tripartite anthro-
pology retains its ontological basis. See also J. Dupuis, L’Esprit de I’homme (1967), 62; Theresia
Heither, Translatio Religionis: Die Paulusdeutung des Origenes in seinem Kommentar zum
Romerbrief, Bonner Beitrige zur Kirchengeschichte 16 (Cologne, 1990), 198.

8 Comm. in Rom. 1 18.7 (1.21 Hammond Bammel). For the use of Deut. 30:15 to promote free
will see Philo, Quod Deus 50, Clement, Prot. 10, Origen, De princ. 1II 1.6 and Dial. 27.9-15:
‘Let us therefore take up eternal life. Let us take up that which depends upon our decision. God
does not give it to us. He sets it before us. “Behold, I have set life before thy face.” It is in our
power to stretch out our hand, to do good works, and to lay hold on life and deposit it in our soul’,
Dialogue with Heraclides, trans. Henry Chadwick, Alexandrian Christianity, LCC (Louisville,
1977). Sebastian Brock argues that the ‘two ways’ tradition has its roots in Jewish reflection on
Deut. 30:15, 19, ‘The Two Ways and the Palestinian Targum’, in P.R. Davies and J.L. White (eds),
A Tribute to Geza Vermes: Essays in Jewish and Christian Literature and History, JISOTSup 100
(Sheffield, 1990), 139-52. Sir. 15:16 appears only here in Origen’s corpus.

9 Comm. in Rom.118.7-9 (1.21 Hammond Bammel).

10 See ibid. VI 1.5; VI 3.5 (6.1; 6.3 Hammond Bammel).
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were formerly thrilled by listening to worthless talk and derogatory remarks about good
men; let them now be converted to hearing the word of God, to the explanation of the
law, and to receiving wisdom’s instruction. Let the tongue, which was accustomed to
abuse, cursing, and obscene speech, now be converted to blessing the Lord at all times.
Let it bring forth wholesome and sincere speech so that it might give grace to the hear-
ers and speak truth with its neighbor.!!

This passage is noteworthy for its strong conversion language, and this language
alerts the reader to how the ‘two ways’ ethic becomes a demonstrable defense of
his anthropology.'? Having already situated his tripartite anthropology (VI 1.5)
he now offers the reason for the inclusion of this ‘two ways’ catechesis.

Moreover, observe how everywhere through these matters he [Paul] notes the freedom
of the will (‘arbitrii libertatem’) and shows that everyone has it within his own power
(‘in sua potestate’) that the services he was previously paying out to iniquity for inig-
uity should be paid out to righteousness and sanctification, once one’s purpose has been
converted to better things. This could not be done at all if one’s nature were fighting
against this, as some think, or if the course of the stars opposed it.'?

Both here and his earlier reflections on this matter in Book Six show a dual
concern for a close reading of Paul and a lack of compulsion through nature or
astrological determinism.!* This ongoing polemic continually frustrates Origen
insofar as his Gnostic opponents fail to deduce free will from Scripture’s abun-
dant exhortative language. '3

These two examples show Origen’s familiarity with and exploitation of an
abiding ‘two ways’ tradition. He has of course already utilized this tradition in
his Alexandrian work On First Principles as well as his more recent Homilies
on Numbers.'® These two works show a greater emphasis on the role of good

' Ibid. VI 4.2 (6.4 Hammond Bammel).

12 See ibid. IV 12.1 (4.12 Hammond Bammel) where Origen argues that the Gnostics have no
theology of reconciliation and therefore fail to account for Paul’s teaching in Rom. 5:10.

13 Origen, Comm. in Rom. VI 4.2 (6.4 Hammond Bammel). For the philosophical and theo-
logical background of stars in Origen’s thought see Alan Scott, Origen and the Life of the Stars:
A History of an Idea (Oxford, 1994). See also Hom. I-14 in Ezech. 1 10.2.

14 “Therefore it is established from these words in which Paul says, “to whom you present
yourselves for obedience as slaves, you are slaves of the one whom you obey, either of sin or of
righteousness,” that we present ourselves by our own accord, with no one forcing us either to
serve sin or righteousness, through our obedience. Therefore we ought always to remember these
things and not bring forth worthless complaints as an excuse for sin: “I sinned because the devil
made me do it!” or, “under the compulsion of nature!” or, “my fated condition!” or, “[I sinned
due to] the course of the stars!” Rather, listen to the frank opinion of Paul in which he says, “to
whom you present yourselves for obedience as slaves, you are slaves of the one whom you obey,
either of sin or of righteousness”’, Comm. in Rom. VI 3.5 (6.3 Hammond Bammel).

15 See also ibid. VI 3.3 (6.3 Hammond Bammel).

16 Pierre Nautin dates the Homilies on Numbers between 238-244, Origéne: Sa vie et son
ceuvre (Paris, 1977), 405. For a brief overview of the ‘two ways’ tradition in early Christianity
see, William S. Babcock, ‘Sin’, in Everett Ferguson (ed.), Encyclopedia of Early Christianity
(New York, 21999), 1059-60.



The ‘Two Ways’ Tradition in Origen’s Commentary on Romans 139

and bad angels acting to advise and ‘provoke’ (‘provocent’) the soul.!” Though
we have seen that Origen mentions angelic activity in our first text, he finds
little use for it in the commentary.'® Instead, he is more inclined to interiorize
these advisors insofar as the body and spirit act as the soul’s counselors
(‘consiliariis®)." Since body and spirit serve as useful images of vice and vir-
tue, every articulation of his tripartite anthropology is also an exercise in eth-
ics.?’ So when he explains how the soul stands midway between flesh and
spirit, it ‘joins itself either to the flesh, thus becoming one with the flesh, or it
associates itself with the spirit and becomes one with the spirit.”?! Again in
Book Six he calls the soul a mean between flesh and the Spirit (‘spiritum’)*?

17 Origen, Hom. I-28 in Num. XX 3.5-8,7: ‘For the soul obeys either good or evil advisors of
its own accord’, Homilies on Numbers/Origen, trans. Thomas P. Scheck, ACT (Downers Grove,
IL, 2009). In De princ. 111 3.4-5 he says that either ‘wicked spirits’ take possession of the mind,
thus ‘persuading it to evil’, or that man receives ‘energy, i.e., the working, of a good spirit, when
he is stirred and incited to good, and is inspired to heavenly or divine things; as the holy angels
and God Himself wrought in the prophets, arousing and exhorting them by their holy suggestions
to a better course of life,” Origen: On First Principles, trans. G.W. Butterworth (Gloucester, MA,
1973). See also Manual of Discipline (1QS) 3.18-26.

18 QOrigen offers one more allusion to angelic activity in the Commentary on Romans when
commenting on Rom. 2:5f., and speaking of the eschaton, he remarks: ‘Now whether those who
are now with Christ, do anything and labor on our behalf in imitation of the angels who attend to
the service of our salvation; or, on the other hand, whether even sinners, themselves without
bodies, do anything in accordance with the intention of their own mind in no less imitation of the
evil angels with whom they are to be cast into the eternal fire, as was indeed said by Christ; let
his too be kept among the hidden things of God’, Comm. in Rom. 11 4.6 (2.4 Hammond Bammel).
Despite the lack of emphasis on angels and demons in the ‘two ways’ teaching in the Commentary
on Romans, they do play a considerable role in his overall theology. See Jean Daniélou, Gospel
Message and Hellenistic Culture, trans. John Austin Baker (London, 1964), 434-41; Origéne
(Paris, 1948), 219-47.

19 Origen, Comm. in Rom. 1 18.9 (1.21 Hammond Bammel). Henri Crouzel notes the reason
for the soul’s inherent instability when noting, ‘the soul is both the scene and the stake, and it is
the soul, with its free will, that has to decide for one or the other. In itself, by reason of the two
elements or tendencies that divide it, the soul is in league with both sides’, Origen (1989), 92.

20 Here (I 18.9; 1.21 Hammond Bammel) Origen (Rufinus?) equivocates in his otherwise
fairly consistent usage terminology of seeing the body (corporis) as positive or neutral (e.g.,
1 18.10; VII 4.3; VII 5.9-11), and the flesh (carnem) as negative (e.g., II 11.2; II 13.26; IV 8.1;
V 1.16; VI 1.9; VII 12.12; IX 33.1). When speaking of Jesus Christ, Origen uses corporis and
carnem interchangeably, appraising both in wholly positive terms in order to undermine the
docetic threat posed by his Gnostic opponents. See e.g. III 10.5; IV 2.5; IV 8.9-10; V 8.10; VI
7.4; VII 13.8; VIII 5.2; VIII 8.2, 12; VIII 10.7; 1X 30.3; X 8.2; X 43.3-5.

21 Ibid. 1 5.3 (1.7 Hammond Bammel), italics mine. Cécile Blanc explains: ‘On ne peut donc
jouir a la fois des délices de la chair et des délices de ’esprit, car ce qui est avantageux a I’un est
nuisible a I’autre: de méme que les désirs de la chair s’opposent aux désirs de 1’esprit, de méme
la loi qui est dans nos members s’oppose a loi de notre raison’, ‘L’attitude d’Origéne a 1’égard
du corps et de la chair’, SP 17 (1982), 850.

22 QOrigen is not always clear in distinguishing the ontology and activity of the human spirit
and the Holy Spirit. For the relationship between the two in Origen’s thought see Maureen
Beyer Moser, Teacher of Holiness: The Holy Spirit in Origen’s Commentary on the Epistle to
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and says, ‘if it unites itself with the flesh to obey the desire of sin, it becomes
one body with it; but if it unites itself with the Lord it becomes one spirit
(‘spiritus’) with him.”?® For Origen to choose spirit is to choose life, that is
Christ, and to choose flesh is to choose death, that is the devil.*

The ‘two ways’ ethic is woven seamlessly into the commentary as Origen
uses a variety of images to convey the different ways. So as body and spirit
recede into the background other concepts take their places for the free soul to
choose. In Romans 11 he finds Paul’s teaching on the olive trees to serve as a
rebuttal to the doctrine of natures espoused by Valentinus and Basilides as well
as being an expression of the ‘two ways.’

[Slince there is one nature for all rational beings, the choice of each — the liberty of
the impulse of each is distributed equally — when summoned by the power of choice,
and by guiding the soul subjected to them either toward virtue or toward evil desire,
creates the species of a good tree or an evil tree ... And in this way, each person,
according to the impulses of his own purpose, will be designated [either] a good olive
tree, if he travels down the road of virtue, or a wild olive tree, if he follows the oppo-
site [path].»

Finally, many of Origen’s reflections on Paul’s teaching regarding sinful
humanity reveal a conscious attempt to clarify his theology in relation to the
Gnostics. In his exegesis of Romans 3:12 he is careful to state that our rational
natures were a good creation and were set on the right path (‘uia’) as a gift
from the Creator. But Adam turned from the ‘right road’ (‘uia recta’) in Para-
dise to the ‘wrong and tortuous paths of mortal life (‘prauas et tortuosas mor-
talis uitae semitas’).”*® Consequently, all who come in succession from Adam
(“ex ipsius successione’) have turned aside and follow the opposing way, lead-
ing him to remark: ‘[N]o longer do they open their mouths and express the

the Romans (Piscataway, NJ, 2005), 55-69, where she concludes: ‘The human spirit is the
individual person’s potential for participation in God’s Spirit, a participation that must be
learned and developed over a lifetime. For this reason, the human spirit itself is never opposed
to God’s Spirit, rendering such distinctions irrelevant in Origen’s descriptions of the human
spiritual journey’, 68.

2 Origen, Comm. in Rom. V1 1.5 (6.1 Hammond Bammel), italics mine. Paul’s language in
Rom. 8:4 (‘who walk not according to the flesh but according to the Spirit’) brings to the forefront
the opposing ways of interpreting Scripture. Origen says the law of Moses has been placed in the
middle ‘between us and the Jews’. The one who understands the law according to the flesh ‘does
not come to Christ who is life’. But the one who spiritually interprets the law ‘possesses life and
peace, which is Christ’, VI 12.6 (6.12 Hammond Bammel). See also I 10.2.

24 Ibid. 1 18.7 (1.21 Hammond Bammel). See also III 5.2 (3.2 Hammond Bammel): ‘Pax
nostra Christus est; uia ergo pacis uia Christi est.

25 Ibid. VIII 11.4 (8.10 Hammond Bammel), italics mine. See VIII 11.7 (8.10 Hammond Bam-
mel) where Origen insists that ‘freedom of will always abides in nature’. For examples of how
free will operates in Origen’s writings see e.g. Hom. 1-9 in Jud. V1 2; De princ. 111 1.1-24; Hom.
1-14 in Ezech. 13.8.

26 Qrigen, Comm. in Rom. III 3.1 (3.2 Hammond Bammel).
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word of God, the living word, but instead they open their throats and express
the dead word, the word of the devil.”?” Origen sketches his doctrine of sin
through the opposing ways in a similar fashion in his long reflection on Adam’s
transgression in Romans 5:12-4. Since humanity is both descended from and
instructed by Adam, choosing the way of the Lord is not guaranteed. Adam’s
example, coupled with individual freedom (‘/ibertas’), produces a person who
‘either goes the way (‘uiam’) of his fathers, as is written of several kings, or
... advances along the road (‘uia’) of his Lord God.’?® The ‘two ways’ dilemma
thus derives from and finds its exemplar in Adam. In this life and for these
reasons the conflicted soul must continually choose between opposing ways.
Free will is only restrained in the eschaton to those for whom the will finds
fulfillment through the complete love for God, thus rendering impossible any
ability to sin.?

This ‘two ways’ teaching is ubiquitous in the Commentary on Romans and
to a large extent characterizes Origen’s approach to ethics.’® The emphasis on
contraries gives strength to his doctrine of free will and makes explicit what
was usually implicit in second century expressions of this tradition. But this
emphasis on anthropology and ethics always serves the greater purpose of
advancing a cogent theodicy in response to his adversaries. By placing the
emphasis on the free will of the soul to choose, Origen’s refutation of the
Gnostic doctrine of natures successfully navigates this theodicy in the direction of
absolving God of any evil while highlighting his providential care for creation.’!

27 Ibid. 111 3.3 (3.2 Hammond Bammel).

28 Ibid. V 1.35 (5.1 Hammond Bammel); see also 1Kgs. 15:26, 34.

2 Origen, Comm. in Rom. V 10.15 (5.10 Hammond Bammel). My thanks to Elizabeth Ann
Dively Lauro for clarification on this idea.

30" “This is why it seems to me that the Apostle understood that either righteousness or unright-
eousness must dwell in a person who has cognizance, through being old enough to distinguish
good and evil. If this is so, no soul can be found without one of the two dwelling in it; and it is
certain that if that [soul] should desist from evil, it would then be found in the good’, ibid. IV
1.17 (4.1 Hammond Bammel). See also IV 7.6. For free will as fundamental for ethics see I 18.7.

31U Ibid. V 1.37; V 3.6, 7; V 7.8; VIII 9.4 and De princ. 1 3.5.
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ABSTRACT

The fragments on 1Corinthians published by C. Jenkins over one century ago (1908-9)
are generally attributed to the homiletical rather than to the commentary genre. Should
it really be homiletical material, this series would be among the most outstanding
evidence until now — despite the selection due to the catena compilation — of Origen’s
limited preaching preserved in the original language. The almost complete silence of
the tradition regarding Origen’s work, not only concerning the genre but the very exist-
ence of such a homiletical cycle or a commentary, makes both solutions a priori equally
possible. A verification in order to confirm one or the other hypotheses is therefore
necessarily entrusted to internal criticism. The present contribution assumes that the
formal elements previously interpreted as indices of an oral origin of the catena fragments
on 1Corinthians must not be strictly taken in that sense. On the contrary, it should be
admitted that FrCor show some typical commentary features, not compatible with any
of Origen’s known series of homelies.

1. A testimony of exceptional value

The importance of Origen’s fragmentary texts concerning the 1Corinthians is
mainly linked to the considerable amount of these texts, which immediately
stands out after a quick comparison with the remaining works concerning Paul’s
exegesis.

The byzantine catenae, in the original Greek version have preserved us rather
ample portions of Origen’s interpretation, especially regarding three Pauline
letters: Ephesians, 1Corinthians and Romans. In the early years of the twentieth
century these three series of exegetical fragments were published by different
scholars in Oxford’s Journal of Theological Studies. Despite their limits, these
editions have been an important base of reference until the present.! The fact
that they were published in the same Journal also enables us to make a rapid
comparison of the extension of the three works based on their respective num-
ber of pages: while the text about Romans takes up 37 pages, and the one

! In order of edition: J.A.F. Gregg, ‘The commentary of Origen upon the Epistle to the Ephe-
sians’, JTS 3 (1902), 234-44, 398-420, 554-76; C. Jenkins, ‘Origen on 1% Corinthians’, JTS 9
(1908), 232-47, 353-72, 500-14; 10 (1909), 29-51; A. Ramsbotham, ‘The commentary of Origen
on the Epistle to the Romans’, JTS 13 (1911-2), 209-24, 357-68; 14 (1912-3), 10-22.

Studia Patristica LVI, 143-156.
© Peeters Publishers, 2013.
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concerning Ephesians [= FrEph] occupies 55 pages, the fragments concerning
the 1Corinthians [= FrCor] are a good 69 pages long. Therefore we can surmise
that FrCor are approximately 1/4 longer than FrEph and 3/4 longer than the
surviving Greek parts about the Romans.?

If we fail to take into consideration the great Commentary on Romans,
adapted twice through the translation and the reduction from 15 to 10 books
made by Rufinus, the main role in the tradition of Origen’s exegesis on Paul
must be given to the catenae compilations.® As is well known, they are those
peculiar anthologies, made up of a florilegium of €punveial (exegetical inter-
pretations), taken from several commentators of the same Biblical text, reduced
into smaller units and classified according to the succession of the verses. Such
anthologies began being edited in the fifth and sixth centuries AD, with the aim
of passing on the best of the patristic exegesis of the golden age, for catechet-
ical or liturgical purposes.

When compared to the translations — partial or complete — into other languages,
the literary genre of the catenae fragments has the evident advantage of pre-
serving some of the most characteristic traits of the original vocabulary of the
anthologised works. In addition, when compared to the excerpta (extracts in
form of passages) explicitly quoted within other works, such as the Apologia
pro Origene of Pamphilus or the Philocalia — another significant means of
indirect tradition for Origen’s works — the catenae extracts have a generally
more summarising and ad sensum form.*

2 Such a comparison can be considered sufficient for our purposes even without a more atten-
tive examination, by counting the lines or the words. Notice how, despite the greater length of
the text (which can be attributed to the very different extension of 1Corinthians, made up of
16 chapters compared to the just 6 chapters of Ephesians), the material preserved by FrCor is
actually more selective than FrEph: suffice it to consider that around 180 of the 352 verses of
1Corinthians are not taken into consideration at all by FrCor (in fact what is particularly missing
is the entire chap. 8, dedicated to the question of food offered to idols), whereas FrEph cover
around 112 of the 155 verses of the Pauline letter (118 including 6 more verses commented by
Latin fragments from Jerome, according to our edition: see below).

3 The importance of the fragments concerning 1Corinthians can also be confirmed by a general
look at our recent collection, with Italian translation and comments, of all the Origen’s texts refer-
ring to the Pauline exegesis, with the exception of Romans. See Origene, Exegetica in Paulum.
Excerpta et fragmenta — Esegesi paolina. [ testi frammentari, ed. F. Pieri, Opera Omnia di Origene
14.4 (Roma, 2009) [= Origene, Exegetica]. To my knowledge, the main reviews are the following:
F. Cocchini, Aug. 50/1 (2010), 311-9 [= Cocchini]; F. Ruggiero, Il Regno/Attualita 55/2 (2010),
43; A. D’Anna, Paideia 65 (2010), 677-81; F. Vinel, RHPhR 90/3 (2010), 450-1; M.-J. Edwards,
JTS 61/2 (2010), 785-7; E. Junod, Adamantius 17 (2011), 510-2. In the pages of our edition,
obviously different from those of the JTS, FrCor takes up a total of 165 pages; FrEph follows
with 137, wheras all the others are considerably shorter. Therefore the ranking is as follows:
31 pp. on 1Thessalonians; 9 pp. on Titus; 7 pp. on Galatians (both from the commentary and the
Stromata); 5 pp. on Hebrews (both from the commentary and the homilies); 4 pp. on Philemon;
2 pp. on Colossians.

4 This tendency cannot be strictly considered a rule. Sometimes the catena compiler adopts a
technique closer to the ‘cutting’ rather than the summary: in this case then the type of text is not



Origen on 1Corinthians: Homilies or Commentary ? 145

2. Remarks concerning the history of the edition

The first editor of the Origen’s fragments on 1Corinthians was J.A. Cramer,
who published them between 1842 and 1843. His work had the advantage — no
longer present in the following editions — of enabling the reader to have a gen-
eral look at the whole catena contained in the manuscript 227 (16" century) in
the Bibliotheque Nationale of Paris, which he reproduced integrally and in a
generally faithful way.” However, his edition contained several literal flaws and
even some mistaken attributions, which were justly criticised by successive
editors.®

C. Jenkins, in 1908-1909, was the first editor to extract the Origenian texts
regarding 1Corinthians from Cramer’s edition (1842-1843). The already known
text was amended in several points based on the comparison with the text in
the catena of the manuscript Vaticanus graecus 762 (11" century), which he
recognised as an archetype of the Parisian document. He added about thirty
other text fragments (from 54 to 72) taken from a different catena, preserved
by the manuscript Pantokrator 28 of Mount Athos.” Said additions — extremely
varied in extensions, ranging from a few words to some lines — fortunately

very different from that of the shorter or longer citations. Another similar text type can be found
in the short notes originally written by the author as scholia, in the technical sense of explanatory
comments, especially concerning difficult and controversial passages in a Biblical text. This genre
was already widespread during the Hellenistic period, especially for classical, literary canonical
text, and Origen himself used it for several Biblical books. Even if we cannot exclude a priori
the origin of the catenae material from scholia literature, it is normally derived from full-standing
works.

5 Ed. J.A. Cramer, Catenae Graecorum Patrum in Novum Testamentum V, Catenae in Sancti
Pauli epistolas ad Corinthios (Oxford, 1841), 1-344. Concerning the features and the limits of
Cramer’s edition, see the presentation by C.H. Turner, ‘Greek Patristic Commentaries on the
Pauline Epistles’, in J. Hastings, A Dictionary of the Bible, extra volume (Edinburgh and New
York, 1904), 484-531, especially 492-3. Also see A. von Harnack and E. Preuschen, Die Chro-
nologie der altchristlichen Literatur bis Eusebius II (Leipzig, 1904), 46'.

6 In particular, Jenkins pointed out the mistaken attribution to Origen by the previous editor
of at least 15 fragments, correctly attributed to Chrysostom in the manuscript, which he rightly
did not take into account for his edition. This and other similar observations were previously
written in a preparatory article: id., ‘The Origen-citations in Cramer’s Catena on 1st Corinthians’,
JTS 6 (1902), 113-6.

7 We may point out that, differing from Jenkins, Gregg had not taken into consideration the
manuscript Pantokrator 28 for his edition of FrEph, uniquely based on the Paris manuscript Cois-
lin 204, and we can presume that he did not even know of its existence. Actually — as mentioned
in the description by K. Staab, Die Pauluskatenen nach den handschriftlichen Quellen untersucht
(Rome, 1920), 255 — the textual form of the Mount Athos manuscript is very similar (‘im wesent-
lichen identisch’) to the catena type represented by Coislin 204 (at least as far as the compilations
on Galatians, Ephesians, Philippians, Colossians are concerned) even though offering the exege-
sis in a more summarised form. We intend to give a diplomatic presentation, further integrating
the critical text already presented in Origen, Exegetica (see footnote 3), 230-367, at the bottom
of the pages in the edition of FrEph now being prepared for the series Sources Chrétiennes.
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covered an area of commentary not mentioned in the Vatican and Parisian
catena, referring to 1Cor. 14:5-35. A short time later C.H. Turner, while sug-
gesting a certain number of other notes and corrections of detail (55 in all) to
be made on Jenkins’ edition, did not hesitate to attribute to the latter ‘the labour
and the merit of an editio princeps’ .3

When I included the text, published by Jenkins, without major variations in
our collection of all the Pauline fragments of Origen, I added a dozen slight
corrections, consisting both in returning to the traditional textual form and mak-
ing some new amendments’ in addition to those already proposed by Turner.
We are presently awaiting a new edition and comments on FrCor by Ch. Mark-
schies in the renewed series of the Griechische Christliche Schriftsteller.

3. The debate on the literary genre

The main fact that once more attracts our interest in this short article on FrCor
is a reasonable doubt concerning the attribution — nowadays commonly accepted
— to the homiletical rather than to the commentary genre. At the root of this
doubt there is the almost complete lack of information regarding Origen’s
work, not only concerning the genre but the very existence of this text, with
the exception of the following few clues.

The first, well known evidence consists in the catalogue of Origen’s works
preserved in Jerome’s Ep. 33,4.'9 At least in the form that has reached us, he
does not mention any of the two letters to the Corinthians among the ones that
are commented by Origen; nor does he mention any homilies on 1Corinthians,
whereas he cites a group of eleven homilies on the 2Corinthians.

The only rapid self-reference by Origen to one of his previous interpretations
of 1Cor. 1:2 appears in his Homilies on Luke 17, 11 which reached us in
Jerome’s translation: ‘Memini, cum interpretarer illud quod ad Corinthios

8 C.H. Turner, ‘Notes on the text of Origen’s Commentary on st Corinthians’, JTS 10 (1909),
270-1; he also showed the same enthusiastic appreciation for Gregg’s FrEph.

® Now republished in Origene, Exegetica (see footnote 3), 52-217; for an index of our correc-
tions on Jenkins’s text, see ibid. 51 et passim. In the following exposition we refer to the numbers
of the pages of this latter edition; the numeration of fragments is identical to the former.

10 Hieronymus, Epistulae, ed. 1. Hilberg [= Jerome, Ep], CSEL 54.1 (Wien and Leipzig, 1910),
255-9. The list of Origen’s works was almost definitely derived from the lost Eusebius’ work Vita
Pamphilii, and it was inserted by Jerome into his letter to Paula, generally dated in 385 AD.
Pamphilus had reorganised the library of Cesarea (where Origen had mostly preached starting
from the year 232), where a large number of books left by Origen were kept. Based on this infor-
mation Origen must have left commentaries on Romans, Galatians, Ephesians, Philippians, Colos-
sians, 1 and 2Thessalonians, Titus, Pihlemon and homilies on 2Corinthians (1 and/or 2)Thessa-
lonians, Galatians, Titus, Hebrews. For a detailed presentation of the major critical problems of
this list, see P. Nautin, Origéne, Sa vie et son ceuvre (Paris, 1977), 227-60, even if all the solutions
proposed therein have not received general consensus.
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scribitur ‘Ecclesiae Dei quae est Corinthi cum omnibus qui invocant eum’,
dixisse me diversitatem esse ‘ecclesiae’ et ‘eorum qui invocant nomen Domini’ '
Said reference has commonly been considered, and actually is, insufficient to
solve the problem of the literary genre, given the apparent general sense of the
verb interpretari, which probably refers either to a real commentary or to
preaching.!?

A final clue, still more uncertain, can be found in another letter by Jerome.
In Ep. 48,3, while debating some years later (393 AD) the exegesis of 1Cor. 7,
he explicitly cites Origen among those who have worked commenting 1Corin-
thians: ‘Origenes, Dionysius, Pierius, Eusebius Caesarensis, Didymus, Apol-
linaris latissime hanc epistulam interpretati sunt.”'® This piece of testimony in
some way integrates the absolute silence concerning writings on Paul’s letter
in the list of Ep. 33, demonstrating that Jerome did not completely ignore an
Origenian work commenting 1Corinthians. Nevertheless, again the genre hinted
at by interpretati sunt cannot be specified.'*

We must add that more recently Y.-M. Duval, through a rich series of paral-
lel passages, demonstrated the dependence Jerome’s Adversus lovinianum
(393-394) on Origen’s interpretation of 1Corinthians, especially concerning the
interpretation of chapter 7, which was extremely important for the themes con-
nected with marriage and sex ethics.!

Up to this point we have seen the few external elements at our disposal
regarding the very existence of an Origenian interpretation of 1Corinthians, in
a wide and undetermined sense. The more specific point regarding the genre is
necessarily entrusted to predominantly internal criticism, even if this is more
hypothetical if possible at all. The first modern scholar to affirm the homiletic

1 Origene, Homelies sur Luc, ed. by H. Crouzel, F. Fournier and P. Périchon, SC 87 (Paris,
1962), 262-3; this exegesis is contained in FrCor 1. Also see P. Nautin, Origéne (1977), 254. Among
the scholars before Jenkins’s edition, E.F. von der Goltz, Eine textkritische Arbeit des zehnten
bezw. sechsten Jahrhunderts, TU 2.4 n.F. (Leipzig, 1899), 94, not finding any news either of a
commentary or a homiletical cycle on 1Corinthians by Origen, had believed that this mention
could refer to the Stromata or to another work containing exegesis passages.

12 See below footnote 14.

13 Jerome, Ep. [footnote 10], 348. Such information should be compared with C.H. Turner,
‘Greek Patristic Commentaries’ (1904), 485 who, after a survey of Jerome’s testimonies concern-
ing Paul, summarises: ‘Of twenty or more Greek commentaries on one or another of these four
epistles [1Corinthians, Galatians, Ephesians, 1Thessalonians] which Jerome had (or had had) in
his hands only one has survived to our day other than in catena fragments ... Some of these twenty
treatises would not, but for their casual mention by Jerome, have even been known by us to have
existed at all’.

!4 The range of meanings in which Jerome uses interpretari is actually quite a wide one. A very
common and probably prevailing sense in his writings is ‘to translate’, often referring to the
Septuagint translation of the Hebrew Scripture or to the so-called recentiores (Aquila, Symmachus,
Theodotion).

15 Y.-M. Duval, L’affaire Jovinien. D’une crise de la société romaine a une crise de la pensée
chrétienne a la fin du IV¢ et au début du V° siécle, SE Aug. 83 (Roma, 2003), 112-43, 162-3.
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feature of the catena fragments (which he read in Cramer’s edition) is generally
considered to have been E. Preuschen in 1904,!¢ although B.F. Westcott had
already suggested considering FrCor as consisting of homiletic material.'”
O. Bardenhewer and also H. Koch,'® later followed by H. Crouzel and finally
by P. Nautin!® agreed with this assessment, without any further discussion.

In 1987 A. Monaci summarised the most relevant formal features to be found
in FrCor, leading to the hypothesis that we are dealing with homilies. As she
points out, we find: internal references to previous explanations; direct appeals
to his public in rhetorical style; method of re-reading the already commented
text, accompanied by further explanations; frequent use of the second person
singular and plural; diatribe style and other mechanisms of allocution.?’ In the
next paragraph we shall return to each of these points with a more careful
evaluation. Especially after the essay by this scholar, the provenance of FrCor
from a series of Origen’s homilies lost in their entirety has been accepted — or
simply re-stated — by a large number of the critics.?! Should it really be homi-
letical material, then FrCor would be among the most outstanding evidence
until now of Origen’s limited preaching preserved in the original language?
(i.e., not taking into account Latin translations), despite the selection due to the
catena compilation.

However, we must admit that even since the time of the text’s first publica-
tion, and later, there had been doubts and reservation that led critics to be more
cautious in attributing the text to either of the two genres. Cramer already

16° A, von Harnack and E. Preuschen, Die Chronologie (1904), 46'.

17 B.F. Westcott, ‘Origen’, in W. Smith and H. Wace (eds), A Dictionary of Christian Biog-
raphy, Literature, Sects and Doctrine IV (New York, 1877), 118; quoted by C.H. Turner, ‘Greek
Patristic Commentaries’ (1904), 493 who seemed to prudently agree with Westcott’s assessment.

18 See O. Bardenhewer, Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur 11 (Freiburg i.B., 21914);
H. Koch, ‘Origenes’, in A.F. Pauly, G. Wissowa and W. Kroll (eds), Real-Encyclopddie der
classischen Altertumswissenschaft 31 (Stuttgart, 1939), 1047. Both state the almost complete
certainty of the provenance from homilies.

19 H. Crouzel, Mariage et virginité selon Origéne (Paris and Bruges, 1963), 93 et passim;
P. Nautin, Origene (1977), 240, 254 §46. As pointed out by Y.-M. Duval, L affaire Jovinien
(2003), 11492, Crouzel’s essay was the first (and, we may add, still remains one of the few) to
have made use of FrCor for the understanding of Origen’s thought.

20 See A. Monaci Castagno, Origene predicatore e il suo pubblico (Torino, 1987), 627 for the
list of passages from FrCor that the scholar considers proof of her hypothesis.

2! In agreement with the conclusion of this scholar we find, for example C. Moreschini and
E. Norelli, Histoire de littérature chrétienne ancienne grecque et latine. 1. De Paul a I’ére de
Constantin (Geneve, 2000), 329; A. Grappone, ‘Annotazioni sulla cronologia delle omelie di
Origene’, Aug. 40/1 (2001), 27-58, particularly page 45; Y.-M. Duval, L’affaire Jovinien (2003),
114: ‘Le caractere homilétique est discernable a leur ton, a leurs renvois internes...’

22 As is well known, the only other homiletic series preserved in Greek, which both provide
us the closest term of comparison for reconstructing the actual features of Origen’s way of preach-
ing, are the Homilies on Jeremiah. See Origene, Homelies sur Jérémie, ed. by P. Husson and
P. Nautin, SC 231 and 238 (Paris, 1976-1977), and the Homilies on 1*' Kings, ed. by P. and
M.T. Nautin, SC 328 (Paris, 1986).
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introduced his diplomatic edition of the Parisian catena observing that its main
source of interest was the preservation of Origen’s materials otherwise unknown
even in the Latin translation, and he underscored: ‘Origenis, dico, in primam
sancti Pauli epistolam ad Corinthios commentarii’ .

The second editor of FrCor introduced the text with a title that denoted his
reservation regarding the literary genre problem: ‘Origen on 1% Corinthians’.?*
By so doing Jenkins carefully moved away both from the first editor’s assumption
and the choices of Gregg and Ramsbotham, who declared even in the title — in
their editions of FrEph and of the catena fragments on Romans respectively —
that they were in both cases dealing with a commentary in the strict sense.

On the other hand, in his already mentioned contribution of remarks on
FrCor, C.H. Turner definitely referred to this work as ‘Origen’s Commentary
on 1Corinthians’,>> showing that he undoubtedly felt it was equal to the analo-
gous and recently edited FrEph.

In more recent times even the editor of the Clavis Patrum Graecorum,
clearly aware of the open character of the discussion concerning the genre, has
prudently preferred to adopt a more general title for the classification of FrCor:
Fragmenta e catenis in Epistulam primam ad Corinthios.?

4. Elements for a genre classification

Very little has been said, and probably can be said, about the possibility of
defining the formal character of Origen’s commentaries in comparison to his
homilies. Among the few scholars who have dealt with this question, E. Klos-
termann suggested that the difference between the two genres should simply be
recognised in the quantity rather than in the quality of the explanations.?’

In more precise (although still general) terms, the more evident features that
enable us to distinguish reciprocally the homilies from the systematic com-
mentaries of the Scriptures can be defined as homilies by the liturgical context,

23 J.A. Cramer, Catenae Graecorum Patrum in Novum Testamentum V (1841), Cramer also
cites Jerome’s evidence from Ep. 48, 3 considering it as evidence of this precociously lost work.

24 See footnote 1.

25 Apart from the several interesting observations concerning the language and contents of
FrCor (the latter inspired by a marked historical interest), one would look in vain in Turner’s short
essay [see footnotes 8 and 17] for any element of evaluation regarding the literary genre: the
commentary nature of both FrEph and FrCor seems now to be taken as a matter of fact.

26 M. Geerard, Clavis Patrum Graecorum 1 (Turnhout, 1983), n° 1458. The same general title
was repeated in the canon of Origen’s works published in J. Allenbach et al. (eds), Biblia Patris-
tica Ill. Origeéne (Paris, 1980), 13. Strangely enough FrCor does not appear to have been registered
by H.J. Frede, Kirchenschriftsteller Verzeichnis und Sigel. Repertorium scriptorum ecclesiastico-
rum latinorum saeculo nono antiquiorum. Siglis adpositis quae in editione Bibliorum Sacrorum
iuxta veterem latinam versionem adhibentur (Freiburg, 41995).

27 E. Klostermann, ‘Formen der exegetischen Arbeiten des Origenes’, ThLZ 72 (1947), 203-8.
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eventually hinted at; as commentaries by the methodological traits also common
with grammarians or the interpreters of literary and philosophical works canonised
by the scholarly tradition. But allusions to the liturgical background are generally
rare, so that it would be incautious to draw any conclusion simply based on their
rareness and/or uncertainty in a single work, especially when preserved in antho-
logical form, as in the case of FrCor.”® On the other hand grammatical, etymo-
logical and philological observations are also to be found in homilies, even if
proposed less frequently and formulated in a somewhat less technical language.”
It is therefore improper to base any argument mainly on the presence of said
materials, which do not exclusively refer to one or the other genre.

An important contribution to this problem was given by E. Junod, who
pointed out the probably two sole distinguishing features of the Origenian
homiletic texts.3® The first one is a more evident edifying intention, based on
the persuasion that exegesis, especially when offered to a gathering of faithful,
should bring an ophéleia (i.e. a spiritual utility or good), in order to nourish
and strengthen the faith and virtues of the believers. The second one is an
intentional and ‘pastoral’ reticence concerning some more personal theological
theories and approaches — such as apokathastdsis and eschatological themes,
free will and predestination: all matters that raised heated debates already dur-
ing Origen’s life — or even deliberately neglecting heretical theories and
mythologies, instead of fussy and far-reaching expositions.3!

Both features seem to be insufficient to solve our doubts concerning the
genre of FrCor. On the one hand, the orthodoxy criterion can hardly be applied
to an anthology, whose compilation was clearly guided by a preoccupation to
preserve exclusively what in the byzantine age was consistent with official
ecclesiastical teachings, obviously much more defined than in Origen’s time.3?

2 Indeed, the accurate survey of Origen’s whole homiletical corpus made by A. Grappone,
‘Annotazioni sul contesto liturgico delle omelie di Origene’, Aug. 41/2 (2001), 329-62 is simply
unable to extract from FrCor any information concerning the liturgical context of Origen’s preaching.

2 Some examples can be seen in: P. Nautin, ‘Introduction’, in Origéne, Homelies sur Jérémie,
SC 232, Paris 1976, 117-8; B. Neuschifer, Origenes als Philologe, SBAW 18/1 (Basel, 1987),
especially 103-22 about ‘Die textkritische Methode im Kommentarwerk’,where the author extracts
many examples of Origen’s philological remarks on the Biblical text both from homiletical and
scholastic works, without any visible difference between the two genres.

30 E. Junod, ‘En quoi les homélies d’Origéne se dintinguent-elles de ses commentaires?’, in
G. Theissen et al. (eds), Le défi homilétique. L’exégése au service de la prédication. Actes du
3e cycle de theologie pratique des Facultés de théologie de Suisse Romande 1993, Pratiques 13
(Géneve 1993), 137-70 (German translation in E. Miihlenberg and J. van Oort [eds], Predigt in
der Alten Kirche [Kampen, 1994], 50-81).

31 Ibid. 161-6.

32 The careful comparison between the content of FrEph and Jerome’s Commentary on Ephe-
sians, closely dependent on Origen’s source, made by R.E. Heine, The Commentaries of Origen
and Jerome on St. Paul’s Epistle to the Ephesians, OECS (Oxford, 2002) has shown how the
catena selection generally avoided reserving the more debated themes of Origen’s theology, whose
presence can still be inferred with reasonable certainty from Jerome’s parallel commentary.
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On the other hand, whereas the lack of ophéleia terminology actually supports
the suggestion of a non-homiletical (i.e. commentary) nature of FrCor, being
an essentially negative criterion it needs to be integrated by further more posi-
tive evidence.

In the following paragraphs we shall develop our argument in favour of the
commentary nature of FrCor, first contesting that the passages often considered
characteristic of an oral communication situation can be assumed as proofs
in that sense (4.1); then stressing the typical commentary features that we do
recognise in FrCor, thus rendering the hypothesis of a liturgical context in no
way pertinent (4.2).

4.1. Orality in FrCor?

In our opinion the mechanisms pointed out by A. Monaci (and others) within
FrCor as clues for their oral origin®? are not strictly pertinent only to the form
of a preached test. We here refer to the not exceptional use of the 2" person
singular and plural, interpreted as the sign of an appeal to a group of listeners
(4.1.1), and to a passage pointed out as a case of ‘a direct appeal which leads
us to believe there was a public present’ (4.1.2).

4.1.1. ‘General’ use of the second person singular and plural
According to the Italian scholar’s reasoning, we verified the following exam-
ples which it will simply be enough to review.

a) The first is the passage regarding 1Cor. 3:16-20, where — starting from
the affirmation found in Paul’s text ‘Do you not know that you are God’s tem-
ple’ — Origen comments by saying ‘If you want to understand [our emphasis]
what God’s real temple is, look for the squared, living and pure stones placed
by the Word’.3*

b) A similar use of the 2" person singular can be found at the end of the
same short passage. Starting from the Biblical expression cited by Paul ‘The Lord
knows the thoughts of the wise, that they are futile’ (Ps. 94:11 = 1Cor. 3:20),
Origen again addresses to a general ‘you’ urging him in this way: ‘So that you
can clearly understand, pay attention to Paul who sojourns in Athens and asks
questions of those he randomly meets, until some philosophers approach him...’3

¢) A third example can be found in the comment of 1Cor. 6: 13-4. Wishing
to avoid an inappropriate application of the principle just affirmed by Paul
— ‘Food is meant for the stomach and the stomach for food’ —, in this way

3 See A. Monaci Castagno, Origene predicatore e il suo pubblico (1987), 62°7.

3 FrCor 16 = Origene, Exegetica (see footnote 3), 86: €i 8éhel, GANOLVOV vaov oD Ogod
poOelv.

3 FrCor 16 = ibid. 88: “Tva 8¢ 10010 cudécTEPOV VONOTNG.
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Origen warns us against a possible misunderstanding: ‘Do not believe that, just
as the stomach is made for food and food for the stomach, so even the body is
made for carnal union. If you want to understand why the preceding words
were said, listen to “Into a holy temple in the Lord”’.3¢

In all these cases the ‘you’ whom Origen rhetorically turns to, is meant to
enable a further explanation of the meaning, facing a possible difficulty or
distorted interpretation: we feel that it evidently is the use of a typical — and
indeed very well attested also in FrCor — means of allocution, addressing those
who are following an explanation. Without necessarily qualifying such occur-
rences of ‘you’ as fictitious, nevertheless they can be explained as very generic
ones, not uncommon even in a written text.>’ The relatively high frequency of
similar addresses also leads us to remember that in the ancient and early Chris-
tian world a written commentary to a ‘canonical’ text (e.g. a philosophical or
literary one) was quite normally the review of an exposition originally given in
front of an audience of learners. The presence of formal addresses in the Origen
texts we have at our disposal could therefore not necessarily be due to a liturgi-
cal, but rather to an eventually scholastic origin of commentaries, although they
later underwent an editing process that left more or less evident traces of the
primitive context they were pronounced in.®

In several other cases, as far as the cases of the use of the 2" person plural
are concerned in FrCor, we believe they can be fully explained by a free para-
phrase of the commented Pauline text.

d) A. Monaci also proposes considering as a clue of an oral exposition
another passage taken from the comment on 1Cor. 4:6-8 (referring to the
expression ‘I wish that you had become kings, so that we might be kings with
you’), Origen states: ‘In fact, when you disciples and listeners enter the King-
dom, then we also will necessarily fully reach the Kingdom of Lord and the
Lord Jesus’®. The Italian scholar herein does recognise an imitation of the

36 FrCor 29 = ibid. 130: M) vopiong 61t ... Ei 0¢Aet, 10V npogyoduevov Adyov pabelv ...
dxove. Note that the second example here recorded is very close to that of footnote 34.

3 Several examples of addresses to the 2" person singular found in Origen’s Commentary on
Matthew are commented by G. Bendinelli, /I Commentario a Matteo di Origene. L’ ambito della
metodologia scolastica nell’antichita, SE Aug 60 (Rome, 1997), 66-71 [= G. Bendinelli,
1l Commentario a Matteo]. The same scholar applies a similar methodological observation to
Origen’s Commentary on John; see id., ‘Il Commento a Giovanni e la tradizione scolastica
dell’antichita’, in E. Prinzivallied (ed.), Il Commento a Giovanni di Origene: il testo e i suoi
contesti. Atti del VII Convegno di studi del Gruppo Italiano di Ricerca su Origene e la Tradizione
Alessandrina (Roma, 28-30 settembre 2004), Bibl. Adamantius 3 (Villa Verrucchio, 2005), 133-56.

3 For analogous remarks concerning Didymus’ commentaries as works reflecting school meth-
odology, see Didimo il Cieco, Lezioni sui Salmi. Il Commento ai Salmi scoperto a Tura, ed.
E. Prinzivalli, LCPM 37 (Milano, 2005), 32-5.

3 FrCor 19 = Origene, Exegetica (see footnote 3), 104: “Otav yap Oueic oi podntai xai
dkpoatal Baciiebonte, TOTE AVOYKATOV £GTL Kol IHAG KoTovTiiootl €ml TV To0 @gov Kol
Kkupiov ‘Incov tereiav Paciieiav.
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Pauline text, but limited only to the term ‘disciples’, which echoes the expres-
sion ‘so that you may learn (this) through us’ (1Cor. 4:6); believing that
both the pronoun ‘you’ and the word ‘listeners’ refer instead to a public there
present.

Without necessarily invoking the probable derivation of Origen’s explana-
tion from teaching, the synonymous couple ‘disciples and listeners’ seems to
be well explained in this passage as an amplified paraphrase of Paul’s lemma,
strengthening the contrast between the ‘you’ used to refer to the receivers of
Paul’s words and the apostolic ‘we’ in which Paul includes even himself in
his position as a teacher. Little does it matter that in other places ‘listeners’
(ajkroataiv) indicates a public that was certainly present:? this does not seem
enough to render such term a technical one for oral allocution, but rather a term
expressing a generic polarity between teacher and disciples, regardless of the
concrete communicative situation.

e) Another case of 2" person plural speech can be found, for instance, in the
passage already mentioned regarding 1Cor. 3: 16-20, where Origen unforeseen
shifts from ‘we’ to ‘you’ exactly because he returns to imitating Paul’s text,
containing the expression ‘You are God’s (holy) temple’: ‘It is therefore fine
that we are all in agreement when speaking, so that we are together in the same
thought and the same feeling; in fact, in this way, you are a well put together
construction, to form a sacred temple to the Lord’.*!

4.1.2. Exhortation and other mechanisms of formal address
Monaci has also classified the following examples of allocution as different
from the previously mentioned cases.

f) While commenting 1Cor. 6:1-9, Origen particularly moves from the affir-
mation ‘neither fornicators, nor idolaters, nor adulterers, nor effeminate, nor
homosexuals ... will inherit the Kingdom of God’ (v. 9), to develop the follow-
ing recommendation to the youths: ‘Therefore we encourage even you, young
men, to keep your age pure and not to contaminate yourselves by feminine
corruption of that kind’.*? Said exhortation faces the non infrequent case of
homosexual abuse of young men, especially committed by teachers, as was a
socially accepted in Greek and Hellenistic society, but constantly refused and
condemned by Christians.

40 A. Monaci Castagno, Origene predicatore e il suo pubblico (1987), 63° cites as an example
three passages taken from the Homilies on Jeremiah.

41 FrCor 16 = Origene, Exegetica (see footnote 3), 86: oltwg yap &ote oikodour cuvappo-
Aoyovpévn €ig vaov dyov v Kupio.

42 FrCor 27 = ibid. 126: Tlapakalodpev odv kai dudc, @ maidec, Tnpficatl TV E0vTdV
dpav Kabopav Kol pur poAvvOnvatl tolovte yvvaikeim poldou. This is one of the two pas-
sages considered as proof of the belonging of FrCor to the homiletic genre also by Westcott,
quoted by C.H. Turner, ‘Greek Patristic Commentaries’ (1904), 493.
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It is evident from the context of this passage that Origen’s speech is addressed
to some categories of potential receivers of his explanation of Paul’s letter.
Origen almost indiscernibly develops his explanation starting from the recom-
mendation of the Apostle in a sort of enlargement and updating of the primitive
text. We may note how he repeatedly paraphrases the Biblical lemma very
closely, simply transforming Paul’s exhortation into indications for various
categories of the church community: ‘Let us therefore remain far from judge-
ments and from pagan tribunals...’; ‘Let no one be deceived by persuasive
words...”; ‘Let no one use as an excuse the words: I was young...” and he then
concludes by summarising ‘May sin therefore reign on no one’. The paraphrase
addressed to the ‘young men’ is simply rhetorically analogous to the previous
exhortations, although evident age reasons prevent Origen from identifying
himself too sympathetically with the category of maideg.

g) In a similar way A. Monaci has pointed out the presence of some imper-
atives in the 2™ person singular calling to special attention his supposed lis-
tener, such as in particular two passages introduced by &A0¢.*3 But similar
imperatives — such as dkovg, 6pa, énicTnoov and many other — occur quite
commonly also in commentaries. It would be enough to look at the similar
FrEph (whose commentary nature, we recall, has never been put into discus-
sion) to realise that the analogy with FrCor goes far beyond the very similar
traditional history and how closely FrEph offer a term of comparison also from
the formal point of view.

h) Some expressions — like €imot Tig dv, &pel yap tig — introducing in
hypothetical form objections and/or observations made by a fictitious inter-

locutor are finally qualified by the Italian scholar as markers of a ‘diatribe

style’.** In her attribution of FrCor to the homiletic genre, she also refers to

internal references to previous interpretation®> and a method of re-reading the

4 FrCor 51 = Origene, Exegetica (see footnote 3), 182; FrCor 84 = ibid. 286; see A. Monaci
Castagno, Origene predicatore e il suo pubblico (1987), 63°7. In his article ‘Origen on 1** Corin-
thians’ (1909), 29-51, particularly at page 45, C. Jekins had remarked the peculiar style of the
entire second catena passage (commenting 1Cor. 15: 20-3) containing éA8ev: ‘This section ...
has the appearance of a homily rather than a commentary, unless it be derived from the lost trea-
tise De resurrectione’. But Cocchini (see footnote 3), 318-9 suggests that the ‘you’ addressed by
Origen should rather be assimilated to the similar FrCor 89 and to the other related examples we
have previously examined.

4 FrCor 18 = Origene, Exegetica (see footnote 3), 98; FrCor 31 = ibid. 132. Note that in the
third example alleged by Monaci (FrCor 87 = ibid. 210) the formula introducing a fictitious ques-
tion in diatribe style (GAA’ épel Tig) does not appear in Origen’s text, but actually in the Biblical
lemma itself.

4 In the same sense, Westcott — quoted by C.H. Turner, ‘Greek Patristic Commentaries’
(1904), 493 — considered the small phrase Tepi GV kai Tponv §Aéyopev at the beginning of
FrCor 12 = Origene, Exegetica (see footnote 3), 77 as further proof of the homiletic origin of the
extant FrCor. No need to demonstrate that the verb Aéyetv can equally refer to a spoken as well
to a written text.
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already commented text, developing further and more detailed exegeses.*® Both
expressive features — although not rare in homilies — are also well attested in
the commentaries style, vividly rendering the situation of a scholastic explana-
tion animated by questions, discussions and proposals of solution.*’

4.2. Commentary method and style

By illustrating the last examples we have already introduced some features which
can be considered, if not exclusively pertinent to a commentary hypothesis, at
least highly compatible with it. Such an ambiguity can be considered as the basis
of the hesitation in attributing FrCor to one or the other of the two literary genres.
As already mentioned, from 1904 to 1909, C.H. Turner himself changed his
opinion, switching from the more conventional ‘homilies’ to the more personal
‘commentary’ solution. Although in 1904 he had already underscored: ‘Yet the

Origen quotations in that Catena are so full, that it may be questioned whether

so small a number of homilies as 11 could have provided so much matter’.*8

In our opinion, the right path towards the solution of the genre problem
consists essentially in a more careful examination of the way the Pauline text
is treated within FrCor. The overly technical language, but even more precisely
the density of the exegesis often used in FrCor are not far at all from the usual
language in commentaries. We refer to the very detailed expository style, by
which a Biblical lemma is first enunciated in its fullness and then reduced into
smaller units, to be carefully explained through a step-by-step discourse.
Indeed, no other known homily series by Origen ever presented an explanation
covering so much of the Biblical text*” and with such regular distribution.>

46 Ibid.

47 For further examples of fictitious questions and internal repetitions as normal methodology
to develop a scholastic quaestio see G. Bendinelli, /l Commentario a Matteo (see footnote 37),
66-71 and 140-216. Monaci herself, while describing Origen’s way of preaching, implicitly admits
the almost complete fusion of methodologies between homilies and commentaries: ‘Il predicatore
... unisce all’elemento estemporaneo ... che gli consente sviluppi e digressioni sul filo di asso-
ciazioni di immagini bibliche, quello ripetitivo-didattico che gli proviene dalla sua esperienza di
scuola, dal possesso cioe¢ di un metodo di insegnamento ... Del resto un aspetto fondamentale
dell’insegnamento del grammatico era appunto la lettura ed il commento dei testi’, A. Monaci
Castagno, Origene predicatore e il suo pubblico (1987), 78-9.

4 C.H. Turner, ‘Greek Patristic Commentaries’ (1904), 493; as already seen [footnote 8],
some years later, after the publication of Jenkins’s edition Turner definitely changed his opinion
concerning the literary genre.

4 The closest terms of comparison have already been mentioned in footnote 23; on the other
hand, the Homilies on Luke [footnote 11], although translated into Latin, can hypothetically be
compared to FrCor as the sole preserved cycle of Origenian homilies on the New Testament.

30 In general, the Biblical text commented in Origen’s homiletical series extends in a very free
way from a few verses to some chapters, summarised in their content or simply examined in their
more relevant aspects. For a comprehensive survey of the preserved homily series and their con-
tent, see A. Grappone, ‘Annotazioni sul contesto liturgico delle omelie di Origene’ (2001), 29-44.
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Rendering the evidence of this internal criticism compatible with the already
remembered testimony made by Jerome in his well-known list of Origenian
works remains a difficult task that is probably impossible to solve. According
to many scholars, the omission of a Commentary on 1Corinthians from the
list of Ep. 33,4 could be due to a saut de méme au méme; said solution has
often been accepted and repeated.’! It is quite probable that the intention to link
this text to the external evidence of Eusebius-Jerome played an important
(although not necessarily intentional) role in the relative success of the ‘homi-
lies’ hypothesis.>?

Until now there seems to have been less consideration of the possibility that
Jerome, or the source he depended on, simply ignored the existence of any
written works regarding 1Corinthians, at least at the moment when the list of
Origen’s works was transcribed. It would certainly not be the only mistake in
Jerome’s list, which seems to be lacking certain elements when compared to
what we know from other sources: in fact, we read only the mention of a cycle
of 17 Homilies on Hebrews, whereas nothing is mentioned regarding the exist-
ence of a commentary on the same book, in contrast with the four excerpta
extracted from it preserved in Pamphilus’ Apology for Origen.>

Therefore, on the whole, it would be more prudent to bear in mind the
incomplete reliability of the testimony of Ep. 33, rather than to accuse the
manuscript tradition for all its limits.

5 C.H. Turner, ‘Greek Patristic Commentaries’ (1904), 493 mentions Preuschen’s proposal
to identify FrCor with the 11 homilies (wrongly) related to 2Corinthians by Jerome, supposing
that the information contained was nothing but a mistake which occurred accidentally in the
manuscript tradition and actually referring to our catena text. See P. Nautin, Origéne (1977), 240,
254 §46; Y.-M. Duval, L’affaire Jovinien (2003), 114.

32" A complement to said solution, still in the framework of the textual corruption mechanisms,
implies that the work named in the list was actually 1Corinthians, and that the latter was acciden-
tally changed from ‘first’ into ‘second’. This would have in no way any bearing on the placing
of this work among the homilies, that are listed by Jerome in a clearly distinguished section of
his catalogue, apart from commentaries (/ibri).

33 Now reprinted in Origene, Exegetica (see footnote 3), 408-11.
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ABSTRACT

Origen’s understanding of the resurrection has been one of the most controversial
aspects of his thought, and scholars such as Henri Crouzel have focused on adjudicating
the merit of the accusations leveled against his views by his critics, both ancient and
modern. Although this line of research has cleared away some misunderstandings, it
remains an approach shaped by his opponents’ questions and concerns. Instead of start-
ing from the points of contention — resurrection’s nature and mechanism — this study
asks about its function in Origen, specifically focusing on how Origen uses resurrection
to argue for the necessity of the spiritual interpretation of Scripture. Commenting on
Jesus’ rebuke of the Sadducees for knowing neither the Scriptures nor the power of God
because they do not realize that there will be neither marrying nor giving in marriage
in the resurrection (Matth. 22:29-30), Origen claims that this teaching is nowhere to be
found in the Old Testament. He rejects suggestions that Jesus misspoke, Matthew mis-
recorded Jesus’” words, or the resurrection is to be found in ‘hidden’ books, instead argu-
ing that marriageless resurrection is found in the Old Testament only when interpreted
spiritually. Similarly, Origen argues that an important function of Jesus’ Easter resur-
rection is to confirm his identity as the Son of God to his Jewish disciples so that he can
teach them how to interpret the Scriptures spiritually without driving them away in shock.
Furthermore, the fact that, for Origen, both resurrection and spiritual interpretation
perform the same function — producing moral reformation — reinforces the connection
between the two. In turn, this connection illuminates Origen’s disdain for what he sees as
the crass morality of Christians who insist on crass eschatology and crass exegesis.

One of the most controversial aspects of Origen’s thought has been his under-
standing of the resurrection. Although he affirmed the resurrection of the dead
as an apostolic doctrine in On First Principles,' he has been repeatedly accused
of denying the doctrine or reinterpreting it to an unrecognizable degree.?

' On First Principles 1 Preface 5.

2 See the criticisms of Methodius, Epiphanius, and Jerome (among others), and the eleventh
anathema against Origen of the Second Council of Constantinople. For a survey of anti-Origenism,
see Elizabeth A. Clark, The Origenist Controversy: The Cultural Construction of an Early Christian
Debate (Princeton, 1992), ch. 3.

Studia Patristica LVI, 157-165.
© Peeters Publishers, 2013.
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Consequently, his views on the resurrection played an important role in the
fierce controversies that developed around his legacy, culminating in the Second
Council of Constantinople’s anathema against those who affirm an ethereal
resurrection and the destruction of the substance of our current bodies.

As a result, more recent interpreters, such as Henri Crouzel, have focused on
adjudicating the merit of these accusations, seeking to determine what exactly
Origen thought was going to happen in the eschatological resurrection and
whether or not his views were as problematic as his opponents claimed they
were.? Consequently, the few passages in which Origen directly addresses the
‘mechanics’ of the resurrection, such as the fragment of his commentary on
Psalm 1 preserved by Epiphanius,* have received much attention. However,
although this line of research has brought real advances — scholars now recog-
nize, for example, that Methodius misunderstood or misrepresented Origen’s
view that the soul retains the £i50¢ of the body in the resurrection’ — it remains
an approach to Origen’s view of the resurrection that is shaped by the questions
and concerns of his opponents.

An alternative approach, however, is to focus on the function of resurrection
instead of resurrection’s mechanics.® So, instead of asking what exactly Origen

3 In a series of articles published between 1972 and 1982, Henri Crouzel explores Origen’s
understanding of the resurrection in great detail with an eye towards countering the caricatures of
Origen’s eschatology derived from his opponents: ‘L’exégese de 1 Cor. 3,11-15 et la purification
eschatologique’, in Jean Daniélou, Jacques Fontaine and Charles Kannengiesser (eds), Epektasis,
Mélanges offerts au Cardinal J. Daniélou (Paris, 1972), 273-83; ‘Les critiques adressées par
Méthode et ses contemporains a la doctrine origénienne du corps ressuscité’, Gregorianum 53
(1972), 679-716; ‘La «premiére» et la «seconde» résurrection des hommes d’apres Origene’,
Didaskalia 3 (1973), 3-20; ‘Les prophéties de la résurrection chez Origene’, in Michele Pellegrino
(ed.), Forma Futuri, Studi in onore del Cardinale M. Pellegrino (Turin, 1975), 980-92; ‘La theme
platonicien du «véhicule de I’ame» chez Origene’, Didaskalia 7 (1977), 225-37; ‘L’Hades et la
Géhenne selon Origene’, Gregorianum 59 (1978), 291-331; ‘Mort et immortalité selon Origene’,
BLE 79 (1978), 19-38, 82-96, 181-96; ‘La doctrine origénienne du corps ressuscité’, BLE 81
(1980), 175-200, 241-66; ‘Différences entre les ressuscités selon Origéne’, JAC Ergdnzungsband
9 (1982), 107-16. Crouzel summarizes his findings in Origen (San Francisco, 1989), ch. 13.
Similarly, Henry Chadwick defends Origen against Justinian’s accusation of teaching that resur-
rection bodies will be spheres in ‘Origen, Celsus, and the Resurrection of the Body’, HTR 41
(1948), 83-102. Most recently, and in conversation with earlier defenders of Origen, see Lawrence
R. Hennessey, ‘Origen of Alexandria: The Fate of the Soul and the Body after Death’, SecCent
8 (1991), 163-78; Mark Julian Edwards, ‘Origen No Gnostic; Or, On the Corporeality of Man’,
JTS NS 43 (1992), 23-37; and id., ‘Origen’s Two Resurrections’, JTS NS 46 (1995), 502-18. For
a sample of the kind of scholarship on Origen’s eschatology and understanding of the resurrection
to which Crouzel and Chadwick were responding, see Eugéne de Faye, Origen and His Work
(London, 1926), 145-65.

4 Panarion LXIV 12.1-16.9.

> H. Crouzel, ‘La doctrine origénienne du corps ressuscité’ (1980), 250-7.

¢ In its focus on the ‘work’ done by resurrection for Origen, this study draws its inspiration
from recent studies of early biblical interpretation that privilege the actual function of various
interpretive strategies. See David Dawson, Allegorical Readers and Cultural Revision in Ancient
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seems to have thought would happen at the resurrection, we ask what Origen
is doing when he invokes resurrection. I believe that this approach can open up
insights into resurrection’s place in his thought that might be clouded by an
excessive focus on ow Origen says the resurrection will happen. This approach
might also help us understand why Origen taught such a controversial view of
the resurrection.

One of the challenges posed by this approach is the sheer volume of data.
Not only are Origen’s writings rife with resurrection terminology, but that ter-
minology has a variety of referents: the eschatological resurrection of the dead,
Jesus’ resurrection at Easter, the believer’s moral resurrection associated with
baptism, and so forth. Although one could analyze the functions of each of
these resurrections in isolation from each other, I believe that a more fruitful
way forward is to analyze every instance of the language of resurrection.
By casting as wide a net as possible, such an approach can detect patterns in
the function of resurrection across different referents that might suggest deeper
structures in Origen’s thought.

Of course, to be truly comprehensive, one would need to trace Origen’s use
of all terminology that could be associated with resurrection. Thus, in addition
to obvious terms like dvictnu and dvéctaoctig, it would need to take into
account terms like &yeipw. For the purposes of this study, however, I have
restricted my attention to forms of dviotnut, along with forms of resurrectio
in Latin translations of Origen’s works. These terms occur so frequently in
Origen’s extant works that I believe attention to them provides a representative
sample of Origen’s use of resurrection terminology.

Even with this restriction, though, the number of relevant passages runs into
the hundreds. Since discussing the full findings that emerge from these pas-
sages would require a much larger study, the aim of this study is modest:
it seeks only to explore briefly some of the connections that a functional
analysis reveals between resurrection and spiritual interpretation in Origen.
I hope, however, that the fruitfulness of a functional analysis becomes apparent
even in this short study.

The first passage of interest comes from the seventeenth book of Origen’s
Commentary on Matthew.” Origen is commenting on the passage in which the
Sadducees try to illustrate the absurdity of the eschatological resurrection with a
story about a woman who consecutively marries seven brothers (Matth. 22:23-33).

Alexandria (Berkeley, 1992), and Elizabeth A. Clark, Reading Renunciation: Asceticism and
Scripture in Early Christianity (Princeton, 1999).

7 Origen’s discussion of this passage is in Commentary on Matthew XVII 29-36 (Origenes
Werke X, ed. Erich Klostermann, GCS 40 [Leipzig, 1935-7], 663-703; all translations of Origen
are my own). In XVII 29, he discusses the relationship between the Sadducees’ denial of the
resurrection and that of the recipients of 1Corinthians. In XVII 30-2, Origen offers a fascinating
allegorical interpretation of the levirate marriage law upon which the Sadducees base their ques-
tion. He begins to treat the actual discussion in XVII 33.



160 T.D. MCGLOTHLIN

In response, Jesus accuses the Sadducees of knowing neither the Scriptures nor
the power of God. The Sadducees’ crude attempt at a reductio ad absurdum,
Jesus says, fails because they do not understand that people will neither marry
nor be given in marriage in the resurrection; instead, they will live like the
angels in heaven.

Origen stops and dwells on Jesus’ accusation that the Sadducees do not know
the Scriptures.® He asks: Which Scriptures teach that there will be no marrying
in the resurrection? Where in the law or the prophets do we learn that people
will be like the angels in heaven after the resurrection? Origen answers at the
outset of his discussion that no such teachings can be found in the Old Testament,
at least not expressed explicitly. How, then, can Jesus castigate the Sadducees
for not knowing the Scriptures?

Origen acknowledges that some might restrict the Sadducees’ ignorance of
Scripture to their truncated canon and attribute their ignorance about the resur-
rected state to their ignorance of the power of God.’ This reading would make
the details of the resurrected state a function of God’s power instead of Scrip-
ture’s content, saving the interpreter from needing to find those details taught
in Scripture. But Origen is clearly not satisfied with this answer. Despite
acknowledging its possibility and refraining from directly refuting it, he twice
steers the reader towards a different solution. Instead of denying that Jesus’
claim implies that these details about the resurrection are taught in Scripture,
he accepts that claim and asks how we might make sense of it.!° One solution,
he says, is simply to disbelieve Matthew’s account and say that Jesus made no
such claim. Another solution is to accept Matthew’s account but disbelieve
Jesus. A third solution is to look to the ‘@roxpOpovg’ for texts that give clearer
details about the resurrected existence.!! Origen rejects all of these solutions:
The first denies the truth of Scripture, the second denies Jesus’ reliability, and
the third functions outside that which is commonly accepted among those who
have believed.!? The only acceptable solution, the one to which Origen returns,
is to claim that these details about the resurrected life are taught in Scripture — but
only when Scripture is interpreted according to its deeper, spiritual sense."
Origen appeals to Heb. 10:1’s claim that the law is only the shadow of good
things to come to justify such interpretation in general.'* He then points to the

8 Commentary on Matthew XVII 34.

9 Commentary on Matthew XVII 35.

10 1bid.

I Aoyoug’ is suggested as a conjectural emendation in order to supply a noun for ‘dmokpv-
povg’ to modify (GCS 40, 698).

12 00k &ni bpoloyobuevov mplypa Tapd Toig TenioTevkocty dhevoetor (GCS 40, 698).

13 Origen consistently uses the term tpomoAoyio to refer to this deeper exegesis (XVII 34
[GCS 40, 692]). When he invokes Gal. 4 to justify it, however, he shifts to dAAnyopia (XVII 35
[GCS 40, 698]).

4 Commentary on Matthew XVII 34.
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Sarah-Hagar allegory in Gal. 4:22-31 and the claim in Eph. 5:32 that marriage
is a great mystery pointing to Christ and the church to justify the spiritual
interpretation of Old Testament narratives and laws about marriage. That
the resurrected will be like the angels, neither marrying nor being given in
marriage, is hidden in these laws and narratives. Thus, Origen concludes that
the Sadducees’ problem was not that they missed something explicitly taught
in Scripture; their mistake was to deny the existence of a deeper sense in Scrip-
ture.!d

Of course, this interpretive move should come as no surprise. Origen is
famous for using difficulties in the text to prove the need for spiritual inter-
pretation, as he himself explains in On First Principles.'® T have highlighted
this move, however, because it shows how Origen uses the Old Testament’s
notorious vagueness on the nature of the afterlife to connect discussions of the
resurrection life to spiritual interpretation. In the next passage I will discuss,
Origen again uses resurrection to justify spiritual interpretation, although in a
different way.

At the beginning of the second book of Against Celsus, Origen responds
to the accusation that Jewish converts to Christianity have been deluded into
abandoning their ancestral law.!” As part of his response, Origen tries to explain
why some of Jesus’ disciples, such as Peter, continued to observe the law liter-
ally while with Jesus and even for some time after his ascension. Origen
explains this delayed shift in attitude toward the law by arguing that Jesus could
not have introduced Peter and the other disciples to spiritual interpretation of
the Jewish law until after his death and resurrection.'® The disciples, Origen
observes, were Jewish, and as such had been trained up since infancy to be
committed to the literal interpretation of the Jewish law. Had Jesus decided to
tell them about spiritual interpretation of the law, his disciples probably would
have been unable to accept such teaching. Instead of accepting these shocking
new ideas because of their belief in Jesus as the Messiah, the son of the living
God, Origen says that Jesus’ disciples would have turned on Jesus because they
would not have been able to imagine that the Messiah could say such blasphe-
mous things about the law. According to Origen, this is why Jesus told his

15 Ibid. Origen does not, however, indicate which Old Testament laws relating to marriage
teach, when interpreted spiritually, that the resurrected will neither marry nor be given in mar-
riage. He does, however, offer a list of the kinds of laws concerning marriage in which spiritual
truths can be discerned (without saying what truths should be discerned in them): laws about
divorce, polygamous marriages in which one wife is loved and another hated, marriages to women
captured in war, efc. When he treats Jesus’ Old Testament prooftext (‘I am the God of Abraham’,
etc.), he sees in it only evidence for life after death (Commentary on Matthew XVII 36). He does
not draw out implications for the nature of that life.

16 On First Principles IV 2.9.

17" Against Celsus 11 1.

18 Against Celsus 11 2.
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disciples in John 16:12 that he still had many things to say to them, although
they could not yet bear to hear them. Jesus needed to wait until affer his death
and resurrection to introduce them to spiritual interpretation. The idea seems to
have been that it was only after Jesus’ death and resurrection that his disciples
would have been so sure of his identity as the Messiah that they could have
accepted this new teaching about spiritual interpretation. Thus, when Peter was
on the roof in Joppa, he was finally ready to learn about the true interpretation
of the law.

This reading is supported by the fact that we find Jesus’ resurrection perform-
ing this same identity-confirming function at the end of the twelfth book of
Origen’s Commentary on Matthew." Origen is commenting on Jesus’ injunc-
tion to Peter, James, and John after the transfiguration to not tell anyone about
what they had seen until after his resurrection (Matth. 17:9). He says that this
was Jesus’ way of protecting the multitudes from being overly shaken by his
crucifixion after hearing about his prior, glorious transfiguration. Once they had
seen Jesus’ resurrected glory, they could be told about his transfiguration with-
out the danger of being devastated by the incongruity of the crucifixion of one
who had been so glorified.

To return to Peter and the law, then, we see how Origen has once again
linked resurrection with spiritual interpretation. Where he earlier used Jesus’
claim about what Scripture says about the resurrected state to prove the neces-
sity of spiritual interpretation, here the function of Jesus’ own resurrection is
to produce the conditions under which spiritual interpretation could be intro-
duced to the fledgling Christian movement. Thus, Origen can say, in a homily
on Exodus, that Jesus’ resurrection was a turning point, after which ‘he filled
the believers with bread, because he gave to us the books of the law and the
prophets that were formerly unknown and unexamined, and granted these doc-
uments to the church for our instruction, so that he himself might be the bread
in the gospel’.?°

The connection between resurrection and spiritual interpretation in Origen
goes beyond the simple fact that resurrection necessitates or enables spiritual
interpretation, however. Origen also consistently — although certainly not exclu-
sively — has resurrection performing the same function as spiritual interpreta-
tion of Scripture: that is, to produce moral transformation.

This function appears across all the possible referents of resurrection termi-
nology; I can only mention representative samples here. First, in his Commen-
tary on John, Origen explains that Jesus claims to be the resurrection and the

19 Commentary on Matthew X1 17, X1I 19.
20 Homilies on Exodus V11 8: ‘Credentes repleverit panibus pro eo, quod libros legis et pro-
phetarum ignotos prius et incognitos dederit nobis et ad instructionem nostrum haec ecclesiae

instrumenta concesserit, ut ipse sit panis in evangelio’ (Origenes Werke VI, ed. Willem A. Baehrens,
GCS 29 [Leipzig, 1920], 215).
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life because he produces a real moral transformation in those who draw near
to him, casting off that which is dead and assuming a newness of life.?! Second,
Jesus’ Easter resurrection also makes possible a new kind of life characterized
by a new morality. For example, in his Commentary on Romans, he develops
the idea that Jesus’ resurrection establishes a pattern of obedient death and
mortification followed by resurrection and new life, a pattern creating the pos-
sibility of emulation through death to sin, mortification of vices, and moral
transformation in this life that produces likeness to Christ.?> Similarly, noting
that Jesus begins to call the disciples ‘brothers’ instead of ‘children’ after
Easter, which he reasons must indicate their maturation, Origen says in the
Commentary on John that it is ‘just as if they were changed by the resurrection
of Jesus’.?* Third, drawing on Rom. 6:3-11, Origen makes extensive use of
resurrection language to describe the moral transformation of the believer asso-
ciated with baptism. Thus, Origen invokes the sense of resurrection as walking
in newness of life to explain how Scripture, on the one hand, can describe
physically alive but morally corrupt people as dead (Adam and Eve dying
immediately after eating from the forbidden tree) while, on the other hand,
describing physically dead but morally renewed people as alive (Abraham,
Isaac, and Jacob).?* And finally, for Origen, the eschatological resurrection
differentiates among the resurrected in a way that reflects and carries forward
the processes of moral transformation (or deformation) begun in this life.?> As
a result, Origen claims that, in contrast to the Pharisees, who believe in the
resurrection of the dead and the world to come, the Sadducees ‘know nothing
stored up after this life for a person, whether for the one who progressed
towards virtue or for the one who did not even take care to begin to depart from
the mountains of vice’.?

The importance for Origen of the connection between resurrection and moral
reformation becomes especially clear when he uses that connection to differen-
tiate the Christian understanding of resurrection from dangerously similar com-
petitors. In Against Celsus 1 68, Celsus accepts for the sake of argument the
veracity of the miraculous stories associated with Jesus, including his resurrec-
tion, but then asks how these are any different from the miracles associated
with common magicians. In response, Origen contrasts Jesus’ motives with
those of magicians: While the latter perform miracles for show and never think

2\ Commentary on John 1 37.

22 Commentary on Romans V 9.7, IX 39.2-4.

2 Commentary on John XXXII 30.372: ®onepel petanoinBévieg Grd thg AvacTicemg
’Incod (Origéne: Commentaire sur Saint Jean V, ed. Cécile Blanc, SC 385 [Paris, 1992], 346).

2% Commentary on John XX 25.

25 See H. Crouzel, ‘Différences entre les ressuscités selon Origéne’ (1982).

26 Commentary on Matthew XII 1: 008&v {oact petd tov Biov tobtov avOpmdnm Grokei-
pevov, fjtot &g &n” apetnV mpokdyavtt i unde v dpynv éntndedoavtt §EeA0elv TV T1ig
kaxiag 6pov (GCS 40, 69-71).
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to use their skills and proceeds to incite others to morally reformed lives, Jesus
uses miracles to bring about the ‘correcting of morals’ (tnjv t@v 70®dV éna-
vopOBwotv) among those who see his works.?” In other words, Jesus’ resurrec-
tion is distinguished from anything a magician might do by its connection to
positive moral reformation.

In a second passage, Celsus uses the voice of a mocking Jew to argue that
Christianity’s teachings about the resurrection of the dead, the judgment of
God, and the honor and fire that will come upon the righteous and unrighteous,
respectively, are nothing new because they are already taught in Judaism.?®
Once again, Origen sets off the Christian view by appealing to moral reforma-
tion: ‘[A]ll the teachings of present-day Jews are myths and trifles, for they do
not have the light of the knowledge of the Scriptures. The teachings of the
Christians, on the other hand, are the truth, able to lift up and raise to a height a
person’s soul and understanding, and persuading a person to have a citizenship,
not like the earthly one of the earthly Jews, but one in heaven’.?

As for spiritual interpretation, Karen Jo Torjesen has shown how integral it
is to Origen’s vision of moral transformation.*® The image of God in the human
soul is restored through a process of moral purification and ever-increasing
knowledge of the Logos, and exegesis of Scripture both reflects and moves this
process forward. Thus, beyond the fact that the three levels of interpretation
described in On First Principles IV 2.4 — body, soul, and spirit — correspond
to readers at different stages along the path to full restoration of the divine image,
Origen’s sequential interpretations of verses in a passage are designed to apply
the Logos’ teachings in those verses to the reader in a way that furthers his or
her spiritual progress.’! In his Commentary on the Song of Songs, for example,
Origen not only draws the reader’s attention through each verse’s meaning with
respect to the church’s relationship to Christ and then the soul’s to Christ, but
he also uses the sequence of spiritual meanings to draw the reader towards a
deeper understanding of the soul’s progressive union with the bridegroom.??
Without spiritual interpretation, as Origen himself says, the result of reading
the Song of Songs is quite the opposite of spiritual edification.??

21 Against Celsus 1 68: 6 8& 81’ @v &moist mapadotmv &ni v 1dv 10DV Enavopbmoty
T0ULG Oempovvtag Ta Yivopeva kaAdv (Origéne: Contre Celse I, ed. Marcel Borret, SC 132 [Paris,
1967], 268).

B Against Celsus 11 5.

2 Against Celsus 11 5: mavta pév ta Tovdaiov t@v vov pbbovg kai Apovg — od yip
£Y0V01 TO PAOG TNG YVOCEWDS TOV YPAPOV —, T(. 0& Xp1oTlovedv GANBslay, ndpat Kol PHETE-
wpicat AvBpodToL YLV Kol VoV duvapeve Kol teibovta yetv Tt Tolitevpa ovy dpotov
701¢ k0T® "Tovdaiolg kbt®m mov GAL’ v odpavoic (SC 132, 292).

30 Karen Jo Torjesen, Hermeneutical Procedure and Theological Structure in Origen’s Exege-
sis (Berlin and New York, 1986).

31 Ibid. 130-8.

32 Ibid. 55-6, 93-6.

3 Commentary on the Song of Songs Prologue 1.
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That resurrection not only necessitates and enables spiritual interpretation
but also often performs the same function illuminates why Origen thinks crass
exegesis and crass eschatology go hand in hand with crass morality. Thus, in
On First Principles, Origen attacks Christians who ‘think that the future prom-
ises of return are to be expected in the enjoyment and wanton excess of the
body’.** He accuses these Christians of understanding the Scriptures in a
‘Judaistic’ sense,> because they ‘desire, after the resurrection, to have the par-
ticular kind of flesh from which the faculty for eating and drinking and doing
all the things of flesh and blood will never be absent’.*® In other words, these
Christians are using the eschatological resurrection to guarantee that ‘that
which is should be once again’, thereby justifying fleshly desires and enjoy-
ments.’” For these Christians, resurrection’s function is to validate the status
quo, both hermeneutically and morally — the exact opposite of what we have
seen to be one of its key functions for Origen. No wonder he found their views
to be so perverse.

3% On First Principles 11 11.2: ‘Arbitrantur repromissiones futuras in uoluptate et luxuria cor-
poris exspectandas’ (Origéne: Traité des Principes I, ed. Henri Crouzel and Manlio Simonetti,
SC 252 [Paris, 1978], 396).

3 On First Principles 11 11.2: ‘Haec ita sentient qui Christo quidem credunt, ludaico autem
quodam sensu scripturas diuinas intellegentes, nihil ex his dignum diuinis pollicitationibus prae-
sumpserunt’ (SC 252, 398).

36 On First Principles 11 11.2: ‘Praecipue carnes iterum desiderant post resurrectionem tales,
quibus manducandi et bibendi et omnia, quae carnis et sanguinis sunt, agendi nusquam desit
facultas® (SC 252, 396).

37 On First Principles 11 11.2: ‘Ut iterum sit hoc, quod est’ (SC 252, 398).
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ABSTRACT

I examine the doctrine of the soul, its composition, origin, and destiny, in some eminent
Christian Platonists: Origen with his doctrine of the Aoyikd, the Christian Middle
Platonist Bardaisan of Edessa, Gregory of Nyssa, Evagrius, and Adamantius in the
Dialogue of Adamantius (which I suspect to include more of Origen’s thought than is
commonly assumed). I investigate how their psychology is related to the themes of
creation and apokatastasis, a doctrine that, not accidentally, is shared by them all, but
that does not presuppose a belief in the ‘preexistence of souls’. A common pattern
emerges, which renders the label ‘preexistence of souls’ inadequate. From this research
it results that the Dialogue of Adamantius, Gregory, and Evagrius are closer to Origen’s
authentic thought on the Aoyikd and their spiritual bodies between protology and escha-
tology than is usually assumed. Gregory, I argue, did not criticise Origen’s purported
preexistence of souls. As for Bardaisan, more and more clues point to a relationship
with Origen’s thought and his tradition.

Origen

Justinian, who never read Origen’s writings, promoted a condemnation of what
he mistook for his doctrines. Among the rebuttals of doctrines that he attributes to
Origen, but were not Origen’s, in his letter to Men(n)as a prominent place is
occupied by that of the ‘preexistence of souls’, which is still ascribed to Origen
by scholars,” and was already known at the end of the third century: Pamphilus
Apol. 159 attests that Origen was being accused of maintaining the preexistence

' T warmly thank Mark J. Edwards, Christopher Beeley and Panayiotis Tzamalikos for par-
ticipating in the workshop The Soul in the Origenian Tradition, and Mark for co-organising it.
I am also grateful to all those in attendance for the excellent discussion we had on both days.

2 Just to give an example of how Origen’s preexistence is still often depicted: Origen imposed
‘a mind-body dualism upon the human organism in which the intellectual part of the soul both
preexisted and was severed from the body in which it was provisionally contained’, so Susan
Wessel, ‘The Reception of Greek Science in Gregory of Nyssa’s De hominis opificio’, VC 63
(2009), 24-46, 25.
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of souls to their own bodies. Justinian derives most charges precisely from that of
the preexistence. Origen’s notion of the existence of the Ideas or logoi of all
realities in God’s Logos-Wisdom ab aeterno is presented by Justinian as the heret-
ical doctrine of the coeternity of genera and species with God (cuvaidia). Justin-
ian thinks that Origen taught the coeternity of souls with God, their preexistence
as disembodied entities, ‘bare souls’, their embodiment only after their fall, and
even their metensomatosis.> The charge of supporting metensomatosis in Princ.
I is then expressed by Photius, Bibl. Cod. 8,3b-4a Bekker: petepyovydoeig te
vap Anpmdel. Justinian closely relates preexistence of souls to metensomatosis
(88-90): ‘the cause of this absurdity [sc. metensomatosis] is the following: to
believe that souls preexisted’. He cites Gregory Nyssen’s refutation of the preex-
istence of souls;* he deems it directed against Origen, which is not the case, as
I shall show. About a decade later, in his Epistula ad synodum de Origene, Justin-
ian connects again the doctrines he ascribes to Origen with Pythagoras, Plato, and
Plotinus on the basis of Origen’s supposed adhesion to the metensomatosis theory,
and attributes again to Origen the idea that souls put on bodies as a result of their
fall, after a disembodied preexistence.’ But in Origen’s view the logika did not
receive a body for the first time after their fall and as a result of it.

In fact, metensomatosis was overtly and repeatedly rejected by Origen as
impious. I need not even argue this.® Also, Origen was clear that the Ideas/logoi

3 “Those logika who had committed sin and for this reason fell from the condition in which they
were, according to the gravity of their sins became incarnated in bodies for punishment; they are
purified and return to the condition in which they were before; they take off their bodies completely,
and then again, for the second and third time, and many more times, they are incarnated again in
different bodies for the sake of punishment’. At 106-16 Justinian collects Greek quotations from
Origen’s TTepi "Apy®dv, but from the lore of bits that had been used for centuries in the Origenist
controversy, always cut at the very same points, modified, extrapolated from their context, and at best
misunderstood, when not utterly falsified. Justinian never read the whole masterpiece of Origen, let
alone anything else of his commentaries or other works. From Book 1, ‘creatures are coeternal with
God’, is a misunderstanding of the eternal existence of Ideas of all things in God’s Logos. Justinian
then passes on to the fall of the logika and endeavours to present Origen’s doctrine as a kind of
metensomatosis that goes so far as to include the assumption of animal’s (even fishes’) bodies on the
part of human souls. But Origen was adamant in his rejection of any form of metensomatosis. Justin-
ian does not pay attention to the metaphorical value of Origen’s statements and his words, v’ oUtmg
einw. At the end of his letter to Menas, among the anathemas that had to be subscribed by bishops
and abbots and represented ‘Origen’s blasphemies’, Justinian lists again the preexistence of bare souls,
their union with bodies after the fall as punishment, and the coeternity of creatures with God.

4 At 92, Justinian insists again that the right doctrine of the Fathers ‘forbids to say that souls
exist prior to bodies’ (93; see 96).

5 “When the intellects had satiety [kK0poc], so to say, of the love and contemplation of God,
according to each one’s change into the worse, they put on bodies, fine or more dense [Aem-
Topepéatepa §| mayvuepéatepa copata aperdcacal]’. Likewise in Anath. 1, 14, and 15
appended to the 553 Council decrees, the ‘preexistence of souls’ is mirrored by the restoration of
disembodied intellects. Origen supported neither.

¢ See Panayiotis Tzamalikos, Origen: Philosophy of History and Eschatology (Leiden, 2007),
48-53, with my rev. in RFN 100 (2008), 453-8. See also U. Bianchi, ‘L’anima in Origene e la
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of rational creatures, which preexisted ab aeterno in God’s Logos-Wisdom
with those of all beings,” became substances only when they were created as
independent beings. In Princ. 11 9,2 Origen insists that the logika were created
while they did not exist; they began to exist at a certain point (albeit not in the
time measured by the sun and the stars, which did not yet exist®). They began
to exist as created independent substances, not coeternal with God: ‘secundum
praefigurationem et praeformationem semper erant in Sapientia ea, quae proti-
nus etiam substantialiter facta sunt’ (Princ. 1 4,4-5). The preexistence of the
logika as projects in God’s Logos and their subsequent creation as substances
is also declared in a Greek passage: Comm. in lo. 1 19,114-5. Here Origen uses
the metaphor of a project in an architect’s mind that was used by Philo:’

A house or ship are built on architectonic models, so one can say that the principle of
the house or ship consists in the paradigms and /ogoi found in the craftsman. In the
same way, I think, all things were made according to the logoi of future beings that God
had already manifested beforehand in Wisdom. It is necessary to maintain that God
founded [kticac], so to say, a living Wisdom, and handed it the task of transmitting
the structure [tAGo1g], forms [€161], and, to my mind, substances [o¥ciat] too, from
the archetypes in it to beings and matter.

God’s Wisdom contains all forms-Ideas or paradigms of all creatures. These
existed there ab aeterno, before their creation as substances. But they do not
exist ab aeterno substantially as creatures. In this respect, not even the logika
are coeternal with God. Only the Son and the Spirit are. Rational creatures are
created prior to the time measured by stars — Origen was aware of the ‘perish-
ability axiom’ (see below) —, but not coeternal with God, since only God is
eternal proper.!?

questione della metensomatosi’, Augustinianum 26 (1986), 33-50; L. Lies, ‘Origenes und Reinkar-
nation’, Zeitschrift fiir katholische Theologie 121 (1999), 139-58; 249-68.

7 Besides Princ. 1 4,4-5, quoted immediately below, see also Comm. in lo. 19 (11) and XIX 22
(5), in which the Son, as Wisdom containing many forms, is identified with the intelligible world.
This is conceived in a Middle-Platonic fashion: the Ideas are in God’s Logos, rather than in hyper-
ouranios. What Origen criticises in Princ. II 3,6 is not necessarily Plato’s view: ‘Let nobody have
occasion to maintain that I affirm the existence of the images that the Greeks call Ideas, because it
is alien to my way of thinking to maintain the existence of an incorporeal world that consists only
in fantasy, or mental representation, and in the fallaciousness/transitoriness of thoughts’. George
Boys-Stones, ‘Time, Creation, and the Mind of God’, OSAPh 40 (2011), 319-37, 334, thinks that
Origen is here rejecting the Stoic anti-Platonic position. Indeed, Plato did not at all regard his
metaphysical Ideas as images, fantasies, or thoughts, or mental representations that can be wrong or
are transitory. Nor did Origen consider the Ideas inside God’s Logos in this way.

8 In Middle Platonism, e.g., Plutarch, Quaest. 1007C, it was common to regard time as having
its beginning with the cosmos, and more particularly with the movement of the sky.

 See my ‘Cristo-Logos in Origene’, in Dal Logos dei Greci e dei Romani al Logos di Dio.
Ricordando Marta Sordi (Milan, 2011), 295-317.

10 See my ‘Origene ed il lessico dell’eternita’, Adamantius 14 (2008), 100-29. On God as
absolutely transcending time see Panayiotis Tzamalikos, Origen: Cosmology and Ontology of
Time (Leiden, 2006), 21-38, with my review in RFN 99 (2007), 177-81.
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Justinian levels against Origen the same accusation as Porphyry did: that of
applying to Scripture the exegetical strategy of Greek allegoresis, used by phi-
losophers in the interpretation of myths.'! Both Justinian and Porphyry presuppose
the incompatibility of philosophy and Christianity, against which Origen already
had to defend himself.!> This is why Justinian goes on to accuse Origen, Arius,
and the Manichaeans of deriving their ‘heresies’ from Plato, among which that of
the punishment of human souls in bodies. Justinian proceeds to a refutation of this
thesis, which was not Origen’s. Justinian argues that, if souls received a body
because of their sin and for the sake of expiation, they should no longer sin after
their incarnation, and their bodies should not cooperate with them in sin. His
conclusion is that the body was not created after, as a punishment for the soul, but
bodies and souls were created together. ‘The human being is neither a body with-
out a soul nor a soul without a body’ (74) and ‘the soul neither preexists nor gets
embodied because of its sin’ (84), a statement Origen would have endorsed.
Indeed, he did not assume that the /ogika received a body only after their fall. The
latter transformed their bodies, but did not determine their existence. Mark
Edwards is right to deny that Origen attributes the union of soul and body to a
transgression of a ‘preexisting soul’ that God punished with its incarnation, as has
often been maintained on the basis of Frg. 15 K. of Ilepl "Apy®dv, coming from
late and unreliable sources.'® Indeed, for Origen corporeality did not come about
after sin, but the logika were provided with a body from the beginning: not heavy
and corruptible, but similar to the ‘spiritual body’ of resurrection. After the fall,
they were not given a body for the first time, but had their fine, immortal body
changed into a perishable (in the case of humans) or a ‘ridiculous’ one, in the case
of demons. The devil, due to his detachment from God, when he was the first to
fall, had his body turned into one much worse, not qua mortal, but qua ludicrous,
while other bodies are not so, but glorious (Comm. in lo. 1 17,97-8).!* Origen
expands on this in Comm. in lo. XX 22,182: the devil

is that famous ‘first earthly being’ in that he was the first to fall down from the superior
state and wanted a different life from the superior one. Thus he deserved to be the

1" See my ‘The Philosophical Stance of Allegory in Stoicism and its Reception in Platonism,
Pagan and Christian’, IJCT 18 (2011), 335-71.

12 See Ilaria Ramelli, ‘Origen, Patristic Philosophy, and Christian Platonism’, VC 63 (2009),
217-63. On Porphyry’s work against the Christians, from where the passage against Origen stems,
see at least most recently Sébastien Morlet (ed.), Le traité de Porphyre contre les chrétiens: un
siécle de recherches, nouvelles questions. Actes du colloque international, Paris IV-Sorbonne 8-9
septembre 2009 (Paris, 2011).

13 See his ‘Origen no Gnostic, or, on the Corporeality of Man’, JTS 43 (1992), 21-7; Origen
against Plato, 89-97, 160; Marguerite Harl, ‘La préexistence des &mes dans 1’ccuvre d’Origeéne’,
in Le déchiffrement du sens (Paris, 1993), 262-3; J. Konstantinovsky, Evagrius (2009), 127:
‘Origen may have not traced corporeality to a primordial fall from grace’.

14 “The one who is called dragon, because he fell from his pure life, became worthy of being
enchained before anyone else to a material body. This is why the Lord ... can say: “This is the
beginning of material creation, made to be laughed at by his angels”. It is certainly possible that
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principle, not of the foundation (of the Son) [kticpal,”” nor of the creation (of the
logika) [moinua], but only of what was moulded with clay [tAdoua] by the Lord. He
became such as to be the object of derision by the Lord’s angels.

The idea that the devil was the beginning of material creation was taken over
by the author of De trinitate ascribed to Didymus, but with kticpa instead of
nAdopo, which does not respect Origen’s terminology (Trin. I 17,2).'% As for
angels, for Origen they have a heavenly, ethereal, and pure body, similar to that
of the stars (De or. 7); their body does not come from the dust of the earth
(ibid. 23,4); their food is spiritual (ibid. 27,9-10). Origen’s position that even
angels have a body will be kept by Caesarius (i.e. Cassian the Sabaite accord-
ing to P. Tzamalikos).!” Origen expressly speaks of two kinds of bodies, earthly
and not earthly, still in Protr. ad mart. 3, toward the end of his life (248). Very
Platonically, he maintains that to love God and have communion with God, the
soul must detach itself from its body, be this an earthly or another kind of body,
i.e. spiritual.'8

the dragon is, not the beginning of the Lord’s material creation [tAGopa] in general, but rather
the beginning of the many beings made to be laughed at by angels, while others may be in a body,
but not in this way’.

5 In Comm. in Io. 1 19,114-5, xtic1g refers to the atemporal foundation of God’s Wisdom
on the part of God. This is Scriptural language and does not mean that Origen deemed the Son-
Logos-Wisdom a creature. In the present passage as well, I think that kticpa indicates the
foundation of God’s Wisdom, which is in turn the agent of creation; moinpo indicates the
creation of intellects, along with their fine bodies and the world, not yet diversified; and
nhdopa, what was moulded as the subsequent transformation of the fine bodies into bodies apt
to the life of fallen intellects, in a world that was diversified according to the intellects’ diver-
sified wills.

16 ot 1OV S1aPorov TpdTOV KTicua eivarl Aéyet Eavtdv mocavta dykatanailecdut
Do TV Gylwv dyyédov 810 TO dvdciov adtol kal kKakdBoviov Thg Tpoutpécemc. Origen’s
terminology is very clear in Hom. in Ier. 1,10, where he remarks that, mévv Stadektikdrata, i.e.
in a way that is in perfect accord with Plato’s distinctional dialectic, Scripture does not say,
‘before I created [rotficat] you in the womb, I know you’ (in reference to God’s words to Jer-
emiah), because it is when the divinity created the human being in the image of God that God
‘has created’ (memoinke); on the contrary, when God made the human being from the earth, God
‘moulded’ it (éTAaceVv). Thus, the human being that is ‘created” (mtotobpevov) by God is not that
which ‘is formed in the womb’ (&v kothig yiyvetar), but ‘what is moulded from the earth is what
is founded in the womb’ (10 TAAGGOUEVOV GO TOV YOV THE YN, TOUTO &V Kowlig ktileTar).
The latter is the mortal body.

17 Cass., Quaest. et resp. 47: Godpotol pév ol dyyshot kad’ fudc, cdpo 8¢ kad’ Eavtoie,
Mg dvepog | TOp 1 dNp. Tdpate yop dmapyovotl Aemta kal Gbia, EEm THG HUETEPUG
nayvINtog. The same is maintained by Cassian in Seren. Prim. 86v: angelic powers &yovot yop
Kol adtar odpota, £l kol mToAld Aemtdtepa To0 Huetépov. Tzamalikos’s theory on Cassian-
Caesarius: A Newly Discovered Greek Father: Cassian the Sabaite eclipsed by John Cassian of
Marseilles (Leiden, 2012); The Real Cassian Revisited: Monastic Life, Greek Paideia, and
Origenism in the Sixth Century (Leiden, 2012).

18 .80n th woxfi vopile dyondcOal tov Oedv Hd 1OV ArocndVIOV Kai dticTdviav
adTNV S0 TOAANV TNV TPOg 10 Kotvovioal 1@ Oe@® mpobupiov od pdvov and tob yyivov
oOUaTog GAAYL Kol GO TAVTOG GOUATOS.
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Origen’s interpretation of the ‘skin tunics’ (Gen. 3:21) is consistent with this.
E.g.in Hom. in Lev. 6,2 these tunics are not the body, but mortality: ‘pelliciis,
inquit, tunicis, quae essent mortalitatis quam pro peccato acceperat.” In Frg.
in I Cor. 29 he admits that the human being had a body before falling and
receiving those tunics, which represent, not the body tout court, but the heavy
and corruptible body given by God to humans after the fall. Already Clement
warned that the identification, endorsed by the encratite Cassian, of the skin
tunics with the body was incorrect (Strom. III 14,95,2). Origen, in CC IV 40,
declared that the skin tunics conceal a mystery that is deeper than that of the
fall of the soul according to Plato (Phaedr. 248CD). Procopius (Comm. in Gen.
3:21 [PG 87,1 221A]) very probably attests to Origen’s interpretation of the
skin tunics: these are not the body, since, according to those who allegorised
the Bible (ol dAAnyopovvteg), the human being in paradise already had a
body, ‘fine and suitable for life in Paradise’ (Aentopepec odpo kol GELov g
év Iopadeiow dtoymyng), called by some ‘luminous’ (6 Tiveg adyoeldeg
éxblecav) and immortal, which corresponds to the human being ‘moulded
from the earth’ (GmO tOU YoU mAacbeig), while the human being created
‘according to the image* corresponds to the soul (6 pév xat’ eikéva v
yuynv onpoaivel). The tunics are mortal, heavy corporeality, given to humans
after sin: ‘They say that initially the soul used the luminous body as a vehicle,
and this body was later clothed in the skin tunics’. But at the resurrection
humans will recover immortality.

An important confirmation to Procopius’ attestation is provided, to my mind,
by his quasi-contemporary Gobar (ap. Phot. Bibl. cod. 232,287b-291b), who
knew Origen and his admirers well and often reports his thought. He too attests
to Origen’s identification of the skin tunics with mortality, heavy corporeality,
and liability to passions, which arrived after sin but will be shed at the resur-
rection (288a). The very key-term adyoetd£g is here, which indicates that Pro-
copius, too, was referring to Origen. A further confirmation comes from Origen
himself, in two passages. One is a passage of undisputed authenticity and pre-
served in Greek: Comm. in Matth. XVII 30, where the angels’ bodies are
described as aifépia and adyoeidés mdg. The second is preserved in Latin, but
is of undisputed paternity, and from the Latin it is easy to reconstruct the under-
lying Greek: Princ. 11 6,4.'° Here the risen body in the felos is described as

19 “Paul also mentions the spiritual body [1Cor. 15:44] ... the quality of the spiritual body

must be such as to constitute a suitable dwelling place not only for blessed and perfect souls, but
also for all creation, which will be liberated from enslavement to corruption [Rom. 8:21]. Speak-
ing of this body, the Apostle also said: “We have a dwelling place not made by human hands and
eternal in heaven. For visible things are temporal, but invisible things are eternal” [2Cor. 4:18].
In comparison with all these bodies that we see both on earth and in heaven, which are moulded
and not eternal, what is invisible, not handmade, and eternal is by far superior. From this com-
parison it is possible to imagine how great will be the beauty, brightness, and splendour, of the
spiritual body ... The nature of this body of ours ... can be brought by the Creator to the condition
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‘finest’ = Aemtopepég and ‘brightest’ = adyoeldéc. Moreover, the depiction
of this body as a suitable dwelling place for life in Paradise corresponds to
Procopius’s passage as well. This, along with the passage from the Commen-
tary on Matthew and Gobar, confirms that Procopius was speaking of Origen
when he referred to the ‘allegorists’ who postulated a Aentopepég and adyost-
dé¢ prelapsarian body at the beginning. For such will also be the risen body in
the end. Indeed, the subtle body at the beginning is perfectly parallel to that of
the resurrection, after the deposition of the ‘skin tunic’ that was added to the
original immortal body: ‘cum corpus humanum, crassitudinis huius indumento
deposito, uelut nudum coeperit sustinere tormenta’ (Comm. in Ps. 6 ap. Pam-
philus, Apol. 157).

Origen was misunderstood by Epiphanius, Anc. 62,3, who reports that he
interpreted the skin tunics as the body (10 capkikov fj 10 coua); he repeats
the same in 64,4.%° In 62,3 Epiphanius relates that Origen laughed at the notion
of God who, as a tailor, works with skin cuts and sews tunics, Bupoeboag
dépuarto yrtdvag épyacntat. This is important to confirm Origen’s paternity
of the fragment in Theodoret, Frg. 121 Coll. Coisl. in Gen. It probably comes
from Origen’s Commentary on Genesis (D11 Metzler) and states that it is
unworthy of God (avéa&iov Beov) to think that God, like a tailor who works
with skins, cut and sewed those tunics, kotappayavta d&ppate diknv oKv-
totopov. Some (tiveg) identified the skin tunics with mortality (VEXKp®G1G)
which covered Adam and Eve, ‘put to death due to sin’.?! Porphyry, who knew
Origen’s work, used the same notion in Abst. I1 46: ‘In the Father’s temple, i.e.
this world, is it not prudent to keep pure our last garment, the skin tunic, and
thus, with this tunic made pure, live in the Father’s temple?’ and I 31: ‘We
must remove these many garments, both this visible garment of flesh and those
inside, which are close to those of skin.’

Only the Trinity is conceived by Origen as incorporeal, all creatures need a
body, whether spiritual or fleshly, in order to live, and bodies can be separated
from the logika only theoretically (Princ. Il 2,2: ‘materialem vero substantiam
opinione quidem et intellectu solo separari ab eis, et pro ipsis vel post ipsas
effectam videri, sed numquam sine ipsa eas vel vixisse vel vivere: solius

of a finest, purest, and brightest body, as the condition and deserts of the rational nature will
require’. On Paul’s notion of cdpo mvevpatikdv in 1Cor. 15:44 see now the controversial
Troels Engberg-Pedersen, Cosmology and Self in the Apostle Paul (Oxford, 2010), 31-8, 72 and
passim.

20 The identification of the skin tunics with the body tout court returns in Aglaophon’s words
in Methodius’ De resurrectione 1,4.

21 On the Theodoret fragment: A. Parvan, ‘Genesis 1-3: Augustine and Origen’, VC 66 (2012),
56-92, 77, thinks that it is Origen and that Origen interpreted the skin tunics as the body tout
court. But see J.F. Dechow, Dogma and Mysticism in Early Christianity (Mercer University,
1988), 318-26.
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namque Trinitatis incorporea vita existere recte putabitur’).?> Origen was pos-
sibly inspired by Clement in this respect, and surely inspired Ambrose in turn
(De Abr. 11 8,58, [PL 14, 506]). In Princ. II 3,2 Origen even offers a cogent
syllogism to demonstrate that it is impossible for any creature to live incorpo-
really: if any can live without a body, then all will be able to do so, but then,
corporeal substance would be useless; therefore, it would not exist. Which is
not the case. Indeed, to this hypothesis Origen in Princ. 11 3,2-3, opposes 1Cor.
15:53: ‘This corruptible being must necessarily put on incorruptibility; this
mortal being must put on immortality.” He comments:

The expressions ‘this corruptible being’ and ‘this mortal being’, said with the tone of
one who touches and indicates, what else do they fit, if not corporeal matter? This same
corporeal matter, which is now corruptible, will put on incorruptibility, when the per-
fect soul, instructed on the incorruptible truths, begins to make use of the body ... When
this body, which one day we shall have glorious, will participate in life, then it will
attain what is immortal, and therefore will also become incorruptible ... What else will
incorruptibility and immortality be if not God’s Wisdom, Logos, and Justice, which
inform the soul, wrap and adorn it?

The objection that Origen puts forward in §3 comes from people who believe
that the /ogika can live without body, what Origen repeatedly denied on the
grounds that only the Trinity can do so.?

In Princ. IV 4,8 Origen claims again that rational creatures always need a
body, by necessity (corporeal matter ‘tamdiu necesse est permanere quamdiu

22 Princ. 11 2,2: “If it is absolutely impossible to claim that any other nature besides the
Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit can live without a body, the argument’s coherence compels
to understand that rational beings were created as the principal or main creation [principaliter],
but the material substance can be separated from them — and thus appear to be created before or
after them — only theoretically and mentally, because they can never have lived, or live, without
matter. For only the Trinity can be correctly thought to live without a body. Therefore ... the
material substance, which by nature is capable of being transformed from all into all, when it is
dragged to inferior creatures [ad inferiora trahitur], is formed into a dense and solid body ... but
when it serves [ministrat] more perfect and blessed creatures, it shines forth in the splendour of
heavenly bodies and adorns with a spiritual body both God’s angels and the children of the resur-
rection’. See Princ. 1 6,4: ‘I cannot understand how so many substances can live and subsist
without a body, whereas it is a prerogative of God alone, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, to live
without material substance and any union with corporeal elements. Therefore, one may say that
in the end every corporeal substance will be so purified as to be understood as ethereal and
endowed with heavenly purity and integrity’; in the same passage Origen bases himself on 1Cor.
7:31 and Isa. 65:17 to demonstrate that there will be ‘not a total destruction or annihilation of
the material substance, but a certain change of quality and transformation of habit’ (‘non omni-
modis exterminatio vel perditio substantiae materialis, sed immutatio quaedam qualitatis atque
habitus transformatio’). Princ. IV 3,15: ‘The Trinity’s substance ... is neither corporeal nor
endowed with body, but it is wholly incorporeal’; Hom. in Ex. 6,5: ‘No one is invisible, incor-
poreal, immutable, beginningless and endless ... but the Father with the Son and the Holy Spirit’.

23 ‘However, those who believe that rational creatures can live without a body may observe
at this point...’
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permanent ea, quae eius indigent indumento. Semper autem erunt rationabiles
naturae, quae indigeant indumento corporeo; semper ergo erit et natura cor-
porea, cuius indumentis uti necesse est rationabiles creaturas’). Thus, they had
a body at the beginning of their substantial existence, when God created both
them and matter, with a potential for infinite transformations.?* Origen indicates
that matter was created by God at the same time as the logika in Princ. I1 9,1:
‘When Scripture states that God created all “by number and measure”, we shall
be correct to apply the noun “number” to rational creatures or minds ... and
“measure” to bodily matter ... These are the things we must believe were cre-
ated by God in the beginning, before anything else’. Bodies are not posterior
to the logika, but were created along with them.

An impressive parallel exists between Origen and Porphyry. Just as Origen
maintained that only the three dpyoi (Father, Son, and Spirit) are incorporeal,
so did Porphyry claim that only the three dpyai (One, Nous, and Soul)? are
incorporeal (Ad Aneb. 3); all other beings have bodies: gods, ethereal; demons,
aerial; and souls, earthly. In CC VII 32 — particularly valuable as it is preserved
in Greek and reflects a confrontation with a Middle Platonist — Origen analo-
gously insists on the necessity that the soul always be in a body that is suited
to the place or situation in which it happens to be, according to its spiritual
progress or elongation from the Good.?° The soul is always with a body, even
after death (xol v T AroAAlayT cOpOTL ¥ pfTAL 7| YN, Res. ap. Method.,
Res. ap. Phot., Bibl. cod. 234,301a). That the soul has a body adapted to its
spiritual refinement and progress is also stated in Hom. 2 in Ps. 38,8,”

24 This is explained very well in the part that immediately precedes the above-quoted passage:
‘The intelligible nature must necessarily use bodies, because, qua created, it is subject to move-
ment and alteration. For what was not and began to exist is for this very reason mutable in its
nature and does not possess good or evil substantially, but accidentally ... The rational nature was
liable to movement and alteration, so that, according to its deserts, it could be endowed with a
different body, of this or that quality. This is why God, who knew in advance which the different
conditions of souls or spiritual powers might be, created the corporeal nature as well, which,
according to the will of the Creator, could be transformed, changing qualities, as required by the
situation’ (Princ. IV 4,8).

25 For the identification of the three dpyai in Origen and in Plotinus/Porphyry (and the pos-
sible influence of Origen on Porphyry) see my ‘Origen, Greek Philosophy, and the Birth of the
Trinitarian Meaning of Hypostasis’, HTR 105 (2012), 302-50.

26 ) T E0VTTC PVGEL ACOUATOC KOl AOPOTOG YoM 8V TOVTL COUUTIK® TOT® TVYYavovoa
06Tl TWOUATOS 0IKCEIOV T} PUTEL T TOTQW EKeElV®.

2T ‘Anima quae peccat crassior efficitur ... sicut autem peccatum incrassescere facit, ita e
contrario virtus subtilem animam reddit ... crassescat et, ut ita dicam, carnea efficiatur anima
peccatoris ... carnem sine dubio animas nominat crassiores et peccatrices. Si ergo incrassescat
anima ut efficiatur caro ... est ergo opus Dei ut tabescere faciat et consumat omne quidquid cras-
sioris est materiae quo circumdatur anima ut extenuet et elimet prudentiam carnis, et ita demum
animam ad subtilem rerum caelestium et invisibilium revocet intellectum ... nos qui animam
nostram incarnavimus vel incrassavimus ... si hinc adhuc carnes fuerimus egressi, mittemur in
illos cacabos qui succenduntur lignis vel feno vel stipula, id est operibus nostris.’
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Res. 11 ap. Pamph., Apol. 134, and Comm. in Ps. 1 ap. Pamph., Apol. 141:
‘Necesse est animam in locis corporeis habitantem uti corporibus talibus quae
apta sint his locis in quibus degit.’ That rational creatures’ bodies change
according to their moral status — the measure of their elongation from the Good
— is also attested by Jerome, although he gives the wrong impression of an
original incorporeality of the /ogika (in a work from his anti-Origenian period,
to be read critically).?

In fact, Origen expressly rejected the preexistence of bare souls. In his exe-
gesis of Titus preserved by Barsanuphius (Doctr. c. opin. Orig. [PG 86, 891-3])
he stated: ‘The doctrine that souls exist before bodies is justified neither by the
apostles nor by the ecclesiastical tradition’; Origen ‘characterised whoever
maintains this doctrine as a heretic’. The body he is speaking of in Comm. in
Cant. 11 5,23 is the heavy, mortal one: ‘utrum nuper creata [anima) veniat et
tunc primum facta cum corpus videtur esse formatum, ut causa facturae eius
animandi corporis necessitas exstitisse credatur.’” Origen finds this solution
obviously ridiculous,* and passes on to the second alternative: ‘an prius et
olim facta ob aliquam causam ad corpus sumendum venire aestimetur. Etsi ex
causa aliqua in hoc deduci creditur, quae illa sit causa.” That he means the
mortal body is clear from shortly before (5,16): ‘Sed et lob omnem hominum
vitam umbram dicit esse super terram [Job 8:9] credo pro eo quod omnis
anima in hac vita velamento crassi huius corporis obumbratur.” The Church or
soul, i.e. rational creatures exist neither before their own bodies nor before the
katafoAn of the cosmos, and it is only in a mystical sense that they can be
said to exist before the cosmos: ‘ab initio humani generis et ab ipsa constitu-
tione mundi, immo, ut Paulo duce altius mysterii huius originem repetam, ante
etiam constitutionem mundi’ (Comm. in Cant. 11 8,4). If Origen’s last phrase
alludes to the logika’s existence in God’s Wisdom before everything, this
would also allow for Henryk Pietras’ hypothesis that the material world itself
was not created after the logika’s fall; rather, at that point it simply underwent
a modification and diversification, but it existed earlier.’! In Princ. I1I 1,1

28 For a sojourn in the mansio beatorum the body will be luminous; for a sojourn in poenis it
will be adapted to suffering.

2 C. lo. lerosol. ad Pamm. 16, de Origenis erroribus: Origen ‘dixit cunctas rationabiles
creaturas, incorporales et invisibiles [invisible, but not absolutely incorporeal, since only the
Trinity can be sol, si negligentiores fuerint, paulatim ad inferiora labi, et iuxta qualitates locorum
ad quae defluunt adsumere sibi corpora. Verbi gratia, primum aetherea, deinde aerea. Cumque
ad viciniam terrae pervenerint, crassioribus corporibus circumdari.’

30 In Princ. 1 pref. 5 Origen declares that Scripture and the apostolic teaching have left the
origin of souls in darkness. So also in Comm. in Cant. 11 5,21,22 he declares it necessary to
investigate whether the soul is incorporeal, whether it is simple or composed of two, three, or
more parts, and whether it is created. In this case Origen rejects both traducianism and the infusion
of a soul in a body already formed in the womb.

31 “L’inizio del mondo materiale e 1’elezione divina in Origene’, in Gyorgy Heidl and Robert
Somos (eds), Origeniana Nona (Leuven, 2009), 653-68.
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Origen observes that the cause, not of the world, but of diversity in it, is ‘the
variety and difference of movements and falls of those who have abandoned
the initial unity’. This may imply that before that diversification the world
already existed, but was characterised by unity: that of the logika and their fine
bodies. Indeed, matter had already been created, for the /ogika to be endowed
with their luminous, immortal bodies from the beginning of their existence as
substances. That the logika were endowed with fine bodies from the beginning
also helps explain how they could diversify their wills at a certain point. For,
according to Origen, ‘there cannot be diversity without bodies’ (Princ. 11 1,4).
That the world became varied, not at the beginning of its creation, but only
after the logika began to diversify their wills, detaching them from the only
Good, is also indicated by Princ. I1 9,2: ‘The Creator of the universe, receiving
all those germs and causes of variety and diversity, according to the diversity
of the intellects [mentes], that is, the logika [rationabiles creaturae]..., ren-
dered the world varied and diversified’. He did not create it only then, but he
transformed it, in accord with the logika’s transformation. In Princ. 11 9,2
Origen seems to imply that all the intellects detached themselves from the
Good, to various degrees: ‘every nous, neglecting the Good to a greater or
lesser extent due to its own movements, was dragged to the opposite of the
Good, that is, evil’.3 The only exception is Christ’s logikon. But this is dis-
cussed by Christopher Beeley in this publication.??

Only in respect to the eventual ‘deification’ did Origen admit of the possibility
that ‘becoming God’ will entail becoming bodiless, as God is (Princ. 111 6,1; 11
3,3-5), but this is not at odds with the resurrection of the body, which Origen
endorsed. What is more, that of incorporeality in deification is one of two alterna-
tives that Origen puts forward, the other being the preservation of the body even
in 0éwo1c.3* Indeed, in Princ. 1II 6,6, Origen states that the logika will have a
spiritual body in the final apokatastasis.®> Here, again, Justinian entertained

32 See Princ. 11 8,4: ‘I think we should not deem the fall and degradation of the intelligence
the same for all, but that some more and some less got transformed into souls, and some retained
something of their original capacity, others nothing or very little’.

3 See also Rowan Williams, ‘Origen on the Soul of Jesus’, in Origeniana 111 (Rome, 1985),
131-7; Ilaria Ramelli, ‘Gesu Cristo come entita mostruosa e ibrida in rappresentazioni pagane e
cristiane tra II e III secolo’, in I. Baglioni (ed.), Costruzione e percezione delle entita ibride e
mostruose nelle culture del Mediterraneo antico, Museo delle Religioni Raffaele Pettazzoni, Vel-
letri, 8-11 June 2011 (Rome, 2012).

3 Princ. 11 3,7: ‘Either we shall be able to live without a body when all will be subject to
Christ and, through Christ, to God the Father and “God will be all in all”, or even when all will
be subject to Christ and through Christ to God the Father, with whom it will form one spirit,
because rational natures are spirit, even then the corporeal substance will continue to stick to the
purest and most perfect spirits, and, transformed into an ethereal state, will shine forth in propor-
tion to the merits and condition of those who assume it’.

3 “We must believe that all of this corporeal substance of ours will be brought to that state
when every being will be restored to be one and the same thing [John 17:21] and God will be all
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(obviously having been reported) an inaccurate opinion about Origen’s thought.
For another charge against Origen in Ep. ad Men. 92,% as ungrounded as the oth-
ers, is that of having denied the resurrection of the body. This purported denial
depended, again, on Origen’s supposed belief in the preexistence of ‘bare souls’.
What Origen rather maintained was the resurrection of a body that is the same as
the mortal body for each human, but with different qualities. These seem to be the
qualities of the light, immortal body with which the logika were endowed from
the beginning. The individual identity of a body, even through transformations, is
guaranteed, in Origen’s view, by an immutable metaphysical form or £i8o¢ (Princ.
11 10,2: ‘Every body is endowed with its individual form’). That the risen body is
the same as the present as for individual identity, but with much better qualities,
is stated in Comm. in Ps. 1 ap. Pamph., Apol. 141 (‘eadem in nobis speciem
[180¢] permanet ab infantiam usque ad senectutem ... ipsam permansuram etiam
in futuro, plurima tamen immutatione in melius et gloriosius facta ... nec haec
species exterminabitur licet gloriosior eius effecta sit permutatio’), Frg. in Luc.
Frg. 140 on Luke 9:28 (‘At the resurrection the saints’ bodies will be far more
glorious than those which they had in the present life, but they will not be other
bodies than these’), and De res. Il ap. Pamph., Apol. 132: what rises is ‘hoc cor-
pus quod mortuum relinquitur.” For bodies change qualities according to the place
they are in.” Indeed, this question was included by Origen in his programme of
research into the soul: it is necessary to investigate ‘the question of the essence of
the soul, of the principle of its existence, of its joining this earthly body ... whether
it is possible that it enters a body for a second time, whether this will happen dur-
ing the same cycle [rtepiodog] and the same arrangement [S1akdounoig], in the
same body or in another, and, if it is in the same, whether it will remain identical
to itself in its substance only acquiring different qualities [sc. Origen’s position],
or it will remain the same in both its substance and its qualities, and whether the
soul will always use the same body or it will change’ (Comm. in lo. V1 85). CC 111
42 in this respect is momentous, since its paternity is beyond doubt and is pre-
served in Greek; here Origen remarks that Jesus’s risen body was the same as his
mortal body, but with its qualities changed (dpeiyacav Totdtntag), so ‘to have
no longer the properties of fleshly weakness’.*® Such was also the prelapsarian

in all [1Cor. 15:28] ... Once all rational souls will have been brought to this condition, then the
nature of this body of ours, too, will be brought to the glory of the spiritual body’.

36 Justinian depended on a dossier against Origen’s supposed doctrines collected by monks at
the Mar Saba monastery in Palestine.

37 See also Origen, De res. ap. Pamph., Apol. 134: ‘Sane qualis fuerit unius cuiusque prae-
paratio in hac uita, talis erit et resurrectio eius: qui beatius hic uixerit, corpus eius in resurrec-
tione diuiniore splendore fulgebit, et apta ei mansio beatorum tribuetur locorum; hic uero qui in
malitia consumpsit tempus sibi uitae praesentis indultum, tale dabitur corpus quod sufferre et
perdurare tantum modo possit in poenis.’

B *Aueifelv moldtnrag TV dTOKEPEVNV TAGALS TOLOTNGLY DANY, TG 00 Suvatov Kai
™V cpka To0 “Incod dusiyacay moidtytac yeyovéval ToladTny, dnoiav éypiiv eivar v
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body of the logika. In Princ. III 6,6 as well, Origen is clear that the individual
identity will be kept in the passage from the mortal to the risen body:

We must not believe that this, of which now we avail ourselves in dishonor, corruptibil-
ity, and weakness is one, and another one will be that of which we shall avail ourselves
in glory, incorruptibility, and power, but it will be again this same body, which, after
shedding the present imperfections, will be transformed into glory and will become a
spiritual body, so that what was a cheap vase, once purified, will become a precious
vase [Rom. 9:21], suitable for receiving beatitude. And we must believe that in this
condition it will always remain, without further transformation, by will of the Creator,
as Paul attests, saying: ‘We have an eternal dwelling place in heaven, not made by
human hands’ [2Cor. 5:1] ... the Apostle clearly states that the dead who are resur-
rected will not be given other bodies, but they will receive these same bodies as they
had on earth, but improved’.

This improvement will consist in a transformation from a psychic to a spiritual
body (Princ. 111 6,6).*° The transformation that the mortal body will undergo
at the resurrection is described in Princ. 111 6,5.%° In Origen’s view, as in Greg-
ory of Nyssa’s after him, the risen body will manifestly be composed of the
same four elements as the mortal body. For Origen rejected the Aristotelian
fifth element, as is clear not only from a Latin passage,*' but also from two
Greek ones, CC IV 60 and 56. In the former, Origen refers to the Platonists as
those who do not add a fifth element and maintain that matter always endures,
through changes of qualities. In IV 56 he explicitly rejects the Aristotelian
doctrine as incompatible with the Christian faith: ‘For the Church’s faith does
not accept Greek philosophers’ opinion, according to whom, beyond this body
which consists of four elements, there is a fifth corporeal substance, which is
completely different from this body of ours’. In Princ. Il 10,1-3 Origen further
investigates the nature of the risen body. In 10,1 he refers to his now lost
De resurrectione, in two books, and declares that he is going to take over
some points of it, for the sake of those who had criticised him, evidently some

£v aiBépt kal 101G AVOTEP® aOTOD TOTOLG TOMTEVOUEVNV, ODKETI EYovaay Td THS TapKIKIS
dabeveiag o kal driva papotepa dvopacey & Kéhoog.

3 “This same body which is called psychic because it serves the soul [yvyn], when the soul,
united to God, will become one and the same spirit with God [1Cor. 6:17], then it too will pass
on to the spiritual condition’. Here the spiritualised body seems to remain in the very telos.

40 “We, who believe in the resurrection, think that as a consequence of death a transformation
has come about, but the substance of the flesh continues to exist, and by will of its creator at a
certain moment will be brought to life again and undergo another transformation. Thus, what first
had been earthly flesh, taken from earth [1Cor. 15:47], will be dissolved by death and reduced to
dust and earth ... but then it will be taken again out of the earth, and, yet later, according to the
deserts of the soul who inhabits it, will progress into the glory of the spiritual body [1Cor.
15:447".

41 Princ. 1 6,6: ‘Non enim, secundum quosdam Graecorum philosophos, praeter hoc corpus
quod ex quattuor constat elementis, aliud quintum corpus, quod per omnia aliud sit et diversum
ab hoc nostro corpore, fides ecclesiae recipit.’
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‘Gnostics” who denied the resurrection of the body.*> This debate between
Origen and ‘Gnostics’ (Valentinians) on the resurrection of the body is reflected
in the Dialogue of Adamantius (see below). Origen adduces 1Cor. 15:44
(‘A psychic body is sown, a spiritual body will rise’) and remarks that, ‘if it is
the case that the bodies rise, and rise as spiritual, then there is no doubt that
they rise from death having shed away corruptibility and mortality ... The
power and grace of the resurrection transform the psychic body into a spiritual
body, transporting it from a condition of indignity to one of glory’.

Much earlier than Justinian, Pamphilus’s Apology attests that the charge con-
cerning the ‘preexistence of bare souls’ circulated against Origen already in the
third century. Indeed, the eighth accusation reported by Pamphilus sounds as
follows: ‘ei de anima obiiciunt ... quod ante corpus eam factam dicat exsis-
tere’ (Apol. 159). This time, Pamphilus (Apol. 8) does not quote passages from
Origen — his usual apologetic strategy —, but he remarks that Origen never
wrote a De anima because this matter is uncertain and the apostles left the issue
of the soul’s origin unclarified. In fact, Origen did not support the preexistence
of disembodied souls, but of intellects equipped with a subtle, spiritual body
from the beginning. Pierius, Pamphilus’ teacher, supported the preexistence of
embodied intellects, like Origen and Pamphilus himself. The latter claimed that
only in this way is it possible to account for the different situations of humans
without holding God responsible for them. The problem was again theodicy.
Pamphilus, like Rufinus after him, insightfully realised that Origen’s concern
was theodicy and the necessity of rejecting ‘Gnostic’ predestinationism. Indeed,
I argued elsewhere that the polemic against Gnostic determinism was the very
basis of his theory from protology to eschatology.** Pamphilus, like Rufinus,
lucidly realised Origen’s anti-Gnosticism. That of the soul and its preexistence
and relation to the body was an interesting question for contemporary ‘pagan’
Neoplatonists as well. Porphyry in VP 13,10-1 attests that he himself, for three
days on end, asked Plotinus questions ‘about the way in which the soul is in
the body’, and Plotinus never stopped explaining. Plotinus devoted his fourth
Ennead to the soul, its origin, and its union with the body. He grounded his
criticism of Epicurean and Stoic conceptions of the soul as a concourse of
atoms, without intrinsic unity and stability, in the psychology that emerges
from Plato’s Phaedo (Enn. IV 7,2-4). In various places Porphyry, too, who
knew at least Origen’s Ilepl "Apy®v and probably also his Commentary on

42 ‘Gnostics’ shared with Origen the apokatastasis doctrine, but with major differences, one
of which is that they excluded the resurrection of the body from it. See my ‘Apokatastasis in
Coptic Gnostic Texts from Nag Hammadi and Clement’s and Origen’s Apokatastasis: Toward an
Assessment of the Origin of the Doctrine of Universal Restoration’, Journal of Coptic Studies 14
(2012), 33-45.

43 See Ilaria Ramelli, ‘La coerenza della soteriologia origeniana’, in Pagani e cristiani alla
ricerca della salvezza, Studia Ephemeridis Augustinianum 96 (Rome, 2006), 661-88; ead.,
‘Origen’ (2009).
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John, discusses the soul, for instance in Zoppikta {nthpata, [epl t@v g
yoyNg duvapewmv, ITpoc I'abpov, efc. He also defends the immortality of the
soul against the Peripatetic Boethus, but also against Stoic and Epicurean con-
ceptions, in ITepl youyiig mpog Bonbov. Longinus’ monograph, quoted by
Eusebius, also belongs to Plotinus’ school and was an investigation on the soul
and its preexistence. Longinus too criticised the materialist conception of the
soul entertained by Stoics and Epicureans, just as Gregory Nyssen will do in
De anima et resurrectione, which took over Origen’s De resurrectione also
considering Methodius and probably the Dialogue of Adamantius. He knew
Bardaisan’s thought as well.*

Bardaisan

Bardaisan of Edessa (f 222) was a Syriac Christian philosopher and teacher
close to Middle Platonism, like Origen; there are reasons to suspect contacts
between the two and their schools.*> Eusebius, who relied on the library and
intellectual heritage of Origen, knew and excerpted Bardaisan’s work against
Fate; moreover, sources favourable to Bardaisan come all from the Origenian
tradition. A role in this was probably also played by the fact that both Bardai-
san and Origen were strong assertors of the doctrine of free will and believed
in apokatastasis understood as universal salvation achieved in the end through
purification and instruction, essentially thanks to Christ-Logos.*® Bardaisan,
like Origen, upheld the Intellect-Soul-Body tripartition, typical of Middle and
Neoplatonists and late Stoics,*’ and, like Origen, thought that souls result from
the descent of Intellects. It is likely that Bardaisan also believed intellects to be
endowed with fine, light, and immortal bodies. The Intellect-Soul-Body tripar-
tition appears in several texts; the most important is Liber Legum Regionum
551; 572 Nau.*® Here, in the context of a defence of free will and human

4 On Gregory’s knowledge of at least Bardaisan’s work on Fate see my Bardaisan of Edessa:
A Reassessment of the Evidence and a New Interpretation. Also in the Light of Origen and the
Original Fragments from De India (Piscataway, 2009), 138-42.

4 See I. Ramelli, Bardaisan of Edessa (2009); ead., ‘Bardaisan: a Syriac Christian Philoso-
pher’s Interpretation of Genesis in the light of Plato’s Timaeus’, in Rainer Hirsch-Luipold (ed.),
Kosmologie, Kosmogonie, Schopfung (Tiibingen, 2012). Bardaisan, ‘Maximus’ (ap. Eusebius,
Praep. ev. VII 22), and the Dialogue of Adamantius are the only substantial gaps in the detailed
treatment of creation from Origen to Gregory of Nyssa in Charlotte Kockert, Christliche Kos-
mologie und kaiserzeitliche Philosophie (Tiibingen, 2009).

46 See my ‘Origen, Bardaisan, and the Origin of Universal Salvation’, HTR 102 (2009), 135-68.

47 See my ‘Tricotomia,” in Virgilio Melchiorre (ed.), Enciclopedia Filosofica (Milan, 2006),
XII 11772-6.

4 Although written by a disciple and a product of his school, it is very probable that the Liber
faithfully reproduces Bardaisan’s thought: argument in my Bardaisan (2009), 70-107. I add that
one of the most important proofs is that Eusebius knows and cites long excerpts that correspond
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responsibility, Bardaisan draws a coherent picture of the three components of
the human being and the powers that govern each of them: 1) the body, in its
present state of mortal body (~ia2), is governed by nature, which decides
that it must be born and die, that it cannot survive without food, efc. 2) the soul,
understood as the vital soul (=Zxay = yoy1|), is governed by fate, which for
Bardaisan is not an independent force or divinity that has power over human
free will, but is submitted to God; on it the events of one’s life depend that do
not depend on one’s free will, such as poverty, illness, efc.*® 3) the intellect
(~sa= = vovg), or spirit (Tvevua), is not governed by fate or nature, but is
free (‘child of free will’, as the Syriac has it). Most of Bardaisan’s work Against
Fate, which survives in Greek excerpts in Eusebius and in a Syriac reworking
in the Liber, is devoted to arguing that moral choices for good or evil depend
on each one’s free will, and not on Fate administered by the stars, or other
deterministic schemes. In HH 1,9 Ephrem too, a valuable but biased source on
Bardaisan, attests to his anthropological tripartition:

It is still necessary to insist with Bardaisan, that he may confess that the human being
cannot be deprived of any of the three forms of which it is composed, just as nobody
could take away its form from the fire, unless one also extinguishes the fire itself. To
such an extent is it necessary that the number of parts remain, as long as life remains.
For this is how nature created it: provided with three forms.

The tripartition is into intellect, soul, and body; Ephrem’s words are intelligible
in the light of his conviction that Bardaisan denied the resurrection of the body,
which may not have been the case.

The soul, the intermediate human component, in Bardaisan’s view results from
the descent of the intellect, and that of mortal bodies is a further level of descent:
‘According to this process and order, the intellects are transformed in their

to the Syriac Liber, but in a Greek translation that he ascribes to Bardaisan’s own work On Fate.
Eusebius’ Caesarea library was mostly built upon Origen’s funds, and, also given the close rela-
tionships between Origen, Bardaisan, their thought, and their traditions, I even wonder whether
Origen possessed Bardaisan’s work in his own library. This was translated into Greek very early,
probably during Bardaisan’s lifetime. Bardaisan himself was perfectly bilingual and could write
in both Syriac and Greek.

49 T suspect that it is also for the sake of this tripartition that Bardaisan hesitated to abolish
fate also in name, after eliminating it in fact: he needed something between nature and free will
to govern the intermediate part between the body and the intellect, that is, the soul understood as
vital, and not intellectual. This is the point that was missed by Diodore of Tarsus in his criticism
(see my Bardaisan [2009], 142-61). For he did not take into consideration that Bardaisan had a
trichotomic, and not dichotomic, view of the human being; he thought that for Bardaisan the body
was subject to fate, whereas in Bardaisan’s view the body is subject to nature, and what is subject
to fate is the vital soul. Ephrem too reveals the same mistake: in PR I 124,8-28, the body is said
to be subject to ‘stupid guide signs’, i.e. the heavenly bodies, which in the Liber are the executors
of God’s will under the name of ‘fate’; the spirit, instead, endowed as it is with free will, is said
to be able to determine itself however it wants.

30 A critical assessment of his testimonies is offered in I. Ramelli, Bardaisan (2009), 172-254.
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descents to souls, and the souls are transformed in their descents to mortal bod-
ies’ (Liber, 574 Nau).>! This corresponds to Origen’s idea. This is also why the
soul is declared by Bardaisan to be unable to grasp God, which is a privilege of
the intellect, and not of the inferior soul. This is attested by Ephrem in HH 54,3:
“They say that the soul, too, is constituted on the basis of the ‘beings’, but it can-
not grasp the Being that is its source and root.” The Being, in Ephrem’s terminol-
ogy, is the Godhead, the source of the intellect that has descended to the level of
soul. The ‘beings’ are planets (in reference to the widespread ancient doctrine of
the derivation of the soul’s qualities from planets®?) or elements, which Bardaisan
also calls ‘beings’ and regards as anterior to this world but created by God. The
soul is unable to grasp God because the faculty of knowledge belongs to the
intellect, and not to the vital soul. The latter is the psychic level; the former is
the intellectual and spiritual level. Bardaisan’s anthropological tripartition and the
gnoseological excellence of the intellect over the soul explains another report
from Ephrem, HH 29,4-5, and PR II 158,20-30: unlike the intellect, which is the
rational and divine component of the human being,>® the vital soul does not pos-
sess knowledge: ‘The Logos, they say, is the unknown yeast hidden in the soul,
which is deprived of knowledge and a stranger both to the mortal body and to the
Logos. If things stand so, the body, being earthly, cannot adhere to the soul, nor
can the soul adhere to the Logos, who is divine.” Bardaisan refers to the yeast in
Matth. 13:33 and sharply distinguishes the three present components of the
human being. The mortal body is earthly; the soul is an intermediate entity, and
the intellect is divine®* and derives from the Godhead, unknowable in its tran-
scendence (this idea was grounded in Plato’s Timaeus, well known to Bardaisan,
and widespread in Middle Platonism).

In PR 11 159,9-13 Ephrem properly refers to the followers of Bardaisan: ‘The
soul in respect to the mortal body, they say, is fine, but it is “corporeal” in
comparison with the intellect’. The vital soul is finer than the mortal body, but
it is not immaterial as the intellect is. This is in line with Origen’s view: only
the rational soul is immaterial and immortal, and yet, since only God can live
without a body, even the intellects needed bodies from the beginning, to exist
as individual substances; then, when due to sin they acquired mortal bodies,

! T use my edition and translation in Bardaisan on Human Nature, Fate, and Free Will: The
Book of the Laws of Countries (Tiibingen, 2013).

52 The astronomical meaning of ityé, ‘beings’, is well attested also in the Liber, 544, 548, and
572 Nau, and another passage from Ephrem, PR 1 8,8-10, refers to the qualities conferred to the
soul by each planetary circle: “The soul is formed and constituted by seven parts.’

3 Al-Birdni ( 1048) in his Chronology, 207,5-12 Sachau provides a testimony, albeit some-
how distorted, on Bardaisan’s anthropology which confirms that Bardaisan viewed the intellect/
spirit/Logos as divine and distinct from the vital soul: ‘Bardaisan was convinced that God’s light
had sought a place in his heart.” Bardaisan did not refer to his own heart, but to all human intel-
lects, the true dwelling place of the image of God.

3 Ephrem in PR II 220,35-221,6 also attests that for Bardaisan the intellect, being the faculty
of knowledge, is a part of God: therefore, it is the divine element in every human.
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the inferior soul was also needed to mediate between nous and mortal body.
That ‘density’ is expressed as ‘corporeality’ indicates that Bardaisan contem-
plated different degrees of corporeality, more or less dense. This is relevant to
his probable idea of different kinds of bodies, more or less dense, mortal or
immortal. That Bardaisan too thought that all beings have a body apart from
God is suggested by a fragment preserved by Ephrem.>

In Liber, 547 Nau, and in a fragment ap. Ephrem PR II 158,20-6 the intellect,
endowed with free will, is considered to be the image and gift of God in the
human being. This corresponds to the authentic and extremely reliable fragment
from De India®® in which a statue representing at the same time the cosmos and
a living human being (probably as cosmic Adam and cosmic Christ), has on its
head, sitting on a throne, the ‘divine image/statue’ (dyoipo) that is the intel-
lect. The work of the intellect in a human is the same as that of God’s Logos
in the world: it governs it. Not by chance, immediately after, Bardaisan adds a
detail that confirms that he was constructing his symbolic statue in the light of
the Timaeus: ‘They say it was God to give this statue to his Son, when he was
founding the cosmos, that he might have a model to contemplate’. The divine
image over the head of the statue represents the vovg, both human and cosmic.
It is divine as in the Timaeus, where the intellectual souls created by the Demi-
urge are ‘gods’ produced by the Demiurge. Both in the human being and in the
cosmos, the intellect is in the royal seat, given its ruling function. The depiction
of the vovg as dyaipo in Bardaisan is identical to Origen’s description of
God’s Logos and the voUc of every human as an dyaApo, in two passages, one
preserved in Greek. In Princ. I 2,8 Origen describes the Son-Logos as a divine
statue that reproduces God the Father; the latter is like a huge statue that fills
the world, while the Son is an identical statue, but smaller, so to be appre-
hended by creatures’ intellectual sight. CC VIII 17-8 even preserves the term
Gyodpo used by Origen in reference both to the Son-Logos, the image of the
Father, and to the vovg of every human who imitates Christ.”’ Bardaisan thus

55 Ephrem, PR I 135,37: God is ‘in the place’. Bardaisan considered the Godhead to be
unknowable because of its transcendence, but he also maintained — like Clement, Origen, and
Gregory of Nyssa — that it is present in the world through its Logos, which performed the creation,
remains in it, and sustains it. This explanation eliminates the necessity of hypothesising that
Bardaisan conceived of God as bodily and material. Bardaisan probably regarded all the rest as
corporeal, including souls and spiritual realities, every being apart from God, even if he enter-
tained a notion of corporeality at various levels, from the finest and subtlest to the heaviest. These
degrees of corporeality are all characterised by atoms (Ephrem, PR I 214,47-215,44; 217,43-8;
220,10-33). However, the application of atoms to the spiritual powers derived from the tripartition
of Bardaisan’s Logos is only attested for a subsequent phase of Bardaisanism (Ephrem, PR II
220,10-33; the so-called third cosmological tradition).

% Tt is the second reported by Porphyry, De styge Frg. 376 Smith, and it is quoted verbatim.
See my ‘Bardaisan’ (2013).

37 <Of all the images in creation, the most excellent by far is that which is in our Saviour, who
said: “The Father is inside me”. And a statue [dyalpa] in the image of God the Creator is
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conceived the human being as divided into body, vital soul, and the intellectual
soul, regarded as the divine component in each human. That the image of God
is not in the body, nor in the inferior soul, but in the intellect, is a notion that
Bardaisan shares with Philo, Origen, and Gregory Nyssen.>

In HH 29 Ephrem, albeit without mentioning Bardaisan, seems to allude to
his anthropological tripartition and offers interesting information on the mortal
body. The latter is made of pure components but also darkness, which in Bar-
daisan’s cosmology has to do with evil.”®> Ephrem observes that, according to
an unnamed author, this negative component can only be active when a human
is awake, while it must sleep when one is asleep. This is consistent with Bar-
daisan’s idea of evil: evil is close to nothingness, has no existence or activity
of its own, but comes into being only because of an intellect’s evil will. Once
again, this understanding of evil in Bardaisan is similar to Origen’s, and differ-
ent from that of some ‘Gnostics’ and the Manicheans.

The mortal body, having in itself particles of darkness, i.e. evil, is destined to
corruption, but not so the light, immortal body, which Bardaisan is likely to have
postulated, like Origen. He is charged by heresiologists with denying the resur-
rection of the body tout court, but he probably denied the resurrection of the

present in each of those who endeavour to imitate him. They made that statue by contemplating
God with a pure heart’. Clement, who may have been a disciple of Bardaisan, mostly uses G:yoaipo
to indicate the statues of pagan gods, and in Pr. 4,51,6 he opposes the statues of the pagan gods,
which in his view are demons (doipovac), as ‘dead matter fashioned by the hand of an artisan’
(g GANODOG TO Gyalpo VAN vEKPH TEYVITOL Y eIl HEHOPPOUEVT), to the true God, who is an
intelligible divine image: fpiv 6& ody UANG aicOnTiig aicOnToV, vonTov 8¢ 10 dyalud &otiv.
Nontdv, ovk aicOntov éott 10 dyokpo & 0edg, 6 povog dviwg 0gdg. Ibid. 4,59,2 Clement
describes as GyaApo or divine image the human being, qua gixdv of God: fiueig éopev ol v
elkovo Tov 0gol mepipépovieg &v 1@ {dVTL Kol KIVOLUEVE TovTe dydiuatt, @ avOpdnw,
ouvolkov glkdva. The same is repeated at 10,98,3: Movog 6 tdv Shov dnptovpyds, 6 ‘dpto-
TOTEY VUG TATNP’, TOOVTOV dyatua duyvyov NHag tov dvlpwnov Enlacev, and at 12,121,1:
® Bg0QIA] kai Bsosikera o0 Adyov dvBpmmot dydipata... In Strom. VII 3,16,5 Clement
identifies the dyaipa or divine image with the soul of a righteous person: dyoApo Oelov kai
0e® mpoceppepic avhpomov dikaiov youyxn. See ibid. 5,29,6-8: 10 dneikdvicpo ebpolpev
dv, 10 Oglov kal dytov dyatua, &v T dwkaiq yoxM ... dyatua évapetov; ibid. 9,52,2-3: 1@V
EUYOY OV AYOAUATOV TOV AVOPOTOV ... dyaiua Euyvyov ... 100 xupiov; Ecl. pr. 37,1: dyaiua
Oglov OV dvOpwmov.

3 See my ‘Philosophical Allegoresis of Scripture in Philo and Its Legacy in Gregory of
Nyssa’, SPhilo 20 (2008), 55-99. Indeed, Philo, close to Middle Platonism, displays interesting
similarities with Bardaisan’s description of the intellect as a divine enthroned image and of the
unknown matter of the statue, in De op. m. 69-71: the human being is after God’s image and
likeness; this image and likeness, though, should not be individuated in human body, but in the
nous, ‘the fyepdv of the soul.” The intellect of each human is modeled on that of the universe
as its archetype, and is ‘a god of the person who bears it around as a divine image’ (6g0¢g T0U
@EPOVTOG Kal AyoAipato@opobvtog avtov). The nous of the cosmos has the same function as
the nous in each human. And its nature/substance is unclear: ddniov &yetl v odciav.

% On the testimony of the so-called cosmological traditions on Bardaisan see the analysis in
my Bardaisan (2009), 314-55.
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heavy body and, like Origen, maintained its transformation into a spiritual body.
There are no original fragments that confirm this alleged denial; there is no trace
of it in the most reliable sources: the Liber, the fragments from De India quoted
by Porphyry, and few other direct quotations from his works. Ephrem’s words,
that according to Bardaisan there will be no resurrection of the bodies produced
after the fall, does not rule out, but rather seems to imply, that in the resurrection
the bodies will be restored to their condition prior to the fall. This means that the
risen bodies will be, not heavy, mortal, and liable to passions, but fine, immortal,
and spiritual, adapted to the life that will obtain after the resurrection. Neither did
Origen deny that there will be a resurrection of the bodies, in spite of accusations
levelled against him. Nor did he maintain that before the fall the human being
was bodiless. Similarly, Bardaisan may have, not denied the resurrection tout
court, but admitted of a restoration of the prelapsarian bodies to spiritual bodies.
In this connection, it is significant that Bardaisan shared Origen’s, Methodius’
and Gregory of Nyssa’s view that the death of the prelapsarian body is a benefit,
in that it limits sin and paves the way to the restoration of that body to the spir-
itual body. This is attested — although not without misunderstandings — by
Ephrem in CN 51: Bardaisan ‘deprives the body of its resurrection and the soul
of its companion, and calls “gain” the damage caused by the serpent.” The dam-
age caused by the serpent in Genesis can be called a gain only if identified with
physical death; spiritual death can by no means be deemed a gain. Therefore,
according to Bardaisan, the fall produced not only spiritual death, but also phys-
ical death. The latter is not connatural with the human being, but it is a conse-
quence of the fall; thus, it solely affects the postlapsarian body.®® Ephrem may
have misunderstood a notion of the resurrection as the restoration of the body to
its prelapsarian state for a denial of the resurrection of the body tout court. This
regularly happened in Origen’s case.

Ephrem in PR 1I 160,14-6 observes that, according to Bardaisan, the body,
being heavy by nature, cannot adhere to the soul, which is light. When the body
dies, the soul, ‘light, swiftly flies away.” This is consistent with the idea of the
heaviness of the mortal body, but the light, spiritual body of the prelapsarian state
and of the resurrection can adhere to the soul. According to Bardaisan the mortal

0 This contradicts Ephrem’s statement that according to Bardaisan Adam’s sin produced spir-
itual death alone, and not physical death, and that the human body would have been liable to
destruction even without the fall, and that the life brought about by Christ is only spiritual life,
that is, the salvation of the soul, and not also bodily resurrection. Ephrem’s interpretation is at
odds with the fragment he himself reports, and is not confirmed by any other fragment from
Bardaisan. In a fragment preserved by Ephrem (PR 1I 165,9-19) the intellectual and rational soul
is said to have been liberated by Christ from ‘the ancient impediment’ that arose from Adam’s
sin and thus can finally ascend to the ‘bridal room of light’ (attested in PR II 164,29-40). This is
not incompatible with the doctrine of a spiritual risen body. I suspect that Bardaisan, like Origen,
regarded the death caused by Adam and the life produced by Christ on both planes, physical and
spiritual: on the one hand, physical death and resurrection of the body to an incorruptible body;
on the other, spiritual death due to sin and spiritual life, i.e. salvation.
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body, and all the present world, is composed not only of pure elements, but also
of particles of darkness-evil. However, it is not entirely constituted by the ‘nature
of evil(ness)’ of which Ephrem speaks in PR I 147,18-20; this is a Manichaean
concept, and it is typical of Ephrem to assimilate Bardaisan to Manichaeans.5! In
Bardaisan’s view, the spiritual body, before the fall and at the resurrection, is
unmixed, without particles of darkness-evil. This is why it can be immortal. Prel-
apsarian bodies cannot be immortal, because they contain evil, which must even-
tually disappear — a tenet of both Bardaisan’s and Origen’s eschatology®? —, but
not so the unmixed, spiritual bodies: there is no ontological necessity for these to
disappear. Ephrem claims that for Bardaisan the dead body returns to ‘dust’ (PR 11
143,1-24). This is a biblical statement, which Bardaisan could refer to the mortal
body; it does not imply the exclusion of a spiritual body for those resurrected.
That Bardaisan believed in the resurrection of the body is further suggested by
Sozomen in Hist. eccl. III 16, where it is stated that Bardaisan and his ‘son’ (bio-
logical or spiritual) ‘drew inspiration from the Greek philosophers’ theories con-
cerning the soul and the body’s birth and destruction and palingenesis’. The ‘pal-
ingenesis’ from the context seems to be the body’s rebirth after its destruction.

In PR II 153 Ephrem accuses Bardaisan of depriving both Adam’s sin and
Christ’s sacrifice of significance, because he did not think they brought about,
the former the death of the body, and the latter its resurrection. But Bardaisan, as
I have argued, by calling ‘gain’ the death caused by Adam, shows that he thought
his sin did cause the death of the body, since ‘gain’ cannot refer to spiritual
death.53 Bardaisan, like Origen, probably thought that Adam’s sin produced both
physical and spiritual death. Since the latter is more serious, Bardaisan, again like
Origen, emphasised it. That Adam introduced the death of the soul, and Christ
its vivification, is clear from Ephrem’s literal quotation in PR II 143-69:

According to Bardaisan’s teaching, the death which Adam introduced was an impedi-
ment to the souls, in that they were impeded in the place of their crossing, because
Adam’s sin impeded them. And the life — I quote — that our Lord has brought about lies

1 Darkness-evil is in the body, but Bardaisan does not deem the body evil, and doomed to
perish on this account, and the soul good. This is typical of Manichaean dualism, which Ephrem
unduly ascribes back to Bardaisan, since in Ephrem’s day Manichaeism was regarded as the main
menace to Christianity. But Bardaisan deemed evil incapable of determining anything, qua mere
passivity and negativity. Doing evil depends on each human’s free will, belonging to the intel-
lectual soul. The body, per se, is neither evil nor good, and the particles of darkness that are in it
are also scattered throughout the world. The death of the body is not a punishment for the body’s
evilness, but the consequence of the fall, which depended on human free will.

%2 See my ‘Origen, Bardaisan’ (2009).

63 Likewise, in PR II 143,17-22 (see also 162,32-8; 164,41-165,8), Ephrem remarks that
according to Bardaisan the first human being who died was Abel, the just, and, since he died
before Adam’s death, the death decreed by God against Adam was not physical, but spiritual. This
is Ephrem’s inference. But Abel died before Adam only because he was killed while young; his
death does not mean that, if Adam had not sinned, he would have died all the same, as Ephrem
thinks Bardaisan thought. Abel’s death must be included in the death decided by God for Adam.
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in the fact that he raught the Truth and rose/ascended/was lifted up, and let them cross
and enter the Reign. This is why — I quote — our Lord taught us that ‘whoever observes
my Word will not taste death in the world to come,” because — I quote — this person’s
soul is not impeded when it crosses in the crossing place, as it was the case with the
ancient impediment by which souls were impeded when our Saviour had not yet come.

Ephrem indicates that Bardaisan, like Origen, understands death as both phys-
ical and spiritual; he regards the latter as more important,* but not as the sole
one.

Beck’s research® has also cast light onto Bardaisan’s idea of an ascending
gradation from a heavy and corruptible corporeality to a lighter and lighter one.
The latter is that of the spiritual body that Origen postulated for the intellects
before their fall and for humans at their resurrection. Bardaisan, too, may have
entertained a similar view, all the more in that the idea of an incorruptible and
immortal body, whose material is unknown but that is not immaterial, is attested
in Bardaisan’s fragment from De India quoted by Porphyry. Here, the cosmic
Adam and the cosmic Christ® are depicted as endowed with a living but incor-
ruptible body, resembling the prelapsarian and risen body. Its unknown matter
is similar to imperishable wood, though it is not wood; it bleeds and sweats,
but it is incorruptible. This is because it is the glorious and immortal body as
it was before the fall and will be after the resurrection. This immortal body is
made of pure entities without any mixture of darkness, which instead is in this
world and in all mortal bodies and will be completely purified off only at the
end of the world.®’As Thomas McGlothlin suggested,® Bardaisan is the prob-
able polemical target of Aphrahat’s Dem. 8. This is particularly relevant to the
present research, because in that Demonstratio the view is criticised of one who
believed in the resurrection of a spiritual and not a heavy body. This is the
opinion ascribed to his followers: ‘We know of course that the dead shall rise;
but they will be clothed in a heavenly body and spiritual forms ... the spirit of
the just shall ascend into heaven and put on a heavenly body’. These people
grounded their argument in Paul’s words, ‘The body that is in heaven is
different from that which is on earth’. The reference is to 1Cor. 15:44, which

% Indeed, what Bardaisan says in the fragment reported by Ephrem in PR 11 164,18-26, ‘death
is sin’, perfectly corresponds to the main meaning ascribed to ‘death’ by Origen in Dial. Her.
25-30: the death of the body is no evil; the worst kind of death is the death of the soul, which
consists in sin: this is ‘the real death’. But this does not entail the denial of physical death.

% Edmund Beck, ‘Bardaisan und seine Schule bei Ephrdm’, Le Muséon 91 (1978), 271-333,
300-7.

% Tt is all humanity and all the world; for this statue represents, in its androgyny, the totality
of the microcosmos, i.e. humanity, and in the representation of the cosmos on all of its surface,
the totality of the macrocosmos.

7 This results from the ‘cosmological traditions’; see here below for Moses Bar Kepha; full
account in I. Ramelli, Bardaisan (2009), 314-55.

% In a communication at the Syriac Symposium at Duke University in June 2011, forthcoming.
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Aphrahat has just quoted: ‘There is an animal body, and there is a spiritual
body’. That Aphrahat is thinking of Bardaisan seems to me to be confirmed by
his reference to the interpretation of the death that was decreed for Adam after
his sin as a spiritual death.%® Thus, Aphrahat seems to confirm that Bardaisan
believed in the resurrection of a spiritual body. This is likely to be also the
prelapsarian body in his view.

In the above-quoted fragment, Christ’s salvific action is contemplated in its
intellectual respect: he taught the truth and ‘ascended/arose/was lifted up’,
which may refer to his ascension, resurrection, and/or being lifted on the cross.
The last case may refer to John 12:31-2: ‘Now the ruler of this world will be
cast out. And I, when I am lifted up from earth, shall drag all people to me’.
This statement, in its universalism, is relevant to the apokatastasis doctrine,
which Bardaisan supported. If Jesus’ salvific being lifted up refers to the cross,
this confirms the centrality of the Cross in Bardaisan’s thought. As it emerges
from the ‘cosmological traditions’, the ‘Mystery of the Cross’ was already
active at the beginning of creation, when the Logos ordered the preexistent
‘beings’ liberating them from darkness-evil,”® but not completely: the complete
liberation will be at the end of the world. The Cross operates as a mystery of
purification and reconciliation that will find its full achievement at the end of
the world, with apokatastasis. In a passage from the so-called cosmological
traditions Christ’s conception and birth are described as providing purification
for this world, which will culminate in the eventual apokatastasis. It is pre-
served by Moses Bar Kepha,”! who expounds Bardaisan’s cosmology. First he
recounts that the preexistent beings (Fire, Wind, Water, and Light) were dis-
posed at the four cardinal points, and their Lord was on high, and darkness

% ‘He laid a commandment on Adam and said to him, “In the day that you eat of the tree,
you shall surely die”. And after he had transgressed the commandment, and had eaten, he lived
nine hundred and thirty years; but he was accounted dead to God because of his sins’.

701 limit myself to quoting Barhadbshabba ‘Arbaya: ‘The world — I quote — originated from
an accident. How? In the beginning — I quote — Light was in the East, and the Wind — I quote —
was opposite to it, in the West; the Fire was in the South, and the Water opposite to it, in the
North. Their Lord was on high, and the enemy, that is, darkness, in the depths. And because of
an accident — I quote — the “beings” set themselves in motion. One of them — I quote — began to
move and reached that which was beside it, and the power that each of them individually pos-
sessed was thus reduced. The heavy descended and the light ascended, and they mingled with one
another. And then all of them were upset, began to flee, and sought refuge in the Most High’s
mercy. Then a strong voice descended to the noise of that movement, that is, the Logos, the Word
of Thought. 1t separated darkness from the pure beings, and the former was chased away and fell
into its place down there, below. And the Logos separated them and placed each of them, by itself,
in its region, according to the mystery of the cross. And from their mixture it built up this world.
And for it a period of time was fixed: the Logos established for it a limit within which it must
remain. As for that which is not yet purified, it will come at the end of time and will purify it’.

71 Tts first edition was offered by F. Nau in Patrologia Syriaca 1.2.513-4 on the basis of Syr.
Ms. Paris 241, fol. 17v. The critical edition is now found in Alberto Camplani, ‘Note bardesani-
tiche’, Miscellanea Marciana 13 (1997), 11-43, 18-20.
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beneath, but they suddenly crashed into one another and were invaded by dark-
ness. So, they cried to God for help. Bardaisan’s words follow, describing the
work of Christ-Logos sent by God:

Then — I quote — when this tumult resounded, the Word of Thought [sc. Logos] of the
Most High, who is Christ, descended, and separated that darkness from the pure beings.
Darkness was expelled and fell into the abyss, which becomes its nature. He gave each
being its own region, in good order, according to the Mystery of the Cross. And from
the mixture of these beings and their enemy, darkness, he constituted this world, and
established it in the middle, lest another mixture occurred between them and what had
already been mixed, while it is purified and purged by a unique conception and birth
until it will be concluded [or: ‘until peace’].

Christ is active not only in the creation, with his cross, but also in history with
his incarnation and sacrifice, which produce a purification that will culminate
in apokatastasis.

Christ’s cross has reopened the access to salvation, closed by Adam’s sin; it
becomes an instrument of reconciliation. In Bardaisan’s fragment from
De India, preserved by Porphyry, the Cross is even one and the same thing with
the cosmic Christ, whose arms are outspread in the form of the Cross. The liv-
ing and immortal statue that Bardaisan describes ‘is standing with its arms
outspread in the symbol/mystery of the cross’ (ot dp0dg, Exmv T0g X eTpag
nrAiouévog v TOme otavpov). The statue of the cosmic Crucified is androg-
ynous, to comprise all humanity, and has the whole cosmos, i.e. all beings,
chiselled upon it; it includes the whole humanity and the whole world because
it is Christ, who has taken up humanity, and the cosmic Christ. This is also why
it is crucified.” Since ‘it was God to give this statue to his Son, when he was
founding the cosmos, that he might have a model to contemplate’, as Bardaisan
explains, reminiscent of the Timaeus, this statue represents the world and at the
same time its paradigm. It is in the shape of a cross, because the world was
created by the Logos under the sign of the Cross. Christ-Logos is both the

2 An interesting short fragment on Bardaisan preserved by Moses bar Kepha in his Com-
mentary on the Hexaemeron suggests that the cosmos is seen as the body of Christ, who in this
case would be again the cosmic Christ: ‘Bardaisan said: A particle of vitality out of superabun-
dance overflew from the Mother of Life and was crowned with the purple of obscurity. And by
means of its refinement the constitution of this visible world was produced’ (my translation).
Christ took up a body made of the mixture of the elements with darkness; from its refinement the
visible cosmos results. This points to a conception of the cosmic Christ in which the body of
Christ is the cosmos. The purple also indicates the blood of Christ’s body, which notably comes
out also in the body of the statue of the cosmic Christ in Porphyry’s fragment. This fragment is
published on the basis of mss. Mingana Syr. 65 and Paris, Bibliothéeque Nationale, Syr. 241 by
Alberto Camplani in Ecole Pratique des Hautes Etudes. Section de sciences religieuses, Annuaire.
Résumé de conférences et travaux 112 (2003-4), 29-50. I am grateful to him for providing me
with his manuscript, where the Syriac is correct (in the publication it is not). This is the cross that
orders and unifies the universe, material and spiritual; it unites earth and heaven, humans and
God. It opens the access to salvation to rational creatures.
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producer of the cosmos and, qua Logos, the very seat of the ideal model (x6o-
pog vontoc) and, hence, the model itself: the cosmic Christ and Christ-Logos
the Creator. Bardaisan interpreted the Son of God as the Logos who, in the
Prologue of John, was the agent of creation; this is also clear in the ‘cosmo-
logical traditions’. He interpreted Plato’s Timaeus in the light of Christianity
and Middle Platonism. As an equivalent of the good Demiurge, he has God,
God’s Son who functions as a Demiurge and is the Logos — as the cosmologi-
cal traditions confirm — and the intellectual paradigm of the cosmos. This
paradigm is the Logos, because this is the seat of the Ideas in Middle Platonism
and in this way is the transcending unity of all, ‘all in One’, as the Christian
Middle Platonist Clement said.”> As a consequence, the model of the cosmos
created by Christ-Logos is Christ, the cosmic Christ. This is why the human
statue with the cosmos carved on it spreads its arms in the shape of a cross, and
is living, but incorruptible and imperishable. God’s Logos, under the epinoia
of Wisdom, is the seat of the Ideas and the agent of creation according to
Origen as well (e.g. Comm. in lo. 1 19,114-5). For Bardaisan, Christ-Logos is
the synthesis of the Timaeus’ two active principles of the creation of the cos-
mos: the Demiurge, a good God, and the intellectual paradigm that he followed
in the creation. As for matter, the passive principle, in the Liber and the cos-
mological traditions the ‘beings’ or elements that represent it are described as
creatures of God, albeit preexisting the present world.

Bardaisan uses a peculiar image of decorations (the figures of all existing
beings chiselled on the surface of the statue) to represent the Ideas or logoi of
all beings on the surface of the body of Christ-Logos. This bears an impressive
similarity to Origen’s image of the Ideas or logoi of creatures that were initially
found as decorations on the surface of the body of Christ-Logos-Wisdom in
Comm. in lo. XIX 22,147 (with a reminiscence of Eph. 3:10). These were
decorations on the body of Christ-Wisdom as the creator of the world, and
formed his ‘intelligible Beauty with many decorations’ (TroAvmoixiiov vontov
KOALOG, ibid. 1 9,55). The notion of Christ-Logos’ body covered with decora-
tions representing the Ideas of creatures is identical in Origen and in Bardaisan,
and is not present in other previous authors.” Origen might have read Bardai-
san’s De India shortly after its composition in AD 220-222, or at least this
section. This was interesting to him because of the interpretation of the Timaeus
and Genesis, and the Christianisation of Middle Platonism found in it. If it was
known to Porphyry and probably, therefore, in Plotinus’ school, it is certainly

73 See my ‘Clement’s Notion of the Logos “All Things As One”. Its Alexandrian Background
in Philo and its Developments in Origen and Nyssen’, in Zlatko Plese and Rainer Hirsch-Luipold
(eds), Alexandrian Personae: Scholarly Culture and Religious Traditions in Ancient Alexandria
(1st ct. BCE-4ct. CE) (Tiibingen, 2013).

74 Clement cited Eph. 3:10 in Strom. 1 3,27,1, but joining it to Hebr. 1:1, and referring it to
the variety of God’s Wisdom in art, science, faith, and prophecy, and not to the logoi of creation
on the body of Christ-Logos.
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possible that Origen read it in the same Greek translation or redaction that was
available to Porphyry. Or they may depend on a common, unknown source.
Likewise, as I mentioned, Bardaisan’s work against Fate could have been
known to Origen, who may even have brought it to Caesarea, where Eusebius
read and excerpted it in a form that corresponds to the Syriac Liber Legum
Regionum.

On the basis of Bardaisan’s fragment from De India and that on the salvific
effect of Christ’s teaching and his cross, which removed the impediment pro-
duced by Adam’s sin; of the cosmological traditions that speak of the creation
‘in the Mystery of the Cross’; of the passage that describes Christ’s conception
and birth as bringing purification to this world, which will culminate in the end,
and of the final section of the Liber, in which apokatastasis is described as a result
of teaching, it seems that in Bardaisan’s view Christ’s role is pivotal both in
creation — performed by him according to the Mystery of the Cross — and in the
history of salvation, culminating in apokatastasis. The role of Christ in creation,
salvation, and apokatastasis is also emphasised by Origen and Gregory of Nys-
sa.”” The Cross is in the image of the cosmic Christ, subsuming the universe as
Christ-Logos, seat of all the ideas and creator of the world from the kosmos
noétos, on the model of the Timaeus, but read against the Genesis account of the
Bible. The Cross is active in the creation-ordination of the world from preexisting
‘beings’ that are creatures of God, like Origen’s logika, and in the purification of
the world until apokatastasis. As for Bardaisan’s tripartite anthropology and his
doctrine of the body and its resurrection, I have argued that it seems very close
to Origen’s an indeed was liable to the same misunderstandings.

Dialogue of Adamantius

The Dialogue of Adamantius, known to the Cappadocians as a dialogue of
Origen and translated by Rufinus as such, is a mysterious work, partially cited
by Eusebius (but under the name of Maximus) and Methodius. The exact rela-
tionships between these excerpts, the Dialogue, its extant Greek redaction, and
the Latin translation are difficult to assess. I extensively demonstrated else-
where’¢ that the arguments adduced by Adamantius in the Dialogue are likely
to be more similar to Origen’s true thought than is commonly assumed, and
that Rufinus’ translation is closer to the original Greek than the extant Greek

5 See my ‘Origen and the Apokatastasis: A Reassessment’, in Sylvia Kaczmarek and Henryk
Pietras (eds), Origeniana Decima, BEThL 244 (Leuven, 2011), 649-70, and Apokatastasis (Lei-
den, 2013).

76 In ‘The Dialogue of Adamantius as a Document of Origen’s Authentic Thought? Part One’,
SP 52 (2011), 71-98; ‘Part Two’, SP 56 (2013), 227-73 (this volume). A new critical edition and
a commentary will hopefully contribute to the advancement of research into this enigmatic text.
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is (which is also quite late). The same seems to be the case with the Historia
monachorum in Aegypto,”” composed in Greek around AD 395 and translated
by Rufinus. While it was commonly assumed that the translation differs from
the extant Greek because Rufinus altered his Vorlage — what is also supposed
in the case of our Dialogue — in order to describe the Egyptian monks as
Origenians, now, thanks to comparisons with Sozomen and the Syriac
recensions,’® it is clear that Rufinus translated faithfully the original Greek and
it is the extant Greek that reveals alterations, deletions, and additions, as
I strongly suspect it happened with the Dialogue. In the Historia, the passages
lacking in the later Greek are all related to Origenism.” Likewise, in the extant
Greek of the Dialogue, all passages on apokatastasis have been expurgated, but
Adamantius clearly supported this doctrine, like Origen (with whom the Cap-
padocians identified Adamantius, who bore Origen’s byname). Adamantius
supports it in the framework of a discussion against ‘Gnostics’ and Marcionites
— the same context in which Origen developed and supported it.

Here I concentrate on the issues of creation, the body-soul relationship, the
resurrection, and the eventual apokatastasis of all rational creatures. Adamantius’
positions are perfectly coherent with Origen’s and point to a doctrine of the crea-
tion of logika endowed with spiritual bodies that, as a consequence of the fall,
were transformed into mortal in the case of humans, but will return to their spir-
itual nature and incorruptibility in the end. Adamantius supports the doctrine of
the so-called creatio ex nihilo, as is clear especially from Dial. 835c: ‘nihil dico
esse quod factum non sit uel creatum nisi solum deum, caetera autem omnia quae
sunt facta esse et creata definio’. His position coincides with that of Origen, who
for this reason criticised the theory of an eternal, preexistent matter. For instance,
in Comm. in lo. 1 17 (4,22,14) he polemicises against those who considered mat-
ter to be uncreated. Among Christians, these were mainly ‘Gnostics’ and Marcion-
ites, Origen’s chief opponents, whom Adamantius too opposes. Origen contends
that God created every being ‘from non-being’. Likewise in Princ. II 1,4 Origen
attacks those Gnostics who postulated the coeternity of matter with God. Exactly
like Adamantius, Origen holds that God created matter and its qualities, and in IV
4,7 argues that no substance can exist without qualities.®* In Princ. I 1,4 he

77 Edition of the extant Greek: André-Jean Festugiere, Historia monachorum in Aegypto
(Bruxelles, 1971); edition of Rufinus’ version: Eva Schultz-Fliigel, Tyrannii Rufini Historia
monachorum (Berlin, 1990).

78 Sozomen, for instance, knows passages that are present in Rufinus but absent from the
extant Greek, which means that they were present in Rufinus’s Vorlage and not invented by him.
See Caroline Bammel, ‘Problems of the Historia Monachorum’, JTS 47 (1996), 92-104. The
Syriac recensions confirm the anteriority of Rufinus’ translation to the extant Greek according to
Peter T6th in G. Heidl and R. Somos (eds), Origeniana Nona (Leuven, 2009), 613-21.

7 This is why C. Bammel, ‘Problems’ (1996), 99 concluded that ‘the Greek has undergone a
clumsy and incompetent revision as a result of fear of Origenism’.

80 ‘Numquam substantia sine qualitate subsistit, sed intellectu solo discernitur hoc quod sub-
iacet corporibus et capax est qualitatis, esse materia.’
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declares that, even if matter is without qualities per se, ‘it cannot subsist without
qualities’. Matter was created by God and did not exist without qualities prior to
God’s creation. Thus, Origen held a doctrine of creatio ex nihilo by denying the
preexistence of uncreated matter (Princ. IV 4,8). In Princ. 1 3,3, too, Origen rejects
the hypothesis of the coeternity of matter with God, within an argument that aims
at demonstrating that God created all, just as Adamantius’ own argument does.?!
Origen’s argument and Adamantius’ argument are identical. Origen adduces a
further argument in Princ. II 4,3 in order to demonstrate that matter was created
by God. He uses questions and answers structured as objections, the same as in
‘Maximus’ quoted by Eusebius.®? Origen engages in a reductio ad absurdum of
the hypothesis that matter is uncreated and coeternal with God.®3 He expressed his
position not only in a doctrinal context, but even in a homiletic one: in Hom. I in
Ps. 38, 10 he contends that every creature is ex nihilo® and in Hom. in Gen. 14,3
he rejects again the coeternity of matter with God. He maintained that no sub-
stance can exist without qualities, denying the preexistence of a material substra-
tum deprived of qualities. In this way he laid the theoretical foundations of the
creatio ex nihilo concept (not new in Jewish and Christian traditions, and perhaps
not extraneous to some Middle Platonists®). He criticised those who regarded
matter as uncreated and qualities as created, and insisted that matter exclusively
consists in qualities. Important proofs come not only from Ilepi *Apydv, but also
from works preserved in Greek, such as his Commentary on John and Contra
Celsum. Interesting relationships emerge between Origen, the Dialogue of Ada-
mantius, and the Middle Platonist Maximus of Tyre on this score, which I have
explored elsewhere.® Origen treated this question in his Commentary on Genesis.
From there very probably a fragment of it derives, preserved by Eusebius (PE VII
20), in which Origen criticised those who thought that God could not create with-
out preexistent matter and opposed to his adversaries the argument of divine
omnipotence. They do not consider God’s power. For God creates through his

81 “Quod autem a deo uniuersa creata sint nec sit ulla substantia quae non ab eo hoc ipso ut

esset acceperit, ex multis totius scripturae adsertionibus conprobatur, repudiatis atque depulsis
his, quae a quibusdam falso perhibentur, uel de materia deo coaeterna uel de ingenitis animabus.’

82 See my ‘“Maximus” on Evil, Matter, and God’, Adamantius 16 (2010), 230-55.

83 “Materia facta est aut ingenita, id est infecta? Et si quidem dixerint quia infecta est, id est
ingenita, requiremus ab eis si materiae pars quidem aliqua Deus, pars autem mundus.’

84 “Ad comparationem Dei vero, etiam si Petrus sim ... substantia mea ante Eum [sc. God]
nihil est. Et satis proprio vocabulo natura usus est. Nihil enim est omne, quamvis magnum Ssit,
quidquid ex nihilo est; solus enim est Ille qui est et qui semper est.’

85 Creation of matter by God was supported by Tatian, Theophilus of Antioch, and Tertullian.
For the origin of the Christian doctrine of creatio ex nihilo see also Jean-Pierre Batut, Pantocra-
tor. Dieu le Pére tout-puissant dans la théologie prénicéenne (Paris, 2009), esp. Ch. 2, on creatio
ex nihilo from Scripture to Theophilus. For Atticus in Middle Platonism see my ‘Atticus and
Origen on the Soul of God the Creator: From the Pagan to the Christian Side of Middle Plato-
nism’, Jahrbuch fiir Religionsphilosophie 10 (2011), 13-35.

86 <«“Maximus” on Evil’ (2010), 230-55.
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will, which is sufficient to that.®” Origen underlines the difference between his
Christian thought and Greek philosophy on the eternity of matter in Hom. in Gen.
14,3: ‘The doctrines of moral philosophy and the so-called physical philosophy
are almost all the same as ours; they differ from ours, however, in the claim that
matter is coeternal with God.’®8

A long section is devoted to the resurrection in the Dialogue of Adamantius;
it begins at 859b. Adamantius refutes the Bardaisanite Marinus’ contention that
the resurrection of the body will not take place. Adamantius upholds the iden-
tity between the body that will rise and that which one had in one’s earthly life:
‘hoc corpus dico resurgere quo circumdamur’ (859¢). Origen also maintained
that one’s resurrected body will be the same (hoc idem) as one’s earthly body,
and not another, distinct one (non aliud; see Princ. 111 6,6 and above).?* Ada-
mantius maintains, like Origen, that the body, now and in the resurrection, is
constituted by the four elements and no other. Adamantius explains the resur-
rection in terms of permanence of the four elements and change of qualities.
He claims that what guarantees the identity between one’s risen and one’s
mortal body is the ratio substantialis of one’s individual body. This is perfectly
consistent with Origen Princ. I 10,3: the ratio substantialis of one’s earthly
body allows its reconstruction in the resurrection®® and guarantees the identity
between one’s mortal and one’s risen body. The body’s metaphysical form
works as principium individuationis. The risen body is not a different body
from the mortal one; it is the same, but made spiritual, or remade so. This idea,
indeed, in Adamantius and Origen alike, goes together with that of spiritual
bodies from the beginning of the logika’s substantial existence, which excludes
the preexistence of bare souls, and even the preexistence of intellects themselves
to a body. Their spiritual bodies became mortal due to the fall, but will be
restored in the end.

87 “If one mistakenly maintains, because of human craftsmen, that it is impossible to admit
that God created the existing beings without the substratum of uncreated matter [ywpig VAng
dyevnTov brokelpnévng], since neither a sculptor can even begin his own work without bronze,
nor a carpenter without pieces of wood ... well, to object to this person it is necessary to conduct
a research into the power of God [(ntnTéov mepl duvapuews Oeov] ... God’s will is sufficient to
call to existence [ixavn €oTiv adTob 1| BoOAnGig Tocot yevéabal] the substance he needs
... It is equally absurd that matter may subsist without being created, given that it is so much, so
great, and so capable of God’s creative Logos.’

88 “Moralis vero et physica quae dicitur philosophia paene omnia quae nostra sunt sentit;
dissidet vero a nobis cum Deo dicit esse materiam coaeternam.’

89 “Non aliud corpus est quod nunc in ignobilitate et in corruptione et in infirmitate utimur,
et aliud erit illud quo in incorruptione et in uirtute et in gloria utemur, sed hoc idem, abiectis his
infirmitatibus, in quibus nunc est, in gloriam transmutabitur, spiritale effectum, ut quod fuit indig-
nitatis uas, hoc ipsum expurgatum fiat uas honoris et beatitudinis habitaculum. In quo statum
etiam permanere semper et immutabiliter creatoris uoluntate credendum est.’

%0 ‘Ratio ea quae substantiam continet corporalem; ratio illa ipsa quae semper in substantia
corporis salva est; ratio illa reparandi corporis.’



196 I.L.E. RAMELLI

Adamantius, in line with Origen, refutes Marinus’ objection that the body is
the cause of all evils for the soul and rather depicts it as the cuvepyov of the
soul (862d).°! Origen also regarded the body as the cuvepyov and minister of
the soul, which does what the soul wants. In Princ. III 6,6 he remarks that in
the present arrangement of things, the body serves the soul; in the end it will
serve the spirit or intellect.”? Conversely, the human soul uses the body, now
fleshly and after the resurrection spiritual: the quality changes, but the body is
the same (Princ. 11 3,2).> Adamantius remarks that Paul speaks of risen ‘bod-
ies’, not ‘flesh’, because the risen body will no longer be flesh, as it was not
yet when it was still clay. But it will be the same body, with different qualities.
In Paul’s words (‘Corruptibile hoc induet immortalitatem’) hoc is deictic and
indicates this mortal body, as though he were touching and indicating it.”*
Therefore, it is this flesh here that will be resurrected, and not another,®
although once risen it will no more be flesh. The idea that Paul is using a deic-
tic pronoun, as touching and indicating the mortal body, is expressed by Origen
as well, likewise in the framework of a discussion of the identity between the
risen and the mortal body.’® The resemblance with Origen’s ideas extends up
to the tiniest details.

The alignment with Origen’s views is even clearer in Adamantius’ adhesion
to the apokatastasis doctrine, which both in the Dialogue and in Origen’s
reflection originates from the theodicy question (Dial. 848e). According to
Adamantius, just as to Origen, all rational creatures are involved in this escha-
tological process (which in the case of humans will be preceded by the resur-
rection of their bodies and their transformation into spiritual bodies), ultimate
perdition (GndAeia) is ruled out, and the parable of the lost sheep is an illustra-
tion of apokatastasis itself. The extant Greek of the Dialogue entirely omits this

o “Ais animam propter peccatum uinctam esse in corpore, tum deinde paululum progrediens

ais causam malorum omnium esse corpus, cum superius dixeris animam priusquam corpus acci-
peret delinquisse. Si ergo potuit anima peccare sine corpore, non erit animae corpus causa pec-
cati ... corpus non uidemus uinculum esse animae, sed cooperari ei et administrare.’

92 ‘Idem ipsum corpus, quod nunc pro ministerio animae nuncupatum est animale, per pro-
fectum quendam, cum anima, adiuncta Deo, unus cum eo spiritus fuerit effecta, iam tum corpus,
quasi spiritul ministrans, in statum qualitatemque proficiat spiritalem.” In Princ. 11 3,2 Origen
describes humans as ‘a soul that makes use of a body’ (see IV 2,7), just as in CC VII 38, where
he adds the identification of the soul with the ‘interior human being’ spoken of especially by
Philo.

93 ‘Materiae corporalis, cuius materiae anima usum semper habet, in qualibet qualitate posi-
tae, nunc quidem carnali, postmodum uero subtiliori et puriori, quae spiritalis appellatur.’

9 “Uelut manu continentis et demonstrantis apostoli uox uidetur.’

% ‘Haec est caro quae resurget, et non alia pro hac erit.’

% Qrigen, in Princ. 11 3,2, is considering ‘si omnia possunt carere corporibus, sine dubio non
erit substantia corporalis.” He refutes this hypothesis using 1Cor. 15:53-6, and comments: ‘Quod
enim ait, ‘corruptibile hoc’ et ‘mortale hoc’ uelut tangentis et ostendentis affectu, cui alii conuenit
nisi materiae corporali? Haec ergo materia corporis, quae nunc corruptibilis est, “induet incor-
ruptionem” cum perfecta anima et dogmatibus incorruptionis instructa uti eo coeperit.’
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passage. The original Greek probably included it,”” and Rufinus duly translated
it, but later it was athetised from the Greek for doctrinal reasons. Since in 849a
Adamantius is said to have expounded the orthodox doctrine, in the day of
Justinian or afterwards many could not accept that ‘orthodoxy’ included apoka-
tastasis. But Rufinus could and did. The case is the same with another passage
on apokatastasis in Dial. 856e, where nine lines in Rufinus’ Latin are com-
pletely lacking in the extant Greek. While in Greek there is a logical gap, in
Latin the argument flows. In these lines Adamantius, on the basis of 1Cor.
15:47 and Gen. 2:7, equally absent from the extant Greek, speaks again of
apokatastasis, here seen as the restoration of God’s image in humans. This is
also the way Origen and Gregory Nyssen described it. For all of them, this
image is not in the body, but in the soul. This was insufflated into the human
moulded from the earth; only in this way could it, moulded from clay (which
in Procopius’ fragment is the prelapsarian, spiritual body), become God’s
image: when endowed with a soul.”® This is clearly the nous with its originally
spiritual body. The image was lost — which entailed that the spiritual body
became mortal — but it will be recovered thanks to Christ, who took up a mor-
tal body and sanctified humanity: ‘cum in eo nostra fuisset imago reparata, ita
demum et ipsius imago restitueretur in nobis’. When the image is recovered,
the intellectual soul will recover its spiritual body.

Gregory of Nyssa

Gregory of Nyssa is probably the most faithful and insightful follower of
Origen, with whom he shared, among much else, the concepts of creatio ex
nihilo and universal apokatastasis, and the rejection of the preexistence of bare
souls. Like Origen, and Adamantius, Gregory believed in creatio ex nihilo and
claimed that matter, an aggregate of qualities, was created by God, as is clear
e.g. from In illud: Tunc et Ipse Filius 11,4-9 Downing.”® This was a brilliant
solution to the problem — urgent for Christian Platonists — of how God, who is
immaterial par excellence, and for Origen the only absolutely immaterial being,
could have created matter: God in fact created the intelligible qualities, whose
concourse is identified with matter itself. Gregory’s pivotal, and broadly

97 Argument in my ‘The Dialogue of Adamantius’ (2011-2012).

98 “Primus homo de terra terrenum ... non potuisset homo dici, nisi fuisset coelitus inspiratus,
insufflauit enim deus in faciem eius spiritum uitae, et factus est homo in animam uiuentem ... ille
terrenus suscepit imaginem deitatis.’

9 “God’s will [t0 Oglov Béinua] became matter and the substance of creatures.’ See also
Apol. Hex. 69A-C. Ch. Kockert, Kosmologie (2009), 400-526 concentrates on his In Hexaémeron,
of which she offers a treatment. See Cinzia Arruzza, ‘La matiere immatérielle chez Grégoire de
Nysse’, FZPhTh 54 (2007), 215-23; Ch. Kockert, ‘“The Concept of Seed in Christian Cosmology’,
SP 47 (2010), 27-31.
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Platonic, distinction between intelligible and sense-perceptible underpins this
conception.'%

Like Origen, again, Gregory in De anima and elsewhere shows to uphold
the immortality of the rational soul, which — in line with the Platonic tradition
— he regards as immaterial, incorporeal, intelligible, adiastematic and divine,
and distinct from the soul’s inferior faculties. In Hom. op. 8 (see De an. 60)
Gregory finds in the Genesis creation narrative support to the tripartition of
the soul into vegetative (vital), sense-perceptive (animal) and rational, which
is superimposed to the body-soul-spirit tripartition, with the following equa-
tion: ‘body’ = vegetative soul; ‘soul’ = sense-perceptive soul; ‘spirit’ = intel-
lectual soul. Interestingly, in this equation the actual body disappears. At the
same time — unlike ‘pagan’ Platonists, but like Origen — Gregory supported
the mortal body’s resurrection and transformation into spiritual; this will initi-
ate a process that culminates in the eventual apokatastasis of all humans and
all rational creatures. Universal restoration will begin with the resurrection of
the dead. Gregory affirms that the risen body is the same as the present as for
individual identity (affirmed also in De an. 76'°! and in the discussion in
137B-145A, where Gregory expounds the absurdities deriving from the
assumption that the risen body will be only identical to the mortal and not also
transformed, or else will not be the same as the dead one), but it is spiritual
and immortal. This is also Origen’s view. Origen quoted 1Cor. 15:42-4 to
support the identity of the mortal and the risen body in Princ. I1I 6,6,'> and
the same is done by Gregory, who refers to 1Cor. 15:35-52 in a set of com-
parisons with the earthly body: each soul will be given back its body, but
the latter will then have a ‘more magnificent complexion’ (De an. 153C).1%

100 The distinction between aicOntdv/copatikov and vontdv/voepdy is presented by Greg-
ory as ‘the supreme partition of all beings’ (C. Eun. I 105,19; In Cant. VI 173,7-8); ‘it is impos-
sible to conceive of anything outside this division in the nature of beings’ (Or. cat. 21,9-10). This
division is clear in /n Cant. VI 174, where the material substance is said to be finite, diastematic,
and sense-perceptible, while the intellectual substance is described as infinite and unlimited, and
is further divided into God, immutable, uncreated and creator of all, and the intellects, created and
preserved in the Good only by participation in God.

101 “For, if what is proper to a certain being were not to return exactly, but, instead of a certain
peculiar characteristic, something else of the same kind were assumed, the result would be one
being instead of another, and a similar result would not be the resurrection, but the creation of a
new human being ... it must be the same (individual) in every respect’.

102 “The Apostle clearly says that the risen dead will not be given other bodies, but they will
receive the same bodies they had when alive, and even better. For he declares: “an animal body
is sown, a spiritual body will rise; it is sown in corruptibility, it will rise in incorruptibility; it is
sown in weakness, it will rise in power; it is sown in ignominy, it will rise in glory”’.

103 The glorious body of 1Cor. 15:52, wrapped in incorruptibility, as Macrina says explicitly
quoting Paul in 155D and 157A, will cause no more sins and will no longer prevent the soul from
remaining in the Good. Its new characteristics, incorruptibility, glory, honour, power, drawn from
Paul’s text, are typical of God’s nature: originally they also belonged to the human being as gik@®v
of God, and then they are hoped for again for the future (157AB); the same concept, based on
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The identity between mortal and risen body, and the transformation of quali-
ties are also underlined in De an. 108:

This garment that is the body, which now will be destroyed by death, will be woven
again from the same components, but not in this gross and heavy structure. The thread
will be worked differently, so to obtain a finer and more aerial result, so that you will
still have what you love, but at the same time it will be given back to you in a better
condition, more beautiful and worthier of love.

In De mortuis Gregory analogously observes that the qualities of the earthly
body ‘pass on to something more divine’, so to ‘exceed every conjecture of our
thought’ (GNO IX 62-3); even the reproductive capacity will be transformed
into the capacity for generating virtue. Both Origen and Gregory maintained
the identity between the earthly and the risen body, but with a change in its
qualities.

The role of the soul in the resurrection of the body is famously asserted by
Gregory in Hom. op. 27, just as in De an. 76'%; 80A-88C!%: after the return of
the particles of one’s body to their respective elements (see also De an. 20C-21A),
the soul can still recognise and bring them together (see also De an. 45C-48B'%;
85A%7), dragging to itself what is cuyyevég 1€ kal (tov and oikelov to itself.

Paul’s account of the spiritual body, concludes the whole dialogue in 160D. The body can be
resurrected in its very same elements, but glorious and immortal, only thanks to Christ, who has
extended his own being human and being good to all: Adam ‘was dissolved because of sin, and
for this reason was called earthly: as a consequence, his descendants, too, became all earthly and
mortal. But Paul necessarily drew the second consequence, too: that the human being is reconsti-
tuted again in its elements [GvacTtoryglovtat, the same concept as developed in De animal, from
mortal to immortality; for he says that the Good has become ingrained in human nature, passing
on from one to all, in the same way as evil, too, passed on from one to the whole race, by expand-
ing in the succession of those who were born each time’ (In Illud 11 Downing).

104 “The soul knows the natural property of the elements that contributed to the constitution of
the body ... even after these have separated ... the soul will continue to be found near each element,
adhering to what is proper to itself thanks to its own cognitive faculty, and will remain there until
there will be the reunion of the separate elements into one and the same unity, with a view to the
reconstitution and regeneration of the previously dissolved body, which will be the resurrection’.

105 Here, Macrina offers a spiritual exegesis of the parable of Lazarus (Luke 16:19-31), in
order to demonstrate the cup@ovia of her argument, namely that, after death, the soul maintains
the human being’s individuality, while the body is dispersed in various elements.

106 The soul, qua intellectual substance (obcio vogpd), is adimensional and simple (&8iéotoTog,
@GmAR), and can thus remain close to all the elements of its own body at the same time and always
(De an. 45C-48B). ‘What is intelligible and adimensional neither contracts nor expands ... Therefore,
nothing prevents the soul from being equally present to the body’s elements, both when they are
mixed together in their concourse, and when they separate due to the dissolution of the compound’.

107 “If therefore the soul keeps being present near the elements that from the body have been
brought back to the universe, not only will it be able to recognise the complex of those which
concurred to the realisation of the whole compound, and will continue to be found in them, but
it will also know very well the constitution of each part, i.e. thanks to which particles found in
the elements our limbs were produced. Therefore, it is not at all unlikely that the soul, being found
in the whole complex of the elements, is also found in each one singularly’.
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Indeed, Gregory regards the resurrection as the soul’s act of oikeidsis or re-appro-
priation of what belongs to her, which seems to me parallel to Gregory’s notion
of the eventual apokatastasis as God’s supreme act of oikeidsis or re-appropriation
of all creatures, which belong to God but were alienated by evil.!®® This is another
aspect of the resurrection-restoration assimilation in Gregory, resulting from his
holistic view of the resurrection — not only of the body, but also of the intellectual
component of the human being — which is a heritage of Origen. Notably, for
Gregory in the restoration of the body the intellectual soul plays the same role of
re-appropriation as is played by God in the eventual universal restoration. And just
as the mortal body is restored to its prelapsarian state of spiritual body, so is the
intellectual soul restored to its prelapsarian condition, free from evil. What Greg-
ory adds in Hom. op. 27, that the mortal body continually changes, but its £i50¢
remains unaltered (Gpetapintov), directly derives from Origen.'” Gregory
builds on Origen’s distinction to affirm that the intellectual soul — the part of the
soul that is in the image of God, Bgo€13£¢ — is not joined by nature to the material
brokeipevov, which is always in flux (péov) — a problem that Gregory also
brings forth in De an. 141 exactly in the discussion of the resurrection!!” — but to
the £id0c, which is stable and always identical to itself (LOVILOV T€ K0l HGAVTOG
€yov). The union of soul and body that forms the human being must be qualified,
in Gregory’s view, as the union of the intellectual soul (the only bearer of the
divine image) and the substantial form (£160¢) of the body, as opposed to its mate-
rial ever-changeable substratum or vmokeipevov. Gregory is adopting Origen’s
concepts and very terminology. The €i80c of the body, he explains, remains in
the soul even after the body’s death as a kind of seal, so that the soul allows for
the reconstitution of the body in its elements (Gvactoryeiwaotic). This soul is the
intellectual soul. In De anima Gregory treats this soul as the true human being (an
idea that goes back to Plato, Alcib. I, 129E-130C; Rep. IV 441E-442B287, Phaedr.
246B), its true nature, and the image of God. Origen was acquainted with the
‘perishability axiom’, like Gregory (see below), and used it in reference to
the world (Pamph., Apol. 25,41-3: ‘mundus iste a certo tempore coeperit et sit
soluendus’; in Princ. 11 3,6 he proves to be aware of this axiom’s use in Middle
Platonism!!'!), but also to the human being: it was immortal from the very

108 On which see my ‘The Oikeiosis Doctrine in Gregory of Nyssa’s Theology: Reconstructing
His Creative Reception of Stoicism’, forthcoming.

109 Analysis of Origen’s theory in my ‘Origen’s Exegesis of Jeremiah: Resurrection Announced
throughout the Bible and its Twofold Conception’, Augustinianum 48 (2008), 59-78.

110 E ¢.: “The coming and going of our nature, proceeding and always moving through the
movement of alteration, stops when it ceases to live, but until one remains alive, it has no inter-
ruption ... Thus, if one is not even the same as the previous day, but becomes another due to this
continuous substitutive transformation, then, when the resurrection will bring back our body to
life, one will definitely become a whole row of humans ... the newborn baby, the toddler, the
child, the boy, the man, the father, the aged man, and all the intermediate stages’.

11 Porphyry, who knew this use and Origen’s, used the perishability axiom to argue that the
world was not created in time and thus is incorruptible and eternal (4id10g, ap. Zachar., De op.
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beginning, lost its immortality after its sin, and will recover it in the end; it could
not be restored to immortality if it had not been immortal from the beginning:
‘reddi enim videbitur posse quod amissum est, non tamen conferri id quod ex
initio conditor non dedit’ (Comm. in Cant. 11 5,26). in Princ. IV 4,9-10 Origen
claimed that the human intellectual soul participates in the intellectual light of the
divinity, and since the latter is incorruptible and eternal,

[it is] impious to suppose that the intellect, which is able to receive God, can be subject
to death according to its substance, as though the fact of receiving God were not suf-
ficient to guarantee its eternity. Indeed, even if the intellect, out of neglectfulness, loses
its capacity for receiving God in itself in a pure and full way, nevertheless it retains in
itself the possibility of recovering a better knowledge, when the interior human being,
who is also called rational, is restored into the image of God, who created it ... The
human being is made in the image of God. However, the signs of the divine image are
to be recognised not in the figure of the body, which is corruptible, but in wisdom,
Jjustice, moderation, virtue, knowledge, discipline of the soul, and all that complex of
virtues that are in God in a substantial manner and that can be found in the human
being thanks to personal engagement and imitation of God.

Much of this comes from Philo.''? According to Origen, as later to Gregory, what
keeps the intellectual soul alive and truly an image of God is sticking to the Good,
God, who only is. Gregory and Origen also agree that the soul will eschatologi-
cally be identified only with the intellect and not the vital or impulsive soul, nor
the irascible or desiring soul, as the inferior faculties of the soul are accessory and
will disappear. This is a point on which Gregory insists in De anima. In Princ. 11
8,2-3 Origen cited 1Cor. 15:44, on the death of a psychic body and the resurrec-
tion of a spiritual body, and observed that Paul attaches much more importance to
the spirit than to the soul; ‘he associates with the Holy Spirit more the nous than
the soul’. If 1Pet. 1:9 promises the salvation of ‘souls’, and not of intellects or
spirits, this is because the soul in the end will return to be nous.' For ‘the nous
that fell from its original condition and dignity has become, and has been called,
“soul”, but if it will have emended and corrected itself, it will return to being a
nous’ (Princ. 11 8,4). The status of nous was its original status. While the true
human being, in the image of God, is the rational or intellectual soul, in Gregory’s
view as well, passions and sins are subsequent ‘accretions’ that must be purified
off (De an. 52-6; 64 with the allegorisation of the darnel parable; In Illud 3: the
intellect after purification can recover the intelligence of the truth which is natural

mund. 140-3 Colonna; Al-Shahrastani, Kitab al-Milal wal-Nihal, 345 Cureton: according to Por-
phyry, Plato in his Timaeus did not describe a creation in time, but a being originated by a cause).

12 Op. mund. 69 on the human being as image and likeness of God in its intellect (see ibid.
134; 136; 139), as opposed to the sense-perceptible and gendered human being (ibid. 151-2); see
Plant. 18-20; LA190; 131; 11 13; 1 88.

113 ‘It is necessary to examine whether the soul, having reached salvation and attained the
blessed life, will not cease to be a soul ... if the Lord has come to save the soul that was lost, the
saved/recovered soul will no longer be a soul’.
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to it). The skin tunics of Gen. 3:21 received by Adam and Eve after sin are iden-
tified by Gregory, as by Origen, with the heavy body and the mé.0n connected to
it. In his second Homily on the Song of Songs he has the soul say that she has
taken up a ‘skin tunic’, allegorised as a ‘dark look’, because she abandoned purity,
and in the eleventh he insists on the skin tunic as a consequence of sin, the ‘old
garment’ that one must put off in order to put on the new one, i.e. Christ, in sanc-
tity and justice. In De virg. 12-3 the skin tunics are ‘a fleshly mentality’. In Viz.
Moys. (GNO VII 1,39-40), they are ‘a dead and earthly kind of vision.” Thus, they
are directly linked to death. The ‘dead and repelling tunic’ composed of ‘irrational
skins’ is ‘the form of the irrational nature in which we have been wrapped after
we have become familiar with passion’ (De an. 148), but “all that surrounded us,
made of irrational skin, will be taken off and put down together with the deposition
of the tunic’. After the resurrection, all the elements of the irrational, ‘animal’
nature, which are accidental, and not essential, to human nature, will vanish: bod-
ily organs will lose the functions imposed on them by animal life (144B-148C),
such as intercourse, conception, delivery, excretion, efc.; the risen will ‘move in
the heavenly regions with incorporeal nature’. Gregory does not mean that the
risen will be bare souls, but that they will have spiritual bodies, and since this state
is the restoration to the original condition, this suggests that at the beginning, too,
they had spiritual bodies:

Resurrection is the restoration [dwokatdotactg] of our nature to its original condition
[tpog T0 dpyaiov]. But in the original life, of which God himself was the creator, there
existed no old age, nor infancy, nor suffering..., but human nature was something
divine, before the human being acquired the impulse to evil. All these things broke into
us together with the breaking in of vice. Thus, life without vice will have no necessity
to be spent among the accidents brought about by vice ... After returning to its state
of impassible beatitude, it will have nothing to do with the consequence of vice ...
Therefore, it would be unreasonable to search, in that life, for the accidents that have
come about for us as a consequence of passion. (De an. 148)!'4

114 See De an. 153C, 156: ‘As the body of the ear is formed from the seed, thanks to God’s
power that, with his art, makes the ear out of the grain itself — and the ear is neither completely
identical to the seed nor completely different —, so the mystery of resurrection, too, has been indi-
cated in advance through the wondrous modifications taking place in the seeds, in that God’s power
not only will return you the same body which will be dissolved, but will also add other splendid
and beautiful characteristics thanks to which your nature will be constituted in a greater magnifi-
cence. He says: “It is sown in corruption, it rises in incorruptibility; it is sown in weakness, it rises
in power; it is sown in dishonour, it rises in glory; it is sown as a ‘psychic’ bodys, it rises as a
spiritual body”. For, as the grain in the sod ... becomes an ear while maintaining its individuality,
although it comes out completely different from what it was before.. ., in the same way human nature
too, after abandoning in death all its characteristics, which it had acquired through the tendency to
subjection to passions, I mean ignominy, corruption, weakness, differentiation according to the age,
does not lose itself, but it changes into incorruptibility as into an ear, and into glory, honour, power,
perfection in all respects, and in such condition that its life is no longer governed by natural proper-
ties, but passes into a spiritual state which is free from passions’.
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What is accidental and derived from the fall will not be part of the risen
body, which will return to being what it was ‘at the beginning’. This suggests
that in the beginning it was a spiritual body.

This is why Gregory, like Plotinus,!'' but also like Basil after all,!'¢ embraces
Plato’s exhortations in the Phaedo to detach one’s soul from the body as much
as possible, meaning not the body tout court, but the earthly body, which came
after sin and is liable to passions:

Those who are living in the flesh should absolutely, thanks to life according to virtue,
separate and liberate themselves, in a way, from any relationship with the flesh, lest
after death it happen that we need again a second death, that which, by purifying us,
will eliminate the remnants of the fleshly glue, but, after the chains that envelop the
soul have been broken, its dash to the Good may become light and swift, without any
corporeal annoyance that drags it down to itself (De an. 88).!"7

The ‘remnants of the carnal glue’, the ‘material load’, the ‘ruins of materiality’,
the ‘material and earthly passions’ must be purified off in the other world with
a painful process, if a soul has been unable to get rid of them in this.'® Gregory
uses similar terms in De an. 105:

It is impossible that our rush toward that realm take place, unless what oppresses us is
finally shaken away from our soul, I mean this heavy, annoying and earthly load, and

115 Plotinus in Enn. I 2,5 speaks of ‘separate from the body insofar as possible’, and in I 4,14
hopes for the ‘separation form the body’. In III 6,6, 71-2, true resurrection is ‘from the body, and
not with the body’, being a k0apcic from the sense-perceptible. But both Gregory and Origen
insist that the risen body will be, not sense-perceptible, but spiritual.

116 The idea of the body and life in this world as a prison for the soul is supported by Basil,
esp. in Reg. ampl. q. 2, r. 1, and is widespread in imperial and late-antique literature both ‘pagan’
and Christian. Gregory Nazianzen uses the metaphor of the body as a tomb in Ep. 31,4, Or. 7,22,
and Carm. c. carn. 11 1, 46,9 (PG 38, 1378), and that of the body as enchainment in Ep. 32,11.195,
Or. 17,9 and 7,21 and Or. 32,27.

17 Ibid. 88A, 89C the soul, in order to contemplate the intelligible realm, is said to have to
detach itself from the body as much as possible, and withdraw into itself, as in Plato, Phaed.
65CD, 67A, 79D, 80E, 83B. See Gregory’s tenth Homily on the Song of Songs: the intellect, when
it is detached from sense-perception, can turn to upper realities and its activity can be pure. When
the soul, i.e. the intellectual soul, ‘rejoices in the contemplation of what really exists’, it can
‘receive the vision of God with pure and bare mind’. See Origen Comm. in Rom. 11l 2,13. See
also Gregory’s fifteenth Homily on the Song of Songs: the soul ‘must purify itself from everything
and every material thought, transporting itself in its wholeness to the intellectual and immaterial
realm, and become a most luminous image of the archetypal Beauty’. Plato’s image of the body
as the soul’s tomb is expressly used by Gregory Nyssen too, V. Macr. 54, and explains the reason
why he considers philosophy itself to be a ‘preparation for death’. De mort. 50-2 Lozza: ‘The
soul can adhere to the intellectual and immaterial [voepag kail dvAov] only when it gets rid of
the weight of matter that surrounds it ... when, thanks to death, we attain incorporeality, we get
close to that nature which is free from every physical heaviness’. Not from the body tout court,
which will be resurrected, but from the heavy, corruptible body.

118 “The divine power, out of love for humans, extracts what belongs to itself from the ruins
of irrationality and materiality ... the soul, enveloped by material and earthly passions,
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we, purified and liberated from the bond of passion that we had with that load in our
life down here, can join in purity what is similar and familiar to us.

This purification of the soul from the ‘earthly load’ will make it possible for
God to achieve his purpose, which, through the resurrection, is universal res-
toration and union with God:

God’s goal is one and only one: ... when some will have been already purified from
evil during the present life, while others will have been cured through fire for the nec-
essary periods of time..., to offer to all the participation in the goods that are in God
... Now, this is nothing else, I think, but coming to being in God (De an. 152).

The human being did not know evil in the beginning and will not in the end.
All rational creatures will experience restoration to the Good (In illud 13),'"
and even all creation: Taong THg kTicemg v cdpa yevopévnge. All creation
will become ‘one and the same body’, the body of Christ, and thus will be one
with God. In In illud 20,8-24 Gregory is clear that not only humans, but also
all rational creatures and even all creation!?’ will join in apokatastasis, having
become the body of Christ. In De an. 101-4 and In illud 17,13-21, Gregory
links 1Cor. 15:28 to the eventual disappearance of evil with a syllogism'?! he
draws directly from Origen: if God must be ‘all in all’ in the end, then evil will
be no more, lest God be found in evil. He also takes from Origen, Princ. 1 6,1
and III 5,6, the equation between universal submission to Christ and universal
salvation, and, for instance in De an. 72B and 136A and In illud 20,8-24, he
derives the interpretation of Phil. 2:10-1 in this light of universal salvific sub-
mission from Origen Princ. IV 6,2.122 Still in his last Homily on the Song of

experiences pains and tension when the Godhead drags to itself what belongs to it, whereas what
is alien to it, because in some way it has been united and mixed with it, is scratched away with
violence, bringing to the soul sharp and unbearable suffering ... whoever is oppressed by a heavy
material load will necessarily have a flame applied for longer to consume this load’.

119 “One day, the nature of evil will pass to non-being, after disappearing completely from
being, and divine and pure Goodness will enfold in itself every rational nature, and none of those
who have come to being thanks to God will fall outside God’s kingdom, when, once all evil that
is mixed up with the beings has been consumed, as a kind of waste of nature consumed through
the fusion of purifying fire, every being that originated from God will return precisely as it was
from the beginning, when it had not yet received evil.’

120 See In Illud 27: Christ will unite all beings, T Tévta, to himself.

121 Esp. De an. 104: ‘He who is all also is “in all”. And in this it seems to me that Scripture
teaches the complete disappearance of evil. For, if in all beings there will be God, clearly in them
there will not be evil.” In the passage from In Illud Gregory argues that God will be all in all when
in all beings there will be no evil left; Paul’s phrase expresses the non-substantiality of evil. For
God will be all in all when nothing evil will be extant in beings, since it is impossible that God
be in evil. Thus, either God will not be in all, in case anything evil should remain among creatures,
or, if we have to believe that God will really be in all, then we get the demonstration that nothing
evil (undév kakov) will remain.

122 See my ‘Christian Soteriology and Christian Platonism’, VC 61 (2007), 313-56; Morwenna Lud-
low, Gregory of Nyssa: Ancient and (Post)Modern (Oxford, 2007), with my review in RBL 04/2008.
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Songs, he hammers home the idea of the final évwoig in God, basing himself

on John 17 and viewing this unity as a unity of will, like Origen:!?

He granted them to be no longer divided into many parts in the decision for the Good
[kaAdv],'?* due to their diversity, but he declared that all would be one and the same
thing, in the One who is the only Good ... For the race toward beatitude is common to
all souls of every order ... until they become one and the same thing with all those who
look at the same object of their desire, and no evilness is left in anyone. Then God will
really be ‘all in all’.

The image with which Gregory concludes his probably last work, the Homilies
on the Song of Songs, dedicated to Olympia (the deaconess who in Constan-
tinople protected the Origenian monks chased by Theophilus of Alexandria), is
still that of the apokatastasis of all rational souls as unity and concord in God
and with God after the eradication of all evil.

Like Origen, indeed, Gregory definitely supported universal apokatastasis,
as the restoration of all rational creatures to their initial condition, or rather an
even better condition and infinite development in the Good. Gregory’s insist-
ence on the angelic nature of the life of humans in their prelapsarian state not
only finds a perfect correspondence in his idea of the angelic life of apokatas-
tasis (anticipated by the ascetic life of Macrina and other virgins on earth),!?
and in the eschatological reunion of humans and angels — including the former
demons — in the feast of apokatastasis,'?” when all of them will equally dance

125

123 See my ‘Harmony between Arkhé and Telos in Patristic Platonism’, IJPT 2013.

124 For the closeness of Beauty and Good in Gregory of Nyssa see my ‘Good/Beauty, *Ayafdv/
KaAov’, in Giulio Maspero and Lucas Francisco Mateo-Seco (eds), The Brill Dictionary of Greg-
ory of Nyssa, Supplements to Vigiliae Christianae 99 (Leiden, 2010), 356-63.

125 On this point see M. Ludlow, Universal Salvation (2000), passim and, with further argu-
ments, my Apokatastasis (Leiden, 2013), also with demonstration of the Christological foundation
of apokatastasis in Gregory and precise dependences on Origen, and refutation of two recent
claims that Gregory did not support universal salvation.

126 “Their life was at the boundary between human and angelic nature. Qua free from human
passions, these women were superior to a merely human life ... Albeit living in the flesh, they
were not made heavy by their body, but, light, they were lifted aloft and wandered all over the
firmament together with the heavenly powers’ (V. Macr. [GNO VIII/1,382-3]); Macrina ‘albeit
in a human body, imitated the angelic life’ and had ‘a flesh that refrains from what is proper to
it, a belly closed to its natural impulses, just as we think it will be at the resurrection’ (Ep. [GNO
VIII/2,64]). Likewise Basil ‘wandered in the firmament along with the heavenly powers, and no
fleshly weight prevented the voyage of his spirit’ (/n Bas. [GNO X/1,131,16-8]). Indeed, in De
virginitate Gregory depicts the ideal of one who ‘imitates with his or her unsullied life the purity
of incorporeal powers’ and in this life already enjoys the goods of the resurrection (GNO VIII/I1,
309).

127 De an. 72B: ‘When one day, after long cycles of ages, evil has vanished, there will remain
nothing else but Good, and even those creatures [sc. demons] will admit, in concord and unanim-
ity [sc. with the two other rational orders], Christ’s lordship’; see Ref. Eun. [GNO 11/2,396-7];
Hom. in Cant. 11 and VI: angels are models for humans; they are models of apatheia which
belonged to human as well before the fall. De an. 136A: “The Apostle, expressing the harmony
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in one choir around God,'?® but it is also in non casual agreement with Origen’s
claim that all rational creatures are of one and the same nature (De an. 105'%)
and before the fall formed one choir and enjoyed unity among themselves and
with God; only after the fall were they differentiated into angels, humans, and
demons. Origen also thought that these orders of logika will return to unity in
the eventual apokatastasis, and Gregory clearly followed in his footsteps.
Gregory, also drawing on Origen, in De an. 156 insists that the telos will
reproduce the arkhé: ‘The object of our hope is nothing but what was at the
beginning.” In the end we shall ‘become what we were before falling onto the
earth.” This should mean that the original creation implies, like the recreation
at the resurrection, a rational soul with its spiritual body. Gregory is not saying
that the telos will reproduce the original plan of God which was never realised
because of the fall; he expressly says the telos will reproduce the situation that
actually existed before the fall. Since the telos will see rational souls endowed
with spiritual bodies, this suggests that Gregory conceived of intellects endowed
with a spiritual body at the beginning as well,'* like Origen. Another funda-

of the whole universe with God, means, rather transparently, what follows: “Every knee will bend
in front of him, of heavenly and earthly creatures and of those of the underworld, and every tongue
will confess that Jesus Christ is the Lord, for God the Father’s glory”, through the “horns” sig-
nifying the angelic and heavenly breed, and through the rest the intellectual creatures coming after
the angels, i.e. us, who will be all involved in one and the same big feast characterised by har-
mony’. ‘God’s feast will be prepared by all who will have been consolidated again and restruc-
tured by means of resurrection, so that all will take part in one and the same joy, and there will
be no more difference to divide the rational nature in its participation in goods that are the same
for all, but those who now are excluded due to vice will be finally able to enter the recesses of
divine beatitude’ (133D). In De an. 132C-136A Macrina explains the spiritual meaning of Ps.
117(118):27, detailing how the Tabernacles Feast symbolises both resurrection (‘the construction
of our destroyed home, consolidated again in bodily form, through the gathering of elements’)
and apokatastasis.

128 De an. 132C-136A. See my ‘Harmony’ (2013).

129" “This is why the rational nature was created: that the richness of divine goods should not
remain unproductive, but by the Wisdom who founded the universe souls might be created as
kinds of containers and receptacles endowed with free will, that there might always exist a place
capable of receiving the goods, such as to become larger and larger thanks to the addition of what
is infused into it’. See also 72B: ‘Since three are the conditions of rational nature — one, which
since the beginning has been allotted the incorporeal life and which we call angelic; the other,
tied to flesh, which we call human, and the third, freed from flesh thanks to death —, I think that
the divine Apostle ... intended to indicate that general harmony of all rational nature that one day
there will be in the Good, calling “heavenly” what is angelical and incorporeal and “earthly”
what is joined to a body, and referring the “underworld” to what is separate from the body, or
else, if among rational beings we can see, besides those mentioned, some other nature too, which
if one wished to call of demons or spirits, or anything else of the sort, we would have nothing to
object ... a nature that voluntarily fell away from the best lot, and, renouncing Beauty and the
Good, instead of these put in herself the thoughts coming from their contrary: it is this nature that,
some say, the Apostle included among the creatures of the underworld’.

130 Albeit he does not use either this or the following argument, Martin Parmentier, ‘Greek
Patristic foundations for a theological anthropology of women in distinctiveness as human beings’,
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mental point that leads to the same conclusion is the following: if the soul is
adiastematic — which Gregory stresses, in accord with the Platonists —, it tran-
scends not only the local, but also the temporal dimension; it is created by God,
but it cannot be created in time. This would imply a creation anterior to the
existence of time and the sky. For the soul transcends time and belongs to the
order of eternity, as all spiritual realities, which are not subject to spatial or
temporal laws. I shall return to this pivotal argument in connection with Greg-
ory’s use of the ‘perishability axiom’.

Gregory, like Origen, does not believe in the preexistence of bare souls. As
I shall point out, he declares each soul to be originated together with its body,
and he adds that the Idea, logos or project of each nous with its body is present
in God ab aeterno; then came their creation as substances, as Origen also
maintained. The question is: which body? Is each nous created with its spir-
itual, immortal body? This would be the same solution as Origen’s. It is never
said by Gregory that each rational soul is created together with a mortal body.
I suspect Gregory does not say so because he is well aware of the serious
philosophical inconsistency that this would bring about, also in respect to the
perishability axiom (see below). What Gregory says is that the human being
was created at the beginning, with a project that was anterior to the world itself
and with an anticipated preparation of a ‘matter’ that is unlikely to be the mat-
ter of the prelapsarian mortal body and would thus point, again, to an incor-
ruptible body, all the more in that the preparation of this matter is mentioned
together with the delineation of the form of the human being as the image of
the beauty of God the Logos.!3! This, too, clearly refers to the prelapsarian
state, before the assumption of mortal bodies.'3? Indeed, the image of God in
Hom. op. 5 is said to be virtue, beatitude, impassivity, intelligence, Logos,
love.'3? In Hom. op. 11 it is again made clear that what is in the image of God
in humans is their intellect, whose immateriality is stressed, with the conse-
quent rejection of any attempt at locating it in the brain or the heart etc.; what

AThR 84 (2002), 555-82, 556-7 also seems to think that both the prelapsarian and the postlapsar-
ian state of humans are corporeal; only, that of the former was an asexual and immortal corpore-
ality, and that of the latter a sexual and mortal one.

31 Hom. op. 3: ‘Creation was made somehow instantly, so to say, by the divine power ... But
the decision to create the human being had come before and the being that was destined to appear
was delineated in advance by the creator through the project of the Logos ... so that the human
being received a more ancient dignity than its birth, having obtained the dominion over the beings
before coming to being ... For the human being, God prepared in advance even matter, before
its realisation, and assimilated its form to the archetypal Beauty.’

132 These, however, are instruments for the necessities of the Logos, and the intellect does
operate through mortal senses (Hom. op. 9-10).

133 ‘Now, divine Beauty ... is contemplated in an ineffable beatitude, according to virtue ...
Our creator has adorned his image with virtues ... purity, impassivity, beatitude, refraining from
every evil, and everything else of this kind, thanks to which in human beings the likeness to God
is formed ... The divinity is Intelligence and Logos ... Love’.
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is adiastematic is not comprised in any place or time. In Hom. op. 14 Gregory
insists again that the intellect is not found in any part of the body and the intel-
lect’s movements are distinct from those of the body. The intellect, through the
soul, vivifies matter and adorns it; when matter is left alone, it is ugly and
shapeless. Like in De anima, in Hom. op. 15 as well the soul proper is said to
be the Loyikn.

Hom. op. 16 is relevant to the present research, in that it offers an interpreta-
tion of the creation of the human being in the image and likeness of God; in
the prototype created there was neither male nor female; this division is ‘a
departure from the prototype’, since in Christ there is neither male nor female
(Gal. 3:28). Gregory repeats that what was in the image of God is the intellect,
and not the mortal body. Gregory expressly speaks of double creation: ‘Double
is the creation of our nature, one which is assimilated to the divinity, and the
other which is divided according to this division’, that into genders, which is
alien to God; it rather pertains to beasts (in Hom. op. 18 passions are said to
have arisen in humans after these assumed the irrational life of beasts after the
fall, which in Hom. op. 20 is described as choosing good and evil rather than
good alone, as in De an. 81).'3* Thus the human being proper (nous) is not like
the cosmos (a microcosm), but rather like the Creator of the cosmos, but in the
part that is divided into genders it is like beasts. ‘The priority belongs to the
intellectual component [tpotepedel 1O vogpdv]’, whereas the association with
irrationality is émiyevvnuotikn; it came afterwards. For Scripture first speaks
of the creation in the image of God, and after of male and female. Creation in
the image of God also means that the human being initially participated in the
divine goods, since God is the Good. Like Origen, Gregory warns that in his
interpretation he is not speaking dogmatically, but ‘by exercise’. Scripture uses
the aorist: God ‘made [éroinoe] the human being’ meaning that God made all
humanity ‘once and for all’ (drnaf), ‘in the first creation’ (§v T TpdTN
katackevt]). This suggests that each human, intellectual soul and spiritual
body, was created then. Gregory observes that the intellect is present in all
humans; gender difference ‘was created afterwards, as the last thing, in the
moulded human being’ (mtpockateckevdoOn tedevtoiov 1@ TAGGHATL), due
to the fall (Hom. op. 17). Gregory cites Jesus’s words that in the next life
humans will be icéyyehot and will not marry. For in the resurrection there will

134 “In the beginning, human life was uniform, with “uniform” I mean that which is contem-
plated in the Good alone, immune from any mixture with evil. And this thesis is testified to by
the first law of God, which, after granting to the human being the participation in the totality of
the goods found in Paradise, without restrictions, forbade exclusively the one whose nature was
composed by a mixture of opposites, in that evil was mixed with the Good, threatening death as
a punishment for those who should transgress. But the human being, voluntarily, in the movement
of its free self-determination, abandoned the lot that was unmixed with evil and attracted to itself
the life that is composed by the mixture of opposites. However, divine providence did not at all
leave our foolish decision without a remedy.’
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be ‘the restoration of those who have fallen to their original condition [€ig 10
dpyatov]’. Without the fall, humans would have multiplied like angels, with
angelic bodies. In the resurrection too will they have angelic bodies. This indi-
cates, again, that Gregory thought of an initial union of intellectual soul and
spiritual/angelic body, a model that, like Origen’s, differs from that of the
preexistence of bare souls. This is confirmed by Hom. in Eccl. 1, where Greg-
ory states that the risen body is the same as that of the first creation (clearly
the spiritual body): ‘The body was made and created by God’s hands exactly
as the resurrection will reveal it in due course. For, just as you will see it after
the resurrection, so was it created at the beginning.’

In De an. 60B Gregory states that the intellect cannot dwell in a body unless
joined with sense-perception. Is this necessary also for a spiritual body? This
would not seem to be the case. This is why neither will the intellectual soul
need its inferior parts to be united to the spiritual body in the end, as Gregory
explicitly argues in De anima and in his first Homily on the Song of Songs.'®
Therefore, again, this should be the case also for the beginning.

In De anima and De hominis opificio Gregory criticises metensomatosis, and
not Origen’s doctrine of the logika. Gregory did not believe in the preexistence of
souls to bodies, but neither did Origen. In Hom. op. 28 Gregory famously main-
tains that the soul does not exist before the body, nor the body before the soul;
the same appears in De an. 121. It is crucial to establish which soul and which
body. In both texts, this discussion comes immediately after a rebuttal of meten-
somatosis. Indeed, in Hom. op. 28 the context, like in De an. 108,'% is a refutation
of metensomatosis, and not of Origen. In De an. 108 the preexistence of souls is
explicitly ascribed to the same people who support metensomatosis, and the
repeated reference to the loss of the soul’s wings clearly points to Plato and Neo-
platonism. The patent reference to the incarnation of human souls into plants also
excludes any connection with Origen. Also, in De an. 116-7 the fall of the souls,
due the loss of their wings, into a material body as a combination of the soul’s sin
and the coupling of two humans or animals or the peasant’s sowing of a plant!*’

135 “After the resurrection, the body will be transformed into its elements, until it becomes
incorruptible, and thus it will join the human soul, while the passions that now torment us by means
of the flesh will not rise together with the future body, but a state of peace will receive our life,
when ... there will no longer be an internal war that opposes the movements of passion to the law
of mind and will no longer drag the soul, defeated and almost enslaved by sin. Then, human nature
will be pure from all this, and thought will be a unity composed of both substances, flesh and spirit,
because every corporeal disposition will have been wiped away from (human) nature’.

136 Here Macrina also hammers home the identity between the mortal and the risen body: ‘On
our part, we maintain that around the soul there comes to be constituted the same body as before,
formed by the harmonic union of the same elements; those people [sc. certainly not Origen], on
the contrary, think that the soul passes on to other bodies, of both rational and irrational beings,
and even beings deprived of sense-perception.’

137 The scene of souls that wait for the incarnation and watch for the birth of baby humans or
animals to sneak into their bodies was also ridiculed by Lucretius, RN III 776-81. Gregory may
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cannot possibly refer to Origen. The reference in Hom. op. 28 to those who have
treated of the dpyoi is a generic designation for protology or metaphysics and
does not indicate Origen (so in Just., 2Apol. 7,8 on the Stoics; Dial. 7,2 on Thales;
Clem., Strom. IV 1,2,1; V 14,140,3; Clement in Div. 26,8 says that a mystery
concerning the Saviour is concealed in the Greeks’ exposition mepl dpydv Kal
Oeoloyiag, ‘in metaphysics and theology’). Even if mepi dpy®v is taken as a title,
which is by no means sure, it can easily refer to many other works Ilepi dpy@®dv
besides Origen’s, for instance Longinus’ or Porphyry’s. The latter, who may have
been a Christian for a while, treated in it the eternity of the intellect and metenso-
matosis. This work of Porphyry, and other Middle and Neoplatonic works of this
kind, correspond much more closely to Gregory’s criticism than Origen’s work.
Gregory says, ‘one before us’ (T1g TpO NUAV), and not ‘one of us’ Christians; one
who upheld the transmigration of souls and wrote on the dpyoi, on protology:
besides Plato, it may well be Plotinus, who believed in metensomatosis of human
souls even into animal bodies (Enn. I1I 4,2,16-24), and wrote on the dpyai in his
Enneads (mepl T@V Tp1OV GpY 1K@V DTOGTAGEMV), or Porphyry, who believed in
metensomatosis, perhaps extended to animals'3® (Eusebius, Dem. Ev. 1 10,7
ascribes to Porphyry the view that there is no difference between the souls of
irrational beings and human rational souls), and precisely wrote a ITepi "Apy®dv.'*
That t1g TpoO HUAV does not necessarily refer to a Christian such as Origen is
proved by Origen’s own three references to Philo the Jew in the very same terms
in Comm. in Matth. XVII 17 (t®v p&v npd Auav ... tig); Hom. in Num. 9.5
(‘quidam ex his ante nos’); and CC VII 20: t®v 1tpo fudv tivec. What is more,
in Gregory himself the expression T@v 7po UMV Tiveg indicates a non-Christian
such as Philo, notably in a passage in which Gregory disagrees with Philo (Vir.
Mos. 11 191). Likewise Ti¢ tp0o fjudv can well indicate a non-Christian such as
Porphyry, in a passage in which Gregory disagrees with him. The doctrine of the
‘preexistence of souls’, T0.G Yoy o TpobPecTdval, ‘as a people in a State of their
own’, joined to a body only on account of their demerits, is not Origen’s. Besides
Plato and Neoplatonism, it can be ‘Gnostic’ or, more easily, Manichaean. All the
more so in that critique of Manichaeanism is very probable in De an. 108, where
metensomatosis is attacked because it even prohibits the consumption of vegeta-
bles and fruit, and again in 121, exactly in a discussion of the anteriority of soul
or body.'* To this position Gregory opposes that of some who thought that the

have known his passage, or there is an intermediate or a common source.

138 A, Smith, ‘Did Porphyry Reject the Transmigration of Souls into Animals?’ RhM 127
(1984), 277-84.

139 See 1. Ramelli, ‘Origen’ (2009).

140 De an. 121-4, in which Gregory also assumes creatio ex nihilo: ‘How can what moves
derive from the stable nature (of God)? How can the dimensional and composite derive from the
simple and adimensional nature? ... It is equally absurd to maintain either that the creature comes
directly form God’s nature, or that all beings have been constituted by some other substance ...
because one will introduce a material nature extraneous to the divine substance and made equiv-
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body exists prior to the soul, which Gregory, like Origen and Pamphilus, abhors
because it would make ‘flesh worthier than the soul’. The theory of the preexist-
ence of souls and the creation of their bodies only afterwards is described by
Gregory as a ‘myth’, which fits ‘Gnostic’ and Manichaean mythology, besides
Plato’s protological and eschatological myths. Gregory, far from refuting Origen’s
positions, appropriates precisely Origen’s zetetic method to refute this ‘myth’.
And he refutes metensomatosis as the wandering of a soul through disparate bod-
ies, including animals and plants, just as Origen repeatedly refuted it.

The position refuted by Gregory Nyssen, including the transmigration of
human souls into animal bodies, was already rejected by Origen himself in
Comm. in Matth. X1 17, which is preserved both in Greek and in Rufinus’
translation of Pamphilus’ Apology, 180: ‘Hi quidem qui alieni sunt a catholica
fide transferri animas ex humanis corporibus in corpora animalium putant ...
nos uero dicimus quia per multam uitae neglegentiam humana prudentia cum
fuerit inculta atque neglecta efficitur uelut irrationabile pecus, per imperitiam
uel per neglegentiam, non per naturam.” In Comm. in Matth. XIII 1-2, also
reported by Pamphilus, Apol. 182-3, Origen rejected even the transmigration
of souls from human to human bodies, on the grounds that this would entail
the eternity of the world, a ‘pagan’ Neoplatonic tenet which is denied by Scrip-
ture: ‘dogma alienum ab ecclesia Dei de transmutatione animarum, quod nec
ab apostolis traditum est nec usquam in Scripturis cautum est ... quod utique
superfluus fiet si finis nullus emendationis occurrat, nec erit umquam quando
non anima transferatur. Et si semper pro delictis animabus ad corpora diuersa
redeundum est, qui umquam mundo dabitur finis?’ Rather, Origen maintains,
after the end of the world sinners will be punished, not by entering new bodies,
but otherwise: ‘uindicta non ex transmutatione animarum (non enim iam ad
peccandum locus erit), sed alia genera erunt poenae’.'"' The very same

alent to the eternity of being, qua ingenerated. This is precisely what the Manichaeans too have
imagined, and some exponents of Greek philosophy adhered to the same opinions, turning this
phantasy into a philosophical doctrine ... As for each one of the aspects that are grasped in the
corporeal nature, let me only say that none of these which are observed concerning the body is
body, not the shape, nor the colour, nor the weight ... nor any other of all these aspects that are
observed among the qualities, but each of them is a relationship, and their reciprocal concourse
and union becomes a body. Since, therefore, the qualities that constitute the body are caught by
the intellect, and not by sense-perception, and since the divinity has an intellectual nature, what
labour will be, for what is intellectual, to create intellectual realities? The reciprocal concourse
of the latter originated the nature of our body’. Gregory admits of the first creation of intellectual
beings, coming close to Origen’s idea of the first creation of the logika. Indeed, Gregory in 128
includes the human nature within the intellectual nature: ‘Because every intellectual nature is
stably constituted in its fullness, it is logical that at a certain point the human nature, too — since
not even this proves extraneous to the intellectual nature — will come to its perfect accomplish-
ment, so as not to be eternally found in a state of imperfection.’

141 The same was maintained by Origen in his Commentary on Proverbs, reported by Pamphi-
lus, Apol. 188: both humans and demons will be punished by means of the Top ai®viov, and not
of reincarnations.
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motivation for the rejection of metensomatosis, i.e. because it entails the eter-
nity of the world, is given in Comm. in Cant. 11 5,24: ‘Si quidem secundum
auctoritatem Scripturarum consummatio immineat mundi et corruptibilis status
hic in incorruptibilem commutabitur, ambiguum non videri quod in praesentis
vitae statum secundo aut tertio in corpus venire non possit. Nam si recipiatur
hoc, necessario sequitur ut huiusmodi successionibus consequentibus finem
nesciat mundus.’ It is interesting that Origen himself in his Commentary on
Proverbs (ap. Pamph., Apol. 186) attests that some Christians, too, believed in
metensomatosis, including reincarnation of human souls in animals.'*> Gregory
may have had in mind these people (Manichaeans?) as well, though the men-
tion of a work on the dpyoai rather points to Porphyry. At any rate, it is not
Origen that Gregory targets in his criticism of metensomatosis.

Just as Nyssen’s, also Nazianzen’s critique of metensomatosis, which is
closely related to that of the preexistence of souls, is certainly not directed
against Origen. According to some critics, it rather addresses Orphic ideas.!*?

In the subsequent chapter, Hom. op. 29, Gregory reinforces his argument by
observing that the cause of the constitution of the soul and the body of each
human is one and the same. But again: which soul? Very probably the intel-
lectual soul, since Gregory insists so much on the accessorial nature of the
lower soul faculties. And which body? The mortal body or the fine, incorrupt-
ible one? Gregory repeats that the totality of humanity began to exist first
(mpovpectaval). What preexisted are not bare souls, but humanity as a whole.
Gregory distinguishes God’s plan from the substantial existence of rational
creatures, which began at a certain point as a result of God’s act of creation.
The creation of humanity ‘at the beginning’ further differs from the earthly
existence of each human in a given historical time, in which the soul manifests
itself gradually along with the growth of the body.

An analysis of the essence of the soul in Gregory will help here. The soul
is defined by him as ovcio yevntn, (®ca, voepd, ‘created, living, and
intellectual substance’, (De an. 29B).'** This definition has of course many
parallels, especially in Middle and Neoplatonism,'* and is tenable if the
soul is regarded as created before time. This would dissolve a serious

Y2 Uidetur autem mihi et illa adsertio quae transferri animas de corporibus in alia corpora
adseuerat peruenisse etiam in aliquos eorum qui Christo credere uidentur ... putauerunt trans-
mutari humanam animam in pecudum corpora.’

143 M. Herrero de Jduregui, ‘A quién dirige Gregorio de Nazianzo su critica de la reencar-
nacion (De anima 22-52)?°, Adamantius 13 (2007), 231-46, who thinks that Gregory’s target was
a long Orphic poem in 24 rhapsodies, preserved in Frgs. 90-359 Bernabé.

144 Tevntoc was used by Plato in Tim. 28BC — well known to Gregory —, in order to indicate
the cosmos, created by the Demiurge.

145 Alcin., Didasc. 117 H. = 49 Whittaker; Plot., Enn. IV 7, on the soul, which is described
as generated and of intellectual nature; the authentic human being, avt0¢ 6 dvOpwnog, coincides
with the (rational) soul; Iambl., De an. ap. Stob., Anth. 1 362 Wachsmuth.
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contradiction that would arise and stand if the body together with which the
soul is said by Gregory to be originated is understood as the mortal body:
the contradiction raised by the ‘perishability axiom’. Gregory, like Basil in
his Homilies on the Hexaémeron — of which Gregory offers a continuation
— is well aware of that axiom. Indeed, Basil cited it, which was considered
to be rooted in Plato,'#¢ in Hom. in Hex. 1,3: ‘The beings that had a begin-
ning in time [t0 dmo ypovov ap&apeva] will necessarily have an end in
time as well [kal &v xpove cvvtedecOfvai]’.'¥” Gregory not only knew
this axiom, but, like Origen, expressly applied it to the world: if it is created
in time, it will necessarily have an end (Hom. op. 23). He even deems the
perishability axiom grounded in Scripture (Wis. 7:1-18; PG 45, 796B-C).
But when Gregory states that the soul is created at the same time as the
body, if he means the mortal body, this will imply that the soul is created in
time and thus is not immortal. This, indeed, is the conclusion Norris gathers
from Gregory’s thesis that the soul is created together with the body.'®
Clearly, Norris understands this ‘body’ as mortal without hesitation. And if
Gregory indeed meant that the (intellectual) soul is created with the mortal
body, he would give rise to a flat contradiction. Gregory, however, does not
say that the body at stake is the mortal one, and I suspect that his reticence
is intentional, since he was well aware of the problem entailed by the perish-
ability axiom and was not at all a poor, inconsistent, or opportunistic thinker
(who either did not even realise contradictions and philosophical problems,
or chose to take them into consideration only when useful to his own ends).
He knew Origen’s and Pamphilus’ position on the perishability axiom. Pam-
philus (Apol. 168-70) had deployed it extensively precisely in defence of
Origen’s doctrine of the origin of the logika. After observing in 166 that in
the Church there were different opinions on the origin of the soul,'* and
after rejecting, on the basis of theodicy, that of the simultaneous creation of
soul and mortal body (167), he rejects traducianism as well and invokes the
perishability axiom against both theories: ‘necesse est eam [the intellectual

146 John Philoponus, De aet. mund. 17, refers to Plato, Resp. 546A and Phaedr., 245D. On
Plato’s view of the soul bibliography is infinite; recently Michael Davis, The Soul of the Greeks:
An Inquiry (Chicago, 2011), in its four chapters on Plato analyses passages from Republic, Phae-
drus and Euthyphro, but not Phaedo or Timaeus.

147 See Dirk Krausmiiller, ‘Faith and Reason in Late Antiquity’, in Maha Elkaisy-
Friemuth and John Dillon (eds), The Afterlife of the Platonic Soul, Studies in Platonism, Neo-
platonism, and the Platonic Tradition 9 (Leiden, 2009), 47-76, 48. My review in BMCR Sep-
tember 2010.

148 Richard Norris, Manhood in Christ. A Study in the Christology of Theodore of Mopsuestia
(Oxford, 1963), 28: ‘Nyssen rejects not only the doctrine that the soul is everlasting, but also the
view that the individual soul comes into existence apart from its body.’

149 See Apol. 172: given that there is no doctrine on the origin of the soul in apostolica prae-
dicatione, as Origen had already observed, one cannot call ‘heretics’ those who have different
opinions on this matter. So also Rufinus, Apol. ad Anast. 6.
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soul]" simul cum corpore emori et esse mortalem si simul cum corpore [sc.
the mortal body] uel seminata uel formata uel nata est’ (168); ‘necessario
simul cum corporibus corrumpentur si eandem cum corporibus etiam origi-
nem sumunt secundum ipsorum rationem’ (170).

On the hypothesis that Gregory is in fact speaking of a spiritual body —
the one the human being had before the fall and will recover at the resurrec-
tion, and which became mortal only after the fall — the contradiction van-
ishes and the perishability axiom stands. This is suggested not only by all
I have adduced so far, but also by Gregory’s statement in one of his last
works:

In the large house of God, the Apostle says, some vases are made of gold or silver;
with this, I think, he meant the created, intelligent, and incorporeal substance. Other
vases, on the other hand, are of wood or clay — and with this, I think, he means us, who
have been made earthy and of clay as a consequence of our disobedience. The sin,
committed by means of a piece of wood, made us wooden vases, while we formerly
were golden vases. And the use of the vases is different according to the dignity of their
matter ... But a certain vase can, by its free will, become a golden vase, from wooden,
or a silver vase, from clay.

Gregory speaks like Origen on the passage of rational creatures from one order
to another; even the Pauline metaphor of the vases is the same as Origen used
in Princ. III 6,6 to differentiate the mortal body from the spiritual, prelapsarian
and risen body. Rational creatures’ bodies are transformed as a consequence of
their moral choices; they had luminous, spiritual bodies before the fall, but
these were transformed into mortal or demonic bodies on account of sin; how-
ever, after the elimination of sin, these bodies too will return to be angelic.
Rational creatures’ bodies, in the telos, will be as they were in the arkhé, before
the logika received evil.

What is more, this is confirmed by Anastasius Sinaita (Sermo Il in const.
hom. sec. im. Dei 3), according to whom Gregory of Nyssa and Gregory Nazi-
anzen, ‘the divine Gregories’ (I'pnyopioig tolg Oeioic), believed that ‘Adam
had a body that was incorruptible, immortal, and more immaterial’; this ‘was
turned by God into a body that is liable to passion and denser’. This doctrine
is likely to have been misrepresented by Barsanuphius (Doctr. c. opin. Orig.
[PG 86, 891-902]), who ascribes the theory of the preexistence of souls to both
Nazianzen and Nyssen. Still in the fifteenth Homily on the Song of Songs,
Gregory offers a revisitation of Plato’s myth of the fall of the soul’s wings,
ruling out all implications related to metensomatosis, just as Origen did. After
establishing, on the basis of Marth. 23:37, that Scripture teaches that ‘in the
nature of God there are wings’, he goes on to consider that the human being

150 Pamphilus means intellectual souls, as is clear from 171: Origen ‘fatetur unius substantiae
omnes esse animas et immortales et rationabiles ... factas a Deo. Quando autem factae sint, olim
simul aut nunc per singulos nascentium, quid periculi est alterum e duobus opinari?’



‘Preexistence of Souls’? 215

was made in the image of God; ‘therefore, the one who was created according
to the image also had the likeness to the Archetype in every respect’, referring
to the first creation of the human being, before the fall;

but, according to Scripture, the Archetype of human nature has wings: as a conse-
quence, our nature, too, was created winged, so to have its likeness to God also in its
wings ... ‘Wings’ means power, beatitude, incorruptibility, and the like.!>! Thus, the
human being, too, possessed these qualities, as long as it was completely similar to
God, while subsequently the inclination toward evil deprived us of those wings. When
we left the protection of God’s wings, we were despoiled of our own wings. For this
reason God’s grace was revealed and illuminated us, that we could reject impiety and
worldly desires, and could put on our wings again by means of holiness and justice.

Not a bare soul, but the human being, nous and immortal body, existed before
the fall. And the wings of the intellectual soul were, and will still be, virtues
and the incorruptibility and beatitude that derive from them.

Evagrius

Evagrius was profoundly influenced by Origen, and probably by Gregory of
Nyssa as well.'>? The doctrine of the soul, its composition, origin, relation with
the body, and eschatological destiny, underlies all of his works, both those on
theology/metaphysics and those on spiritual ascent and asceticism. These two
groups have been unfortunately split apart and received different treatments:
the ascetic works were praised, but the metaphysical speculations, especially
in Kephalaia Gnostica and Letter to Melania or Great Letter, were condemned.
The link between Evagrius’ doctrine of the soul and that of apokatastasis is
manifest in the latter group. In Kephalaia Gnostica and Letter to Melania, his
reflection on eschatology is closely related to the rest of his thought, which is
oriented toward the felos. This is also the case with Origen and Gregory. For
the end is the accomplishment of God’s plan for rational creatures; this is why
it reflects the beginning. To investigate the ‘preexistence of souls’ in Evagrius,
therefore, it is necessary to analyse not only his protology, but also his eschatol-
ogy.

In his Letter to Melania Evagrius states that the intelligible creation was
joined to the sense-perceptible creation ‘for reasons that it is impossible to

151 Compare the closing sentence of Gregory’s De anima, which is taken over by him after
many years almost ad verbum.

152 Kevin Corrigan, Evagrius and Gregory: Mind, Soul and Body in the 4" Century (Burling-
ton, 2009); Julia Konstantinovsky, Evagrius Ponticus: The Making of a Gnostic (Burlington,
2009); ead., ‘Soul and Body in Early Christian Thought: A Unified Duality?’, SP 44 (2010),
349-55; the part I devote to Evagrius in Apokatastasis (2013); ‘Evagrius and Greogory: Nazian-
zen or Nyssen?’, GRBS 2013.
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explain here’. This refers to the union of souls with mortal bodies, but this is
not the beginning of the story. Sense-perceptible creation, indeed, is the ‘sec-
ondary creation’, as it is often called in Kephalaia Gnostica, and the object of
‘natural contemplation’. It is helpful in that, while with some advanced intel-
lects Spirit and Son communicate directly, with others they must do so by
means of this secondary creation. The latter is not evil, as Origen too clarified
in his anti-‘Gnostic’ and anti-Marcionite polemic, but providential, gua media-
tion, for those who are far from God due to ‘their evil deeds.’ This mediation
was created by God’s Wisdom and Power, the Son and the Spirit,'>3 which are
absolutely incorporeal as all the Trinity is (a tenet of Origen’s metaphysics as
well).13* But the most advanced rational creatures do so without the mediation
of creation, as Evagrius clarifies. The intellect-soul-body tripartition is applied
both to rational creatures and to the relationship between God and rational
creatures, who are the body of God (a probable development of Origen’s notion
of the logika as the body of Christ!>): ‘Just as the intellect operates in the body
by means of the mediation of the soul, likewise the Father, too, by means of
the mediation of his own soul [sc. the Son and the Spirit], operates in his own
body, which is the human intellect’ (Ad Mel. 15).

Intellect (nous) > soul (mediator) > body
Father > Son and Spirit > intellects

Human intellects know thanks to the Logos and the Spirit (ibid. 19); they
become aware of their nature through the Logos and the Spirit, who are their
souls; in turn, human intellects are the bodies of the Son and the Spirit (ibid.
21). We logika are the intelligible creation and are now found joined to this
visible creation, ‘for reasons that it is impossible to explain here’. Evagrius
refrains from speaking of the relationship between the fall of the intellects and
their acquisition of sense-perceptible bodies, which require the mediation of the
soul. He ascribes the role of ‘soul’ to the Logos and the Spirit as well, evidently
because of the mediation they perform between the Father and the intellects.
Evagrius does not specify whether non-sense-perceptible bodies also require
the mediation of the soul.

The nous-soul-body tripartition is ubiquitous in Evagrius. He follows both
the anthropological tripartition into body, soul, and intellect/spirit, and the Pla-
tonic tripartition of the soul into Ovpdc, &mibvpia, and voig/Aoyikov.'> On

153 “The whole ministry of the Son and of the Spirit is exercised through the creation, for the
sake of those who are far from God’ (Ad Mel. 5).

154 F.¢. Tlepi Aoyioudv 41,48-9; Ep. 39,134-5 Géhin; Schol. 1 in Ps. 140,2.

155 See my ‘Clement’s Notion’ (2013). This is also connected with Origen’s equation between
the body of Christ and the Temple, the stones of which are rational creatures. This is why in
Comm. in lo. VI 1,1-2 the Temple is called a Aoyikn oikodoun.

136 This tripartition is evident in Kephalaia Practica 89: ‘The soul of rational beings is tripar-
tite into rational ... appetitive ... and irascible.” It also emerges in a number of passages from
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this tripartition Evagrius’ whole ethics and theory of spiritual ascent is based.
Evagrius, like Nazianzen, follows Plato’s tripartition without hesitation (Origen
and Nyssen followed it, but sometimes expressed doubts because it is not suf-
ficiently grounded in Scripture!®’). Within this partition, the intellect is assigned
indisputable excellence,!® as it has an ontological and axiological priority over
sense-perception:

The bare intellect is that which, by means of the contemplation that regards it, is joined
to the knowledge of the Trinity.!>* In the beginning the intellect had God, who is incor-
ruptible, as teacher of immaterial intellections. Now, however, it has received corrupti-
ble sense-perception as teacher of material intellections. (KG III 6; 55)

Like Origen, Evagrius also considers the soul to be a fallen nous. As Origen
depicted the soul as a nous that has cooled down from its ardent love for God,
with a famous etymological wordplay (Princ. 11 8,2-3), Evagrius, in KG III 28,
likewise defines the soul as ‘an intellect that, in its carelessness, has fallen
down from Unity and, due to its lack of vigilance, has descended to the order
of the npaxktikn’ (KG III 28), i.e., from contemplation to practical life, ethics,
and particularly asceticism; the description of sin and vice as carelessness and
lack of vigilance is typical of Origen. The intellect should be oriented toward
the angels, but if it proceeds on the path of the soul, which should rather be its
instrument — as the body is the soul’s instrument — it risks ending up among
demons (KG 1I 48). Indeed, rational creatures, for Evagrius just as for Origen,
can switch from one order to another between angels, humans, and demons,
during the aeons, according to their spiritual progress or regression, and receive

Evagrius’ Kephalaia Gnostica, e.g.: ‘Knowledge and ignorance are joined to the intellect, the
appetitive part (of the soul) is susceptible of chastity and lust, and the irascible part usually expe-
riences love and hatred’ (I 84); ‘The one whose intellect is with the Lord all the time, and whose
irascible part is full of humility thanks to its remembering God, and whose appetitive part is
entirely oriented toward the Lord — it is proper to such a person not to fear his/her enemies, those
which circulate outside our mortal bodies’ (IV 73); ‘Knowledge has the intellect, love the irasci-
ble faculty (of the soul), and chastity the appetitive part’ (III 35); ‘The irascible faculty, when it
is troubled, blinds the seer; the appetitive faculty, when bestially moved, hides the visible objects’
Vv 27).

157 In De an. 49C-52A Macrina leaves aside Plato’s image of the two winged horses and the
chariot (Phaedr. 246AD) representing the soul’s two inferior faculties and the rational part as
charioteer, as well as the theories proposed by other philosophers about the soul, and takes up the
theory of soul found in Scripture. Origen too, in Princ. III 4,1, rejects Plato’s threefold division
of the human soul on the grounds that this scheme is ‘not much confirmed by the authority of
sacred Scripture’.

138 E.g.: ‘The intellect is the seer of the Holy Trinity’ (KG III 30); ‘the intellect is the most
valuable of all the faculties of the soul’ (KG VI 51).

159 The idea that only the ‘bare intellect’ can see the nature of God, whose name and place are
unknown, is also found in KG II 37 and III 70: ‘One is, among all beings, without name, and its
land/place is unknown’; ‘it is proper to the bare intellect to say what its nature is, and now there
exists no clear answer to this question, whereas in the end there will be not even the question’.
It is not entirely clear whether the nature that the bare intellect can know is its own or God’s.
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bodies appropriate to each state.'®® Humans, thanks to their free will, can

become good like angels or evil like demons; this is why ‘humans are interme-
diate between angels and demons’ (KG IV 13). Spiritual death reigns over
demons, because of their choice for evil, and life over angels; humans are ruled
by life and death together (KG IV 65).

Indeed, God’s first creation was the creation of ‘primary beings,’ the logika,
who originally dwelt in a unity of concord. The latter is also described as
essential knowledge and was broken by a dispersion of the intellects’ acts of
will. Then the intellects descended to the rank of souls. Heavy, mortal bodies
were thus provided by God for these. This was the creation of ‘secondary
beings’, which came after the ‘first judgement’, operated by Christ, who divided
rational creatures into angels, humans, and demons according to the gravity of
their falls. The second creation, that of sense-perceptible beings, for Evagrius
just as for Origen, is not evil or a punishment (KG III 53: ‘none of the mortal
bodies should be declared to be evil’): it is God’s providential strategy for the
restoration of souls to intellects. Christ himself was the agent of the second
creation'®! and of all aeons, each of which — as is the case with Origen — results
from a judgement.'®> Heavy bodies and material creation are providential;
Christ assumed a mortal body, after assuming a light one beforehand, and his
risen body revealed how human risen bodies will be.'® Just because, like

160 ¢ Among humans, some will be in feast with the angels, others will mingle with the host of

demons, and yet others will be tormented along with the humans who have defiled themselves
with deficiencies’; ‘the firstborns are the rational creatures who in each one of the acons get closer
to the excellent transformation’, which is the transformation into a better state, e.g. from human
to angel, and ultimately 0¢wo1g; ‘from the order of angels come the order of archangels and that
of the psychic; from that of the psychic, that of demons and that of humans; from that of humans
angels and demons will derive in turn, if it is true that a demon is the one who, because of excess
of thymos, has fallen from the praktiké and has been joined with a dark and extended (immortal)
body’ (KG V 9-11).

161 “The knowledge concerning the secondary nature is a spiritual contemplation, that of which
Christ availed himself as he created the nature of bodies and aeons from it” (KG III 26).

162 KG 11 75: ‘As many accountable beings the Judge has judged, so many aeons he has also
done, and the one who knows the number of judgements also knows the number of aeons’. Each
aeon begins with the end of the preceding one and the Judgement that follows the latter. In this
Judgement, God establishes the role and the kind of body that each rational creature will have in
the new aeon, on the basis of the spiritual development of each one: ‘A Judgement of God is the
coming into being of an aeon, to which he gives a mortal body in accord with the degree (of
development) of each one of the rational creatures’ (KG III 38). Partial Judgements take place
after each aeon, in which each rational creature is assigned a body and place in the world accord-
ing to its spiritual progress: ‘As for the righteous Judgement of our Christ, the transformation of
the bodies, of the lands, and of the aeons reveals it. As for his forbearance of spirit, on the other
hand, those who fight against virtue reveal it. But above all his mercy, it is those who are guided
by his Providence without being worthy that reveal it’ (KG 1I 59).

163 ‘Christ to human beings, before his coming, showed an angelic body that had the appear-
ance of a mortal body; to the last, however, it is not that (spiritual) body which he has now that
he has shown, but has revealed them that which they will have’ (KG IV 41).



‘Preexistence of Souls’? 219

Origen, Evagrius regards mortal bodies and their souls as a good means for
fallen intellects to be restored, he warns that those who hate flesh hate the
Creator.!®4

Mortal bodies will have to disappear when all inherit immortality, simply
because they are mortal and have performed their task in this world.!®> They
will disappear in apokatastasis, when also evil and ignorance will vanish, in
two steps: ‘Just as the first rest of God will reveal the removal of evil and the
vanishing of thick bodies, likewise the second, too, will reveal the vanishing of
bodies, as secondary beings, and the removal of ignorance’ (KG 1II 68). This
will bring about knowledge (not only of sense-perceptible beings, but also of
intelligible ones), and in a unified way, in accord with the final unity: ‘The
elimination of the aeons, the abolition of mortal bodies, and the vanishing of
names will accompany the knowledge regarding rational creatures, while there
will be unanimity of knowledge, in accord with the unanimity of substances’
(KG 1II 17). The elimination of diastematic realities like acons — extensions of
time —'% and sense-perceptible bodies — which extend in space and time — and

164 “To those who curse the Creator and speak evil of this mortal body of our soul, who will

show them the grace that they have received, while they are subject to passions, to have been
joined to such an instrument? But to witness in favour of my words are those who in visions of
dreams are scared by demons, and when they awake they take refuge as among angels, when the
mortal body suddenly awakes’ (KG IV 60).

165 KG 126: ‘If the human mortal body is a part of this world, and if, on the other hand, “the
form of this world will pass”, it is clear that the form of the mortal body will also pass’. KG 111
6: ‘Just as the first trumpet revealed the coming into being of mortal bodies, so will also the last
trumpet reveal the vanishing of mortal bodies’. KG I 58: ‘One of the kinds of death has birth as
its primary cause; a second comes from the saints against those who do not live in justice, whereas
the mother of the third will be remission. Now, if a mortal is the one that is meant by nature to
be liberated from the mortal body to which it is joined, something immortal is the one that is not
meant by nature to experience this. For all those who have been joined to a mortal body will also
necessarily be liberated’. Mortal bodies are not bodies tout court.

166 At the end of all aeons, the submission of all to Christ, who will submit to God (1Cor.
15:28), will take place when all will be brought to unity: ‘When Christ will no longer be
impressed in various aeons and in all sorts of names, then he too will submit to God the Father,
and will delight in the knowledge of God alone. This knowledge is not divided in aeons and in
increments of rational creatures’ (KG VI 33). Indeed, Evagrius’ conception of aeons is close to
that of Origen: there are several acons (0i®veg, not kKOcpot) before the final apokatastasis. Dur-
ing the aeons, rational creatures increase their virtue and knowledge, and get purified; after all
this has been accomplished, the series of aeons will cease and the fullness of divine eternity
[61616TNg] will remain. ‘After the acons, God will make us “in the likeness of the image of his
Son”, if the image of the Son is essential knowledge of God the Father ... The more the aeons
will increase, the more the intellections appropriate to them will have us know the Holy Trinity’
(KG VI 34; VI 67). Evagrius adheres to Origen in claiming that the succession of aeons is not
infinite, but it had a beginning and will equally have an end: ‘Just as the destruction of the last
aeon will not be followed by a new creation, so also the creation of the first acon was not preceded
by a destruction’ (KG V 89). The aeons are necessary to the spiritual and intellectual development
of rational creatures. If the telos were now, it would catch most of them dramatically behind in
such a development. Only when they are developed will God bestow his goods on them: ‘If in
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of plurality marked by names'®” will characterise the return to the final unity,

which mirrors the original unity. This €vwoig is conceived by Evagrius, as by
Origen, as unanimity and concord, a convergence of all wills. It will also imply
the unification of the three components of the human being and of the logika
with God, in the framework of the elimination of divisions, oppositions, and
plurality: 168

And there will be a time when body, soul, and intellect will cease to be separate from
one another, with their names and their plurality, since the body and the soul will be
elevated to the rank of intellects; this conclusion can be drawn from the following words:
“That they may be one in us, just as you and I are One’ [John 17:22]. And thus there will
be a time when the Father, Son, and Spirit, and their rational creation, which constitutes
their body, will cease to be separate, with their names and plurality. And this conclusion
can be drawn from the words, ‘God will be all in all’ [1Cor. 15:28] (Ad Mel. 22).

Bodies’ and souls’ elevation to the order of intellects is also affirmed in KG 1
65; 11 17; III 66; 68; 15. A final obliteration of the hypostases of the Trinity,
or of the distinction between God and the intellects is ruled out in the continu-
ation (Ad Mel. 23-5); the three Persons will remain and intellects, souls, and
spirits will be absorbed in each of them:

But when it is declared that the names and plurality of rational creatures and their
Creator will pass away, is does not at all mean that the hypostases and names of the
Father, Son, and Spirit will be obliterated. The nature of the intellect will be joined to
the substance of the Father, since it constitutes his body [2Pet. 1:4]. Similarly, the
names ‘soul’ and ‘body’ will be subsumed under the hypostases of the Son and the
Spirit. And the one nature and three Persons of God, and of God’s image, will remain
eternally, as it was before the Inhumanation, and will be after the Inhumanation, thanks
to the concord of wills. Likewise, body, soul, and mind are (now) separate in number
due to the differentiation of wills. But when the names and plurality that have attached
to the intellect due to this movement (sc. of will) have passed away, then the multiple

the aeons to come God is to show his goodness to rational creatures, it is clear that he will do so
after this aeon that comes, since beforehand rational creatures will be unable to receive his holy
richness’ (KG IV 38).

167 Quantity, plurality, and number are attached to secondary beings, what Gregory of Nyssa
reckons diastematic realities: ‘“One” is a number of quantity. Now, quantity is linked with mor-
tal corporeal nature. Therefore, number is proper to secondary natural contemplation’ (KG IV
19). This contemplation pertains to secondary beings, those of the second creation, which will be
subsumed into the first. Therefore, quantity and number will disappear in the subsumption of
secondary beings into primary beings. Evagrius also suggests that there is a corporeal nature that
is not mortal.

168 For the importance of harmony and unity and their connection with the beginning and the
end in Evagrius and Origen, see my ‘Harmony’ (2013). The nous-soul-body differentiation and
their eventual reunion are reminiscent of Origen’s theory (especially in Princ. 11 8,3) of the
descent from intellect to soul to body at the beginning due to a differentiation of the intellects’
wills, and the final subsumption of body and soul under the intellect in the end, with the return
to a complete unity of will.
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names by which God is called will pass away as well ... It is not the case that those
distinctions are inexistent, but those who needed them will no more exist ... They are
different from rational creatures, whose cause is the Father as well; but these derive
from him by grace, whereas the Son and the Spirit derive from the nature of his essence.

The initial and the final unity are unions of wills. The Persons of the Trinity
have the same will; all rational creatures will have the same will, and each
component in them will have the same will, not as now that the nous wants one
thing and the body another. Every nous’ will shall be oriented to the Good.
Like Origen, indeed, Evagrius explains the present differentiation of the logika
with the differentiation of their wills that occurred with the fall (the ‘move-
ment’ in Origen’s and Evagrius’ terminology). In the end, that differentiation
will disappear, as it did not exist at the beginning. ‘Just as the fire in its power
pervades its own body, so will also the intellect in its power pervade the soul,
when the whole of it will be mingled to the light of the Holy Trinity’ (Ad Mel.
26). Likewise, in KG VI 20 God is said to have created the first creation, of
incorporeal realities, and only subsequently the second, that of bodies, which
came after the logika’s ‘movement’, that is, after they dispersed their wills in
different directions, instead of toward God alone.'®® This is why Evagrius says
that it was sin to detach the intellects from unity and to diversify nous, soul,
and body (Ad Mel. 26-30):

There was a time when the intellect, because of its free will, fell from its original order
and was named soul, and, having plunged further, was named body. But there will come
a time when body, soul, and intellect, thanks to a transformation of their wills, will
become one and the same thing. Since there will come a time when the differentiations
of the movements of their will shall vanish, it will be elevated to the original state in
which it was created. Its nature, hypostasis, and name will be one, known to God.
Please, do not be amazed at my claim regarding the union of rational creatures with
God the Father, that these will be one and the same nature in three Persons, with no
juxtaposition or change ... When the intellects return to God, like rivers to the sea, God
entirely transforms them into his own nature, colour, and taste. They will be one and
the same thing, and not many any more, in God’s infinite and inseparable unity, in that
they are united and joined to God.'”° ... Before sin operated a separation between

169 “Before the movement, God was good, powerful, wise, creator of incorporeal realities,
Father of the rational beings, and omnipotent; after the ‘movement,” God has become creator of
mortal bodies, judge, ruler, physician, shepherd, doctor, merciful and patient, and moreover door,
way, lamb, high priest, etc.” See KG 1II 24.26: ‘The knowledge of the primary nature is a spiritual
contemplation, that of which the Creator availed himself in creating intellects, which only are
susceptible of his nature. The knowledge concerning the secondary nature is a spiritual contempla-
tion, that of which Christ availed himself in creating the nature of bodies and aeons from it.’

170 That this union is by grace is clear from Ad Mel. 63: Evagrius describes this as a great
miracle, not anything natural but a gift of grace, that rational creatures, which became alienated
from God because of the mutability of their free will, shall enjoy eternal €vooig with their Crea-
tor, by grace. Not only the notion of the final apokatastasis as €vwotc, but also its being by grace
was a tenet of Origen’s eschatology. Evagrius describes ‘the telos of all intellects’ as ‘the union
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intellects and God, as the earth separated the sea and rivers, they were one with God,
without discrepancy, but when their sin was manifested, they were separated from God
and alienated from God ... When sin, interposed between intellects and God, has van-
ished, they will be, not many, but again one and the same.

Evagrius draws a core distinction between the intellects’ eternal existence in
God and their creation as independent substances in time, which is relevant to
the issue of the preexistence of souls:

I do not mean that rational creatures were eternally in God in their substance, since,
although they were completely united to God in God’s Wisdom and creative power,
their actual creation did have a beginning; however, one should not think that it will
have an end, in that they are united to God, who has no beginning and no end. (Ad Mel.
27-30)

He adds that they have no end because of the perishability axiom. Evagrius’
claim that intellects preexisted ab aeterno in God, but were created as sub-
stances only at a certain point, derives from Origen, Princ. I 4,4-5,'"! who
thought that when the logika were created as individual substances they also
acquired a fine, immortal body (which may have functioned as principium
individuationis). In fact, in Ad Mel. 38-9 Evagrius speaks of ‘this sense-percep-
tible body’, composed by God’s Wisdom from the four elements, and subject
to God’s providence, thus suggesting that there is another kind of bodies, which
are not sense-perceptible. This is in line with Origen’s views, and is confirmed
by the Kephalaia Gnostica. Here, there is a terminological differentiation in
Syriac between sense-perceptible and spiritual bodies (which is regularly
blurred in modern translations and retroversions, but may cast much light on
Evagrius’ doctrine of the soul-body relationship!7?). This is confirmed by the
Greek of Praktikos 49: the intellect ‘is naturally constituted for prayer even
without this body’, which points to another body, different from the mortal.
The reason that Evagrius indicates in Ad Mel. 46 for the assumption of sense-
perceptible bodies on the part of humans is the original fall, with which ‘they
gave up being the image of God and wanted to become the image of animals’,
a description that is close to Gregory of Nyssa’s depiction of the fall and the

of all these different knowledges in one and the same and unique real knowledge’ and as ‘they
all becoming this one without end’ (66).

' “Deum quidem Patrem semper fuisse, semper habentem unigenitum Filium, qui simul et
Sapientia ... appellatur ... In hac igitur Sapientia, quae semper erat cum Patre, descripta semper
inerat ac formata conditio et numquam erat quando eorum, quae futura erant, praefiguratio apud
Sapientiam non erat ... ut neque ingenitas neque coaeternas Deo creaturas dicamus, neque rursum,
cum nihil boni prius egerit Deus, in id ut ageret esse conversum ... Si utique in Sapientia omnia
facta sunt, cum Sapientia semper fuerit, secundum praefigurationem et pracformationem semper
erant in Sapientia ea, quae protinus etiam substantialiter facta sunt.’

172 T hope to show this in my new edition, translation, and commentary of Evagrius’ KG
(forthcoming).
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rise of mortal bodies.!”® Evagrius’ concept that the intellectual soul is in the
image of God is an initial datum in humans, while likeness must be acquired
voluntarily by each one, by means of virtue, just as Origen too thought (Ad
Anat. 61; 18;'7* see Origen Princ. 111 6,1).

Indeed, the nourishment and life of souls is their virtue, their sticking to the
Good.'” This is not only an ethical, but an ontological principle, which Eva-
grius shares with Origen. The first and essential Good is God, and nothing is
opposed to it (KG I 1). This is why in KG 1 89 Evagrius states that all intellects
have been naturally made by God-the Good in order to exist, and to know, and
God is ‘essential knowledge’; intellects qua creatures of God have non-being
as their contrary, and knowledge has evilness and ignorance as its contrary, but
none of these is contrary to God. This is why in KG I 41 Evagrius insists on
the ontological priority of Good and virtue over evil and vice: ‘If death comes
after life and illness after health, it is clear that evilness, too, is secondary vis-
a-vis virtue; for vice is the soul’s death and illness, but virtue comes before’.
From the ontological and chronological priority of Good over evil, Evagrius,
like Origen and Nyssen, infers the eschatological disappearance of evil:

There was a time when evil did not exist, and there will come a time when evil will no
more exist. But there was no time when the Good did not exist, and there will be no
time when it will no more exist. For the seed of good energies is inextinguishable. And
what persuades me of this is also the rich man who in Sheol was condemned because
of his evil, and took pity on his siblings. Now, pity is a beautiful germ of virtue.
(KG 140; see Pract. 1 65 [PG 40, 1240A-B])

Virtue’s germs never die, not even in hell, since they come from God, the
Good. It is evil, which is no creature of God, that will disappear in the end. No
creature of God, according to Evagrius just as to Origen, is evil by nature:
‘If an essence is not said to be superior or inferior to another, and a demon has
been called by our Saviour worse than another, it is evident that demons are
not evil in their essence’ (KG IV 59). The three main categories of rational
creatures are characterised by three different relations to Ocwpia,'” but, after

173 Evagrius observes that Christ took up conception and birth, and curse and death, in order
to free us from all this, which is unnatural to him and, in the plan of God, is also unnatural to
humans (Ad Mel. 56-8).

174 ‘Love manifests the divine image [gik®v], which is conformed to the Archetype, in every
human ... Your luminous homage to God will be when, by means of the energies of Good that
you possess, you will have impressed God’s likeness [Opoiwoic] in yourself.’

175 Just as the body dies without food, so does the soul die without its proper nourishment,
which is virtue (Ad Mel. 52). This is consistent with Origen’s notion of kaxia as determining the
death of the soul, developed by the Alexandrian especially in his Dialogue with Heraclides, and
elsewhere, and drawn from Paul and Philo.

176 “Peculiar to angels is to be always nourished with the contemplation of beings; to humans,
to be not always (nourished with it), and to demons (is to be nourished with it) neither in a time
nor without time’ (KG III 4).
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the vanishing of evil, the eventual apokatastasis will involve all; all will finally
attain knowledge and enjoy contemplation.

Knowledge and contemplation characterise a kind of beatitude that is well
suited for the logika. Beatitude, indeed, is identified by Evagrius with knowl-
edge and contemplation of God, perfect gnosis and Ogwpia.!”” It is natural that
the opposite of beatitude for intellects is ignorance:

The highest doctrine concerning the Judgement should remain unknown to mundane
and young people, in that it can easily produce despise and neglect. For they do not
know that the suffering of a rational soul condemned to punishment consists in igno-
rance. (Gnost. 36)

Here Evagrius shows the same concerns as Origen about divulging the true
meaning of damnation and the related theory of universal restoration. Evagrius
opposes Sheol as a place of ignorance that produces suffering to Paradise as a
place of learning: ‘Just as Paradise is the place of instruction for the righteous,
so can Sheol produce the torment of the impious’ (KG VI 8). Knowledge is in
turn inseparable from true love (KG I 86; IV 50).!7® Spiritual love plays in
knowledge the same role as light does in vision.!” I have already pointed out
that for Evagrius the opposite of knowledge is ignorance and evilness, which
results from a lack of love for the Good. This is explained by the fact that he
conceives ignorance as ‘the shadow of evil’, thus showing that to his mind
ignorance and evil cannot exist independently of one another:

If the earth were destroyed, night would no more exist on the face of the firmament.
Likewise, when evil has been eliminated, ignorance will no more exist among rational
creatures, because ignorance is the shadow of evil. (KG IV 29)

The eradication of evil and ignorance from among all rational creatures will
take place in the eventual apokatastasis.

The attainment of the perfection of the nous, which consists in knowledge,
first requires the perfection of the inferior parts of the soul (a Neoplatonic
idea'®?). This is why Evagrius draws a close connection between apatheia and

177 Of the latter Evagrius often speaks, e.g. in KG I 27, in which he classifies all forms of
Oewpia: ‘Five are the main contemplations, under which every contemplation is classified: the
first is said to be the contemplation of the adorable and holy Trinity; the second and the third, the
contemplation of incorporeal realities and of bodies; the fourth and fifth, the contemplation of the
Judgement and of Providence.’

178 KG 1 86: ‘Love is the perfect state of the rational soul, a state in which the soul cannot
love anything which is among corruptible beings more than the knowledge of God.” KG 1V 50:
“There is one good kind of love, which is forever: that which frue knowledge elects, and it is said
to be inseparable from the intellect.’

179 KG 111 58: ‘The one who must see written things needs light, and the one who must learn
the wisdom of beings needs spiritual love.’

180 This has been rightly shown by Blossom Stefaniw, ‘Exegetical Curricula in Origen, Didy-
mus, and Evagrius: Pedagogical Agenda and the Case for Neoplatonist Influence’, SP 44 (2010),
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knowledge, the former on the ethical plane, pertaining to the soul, and the lat-
ter on the intellectual one, pertaining to the nous, in KG VI 55,181, and V 12,
where the ideal state of the nous is presented as the alienation from the sense-
perceptible world.!8! In Evagrius, as in Gregory Nyssen, apatheia is related to
the concept of passions as adventitious in rational creatures, secondary, and
against nature.'8? As they were not at the beginning, they will have to disappear
in the end. The characterisation of beatitude as knowledge and of the eventual
apokatastasis as universal is clear, e.g., from KG III 72:

The heritage of Christ is the knowledge of the Unity. Now, if all will become coheirs
of Christ, all will know the holy Unity. However, it is impossible that they become his
coheirs, unless they first have become his heirs.

Knowledge of God is the felos of the entire history of the logika; each aecon aims
at their knowledge of God.'®® The logika’s final attainment of knowledge will
represent their ‘resurrection’. Evagrius lists three kinds of resurrection, all of
which entails a restoration to an original, perfect state: the resurrection of the
body, from corruptible to incorruptible, which suggests again the original exist-
ence of an incorruptible body — this would make Evagrius’ view even closer to
Origen’s —; that of the soul, from passible to impassible, and that of the intellect,
from ignorance to true knowledge (KG V 19.22.25).'8 Like Origen’s and Greg-
ory Nyssen’s, Evagrius’ idea of the resurrection is holistic; it will involve the
whole of the human being, including its soul and intellect: the soul will be liber-
ated from passions, and the nous will be illuminated and vivified by knowledge.
Such a resurrection/vivification is — as in Origen and Gregory — linked to restora-
tion: ‘Life has vivified at the beginning living beings; subsequently, those who

281-95. In ITepi Aoyiopdv 26 Evagrius is clear that it is impossible to acquire science without
having renounced mundane things, evil, and, after these, ignorance. See also KG I 78-80. See in
Clement the passage from the cathartic to the epoptic mode in Strom. V 70,7-71,2.

181 It is then that the intellect approaches the intelligible realities: when it does not unite itself
any longer to tempting thoughts coming from the passionate part of the soul. The glory and light
of the intellect is knowledge, whereas the glory and light of the soul is impassivity.” ‘The intellect
that has liberated itself from passions and sees the intellections of beings does not truly receive
any more the representations that (are formed) by means of sense-perceptions, but it is as though
another world were created by its knowledge, attracted its thought to itself, and rejected the sense-
perceptible world far from itself’ (KG V 12).

182 “If all the faculties that we have in common with animals belong to the corporeal nature,
it is evident that the irascible and appetitive faculties do not seem to have been created together
with the rational nature before the movement’, i.e. the movement of will that determined the fall;
‘not all the thoughts prevent the intellect from knowing God, but only those which assault it from
the irascible and appetitive parts, and which are against nature’ (KG VI 85 and 83).

183 ‘An aeon is a natural system that includes the various and different bodies of rational
creatures, for the sake of the knowledge of God’ (KG 111 36). The idea of aimv as a ‘natural sys-
tem’ entirely depends on Origen.

184 See KG II 15: ‘When the rational nature receives the contemplation that is about it, then
also all the faculty of the intellect will be healthy’.
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are alive and those who die; in the end, it will vivify also the dead’ (KG V 20).
The eventual vivification of the dead is not only the resurrection of bodies, but
also the spiritual resurrection of those dead due to sin.'®

The restoration of the intellects depends on a process that is led by Christ in
several ways, primarily in his capacity as Logos and teacher: ‘Just as those who
teach children the letters write them on tablets, in the same way Christ, too, while
he teaches his wisdom to rational creatures, has traced it in the nature of the
mortal body’ (KG III 57). Mortal bodies, as I have already pointed out on the
basis of the Letter to Melania, are an instrument in the process of the instruction
of intellects that leads to their restoration to perfection, that is, the immaterial
knowledge of the Trinity.!3® This, indeed, was the first knowledge intellects had
in the beginning, before the movement of their free will, their detachment from
unity, and their fall into the orders of souls and heavy bodies; thanks to divine
Providence, souls and bodies will be, not destroyed, but elevated to the rank of
intellects and these will return, pure, to the Holy Trinity.'3’

Essential Conclusion

In conclusion, the Dialogue of Adamantius, Gregory of Nyssa, and Evagrius seem
to be much closer to Origen’s authentic thought concerning rational creatures and
their spiritual bodies between protology and eschatology than is commonly
assumed in scholarship. For Nyssen in particular, I have argued that he did not
criticise Origen’s purported preexistence of souls, just as Nazianzen did not. As for
Bardaisan, more and more clues point to a relationship with Origen’s thought and
his tradition. In the thinkers here examined a common pattern has emerged, which
renders the label ‘preexistence of souls’ more and more inadequate.

185 See the same blending of resurrection and restoration in KG II1 9: ‘In the acon to come the
bodies of ignorance will be overcome, whereas in that which will be after it the transformation
will receive an increment of fire and air, and those who are below will apply themselves to science,
if it is true that “the houses of the impious will receive purification” and that Christ “works
miracles today and tomorrow, and on the third day is done”.” The mention of ‘bodies of igno-
rance’ points to the existence of different bodies.

186 “If it is true that the perfection of the intellect is immaterial knowledge, as it is said, and
immaterial knowledge is only the Trinity, it is clear that in perfection nothing of matter will
remain. And if this is so, the intellect, finally bare, will become a seer of the Trinity’ (KG 111 15).

187 “God’s Providence is double: on the one hand, it is said to preserve the existence of bodies
and incorporeal realities; on the other hand, to push rational creatures from evilness and ignorance
to virtue and knowledge. The first knowledge to be found in rational creatures is that of the Holy
Trinity; then, there occurred the movement of free will, Providence, which rescues and never
abandons anyone, and then the Judgement, and again the movement of free will, Providence, the
Judgement, and so on with all this up to the Holy Trinity. Thus, every Judgement comes between
the movement of free will and divine Providence’ (KG VI 59.75).
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ABSTRACT

The present essay stems from a long and careful research triggered by Richard P.C.
Hanson’s invitation to a closer examination of the Dialogue of Adamantius (which
indeed, notwithstanding some contributions that have appeared meanwhile, remains an
important desideratum in Patristic scholarship and early Christian literature), and by the
mystery that surrounds this text, its composition, its double redaction, Greek and Latin,
and its relation to Origen, a mysterious ‘Maximus’, Eusebius, Methodius, the Philocal-
ists, and Rufinus. The first part of this article has already been published in a previous
issue of Studia Patristica.!

V.8 Adamantius’ debate with Marinus: evil and resurrection

Noteworthy points also emerge from Adamantius’ debate with the Bardaisanite
Marinus. It is interesting that at the beginning of Book 3, at the setting out of the
debate between Adamantius and Marinus, the latter appeals to Scripture (834a:
cupio ostendere quis nostrum, frater Adamanti, in scripturis diuinis rectiorem
tramitem teneat).? In fact, Bardaisan, like Origen, based his speculation entirely
on Scriptural exegesis, and his immediate disciple, who is also portrayed in the
Liber legum regionum, followed him on this path.? It is not at all certain whether
the three theses that are attributed to the Bardaisanites in the Dialogue reflect
Bardaisan’s own thought,* all the more in that their formulation vary from their
first exposition to the subsequent development of the debate; but surely Adaman-
tius’ refutation thereof perfectly coincides with Origen’s own thought. The most

' 'SP 52 (2012), 71-98.

2 In the extant Greek: Bovlopor dei€ar £l fueic edyvopdvee tepi to Sdypata OV
ypaddv depdueda 1 Dueic.

3 See 1. Ramelli, Bardesane Kata Heimarmenes (Rome and Bologna, 2009).

4 1. Ramelli, Bardaisan of Edessa: A Reassessment of the Evidence and a New Interpretation.
Also in the Light of Origen and the Original Fragments from De India, Gorgias Eastern Christian
Studies 22 (Piscataway, 2009), 152-6, argues that they do not.

Studia Patristica LVI, 227-273.
© Peeters Publishers, 2013.
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significant difference between the first and the second formulation of Marinus’
three theses regards the first thesis, which I am going to tackle now.

V.8.1 Evil, the devil, and death

In 834b Marinus expresses the Bardaisanites’ contentions in a negative form:

Absurdum mihi uidetur quod malum a deo factum sit [10 KaKOV LTO TOL OgoD
veyevioOat], deum enim nullius mali auctor est [Kox®dV Gvoitiog], sed et quod dicitis
uerbum dei carnem hominis assumpsisse, uel quod dicitis hanc carnem, qua nunc cir-
cumdamur, resurrecturam, quae utique in scripturis uel onus uel sepulcrum uel uincula
nominatur, pro eo quod anima peccatrix uinculis huius corporis alligata est, sicut apos-
tolus Paulus clamabat liberari a corpore mortis huius. Ista tria sunt quae requiro.

In 835a Marinus reformulates these three claims as follows:

Placet mihi, sicut iste dicit, unum esse deum. Tria tamen sunt in quibus non consonamus
cum ecclesia catholica...: quod diabolus non sit a deo creatus [TOv d1aolov ovy OO
0cov &kticOat] et Christum non dicimus de muliere natum, et carnem hanc non esse
resurrecturam.

The first thesis asserts — evidently in order to maintain that God is not respon-
sible for evil — that God did not create either evil itself (xakov, malum: first
formulation), or the devil (d1afoArog, diabolus, second formulation, which will
be developed in the subsequent discussion). Now, these two statements are in
fact completely different, and precisely Origen’s position makes this clear. For
he maintained that God did not create evil, but he certainly thought that God
created the devil, qua rational creature (which is also why he believed that he
will convert and be restored in the end). The devil is a creature of God, evil is
not, and this is why it has no ontological subsistence.

The confusion in rendering the Bardaisanites’ thought in the Dialogue of
Adamantius might have originally arisen from the ambiguity of the Syriac term
bisa (= Greek koxov / xaxdg) which means both ‘evil’ and ‘the evil one, the
devil’, since in Syriac there is no difference between masculine and neutral
forms. At any rate, in 835c, Marinus repeats his thesis according to the second
formula — which does not coincide in the least with Bardaisan’s own doc-
trine> —: Diabolum ex semet ipso esse pronuntio et a semet ipso uel exortum
uel factum, et duas radices esse dico, bonam et malam. Then he equates again
evil and the devil, by calling these two roots duae naturae bona et mala and
subsequently, again, bonum and malum.

3 In 836c light and darkness, representing good and evil, are described as two equal and anti-
thetical principles (‘Nulla eis societas est, nec aliquid habent inter se commune. Suis terminis
horarum et tenebrae uoluuntur et lux. Duodecim habet lux suas horas et duodecim tenebrae’),
which is not typical of Bardaisan’s own thought, which made of darkness a passive principle,
deprived of an activity and a subsistence of its own. See 1. Ramelli, Bardaisan (2009), passim.
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Adamantius’ position (‘ego nihil dico esse quod factum non sit uel creatum nisi
solum deum, caetera autem omnia quae sunt facta esse et creata definio’, 835c)
exactly coincides with that of Origen, because the latter excluded evil from crea-
tures and from existing substances. That the devil is a creature is asserted by
Adamantius, just as it is by Origen, in 837c: ‘ergo diabolus corruptibilis est et
mutabilis. Quodsi est, utique ingenitus non erat, sed factura est’. And that evil is
no creature and no existing substance is stated by Adamantius, precisely as it is by
Origen,® in 837d: ‘Bonum dico substantiale esse, malum uero accidens ... princi-
pali ipsi Bono numquam accidet malum, sed his qui positione boni sunt propter
liberi arbitrii facultatem.” Evil is not a substance, but a result of a bad choice and
has no ontological consistence of its own, whereas the Good itself is God. The
choice is that of freewill (avteEovotov, arbitrii sui potestas) given by God to both
the devil and all human beings and all rational creatures (837¢; see also 839c: ‘eum
angelum, qui a deo factus est et lucis particeps fuit, postmodum per liberi arbitrii
facultatem [t7) avteEovoldtNT] in deterius commutatum, in apostatam decid-
isse’). On this point Adamantius entirely agrees with Origen, and also with Bar-
daisan as a character of the Liber legum regionum. Since evil derives from a choice
and is not a substance or nature, those who have chosen evil can convert to the
Good. This is precisely Christ’s aim according to Adamantius, whose argument is
the same as that used by Origen against some Gnostics’ assumption that there are
creatures that are evil by nature and others that are good by nature: ‘si immutabi-
lis est mali natura, sine causa laborat lesus, cupiens interimere mala quae interimi
non possunt. Ut quid ergo passus est ut mortem destrueret, quae non potest
destrui?’ (837ab). The argument is per absurdum, of course, and the death at stake
is clearly spiritual death (which Origen in his Dialogue with Heraclides designated
as ‘the death of the soul’, the real death, 6 6vtwg 0avatog, caused by sin). This
also demonstrates the centrality of Christ’s work against evil and death according
to Adamantius, with coincides with the crucial role assigned by Origen to Christ
in relation to the apokatastasis.” Another argument against the same Gnostic
assumption is brought forward in 838e: ‘Si uero non potest fieri bonus natura sua
hoc denegante quippe quae malae radicis sit, iniuste pro malitia condemnatur
quam mutare non poterat’ (see also 839a: ‘Si non habeant arbitrii sui libertatem,
ostende quomodo iuste iudicantur’). Now, the same argument was repeatedly used
by Origen, and is also used by Bardaisan in the Liber legum regionum.

It is also remarkable that Eutropius’ observation in 836f exactly corresponds
to Origen’s argument aiming at demonstrating that eternal life cannot possibly

% On the ontological non-subsistence of evil for Origen see Ilaria L.E. Ramelli, ‘Christian
Soteriology and Christian Platonism. Origen, Gregory of Nyssa, and the Biblical and Philosophi-
cal Basis of the Doctrine of Apokatastasis’, VC 61 (2007), 313-56.

7 This is demonstrated in the first integrative essay in I. Ramelli, Gregorio di Nissa Sull’anima
e la resurrezione (Milan, 2007). Further arguments now in ead., The Christian Doctrine of Apoka-
tastasis (Leiden, 2013).



230 I.L.E. RAMELLI

coexist with eternal death. Eutropius states: ‘Si dicitis ingenitas et increatas
atque immutabiles esse ambas istas substantias [sc. light and darkness, good
and evil], necessario et unius naturae sunt, immo et similes atque eaedem
ambae sunt, quod utique impossibile est.” Origen’s train of thought concerning
life and death is remarkably identical:

Aeternum aeterno contrarium non erit, sed idem. Nunc autem certum est mortem uitae
esse contrarium: certum est ergo quod, Si uita aeterna est, mors esse non possit aeterna
... Cum mors animae, quae est nouissimus inimicus, fuerit destructa ... regnum mortis
pariter cum morte destructum erit (Comm. in Rom. 5.7).

Good and evil, just as life and death, are opposite to each other; as a conse-
quence, they cannot be equal, otherwise they would be of one and the same
nature, which is impossible: Good is substance and plenitude, but evil is no
substance and is privation; likewise, life is eternal, but death is not eternal. For,
neither evil nor death are God or creatures of God. Adamantius’ and Origen’s
arguments coincide.

V.8.2 Resurrection, body and soul. The use of Paul, trimmings in the Greek,
and revealing words

A long section is devoted to the resurrection in the Dialogue of Adamantius: it
begins at 859b, as a debate concerning Marinus’ third contention, that the res-
urrection of the body will not take place. Adamantius refutes this contention.
As I have mentioned, it is often stated that Adamantius’ position in this dia-
logue does not reflect Origen’s true position, but in fact corrects it into a more
‘orthodox’ view. It has even been maintained that Origen’s true thought is
rather reflected in Marinus’ radical position in the Dialogue, which is patently
inexact. For Marinus denies the resurrection of the body, whereas Origen never
did so.® Indeed, Origen’s position is exactly the same as that held by Adaman-
tius.

The first thing that Adamantius contends is that the body that will rise is the
same as the body one had in one’s earthly life: ‘Hoc corpus dico resurgere quo
circumdamur’ (859c). He next faces Marinus’ objection that one person’s body
is never the same and continually changes: ‘Substantia corporis semper
demutetur et defluat.” Clearly Marinus here speaks of substance in the sense of
the material substance of the body (that which Origen called broxeipgvov),
not its metaphysical essence or form (what Origen denominated £150¢), whereas
Adamantius refuses to admit that the obcio of the body is its material substra-
tum; this is why he argues as follows in 860bc: ‘Si ex eo quod defluit substan-
tiae mutabilis est corpus, et corpus aliud pro alio efficitur, deberet utique, etsi

8 See 1. Ramelli, ‘Origen’s Exegesis of Jeremiah: Resurrection Announced throughout the
Bible and its Twofold Conception’, Augustinianum 48 (2008), 59-78.
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membrum exciditur uel amputatur ... rursum per cibos reparari.’ 1 shall show
that this is precisely Origen’s conception.

Eutropius follows Adamantius’ contention when he observes that, if the body
itself changed and became a different body each time (instead of being its mate-
rial substratum to change), the body would be dvunoctatov and it would not
exist: it would lack its metaphysical principle of existence and identification
— what Origen called £i5oc. There is something that changes and flows every
day and hour in the body — as Gregory of Nyssa will assert too, who knew both
Origen’s conception of resurrection and the Dialogue and who will observe it
in De anima et resurrectione —, but it is not the body’s obvcia or dnOGTAGLC
that changes, it is not its metaphysical principle, but its material substratum. As
Eutropius puts it, nourishment does not create a new bodily substance.’

The next question that Marinus raises is how the same body can be resur-
rected after all of its elements have been dispersed (861b). This is the very
same problem raised in Nyssen’s De anima, where it is formulated in the same
terms.'® Adamantius’ first reply, that everything is possible with God (Luke
28:27), who created the bodies and all elements, which are at God’s service, is
the same we also find again in Gregory’s dialogue. Adamantius’ position in the
Dialogue of Adamantius is that the body, both now and in the resurrection, is
constituted by the four elements and not by any other. Now, it is clear that this
was precisely the real view of Origen as well, as is clear not only from a pas-
sage of Ilepi *Apydv, which is available only in Latin (3.6.6: ‘non enim,
secundum quosdam Graecorum philosophos, praeter hoc corpus quod ex quat-
tuor constat elementis, aliud quintum corpus, quod per omnia aliud sit et diver-
sum ab hoc nostro corpore, fides ecclesiae recipit’), but also from one that is
extant in Greek, CC 4.60, where Origen refers to the Platonists as those who
do not add a fifth element (uetd TOV un npociccborl Téuntov cduw) to the
four and maintain that matter always endures through changes of qualities (10
yap vIOpEVOV 1 VAN, AroAlvpévng thg motdtntog). It is notable that this is
precisely the explanation offered by Adamantius concerning the resurrection in
the Dialogue: permanence of the four elements, change of qualities.

When Adamantius states, against Marinus, that sometimes Scripture refers
to the human soul in order to indicate the whole of the human being (802b), he
quotes Gen. 46:27, where he interprets yuyoi as ‘humans’. It is noteworthy
that exactly the same occurs in Origen’s exegesis of this passage in Princ. IV

 ‘Non ut nouam tribuat homini substantiam corporis, sed ut ipsa quae est nutriat et conse-
ruet.’

10 Full commentary on this point in I. Ramelli, Gregorio di Nissa (2007). Marinus’ identical
formulation of it is: ‘Homo ex terra et aqua, igni et aére constat. Cum ergo mortuus fuerit ac
resolutus, unumquodque elementum quod suum est recipit ... et quod aéris est ad aérem redit, et
quod terrae est in terram reuertitur. Quomodo ergo in resurrectione possibile est eundem homi-
nem resurgere, cum partes eius ex quibus constiterant refusae sint et redditae generalibus elemen-
tis? ... ita ergo necesse erit, si resurget homo, alium pro alio resurgere.’
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3.11, where he interprets animae with patres and allegorises their descent into
Egypt in the sense of illuminated rational creatures’ descent into this world.!!

And there are many other places, too, in which Origen interprets yuyn in

Scripture as ‘human being’.!?

Adamantius’ refutation of Marinus’ objection that the body is the cause of
all evils for the soul runs as follows:

ais animam propter peccatum uinctam esse in corpore, tum deinde paululum progredi-
ens ais causam malorum omnium esse corpus, cum superius dixeris animam priusquam
corpus acciperet delinquisse. Si ergo potuit anima peccare sine corpore, non erit ani-
mae corpus causa peccati ... corpus non uidemus uinculum esse animae, sed cooperari
ei et administrare [cuvepyov] (862d).

Again, Adamantius’ words are perfectly in line with Origen’s true thought:
Origen did not think that corporeality tout court came only after the original
sin, but he conceived of the Aoyikd (intellectual or rational creatures) as pro-
vided with a body from the beginning, and endowed with a subtle form of
corporeality, of course different from the heavy and corruptible bodies we have
in this world and more similar to the c®ua TvevpaTIKOVY of resurrection, which
nevertheless will be the same as the present one for each human being.!* After

W “Et quae sit illa descensio in Aegyptum septuaginta animarum, quae septuaginta animae
fiant in Aegypto sicut sidera caeli in multitudine ... quae descensio patrorum sanctorum in Aegyp-
tum, id est in hunc mundum, uideri poterit ad inluminationem ceterorum atque ad humani generis
instructionem a prouidentia Dei esse concessa.’

12 E.g. Comm. in lo. 13.24.142; Exp. in Prov. (PG 17, 228C); Hom. in Iob (PG 17, 84A-B);
Sel. in Ps. (PG 12, 1300C); Hom. in Ier. 5.15; 14.6; Fr. in Luc. 186.2: Aoxel yap pot &v 1@ 6
Aoy vog 100 cdpatog Eotiv 6 OPOaANOG To100TOV TL drodaiveshat 1O dtopatikov év wij din
woyij, év T@® dAw dvlpidn & volg &oTiv.

13 See my Gregorio di Nissa, first integrative essay; Anders Lund-Jacobsen, ‘Gen 1-3 as
Source for the Anthropology of Origen’, VC 62 (2008), 213-32, 215, and the key text of Proco-
pius — who heavily depended on Origen’s commentaries, including his lost commentary on Gen-
esis —on Gen. 3:21 (Comm. in Gen. [PG 87,1.221A]): 6 pév kat’ eixdvo v yoynv onpoivet,
6 98¢ dno 1ol yob mAacbeig T0 dentouepes adpa kol d&ov thg &v Tapadeicw daywyng (6
TIVEG abyoeldes ékdleoav), ol 6& depuativol yrtdvec 10 Aépua kal kpéag pe évédvoag,
00Té01C 08 Kal veupolg pe Evelpac. TG 0¢ abyoetdel Ty woyny érnoyeiolar tpdtw AEYOLGLY,
Omep Lotepov 8vedhoaTo ToVg depUaTivovg X1tdvac. Gobar, a theologian from the sixth cen-
tury (ap. Phot. Bibl. cod. 232, 287b-291b), was well acquainted with Origen, Athanasius, and
Gregory Nyssen, and wrote on Trinitarian, protological, and eschatological issues (e.g., on the
‘skin tunics’, the resurrection, the judgment, and the non-eternity of otherworldly punishments).
Here he often reports what is probably to be regarded as Origen’s true thought, for instance, not
the preexistence of ‘bare souls’, but logika endowed of a form of corporeality, albeit not heavy,
in accod with Origen’s idea that only God is completely incorporeal (288a; full demonstration in
my Apokatastasis [2013]). I think that he reports Origen’s authentic thought as attested by Pro-
copius as well, concerning the ‘skin tunics’, identified with the ‘heavy body’, different from the
luminous, pre-lapsarian body, which will be recovered at the resurrection: dALo fv 10 Tpd TH
napaBacemng tod avOpmdnov ocdua, Onep Kol abyoeidéc karodot, kol GALO TO HETH TNV
napafactv, & vovi nepikeipedo odpkivov, Kai Tovtd &oTiv 0l deppudtivol yrtdveg, Onep
kol arotifépebo év ) dvactioet (288a). The comparison with Procopius confirms that it is
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the fall, rational creatures were not given a body for the first time, but had their
subtle body changed into a heavy and perishable body. For only the Trinity is
conceived of by Origen as absolutely incorporeal, while all creatures do have
a body, whether spiritual or heavy (Princ. 11 2.2).'* It is likely that Origen was
inspired by Clement!® in this respect, and in turn he surely inspired Ambrose
(De Abr. 2.8.58, PL 14, 506).'° In Princ. 11 3.2 he even offers a cogent syllo-
gism — with a per absurdum argument such as is repeatedly found in the Dia-
logue of Adamantius as well — to demonstrate that it is impossible for any
creature to live without a body: if any creature can live without a body, then
all creatures will be able to live without a body, but then, since corporeal sub-
stance would be useless, corporeal substance would not even exist. Which is
not the case. Only in respect to the eventual deification (8éwc1g) did Origen
admit of the possibility that ‘becoming God’ will entail becoming bodiless
(3.6.1 and 2.3.3-5), but this is not in the least at odds with the resurrection of
the body, which Origen fully endorsed.

It is also precisely Origen’s view that the body is the cuvepydv and minister
of the soul and does what the soul wants, as is stated by Adamantius in the
above-quoted passage. Indeed, in Princ. 3.6.6 Origen asserts exactly the same
thing as Adamantius does: in the present state, the body serves the soul; he
adds that in the telos it will serve the spirit:

Idem ipsum corpus, quod nunc pro ministerio animae nuncupatum est animale, per
profectum quendam, cum anima, adiuncta Deo, unus cum eo spiritus fuerit effecta, iam
tum corpus, quasi spiritui ministrans, in statum qualitatemque proficiat spiritalem.

Conversely, in Princ. II 3.2 the human soul is said to use the body, either the
present, heavy body or the spiritual one at resurrection: ‘materiae corporalis,
cuius materiae anima usum semper habet, in qualibet qualitate positae, nunc
quidem carnali, postmodum uero subtiliori et puriori, quae spiritalis appellatur.’\?
Accordingly, Origen uses twice Plato’s definition of the human being as ‘a soul

the same conception that is described; the adjective advyoe1dég is even identical in both testimo-
nies and it is very likely to go back to Origen himself.

14 <Si uero impossibile est hoc ullo modo adfirmari, id est quod uiuere praeter corpus possit
ulla alia natura praeter Patrem et Filium et Spiritum Sanctum, necessitas consequentiae ac
rationis coartat intellegi principaliter quidem creatas esse rationabiles naturas, materialem uero
substantiam opinione quidem et intellectu solo separari ab eis ... sed numquam sine ipsa eas uel
uixisse uel uiuere: solius namque Trinitatis incorporea uita exsistere recte putabitur’. See also
Brian E. Daley, ‘Incorporeality and “Divine Sensibility”: The Importance of De Principiis 4.4
for Origen’s Theology’, SP 41 (2006), 139-44.

15 Exc. ex Theod. 10: 008& t0 mvevpatikd, kol voepd odde ol apybyyelot ol TpwTOKTIC-
7ol 00SE UMV ovd’ avtodg dpopdog kui Gveideog kal doynuatiotog Koi dowuatde 6Ty,
G0 Kol popdny Exet idiav kol odpa Gva Aoyov Tiig DreEPOYTG TOV TVELHATIKAV GTAVI®V.

16 “Nihil materialis compositionis immune atque alienum putamus praeter illam solam ven-
erandae Trinitatis substantiam’.

17 See also Princ. 17.3: ‘Neque motus ullius corporis sine anima effici potest’.
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that makes use of a body’ in CC 7.38 (8vOpmmog LEV 0DV, TOLTEGTL Wyl Jpe-
Hévn acpazti, Aeyopévn 6 €cm davOpomog dAAG kal yoyn) and Princ. IV 2.7:
GvOpdTOVG 0& VOV AEY® TUG Y pWUEVAS WOYAS GOUATIV.

The Bardaisanite Marinus’ next objection to the resurrection of the body
(863a) consists in the quotation of 1Cor. 15:50: ‘Caro et sanguis regnum dei
non possidebunt, neque corruptio incorruptionem.” To this, Adamantius replies
by remarking that a spiritual understanding of these words is required:

spiritaliter dicta sunt ... carnem et sanguinem nominat turpes actos et inhonestos, uel
eos homines qui carnalia sapiunt ... carnem dicit carnalem et pessimam conuersatio-
nem ... uitam carni deditam, quam et ideo alienam efficit a spe futurorum bonorum ...
caro quoque habet salutem ... si Christi membra sunt corpora nostra, aut pereunt
Christi membra, aut carnem saluari necesse est.

Now, Origen’s interpretation of cdp& in this Pauline passage is absolutely
identical in Princ. Il 10.3, where he paraphrases caro et sanguis with carnis et
sanguinis passiones, in the selfsame context of a discussion on the resurrec-
tion.!® And, also within a treatment of the resurrection in CC 4.19, Origen again
invokes a spiritual and not literal interpretation of the words cap& kai aipo in
1Cor. 15:50: after quoting them, he says that they are dndppntév TL KOl
puotikov and that it is necessary to abandon the literal meaning in order to
understand them. Paul himself has indicated this, Origen notes, by warning his
readers: "1600 puothplov bulv Aéy®. And the spiritual interpretation of those
words is made clear by Origen soon after, when he says that they designate the
total defeat of death, which wounded the souls by means of the wounds of sin
(10 maAol OO TOV TpodNTOV TpostpnuUEVOV, Gvaipeotg TN Vikng Tov
BovaTov Kol Tod Gm’ adTOL KEVIPOV, @ KEVIDY TNV Yoy EUTotel adTi
T4 Aro Ti¢ Guaptiac tpavuara). It is evident that here too Origen understands
cupé koi aipa in the spiritual sense, as sin. Even clearer in its simplicity is
Sel. in Ps. (PG 12, 1673D), where it is plainly stated that ‘flesh’ here means
‘evilness, vice’: 6 IMadriéc dnor Tapé koi aipa Pociieiov Oeod
KAnpovouncat ov dvvavtal. "Evtavba yap capf v kaxiav onuaivel. A
further confirmation comes from De or. 26.6, where flesh and blood in Paul’s
words are equated with earth and interpreted as sin.'”

It is also very interesting that Adamantius in 864d-865a quotes 1Cor.
15:29-42, but the extant Greek entirely lacks the following verses, which

18 <Si credunt apostolo quia corpus, in gloria et in uirtute et in incorruptibilitate resurgens,
spiritale iam effectum sit, absurdum uidetur ... dicere id rursum carnis et sanguinis passionibus
implicari, cum manifeste dicat apostolus: “quoniam caro et sanguis regnum Dei non posside-
bunt”’.

19 & e on s , Wt s e oqs ~ s ~ ~ R A

O &V yap duaptdvoy ... E0Tl Y1}, 6 8¢ moldV 1O BEANUA TOV Bg0D ... 0VpaVOG 0TIV
... TG un dderovong ocapkodg kui cuyyevodg adtl] oipatog Ut SuVapEvVeV KA POVOETY
Bacileiav Bgov, kKAnpovopely 8 v AeyOncopévov, E0v peTaBUlmcty dro aaprkog Kal Yijg
Kcal xod kai ainatog &ml TV 0LPAVIOV 0VGIAV.
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the Latin faithfully reports: ‘seminatur in corruptione, surgit in incorrup-
tione; seminatur in contumelia, surgit in gloria;, seminatur in infirmitate,
surgit in uirtute; seminatur corpus animale, surgit corpus spiritale.” These
words, rather than being an addition of Rufinus, were surely present in the
original text, given that Marinus’ subsequent objection is grounded precisely
in them. And it is no accident that they were very dear to Origen, and were
then emphasized by his follower Gregory Nyssen in his De anima. These
words give rise to Marinus’ objection: ‘His quae legisti non hoc corpus dic-
itur resurgere, sed aliud pro hoc.” But Adamantius observes that Paul’s
words indicate that the resurrected body will be the same as one’s present
body, with the difference that it will be made incorruptible, glorious, and
immortal, as he has already maintained (‘non naturae mutatio, quia non aliud
est quam granum frumenti istud quod surrexit in culmum ... assumtis secum
indumentis gloriae incorruptionis et immortalitatis’). And I have shown that
this was precisely what Origen, too, held.

It is again the same words by Paul that occasion Marinus’ immediately fol-
lowing objection in 865e: ‘Manifestissime dicit hoc apostolus, quia seminatur
corpus animale, resurget corpus spiritale; seminatur in corruptione, surget in
incorruptione.” Adamantius’ extensive and fundamental reply is, once more,
totally absent from the extant Greek, which is highly significant. In it, he
explains and deepens the fundamental thesis he has already set forth: the body
that will rise will be the same as one has now, but ‘omne fragilitate deposita
carnali; deposita ignominia surget in gloria. Hoc tale corpus, ita ut omnibus
uitiis expurgatum spiritale nominauit aspostolus; corpus tamen dixit.’

Then Adamantius introduces an important concept in his explanation, by
resuming the distinction between substance and qualities that was offered much
earlier in the Dialogue in relation to matter, and by applying it to the body: the
risen body will maintain the same substance as the earthly body has, but it will
change its qualities into better:2°

cum dicat ‘corpus’, substantiam designat;, cum uero dicat ‘animale’ uel ‘spiritale’ de
qualitatibus loquitur ... eadem perdurante substantiam, sola qualitas in melius et glo-
riosius immutabitur.

But Marinus, in a further section that again has no parallel in the extant Greek,
proclaims that he will only be convinced by Scripture, and he opposes again to
Adamantius Paul’s declaration in 1Cor. 11:50:

Argumentis non opus est, sicut ab initio placuit. Scripturae auctoritati omnes cedamus.
Dele de apostolo quia ‘caro et sanguis regnum dei non possidebunt’. Hoc lucidius nihil
est. Resurgere non potest quod a regno dei pronuntiatur alienum.

20 This clarification will be taken over in De anima by Gregory of Nyssa, who read it in the
Dialogue and considered it to be Origen’s. I shall show that in a sense he was not wrong, in that
the Dialogue does seem to reproduce Origen’s thought.
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This objection, as Adamantius himself remarks,?! was already proposed

beforehand, and was already refuted by Adamantius by means of a moral inter-
pretation of ‘flesh and blood’ in the sense of ‘sin’. However, it is typical of an
oral debate or exposition to return more than once upon the same point. The
style itself, with brief and paratactical sentences in Marinus’ present objection,
is characteristic of spoken language. It is very likely that, here too, Rufinus in
his version has preserved the account of a dispute.

Since Marinus does not accept Adamantius’ first interpretation of ‘flesh and
blood’ in the moral sense,?? the latter is ready to propose an alternative exege-
sis, at a different level. It is significant that such a manifold kind of explanation
of Scriptures is typical of Origen.”> Adamantius sets out to observe that Paul
does speak of bodies in the resurrection, even if one refuses to admit flesh
there. And he explains this with the fact that our body will no more be flesh,
just as it was not yet flesh when it was still clay.?* But it will be the very same
body, only with different qualities. Therefore, when Paul says, ‘Corruptibile
hoc induet immortalitatem’, he means this very body, and hoc is a deictical
pronoun (‘uelut manu continentis et demonstrantis apostoli uox uidetur’). As a
consequence, ‘haec est caro quae resurget, et non alia pro hac erit’.

Now, it is worth noticing at once that this very idea that Paul is using a
deictical pronoun when he says, ‘Corruptibile hoc induet immortalitatem’, is
expressed by Origen as well, precisely in the framework of a discussion con-
cerning the identity between the resurrected body and the present body. There
is no doubt that Adamantius’ argument is identical to Origen’s, up to the tiniest
details. Indeed, Origen, in Princ. II 3.2, is taking into consideration the possibil-
ity that the corporeal substance will totally disappear in the next world (‘si
autem omnia possunt carere corporibus, sine dubio non erit substantia corpo-
ralis’). But he immediately refutes this hypothesis by having recourse to 1Cor.
15:53-6, and comments:

Quod enim ait, ‘corruptibile hoc’ et ‘mortale hoc’ uelut tangentis et ostendentis affectu,
cui alii conuenit nisi materiae corporali? Haec ergo materia corporis, quae nunc cor-
ruptibilis est, ‘induet incorruptionem’ cum perfecta anima et dogmatibus incorruptionis
instructa uti eo coeperit.

2l He responds: ‘Hoc in superioribus exposuimus. Sed si illud non sufficit, iterum responde-
bimus’.

22 “Numgquid apostolus in hoc loco, sicut tu interpretatus es, de moribus tractabat aut de uitiis,
ut carnem carnales diceret? De resurrectione erat ei sermo ... unde euidenter apparet quod ipsam
naturam ‘carnem’ nominauit quam regnum dei non esset adeptura’.

2 See, e.g., I. Ramelli, ‘Origen and the Stoic Allegorical Tradition: Continuity and Innova-
tion’, InvLuc 28 (2006), 195-226.

24 “Sicut ab initio deus, assumens limum terrae, uertit in carnem, et eo iam proprie non tam
terra quam caro nominatur ... ita et in futuro, cum naturam carnis huius deus in corpus resusci-
tauerit spiritale, iam non dicetur caro, quia haec quae erant propria carnis abiecit, id est quia
neque esuriet neque sitiet ... aut concupiscentiis stimulabitur’.
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Origen’s argument, quotation, and interpretation, including the precise detail
of the deictical pronoun, are identical to those of Adamantius in the Dialogue.

As Eutropius summarizes in his short intervention between two long speeches
of Adamantius,? the substance (nafura uel substantia) of the present body will
endure, whereas its quality (qualitas) will change. This is what Adamantius has
very briefly anticipated beforehand, as I have mentioned, and now it is pre-
cisely on this substance and its characterization as a metaphysical principle that
Adamantius’ following discourse focuses.

Morientibus hominibus iterum qualitas corporis immutatur ex carne. Etenim efficitur
terra uel puluis. Permanet tamen indefecta et incolumis ratio substantialis ... perma-
nente integra ratione substantiae, qualitates eius, quae iam frequenter dei uoluntate
mutatae sunt, rursum ... in melius et gloriosius commutentur, nec tamen substantiae
ueritatis ratio interisse credatur.

As is evident, the permanent principle in the body, which earlier was called
substantia or natura, as opposed to changing qualities, is now called ratio
substantialis, ratio substantiae, substantiae ueritatis ratio, which may be the
translation of obciog AOYOG, LTOCTAGEWG AOYOG, LTOoTAGEWS GANOEiaC
LOYog, or simply odoia / bndcTacic or £180g = ‘form’ in the sense of ‘sub-
stance’, ‘substantial form’ in Aristotle’s vocabulary (which was taken up by
Origen precisely in reference to the permanent principle of the body). Indeed,
ratio substantialis would be an excellent Latin version of €i80c¢ in this sense
of metaphysical principle (essence, substance, determining the being of a real-
ity). Now, as I shall show in a moment, £150¢ in this meaning is very well
attested in Origen’s extant Greek works; obciag Adyog is attested twice in
Origen, in CC 6.64% and above all in Hom. in ler. 20.1, where it precisely bears
the meaning of ‘substance’ in its metaphysical value: dpdvopa 8¢ E6Tiv, OV
dvopo pHovov Kowvov, ¢ 0¢ kata tobvoua Tiic obaiac Adyoc €1€pog, ‘two
things are homonyms when they have only the name in common, but their
respective substance [00ciac A0Y0g] is conceptually different’. Origen is again
adhering to an Aristotelian vocabulary, as is clear from Aristotle’s repeated use

25 Eutropius’ words, which begin on p. 233.18 van de Sande Bakhuyzen, surely end at 1. 23,
just after ‘manente substantia qualitas immutata est’. The following words, ‘Permanere etenim
in eo deus ipse pronuntiat’, and the whole following speech, with the theorization concerning the
metaphysical principle called ratio substantialis, belong, I think, to Adamantius, and not to Eutro-
pius, to whom the editor erroneously ascribes them (followed by Buchheit, 97). I argue that this
is the case on the basis, not ony of the contents of this metaphysical treatment and the inclusion
in it of the Genesis quotation ‘ferra es et in terram ibis’, but also of the parallel with the extant
Greek, which, as I have mentioned, is missing for this section: when it resumes, on p. 234.1 of
the edition (at 864f), it is Adamantius who is still speaking, not Eutropius.

26 QOrigen is discussing the problem of God’s obcia, and is saying that God does not partici-
pate in the oUcia, but is rather participated in by all those who have God’s spirit; he observes
that the philosophical investigation concerning the essence is very difficult but at the same time
very important: ToAVG 6’ 6 Tepl TN ovaiog Adyog kul ducbedpnTog.
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of ovoiag AOyog, in Met. 1037a24, where it is related to the metaphysical
principle (6 Adyoc 6 tod ti Qv eivar);?’ 1045b29-31, where it is defined as
being in its primary sense, whereas qualities are secundary to it, just as in
Adamantius’ and Origen’s arguments;?® 1064a22;?° De part. anim. 695b.18.3°

As for dndcTOoLg, there are almost seventy occurrences of this term in
Origen’s extant works, almost all of them in an ontological meaning. That he
often regarded odcio and bndcTOCLG as virtually synonymic — apart from the
Trinitarian discourse, where they are rigorously distinguished,?' and in refer-
ence to the common nature but different individual substances of rational crea-
tures — is proven, for instance, by CC 1.23, where they indicate the substance
and existence of pagan deities, which of course Origen denies;* the same is
the case in 8.67 (adTiig, sc. of Athena, tv OrdOcTUGLY KOl TNV odoiav).?
Likewise, in CC 6.71 Origen speaks of the ovcia and dnécToclg of human
souls and angels that cannot be destroyed.** Likewise, in Comm. in Io.
20.22.182, he describes the human being that is in the image of God, as distinct
from that which was fashioned from the earth, first as the better dbnécTOGIC,
and immediately after as the better oboio between the two.?® And in Princ. III
1.22 the term indicates rational substances (T®V AOYIK®OV DTOGTUGE®V), i.e.
angels, humans, and daemons.’® In Comm. in lo. 20.22.182 it is the primary

27 gy pgv 10 Mg odoiag Aoym th obtm pdpla dg HAN odk &véstal.

2 TIgpi p&v ovv Tob mpdTwe dvToc ... Tepl Thg odoiug Katd yup TOV Tic odaiac Adyov
Aéyetar TAAAG ... TO T€ TOGOV Kai TO TOdV Kol TAALM Td 0DT® Aeydpeva: mava yop EEet
TOV TN 0LG1aG AOYOV.

2 TIdg 6 tijc obaiag 1oyoc ANTTEOG, TOTEPOV OG TO GLUOV | HEAAOV B¢ TO KoTAoV. ToVTOV
yap 6 puev 100 ool AOYOG uetd tijg Bing Aéyetan Thg ToL TPAyHaTog, O 8& TOL KOIAOL ywpic
Tijg Bing. ;

30Ok &yovot 8¢ annptnuéva kdIo ol 1yBdec, 81 1O vevoTIKNV glval TV dHoLY 0dTOV
Kato TOV THG odoiag AOyov.

31 On which see documentation in my ‘Origen’s Anti-Subordinationism’, VC 65 (2011), 21-49.
A specific work has been devoted to Origen’s use of dndctac1g in the Trinitarian field, its inno-
vative nature, its sources, and its aftermath: ‘Origen, Greek Philosophy, and the Birth of the
Trinitarian Meaning of Hypostasis’, HTR 105 (2012), 302-50.

2 Agwkvito toivuy dndatacty kal odoiav Mvnpocsivng ... tapactnodto ddvacbor kot
oboiav dDdectnkéval (see also CC 3.23: i Sbvavtar dmdotacty Egerv kol GEtol sival
ceBOcUOV).

3 See CC 6.26: €1 SOvavial dmdatacty Eyev kol GE101 elval cePacumy.

3 godpatov odaiav odx iopev Eknvpovpévny odd’ eig mop dvarvopsévny THv GvOpdTov
yoxnv f| v ayyéAov ... dndataciv.

3 Auav 8¢ 77 mponyovuévy brdotacic dotiv &v T kat’ eikdva tob kticavtog 1 68 &€
aitiag &v 1@ AndBEVTL Ao Tob Y0¥ g YTig TAdouatt. Kol €l pev donepel dmhadopevol
¢ év MUV KpeitTovog odaiag DITOTAEOUEV £0VTOVG TG GO TOV YOL TAGCUATL. ..

36 See also Philoc. 21.21: £voc dupapatog 8viog v Aoyik®dv broatdoewy. Each rational
creature has an individual hypostasis of its own, but all of them share in the nature or essence
(ovoia), and thus all of them constitute one and the same ‘lump’. Gregory of Nyssa, who heavily
draws on Origen, will insist on the unity of the ¢pOpapa of the whole human race, a core concept
in his anthropology and soteriology.
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substance of the human being, which is in the image of God: fju®v 0& 7
nponyovuévy brdotacic EoTv &v 1M KAt eikdva 1oL KTicovtoc. Analo-
gously, in Dial. Her. 16 Origen defines the xat’ gikovo dvOpmmog as better
than any ‘corporeal substance’ (Kp€iTTOV TAGNG COUATIKTG DTOCTACEMG).
In Sel. in Ez. 13.817.21 it is the individual substance of each single soul, dis-
tinct from any other: ékdotn yoymn idiav dnoctacty Exet, &v T® 16im LOY®
iotapévn, kal odk &v dAA®. In CC 6.65 broctacig designates the essence
and existence of all things, whose cause is God (tr|v GpynV TH¢ TOV TAVI®OV
brocotacews). In 6.73 Origen precisely mentions the essence (bno6ctacic) of
the body, just as in Adamantius’ discourse: 10 aicOnTOV cOUA ODK Aoy yEL-
Ael TOV TpOTOV T1G DTooTAGE®MG 0.0TOV, meaning with this, e.g., whether a
thing is created or uncreated.?’

37 At times Origen refers this term to the Trinity, e.g. in 8.12, where he explains that God’s
essence is one, but that the Father and the Son are two in their individual substances: &vta dvo
T brooctdoel Tphypata. The Son is the express image (yapoktfp) of God’s substance (OT0G-
toemq). See also Sel. in Ps. (PG 12, 1600B; 1581C-D); Comm. in lo. 32.16.193. In the case of
the Trinity, in Schol. in Matth. 17.309.47 Origen draws a distinction between one ovcia, the
common divine essence, and three DTocTAGELS, the substance of each Person. Likewise, in
Comm. in Matth. 17.14 he criticizes those who think that the Father and the Son are one and the
same in their individual substance (bndcT0.G1G), maintaining that they can be distinguished only
conceptually: ol cvyyEovtec matpdg kol viod Evvolav kai Tf droothcet Eva §186vTec elvat
TOV TTaTéPO, Kal TOV Lidv, T émivoig povn Kol 1oig dvopact pdvolg d1upovvieg to Ev
vrokeipevov. In Comm. in lo. 10.37.246 Origen blames those who think that the Father and the
Son are one in their essence (£v ovGig) but not different in their individual substances: dtodpdpovg
00 kot dmocTucty Aéyechal motépa Kol viov. Sel. in Ps. 1125A: Wisdom substantially
belongs to God’s Logos, kotd thv dndctacty, according to the individual substance of the Son-
Logos. Schol. in Matth. (PG 17, 309C-D): the Son was generated from the Father’s very essence
in a real begetting: *Evundotatog 1| yévvnoig anetéydn éx thg odoiag tod IMotpog 6 Yide;
they are one in the essence but three in their individual substances: ovcig pid” tpeig 8¢ dmoo-
taoelg téhetat &v maot. Comm. in lo. 1.39.292: Christ is the Logos, whose substance is the
principle that is Wisdom: Loyog ... von0Oncetat 6 Xp1otog ... &v dpyf th codig v broécTe-
ow &yov. In Fr. in Eph. 1.14 Origen observes that Christ, Logos and Wisdom and Power of God,
has God’s substance (@gob dno6GT0G1G), and in Exp. in Prov. (PG 17, 185A) he defines God’s
Wisdom to be an ovcio and absolutely eternal (4id10g); in Sel. in Ps. (PG 12, 1656A-B) Christ
is said to be God not by participation, but by nature (00 x0t0 peTovsioyv, GALL K0T’ 0dGiAV),
just as Christ is holy pn petovoig, AL’ ovoiq (Schol. in Ap. 20). Indeed, Christ is f| ¢
dAnOeiag tpwtoTLTOG OOGia (Fr. in Eph. 19). In Comm. in Matth. Ser. 146.5 Origen notes that
all virtues are attached to Christ’s substance (Gvtavokolovfobcat ®g ai dpetal T1) DTOGTACEL
00 XpioTov), so that Christ is justice, wisdom, etc. In Princ. fr. 33, from Athanasius, De decr.
Nic. syn. 27.1-2 p. 23.17-30 Opitz, Origen claims that Christ is the image of the Father’s own
substance: ¢idimg cuveival TOV Adyov 1@ Totpl ... N TG GPPNTOL Kol GKATOVOUAGTOL Kol
dd0éyKTov dnootdoemg Tov natpog gikdv. In Fr. in lo. 123.6 Origen details that the Spirit
belongs to God’s obcio and has a dndotactg or individual substance of its own, and criticises
those who think that it is simply a power or activity of God: 10 8¢ “Onov 0éAel mvel deikvuot
oboiav eivar to mvedpo. Tiveg yap olovrat &vépysiay sivar 0god, un Exov idiav drméoracy.
See Comm. in lo. 2.10.76 for the distinction between the Son and the Holy Spirit in the dbno6cT0-
o1¢. The most patent attestation is ibid. 2.10.75: "Hueig pévrot ye tpeic bnoordoeic melfdpevor
TUYYAVELY, TOV TOTEPO Kol TOV LIOV kol TO dylov mvedpa. It is clear from these authentic



240 I.L.E. RAMELLI

Ovoia is related, but not identical, to dbnoctocig in Comm. in Gen. (PG 12,
48C), where the former is applied to matter, described as substance, which is
denied by Origen — just as by Adamantius earlier in the Dialogue — to be dyév-
vntog, and is described as underlying the existing substance (bndécta0LG) Of
this world: T160gv 8¢ kai 10 peTpetv ThHg rokeUEVNG 0doiAC TO TOGOVOE,
®¢ dopkéoatl T TNALKOOTOL KOGHOoL broctdcel; In De or. 27.8 Origen
equates the obcia of incorporeal beings and their bndcTOG1S as substance;3®
in Frg. in Eph. 25.14 Origen observes that ‘we participate in Christ if we main-
tain the principle of the substance [broctaoemg] steadfast up to the end’,
where he probably means the principle of our substance, how it is in God’s
intention. Indeed, he states that, because Christ is the Logos, Christ’s substance
permeates all rational creatures: TNV TpoNyovpéVNV adTOL DTOGTAGLY ...
dukovoayv &l TAVTa TOV KOGHOV KATO TAG Yoy ig T0g Aoyikag (Comm. in
lo. 2.35.215). Origen also comments on the definition of faith in Hebrews as
‘substance [bnootacig] of things that are hoped for’ in Comm. in Ro. 3.5-5.7
(from P. Cair. 88748 + cod. Vat. gr. 762) 212.2. ‘Substance’ (bn0GTOGLS) is
opposed to ‘concept’ (énivola) in Comm. in Matth. 10.14,%° in Frg. in Lam.
16,% and in Frg. in lo. 121bis: &mvoig uovn kai ody dmoctdcel TNV
Stapopav Exel 10 VOWP TPOG TO TveLH: the mystical water differs from the
Spirit only conceptually but not in substance (see also ibid. frg. 36). The dative
form brocTdcel corresponds to the syntagm k00’ bndcTOCLY, meaning ‘sub-
stantially’: 1 €vToAT| ToL Ogov ... adTn 0Tt k0O’ vnOcTACLY 1) aldviog {on
(Frg. Io. 95).

The term oOcia occurs more than two hundred times in Origen’s extant Greek
writings: here I am not, of course, concerned with its meaning ‘material sub-
stance’ designating, e.g., gold, iron, wood, fire, and the like, but with its ontolog-
ical-metaphysical meaning (‘essence’, ‘nature’, or ‘substance’ of something), in
which case o0cia is practically always employed in the singular, whereas for the
plural it is brootdoelg that is preferred, designating individual substances. The
above-mentioned case of the Trinity is to be singled out: one obcia, three broc-
toelg.*! But this applies also to creatures. In Comm. in lo. 20.29.263 Origen,
faithful to his principle that rational creatures are not different in nature (00cig)

passages that Origen was the forerunner and inspirer of the Nicene formula pic ovcia, Tpeig
brnoctdcetlc. In Hom. in ler. 16.6 Origen says that Scripture affirms that the Godhead is ‘fire in
its substance’ (tf] ovog), but it warns that it tells this ‘to those who are able to understand’, since
in fact Origen maintained that the divinity is unknowable in its essence (ovcia) and is even
beyond being: mpotepov TV GANOeiay, v’ obtwg EAON énl 10 €videlv 1) ovoig 1 )
brepékeva Thg ovoiog duvauel kail pvoet tod 00l (Comm. in lo. 19.6.37).

3B f pévtol Kupilmg odcio TOIG HEV TPONYOLUEVV THV TV ACOUATOV DTOGTAGIY sival
daoxovot vevouiotol katd 10 AoOUATA.

¥ Ei 8¢ tadtov &otiv brnoctdoel, el kol pun émvoiq, Baciieio odpavdy kai Baciieio
Oeo0.

4001 &y 0poi dvteg fitol 1) &mivoia fj kai 1§ dmootdoet.

4l On this see my ‘Origen’s Anti-Subordinationism’ (2011).
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but only in their choices for good or evil, states that all spirits are of one and the
same nature (00cia), the evil ones being different from the good only due to their
choices.*> Similarly, those who do evil are children of the devil, not in nature,
but on account of their deeds: OpotovUEVOV DTG TQ TOLETY TG EPYO ADTOV
Kkoi od 810 TV odoiav (Comm. in lo. 20.24.219). In Comm. in lo. 20.23.200
Origen claims that the essence (obcia) of all rational natures is one and the same,
whether they actually follow reason or not;* indeed, it is not nature (ovcia) that
is different, but an accident, i.e., the decision of disobedience: ody 1| ovcia
dradopog, GALG T1 aitiov EmovpuPEPnKey TOL TOPpUKOVELY KOl TOU TapOPAV.
The essence (oboia) of all human souls is one and the same, and the devil is not
of a different substance (odciog £1épag), incapable of turning to the good
(Comm. in Io. 20.24.202-203; see also 198: &¢ £tépag olong t1g ToL dia-
BoAov odaiag mopd TNV TOV GAA®V LoYiKdV odaiav). It is clear that evil for
Origen cannot be an o0Gia, because it has no ontological subsistence of its own,
it was not created by God, and will not endure in the end.* Note that exactly the
same denial that evil can ever be an odcia is well attested in the Dialogue of
Adamantius.*

In Sel. in Ps. (PG 12, 1560A-E) Origen opposes the creation of heaven xot’
obciav, which occurred only once, to its providential creation (Kot TNV TpO-
voiav), which is continual, and affirms that in the end the heavens will pass
away, but what will be destroyed will not be their substance, but their present
form: ’Amolobvtal ol obpavol ov kat’ ovciav, GAAL KATd TO oyfjid. In
its essence, from the ontological point of view, the Godhead is everywhere
(xatd TNV ovciav TOvIoYoL YOp MOPECTL Kol TO TOvVTo TANPOL, ibid.
1521A). The equivalence between pvoig and ovoia in their ontological mean-
ing is clear from Sel. in Ps. (PG 12, 1240E): the heavens that contain God’s
glory and Christ, the Sun of Justice, are of a spiritual and intelligible nature
(tNg voepag eiol gvoews), whereas these visible and perishable heavens are
of a corporeal nature: g copatikig elolv ovaiag. This equivalence is even
clearer from the expression, ¢voet kol obcig (Comm. in Matth. 17.27). The
expression Kat’ obaiov, ‘by nature’, is opposed to ka0’ €Eiv, ‘by habit’, in
the case of God, who is the only one to be good by nature (Sel. in Num. [PG 12,

2 TTavta dpota &in dv yevdd Tvedpota, drd Tod Yebotov TaTpdg eindota 1o sivat
YELOT TVEVLHATO, KOTO TO WYELOOG Kal TNV Kakiav, kal oby 8Tt 10 kat’ odaiav.

43 See also ibid. 211 and 168, where Origen points out that Jesus said, £k 100 TotpOg TO0
dtaforov, not: 8k tij¢ odaiag Tov TOTPOG TOL dtaPdAov, as Heracleon maintained, as quoted at
199: mpodg obg O Loyog, &k T odoiag Tod Stapdrov foav; see also 170.

4 Tavtog tod medvkoTog AOY® mapakolovdelv 1 mapakolovdntiky odcia 1 adty
£0TLY, (1€ TOPASEYETUL TOV AOYOV €1TE AVOVEVEL TPOG AOTOV.

4 See I. Ramelli, ‘Christian Soteriology’ (2007), 313-56.

4% Obte yap Povog Eotiv 1 odoia, 0BT’ ab TaAvV poryeia, ovte TL TV OHOIOV KAK®V.
Obk &oovrar odaiar ta kard. I quote the Greek according to Philoc. 24. Basil and Nazianzen took
it to be Origen’s; this is why they included it in their anthology of Origen’s works.



242 I.L.E. RAMELLI

577E]). Moreover, especially in the theological discourse, ovcia is opposed to
gvépyela as activity.*” Of course, ovoia is also found to indicate the nature of
a whole category of beings: e.g., 7| T@V vont@v ovcia (Schol. in Ap. 25).

Adamantius’ substance terminology in the Dialogue, therefore, corresponds
to Origen’s. What is more, Adamantius’ idea that what is kept in one’s resur-
rected body is the ratio substantialis or ratio substantiae (00ciog AOY0C) of
one’s earthly body is exactly what Origen states in Princ. II 10.3: in our earthly
bodies there is a ratio substantialis that will allow their reconstitution at the
moment of resurrection: ‘ratio ea quae substantiam continet corporalem; ratio
illa ipsa quae semper in substantia corporis salva est; ratio illa reparandi
corporis.” This is what allows the identification of one’s earthly body and one’s
risen body: its ratio substantialis or its €150¢, that is, its metaphysical form or
substance, which functions as principium individuationis of one’s body, making
it a given person’s body and not another’s, as shown above.

That Origen himself identified the £i50¢ of one’s body with its ratio sub-
stantialis = AOyog is proved by a passage of his lost Commentary on Psalm
1:5 preserved by Methodius, De resurrectione 1.24 and quoted by Epiphanius
(Pan. 64), in which Origen assimilated the £i8o¢ (metaphysical form or sub-
stance) to the Stoic AOyog that is the vital principle of a body, which transforms
the corporeal qualities but keeps the same £ido¢ — what will happen at the
resurrection.*® One may wonder whether this principle for Origen was not the
soul itself. He never seems to assert this plainly, at least in the extant writings,
but he might suggest this by describing the soul in Princ. I 3.2 as indumentum
corporis in an intelligibilis ratio (‘sicut ergo Christus indumentum est animae,
ita intelligibili quadam ratione etiam anima indumentum esse dicitur corpo-
ris’), which will ensure the reconstitution of the body at resurrection.

Unlike the section on substance and qualities in bodies in the Dialogue,
which is extant only in Latin and is totally absent from the extant Greek, the
following section of Adamantius’ speech, concerning the demonstration of res-
urrection not only on the basis of philosophy, but also on the basis of Scripture
(with quotations mainly from 2Corinthians and Romans), returns to having a
parallel in the Greek text. Of course, as I have mentioned, the close relation

4T “H pév obaia adtod ihaotiplov, 1| 8¢ évépyela ihaopdg, in reference to Christ in Comm.
in Rom. 3.5-5.7 (P. Cair. 88748 + cod. Vat. gr. 762), 162.17. On the opposition ousia — energeia
in Origen and Gregory of Nyssa see Ilaria Ramelli, ‘Apofatismo cristiano e relativismo pagano:
un confronto tra filosofi platonici’, in Angela M. Mazzanti (ed.), Verita e mistero nel pluralismo
culturale della tarda antichita (Bologna, 2009), 101-69.

8 <O omepuatiog Aéyog &v 1® KOKK® ToY citov dpukdpuevog The tapakeluévng HANG Kai
U 8hng avtiig xopNoug, mepidpalduevic te abtiic Tob abtod eidove, OV Exel duvapsmv
émtidnot T mwote YN Kal LAuTL Kol GEPL Kal Tupl, KOl VIKHoag Tag éKelvawy To1dTHTAS WeTa-
pailer émt tavtyy NG 0TIV AdTOC dNULovpydE: Kol obTMS GLUUTANPODTAL & GTAYVS, €i¢
vepPorNV SLaEEP®V TOU €& ApyNG KOKKOL peYEDeL kal oyfpatt Kol Toikihig. The simili-
tude is here with the transformation of seeds into crops because of Paul’s use of this resurrection
metaphor in 1Cor. 15.
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between philosophical argument and Scriptural authority is typical of Origen,
both in his treatises and in his oral performances. On the basis of Paul, Ada-
mantius concludes that caro, quae seruiebat legi peccati, idcirco liberata est a
Christo ut saluaretur: nemo enim ad hoc dicitur liberatus ut pereat. The con-
clusion is clear and the argument forceful, so that Eutropius assigns the palm
of victory to Adamantius.

Also, note that the alternative exegesis of ‘flesh’ in 1Cor. 15:50 offered here
by Adamantius is again the same as Origen’s, who provided the same two pos-
sible explanations. I have already adduced good evidence of the first (flesh =
sins); the second (flesh = present quality of the body, which will change) is
attested in Sel. in Ps. (PG 12, 1096B),* in the very same context of a treatment
of the resurrection: >’ the material brokeipgvov of our body changes, according
to Origen, not only after our death, but already during our life, with — we would
say — its constant cellular renewal. Thus, it will also change at the resurrection:
the earthly quality of our present body will disappear, but its metaphysical
principle, its substance or substantial form — which Adamantius calls ratio
substantialis in Rufinus’ translation, and which Origen calls £i8oc here, accord-
ing to an originally Aristotelian vocabulary — will remain unaltered.’! In 1096A
Origen expresses this very clearly: oOyl 7ob &idovg TOU TPOTEPOL
ddavilopévov, kv &ni 10 £véofotepov yévnrtal adTov 7 TPorh ... TO
TPAOTOV broeiuevoy ... u1 Eoecbot tavtov tote. The substantial form will
not disappear, but endure, while its mode — that is, its qualities — will change
and become more glorious; as for the material substratum, it will be no more
the same, but already now it constantly changes from day to day.’? In 1097C-D

49 0dd¢ VOV dvvatal dvo fuepdv eival O mpdTOV broxeiuevov ... ETepoiov pEv
oneipeobat, £tepoiov 8¢ dvictachHar Eneipetol yop cOUO WYuxlkOV EYEIPETUL GO TVEL-
HOTIKOV ... TNV yrivyy moiétyta OGS dmotifecal péAdely UG, Tod gidovg awlouévov Kotd
™V avactacty ... 8t cupé kai aipa Paciieiav Ogod KAnpovopiical od SHvatal, oddE
dBopa v adbapoiav ... gapé ¢ ovréti, GAL dnep mote Exapaxtnpileto €v T capki,
TOVTO Y OPUKTNPLoONGETOL &V T) TVEVUUTIKD COUATL.

30" Origen is contrasting an excessively literal exegesis of 1Cor. 15:50: Bodrovtot ol dnlovo-
TEpol Katd t0¢ AEEelg TodTag, 0vdE GvaoTuolc capk®dV £oTal, GAAGL O0cTéE®V pOVOV, Kol
depUaTOV, Kol VELP®V.

5! In 1097AB Origen summarizes what he has been saying on the ontological plane
(dvororoyobvteg) about the substantial form and the material substratum in the body, t0. mept
TOL &idovg kol ToV TPpATOL drokeiuévov. He repeats that what will perdure into the resurrection
is the substantial form of the body, 10 cmMPATIKOV £180C.

32 In Sel. in Ps. (PG 12, 1093B-D) Origen insists that what makes one person be that person
rather than another one is not only his or her soul, but also the substantial form of his or her body,
which guarantees that this body is always the same (and which here would seem to be distinct
from the soul): oiov i} ITavkov, §j TTE€Tpov, dei Tod adTOd EVTOg, 0O TOD KATH WuYHV HOVOL

. T® TO £id0c 1O yapaxTypilov TO cdua TavTov Evar ... 10 gidoc, Kad O eldomoieitar &
ITétpog xai 6 TTadrog, 70 cwuaticov, d &v ) avootacel mepitifetar Tdly tjj woyil, Tl 10
KpeltTov petaPiirov ... “Qomep 8& 10 €0 ot uéyp Tob mEPaToc, KAV ol YUPUKTHPEG
SoKMGL TOAANV Exetv Tapulloyniyv: obteg vontéov kol &ml Tod TapovTog, eidog TavTo elvai
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Origen resumes the simile of the wheat grain and joins the Stoic conception of
seminal AGyot to the Aristotelian ‘substantial form’, by making the former the
bearers of the latter, which embraces matter (i.e., the four elements), gives it
its own form, and determines its qualities: this is how the seed (or the corpse)
is changed into a crop (or a risen body) while changing its qualities but main-
taining its substantial form.>* Our body will be no more flesh, but spiritual, and
yet it will be our body, and not another body, nor something that is not a body.
It is evident that Adamantius holds the selfsame view.

Indeed, I argue that what Adamantius says in this section of the Dialogue
about resurrection coincides with Origen’s authentic thought. Origen does
admit the resurrection of the body, but at the same time he also takes this res-
urrection in a spiritual sense, as is clear in his Commentary on the Psalms,>* in
a passage that, as I have mentioned, can be reconstructed thanks to Methodius,
De res. 1.20-4, and to Epiphanius, Pan. 64.10-2, who quotes Methodius
verbatim,” who in turn quoted Origen. Here, Origen does two things:

1) he criticizes those ‘too simple among the Christians’, who believe that the
resurrection will involve ‘the bodies that surround us’, in ‘the whole of their
(material) substance’, THg obaiog OAng. Origen shows the absurdity such a
claim gives rise to: for instance, the resurrected body should include the blood
or hair lost during all of one’s earthly life, and even the ownership of a body
would become uncertain, given that one’s body can be eaten by animals which
are eaten in turn by other animals or people. Origen observes that the simple,
against these aporetic results, take refuge into the omnipotence of God (£mi 10
névta eivar Suvatd 1@ 0ed kotapedyovst). This solution does not satisfy

@ péAdovti, mheiotng 6ong écopnévng thg émi kdAAiov petoforng. In 1092C-D Origen, after
asking his opponents whether the body’s 6An obcio will be resurrected (which they understand
in the material sense, whereas he understands it in the ontological-metaphysical sense), raises the
question whether in the risen substance there will be included, e.g., the blood that was extracted
via phlebotomies, or all the hair that has grown during one’s life.

36 anepuaticog Adyog &v 1® kOKK® ToD oitov dpaipevog Thg Tapokenévng Ay, Kol
U &g advtiic yophioag, meptdpalipnevog adtic To0 adtod eidovg, v Exel Suvapsmv
¢mtifnot T mote v kol VdaTL Kol GEpt Kol Tupl VikNoog Tag Ekeivav mordtytag, LeTafoi-
ret &mi tadTv g &oTv adTdg dnpovpyds kel obtmg cvumAnpolitar & oTdyvg sig
vrepPornv dradEpwv tod €E dpyTig KOKKOL, neyEbel Kal oyNuaTL.

3 See Henry Crouzel, ‘Les critiques adressées par Méthode et ses contemporains 2 la doctrine
origénienne du corps ressuscité’, Gregorianum 53 (1972), 679-715; Michael Mees, ‘Paulus, Ori-
genes, und Methodius iiber die Auferstehung der Toten’, Augustinianum 26 (1986), 103-13; Gilles
Dorival, ‘Origene et la résurrection de la chair’, in Origeniana Quarta (Innsbruck and Wien,
1987), 291-321; Emanuela Prinzivalli, Magister Ecclesiae (Rome, 2002), 87-109; ead., ‘The
Controversy about Origen before Epiphanius’, in Wolfgang A. Bienert and U. Kiihneweg (eds),
Origeniana Septima (Leuven, 1999), 195-213, 204-9; Hendrik S. Benjamins, ‘Methodius von
Olympus, Uber die Auferstehung: Gegen Origenes und gegen Porphyrius?’, ibid. 91-8.

3 Toig brd Tod paxapitov Mebodiov gic tOv mepi Tijc dvastdaews Adyov Kot To0 0010
*Qpryévoug eipnuévolg, dtva évtovba xata Aé€y Tapadncopat.
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Origen, especially in that the absurdities that have arisen are ‘a chatter of poor
thoughts, impossible and at the same time unworthy of God’ (gig @Avapiov
TTOYOV VONUATOV, Aduvitov 1 duo Kal 8o dva&inv). They offend both
reason and God’s greatness. Especially the latter, that grounded in what is
worthy or unworthy of God, is an argument that was particularly dear to Origen,
Gregory of Nyssa, Rufinus, and other followers of Origen, who employed it
also in support of the apokatstasis theory.

Origen rather explains that, since ‘the nature of the body is changeable’
(TPEMTNV €lval THV COUATIKTY GOGLY), its resurrection will not involve the
material brokeipevov or substratum of the body, which, unlike the substance of
the soul, continually changes, like a river. The material substratum will not be
the same in the resurrection, but it is never the same even now; there are no two
days in which it is the same.’” Origen invokes 1Cor. 15:50, according to which
‘flesh and blood cannot inherit the kingdom of God’. He interprets these words
just as Adamantius does in the Dialogue the second time: they do not mean that
the body will not rise, but that what will be kept in the resurrection is one’s
body’s £180¢, which is the metaphysical principium individuationis of the body’s
corporeal matter ad characterizes it as the body of one given person:®
Kav pevoth f| 1 90oic 100 6hRatoc, T 10 edog 10 yapaxtnpilov 10 6@dua TadTov
elvar ... 10010 10 £160¢, ka0’ 8 gidomoreitan 6 IMétpog kol & IMudrog, TO co-
TIKOV €V TN dvaotdoel nepitifetar md Ay tjj woydj, £l 10 Kpeittov petafailov.

Even if the substance of the body flows away, the metaphysical form that char-
acterises the body remains the same... This metaphysical form of the body,
according to which Peter and Paul are respectively informed, in the resurrection
is again put on by the soul and changes into better.

The bodily £id0¢ remains the same throughout one’s life, and will remain
the same in the resurrection, too, with the difference that there will be a dra-
matic transformation into a greater beauty.”® As Origen puts it in chapter 22,
‘the form of the former body will not vanish, although its style changes to
become more glorious’. Moreover, it will greatly improve in beauty when
humans shall receive their spiritual bodies. This is very well explained in Sel.
in Ps. (PG 12, 1093,18-33).% In the Methodius excerpt, Origen makes it clear,

5 To dAcov dmoreiuevoy ovSETOTE Exel TADTOV ... OO KATH YoV Hovov, ¢ 1 odoia
olte Pel.

7 TO mpdrov broreiuevov &v T1g Aéyol ur| Ececbot TadTOV TOTE ... 00SE VOV dhvatat Vo
AUEPAV TADTOV £ival TO TPATOV DTOKEIPEVOV.

8 For possible roots of this concept in Aristotle see David Konstan and Ilaria Ramelli, ‘Aris-
totle on Individual Forms: The Grammar of Metaphysics Lambda 5, 1071 a 27-29°, CR 56 (2006),
105-12.

¥ To alSog TOVTOV 0TIV €K Bps(poug usxpl 0V npscﬁm’spoo ... 10 éml 10D mapovrog
&idoc Tabtov elvar 16 ,usMovrz nkstcrng éong 800uavng ¢ énl 0 KG)J\,IOV pHeTaforng.

0 Aomep ob KoK®dG nowuog wvouacrm 10 G(oua 1611, g npog 10 axp1Peg rax(x 0008
0o fuepdv 10 TPDTOV drOKEIEVOY TADTOV ETIv &V TQ) GOUOTL IUOV" kKaitolye TOb olov fj
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like Adamantius, that the transformation between one’s earthly and one’s resur-
rected body will be only of its qualities, which change in accord with the place
in which the body is found: to stay on earth, the body will have earthly char-
acteristics; in the Kingdom of heaven it will have spiritual characteristics — but,
Origen insists, ‘the former szOQ will not vanish;’ there will be no longer flesh,
but the same principle of individuation that the metaphysical form provided in
the flesh will be provided by it in the spiritual body, so that the latter will be
the same body as the fleshly body.!

2) Origen also interprets the resurrection, as prophesied in Ez. 37,%% in a clearly
spiritual way (just as he does also in Comm. lo. 28.7.54)%3: not a resurrection of
bones, skin, and nerves, as it would be on the literal level, but a resurrection from
the death caused by sin, the death that hands us to our enemies, the powers of
evil, because of our sins. This is why Jesus calls the sinners ‘sepulchres’ in Matth.
23:27; now, Origen says, ‘it becomes God to open the sepulchre of each of us,
and bring us out of the sepulchre, alive again, just as the Saviour pulled out
Lazarus’.% This is clearly the spiritual resurrection, liberation from sin, salvation.

The point is, to my mind, that in Origen’s view these two interpretations of
death and resurrection, bodily and spiritual, do not exclude one another at all,
but, on the contrary, coexist. Indeed, also in his Biblical exegesis both the lit-
eral and the spiritual sense, or senses, as well, remain and coexist, with no
reciprocal exclusion, and this precisely constitutes one of the main differences
between, on the one side, Origen’s hermeneutical method applied to Scripture

TTavkov, fj TTIETpov, del 100 adTod dvrog, ob ToD KoTd Yoy NV HOVoL, N\¢ /f obaia obite pei Ka6’
fludg, obt’ énelcaydpevoy Ti Eyel moté, Kiv PevoTr v 7 dVGIC 10D GhUATOC, TR T0 £ld0g
70 yapaxtnpilov 10 odua tadTov givar OG Kol ToLG TOTOVG HEVELY TOLG ADTOVG €ig TV
nmototnta [Té€tpov kol [Tavrov TV copaTiKnV Toptotdvovtag Kad’ fjv motdtnta kol odAol
¢K ToidwV TapapEVOLGL TOTC oORAoL, Kol dAAa Tva ididpato, dokoi. Kai éni tovtoig &i
1 o7V Bpotov tobTo 70 eidog, kud’ & cidonoeitar & TIétpog kai 6 Tadrog, 10 Gouaticov
&v 1j] dvaotdoel mepitifetar mdlw tij woyi, £nl 10 KpeltTov pHeTafdAlov, oL TAVIKg T0dE Tt
BVIETAYUEVOV TO KT THV TIpdTHY briokeiuevoy. "“Qonep 5& 10 £100¢ 6TL PPl TOd TEPATOC,
KOV Ol XOPpUKTNPEG SOKMGT TOAANV EYELV TAPUALAYNYV, OUTOG VONTEOV Kol &ml TOD Tapdv-
10G, £100C TAVTOV &ivar T uéAlovtl.

o1 Avaykaiov yop TV yoxnyv &v tOmolg GOUATIKOIG dnapyovcay keypfiobal aduact
KATAAMIA0IC TOIC TOTOIS ... PEANOVTOGC KAMPOVOUETV PBuctigiav odpavadv kol v TOmolg
Sapépovoty Ececbat dvaykaiov ypficbal abuact mvevpaticoic- vyl ToU &idovg TOV TPOTE-
poL APUVILOpEVOL ... cupE 6& 0VKETL, GAL" dmep oTE Eyapartnpileto v 11 capki, TOUTO
10paKTnpiofnceTal £V TM TVELUATIKGD GOUATL.

2 Both the Old Testament prophecy and the idea that the spiritual body will be more beautiful
and worthy of love than the material body will return in the Origenian St Gregory of Nyssa, in
his De anima, see my essay and commentary in my Gregorio di Nissa (2007).

% See Emanuela Prinzivalli, ‘Origene ¢ Metodio a confronto su un brano escatologico di
Paolo’, ASE 1 (1984), 129-36.

% TIpénet 8¢ 1@ 0e® Gvoiyetv 10 pvnuelo £kdotov kai 8&ayety &k TV pvnueiov fudg
¢lmomompévoug, domep 6 cotp tov Adlapov elhkvoev EE®.
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and, on the other side, both ‘Gnostic’ exegesis applied to Scripture (for instance,
the Valentinian Heracleon’s interpretation of the Gospel of John) and pagan
exegesis applied to myths, especially the allegorical exegesis of the Platonic
tradition, which tended to annihilate the literal meaning.%

Indeed, both in his Dialogue with Heraclides and in his exegesis of 1Corin-
thians Origen explicitly rejects the position of those heretics who deny the
resurrection of the body. In Dial. Her. 5.12 he declares: ‘only the Church,
against all heresies that deny the resurrection, professes the resurrection of the
dead body’.%® And in In I Cor. 8497 he states that it is heretics who deny the
resurrection: ol no TOV aipécewv ... dbetovoly T® Epyw, €l Kal un @
AOY®, ‘the heretics in fact deny the resurrection, although they do not do so in
words’. In particular, Origen accuses them of interpreting the resurrection
exclusively in an allegorical sense — whereas he himself, as I have mentioned,
interpreted it at both the literal and the spiritual level — and thus denying the
reality and historicity of the Saviour’s resurrection. Therefore, Origen observes
that, if they interpret our resurrection merely in an allegorical sense, they should
do so also in respect to the resurrection of Jesus: &i 8¢ ol &tepddofot
GAANYyopelv Bélovoty TNV TV AvOpoOT®V dvacTacly, dAAnyopeitwoay
Kal v tov Tothpog (In I Cor. 81; 44 Jenkins). For, as Origen makes clear
both in this work and in the Dialogue with Heraclides, our resurrection will be
analogous to that of Christ: avéykn dpoyevi] elvatl thv dvéotacty adTod 11
Gvaotdoetl T@V dvietopévmv. This is why the modality of Christ’s resurrec-
tion and the kind of body he had after it is important also in order to find out
how our resurrected bodies will be. Origen inclines to think that the risen Jesus’
body was of a better substance, melioris substantiae corpus.’® Here substantia,
like in the above-quoted words of Marinus substantia corporis semper

%5 As the Neoplatonist Secundus Salustius said, the facts narrated in myths ‘never happened, but
they are allegories of eternal truths’; Origen, on the contrary, almost always maintains the literal
meaning of the Bible, together with the higher interpretive levels. See 1. Ramelli, Origen and the Stoic
Allegorical Tradition (2006), with detailed evidence, and ead., ‘Giovanni Crisostomo e ’esegesi
scritturale: le scuole di Alessandria e di Antiochia e le polemiche con gli allegoristi pagani’, in Gio-
vanni Crisostomo: Oriente e Occidente tra IV e V secolo. Atti del XXXIII Incontro di Studiosi
dell’Antichita Cristiana, Roma, Istituto Patristico Augustinianum 6-8 maggio 2004, 1 (Rome, 2005),
121-62. A different discourse should be reserved for Plato’s own myths and their exegesis in later
Platonism. On the importance of myth and their role in Plato’s philosophy see Catalin Partenie (ed.),
Plato’s Myths (Cambridge and New York, 2009), esp. Ch. 1: Michael Inwood, ‘Plato’s Eschato-
logical Myths, on the myths found toward the end of Gorgias and Republic’; Ch. 2: David Sedley,
‘Myth, punishment, and politics in the Gorgias’, and Ch. 5: Gianfranco R.F. Ferrari, ‘Glaucon’s
reward, philosophy’s debt: The myth of Er’. Ferrari suggests that in Phaedo and Phaedrus Plato,
more optimistically than in Republic, seems to believe that the philosopher may escape metensomatosis.

% Moévn 1 ékkdnoio mapd Tacag ¢ aipEcelg Gpvovpévac Ty dvactacty dpoloyel
GvOoTAGLY VEKPOL GOWUTOG.

7 Ed. Jenkins, JTS 10 (1909), 45-6.

% Hom. in Luc. 17: ‘Quomodo resurrexerit, utrum ipse et talis qualis mortuus est, an certe in
melioris substantiae corpus resurrexerit’.
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demutetur et defluat, probably does not translate ovcia (indeed, in Marinus’
words it is likely to translate an original brokeipgvov), and Origen’s statement
should definitely not be taken to point to a different body, other than the dead
one, but to the same body, made finer and better in its texture.

Indeed, that Origen, in spite of the accusations levelled against him,* main-
tained, like Adamantius in the Dialogue, that one’s resurrected body will be the
same (hoc idem) as one’s earthly body, and not a different one (non aliud), is
also extremely clear from Princ. 111 6.6:

Non aliud corpus est quod nunc in ignobilitate et in corruptione et in infirmitate utimur,
et aliud erit illud quo in incorruptione et in uirtute et in gloria utemur, sed hoc idem,
abiectis his infirmitatibus, in quibus nunc est, in gloriam transmutabitur, spiritale effec-
tum, ut quod fuit indignitatis uas, hoc ipsum expurgatum fiat uas honoris et beatitudi-
nis habitaculum. In quo statum etiam permanere semper et immutabiliter creatoris
uoluntate credendum est.

It is again those ‘heretics’ who denied the resurrection of the body as professed
by the Church and felt offended by it (‘offenduntur quidam in ecclesiastica fide’)
that Origen counters in Princ. II 10.1-2. Here, he takes up some arguments he
has already developed in his (now lost) treatise De resurrectione.’® First, he
argues that it is necessarily the body that will be resurrected, since only what has
fallen and is dead can be resurrected.”’ Then he observes that the body that each

% Such accusations are reflected, for instance, in Epiphanius, Pan. LXIV 10-2, who supports
the thesis that the present body is the same as the resurrected one, and, like Origen, grounds his
argument in Christ’s resurrected body, but presents Origen as denying the identity of the dead and
the resurrected body: adto 10 GOUE TO YUXIKOV abTd TVELHATIKOV, O Kail O KOpLog MUAV
Gvéotn &k TV VEKPDYV, 0bK dAL0 odpo. §ysipag, GAL adtod T Ov, kal ovy Etepov Tapd TO
8v, 0010 8¢ 10 v gig AentdtnTa HeTOorOV TVELHATIKNY Kol TVELHATIKOV BAOV GLVEVOGAS,
gloepyOpevoc BupdY KEKAEIGUEVOV ... T1 oDV RV TO £ieA0OV QUP®V KEKAEIGUEVDV; dAl0
Topd T0 E0TAVPOUEVOV 1] 00TO TO EGTAVPOUEVOV; TAVTIOG TOV 0b dvvijoy, "Qpiyeveg, un
opoloyijoar adto to datavpwuévov. ELEYYEL o Yap Sl THE Tob Owpd dxpiforoyiag, Emet-
TOV 00T «UT Yivov dmietog, GAAL ToTog». £0e1Ee Yap TOTOV HA®V Kol TOTOV AdYYNG ...
fva 8AEYEN G€, O Benhate ... ESe1le yip kol dotd Kol Séppa kol chpkag, O elpnkev HTL
«1dete 611 mvebpa olpka Kol d6Td ovk ExEl, OG Opaté pe Eyovta». Sixth-century Byzantine
theologian Gobar’s remark that Epiphanius completely misrepresented Origen’s thought (ap. Phot.
Bibl. cod. 232, p. 291b) is particularly applicable in this case. /bid. 72 Epiphanius joins Origen
and the Origenists in the same accusation and levels against the former the charge, that will
become customary, of being excessively influenced by Greek culture: Tovtnoi tg TOV
‘QPLYEVIAGTAV ... MUPOUEVOL TNV TOV KUPLOL AVAGTAGLY TPOTOTIOV OC EINETV, GTOPAOGOUEV
10 YMoypddeg ToU 10b 100 Ppphvov kai Epretddovg poyxOnpod v ddikiav ... obTem kai ov,
® "Qpiyevec, and g Tpoetpnpévig ‘EAnviriic nadeias Toprodeic TOV vodv EERpecac 1ov
10i¢ me1ofeioi oot kai yéyovag adtoic eig Bpdua dnintnpiov, dt” OV adTdg ASiKNCHL
ad1Knoag Tovg TAELOVG.

011 10.1: ‘De quo et in aliis quidem libris, quos de resurrectione scripsimus, plenius dis-
putavimus ... pauca inde repetere non videtur absurdum.’

7V <Si confitentur etiam ipsi quia resurrectio sit mortuorum, respondeant nobis: quid est quod
mortuum est nisi corpus? Corporis ergo resurrectio fiet ... non enim proprie resurgere dicitur
nisi id quod ante ceciderit.’
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one will have at resurrection will be one’s own and not another one (‘non in aliis
quam in nostris corporibus’), but transformed into a spiritual body, that is, with-
out corruption and mortality (‘abiecta corruptione et deposita mortalitate’).
Finally, he explains in what sense these spiritual bodies will be different from
one another, according to the differences listed by Paul in 1Cor. 15:39-42: they
depend on the degrees of spiritual advancement of human beings.

V.9 Origenes qui et Adamantius and the summary of his ideas. Christ’s human
body and soul

At the end of the Dialogue of Adamantius, Eutropius in 866e proclaims the victory
of Origen over Megethius, Droserius, Marinus, Valens, and Marcus, ‘declinantes
a uia recta et ecclesiasticis dogmatibus’ (the corresponding Greek has frequent
interpolations’?). In his public disputations Origen likewise played the role of
defender of Christian orthodoxy. It is at this point that in Rufinus’ translation we
find the explicit statement that Adamantius is none other than Origen, when Eutro-
pius declares that ‘uiae autem ueritatis idoneus satis et fidelis assertor est Ori-
genes, qui et Adamantius.” It seems to me probable that it is not Rufinus who
added the name of Origen here, as it is commonly assumed, but rather the extant
Greek that eliminated it, whereas the original text had it. For, first of all, the Cap-
padocians cite the Dialogue of Adamantius as Dialogue of Origen; moreover, the
expression qui et + alternative name or byname is a translation of the formula ‘6
xai + alternative name or byname’, which is typically Greek (indeed, it is the same
formula that Epiphanius and others use when they introduce Origen’s byname, as
I have shown), and in the Greek manuscripts at this point (871b) another passage
is present, which in the Latin lacks any correspondence and which is badly corrupt
and manifestly secondary. Here Eutropius also expresses the wish of embracing
the orthodox faith himself. Likewise, in Eustathius’ last remarks (871c-872a), the
Greek is full of additions that find no parallel in the Latin and that the editor
himself considered to be later interpolations.”

In this concluding passage, Eutropius summarizes Adamantius’ positions, as
they have been defended in the Dialogue and as an expression of orthodoxy:
qui nobis quoque ostendit rectae fidei indeclinabilem, euidentissimam lineam.
This is his summary:

unum et solum deum nobis euidenter ostendit, non aduentitium, non alienum, non igno-
tum, non nouum et incolam uel hospitem alienae creaturae, sed eum qui propriae condi-
tionis et facturae sit dominus, cui subiecta sint omnia, cui non materia coaeterna, nec
aliud aliquid aequale illi, qui ex nullis exstantibus iuxta rationem uniuersa creauerit,
cuius uerbum ac filius, assumens hominis naturam, id est animam et carnem, dispensa-

72 These are recognized also by the editor, W.H. van de Sande Bakhuyzen (1901), 236.
73 W.H. van de Sande Bakhuyzen (1901), 240.
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tionem humanae salutis expleuerit, non erubescens assumere quod ipse creauerit, ut et
salutem his quos esse fecerat largiretur. Qui pro sua pietate etiam resuscitaturum se
hominem repromisit, cum corpore pariter immortalitatem positurum et beatitudinis gloria
creatoris liberalitate donandum, qui et secundum arbitrii libertatem iuste omnes asseritur
ad iudicium uocaturus, cui nihil obsistere potest, cui omnis potestas subiecta est.

It is notable that all these were also Origen’s ideas. What is more, the thesis
that Christ assumed both a human body and a human soul is typical of Origen
(against almost all other early Christian authors; he will be followed by few
theologians, such as Gregory Nazianzen), just as the joint assertion of both the
judgment, grounded in each rational creature’s free will, and salvation, grounded
in divine providence and Christ’s assumption of humanity.

The idea that Christ assumed not only a human body, but also a human soul
is indeed supported by Origen, in Princ. II 8.2, in which, once more against
any docetism, he declares that Christ, ‘sicut uere carnem habuit, ita uere et
animam habuit’. In Princ. IV 4.3 Origen insists on this,”* and in II 6.5 he
affirms that ‘rationabilem animam esse in Christo’.”> This soul took up a body
from Mary (‘de Maria corpus adsumit’, Princ. IV 4.5). In Princ. 11 8.4 Origen
considers Christ to be a compound of a body, a soul, and a spirit, where the
soul is described as the intermediate element between the two others (‘medium
quiddam esse animam inter “carnem infirmam” et “spiritum promptum”’). In
Princ. 11 6.4 he says that it is the union of Christ’s soul with the Logos to con-
stitute Christ: ‘anima cum uerbo Dei Christus efficitur’;’® likewise in Princ.
IV 4.4: ‘cum uerbo Dei immaculate foederatione (anima) coniuncta est, et per
hoc, sola omnium animarum, peccati incapax fuit’ (see also II 6.6). Christ’s
soul had adhered to the Logos and Wisdom since the beginning, and thus
became one and the same spirit (unus spiritus) with it; here Origen also returns
to the mediatory function of Christ’s soul (Princ. II 6.3),”7 which performed all
of Christ’s works and movements (Princ. 11 6.7).

The last passage in the Dialogue, coming soon after the above-quoted refer-
ence to the final judgment, is an allusion to 1Cor. 15:24-8. There are further
discrepancies between the Latin and the extant Greek: whereas the former has

74 “Suscepit non solum corpus humanum, ut quidam putant, sed et animam, nostrarum quidem
animarum similem per naturam ... qualis omnes uoluntates et dispensationes uerbi ac sapientiae
indeclinabiliter posset implere’.

75 See also II 6.5: ‘Fuisse quidem in Christo humana et rationabilis anima credenda est, et
nullum sensum uel possibilitatem eam putandum est habuisse peccati’.

76 The conceptual distinction between Christ and the divine Logos was already present in
Clement (the unity of the Logos in his thought is questioned, but I think it should be maintained).
See my ‘Clement’s Notion of the Logos “All Things as One”’, in Zlatko Plese, Rainer Hirsch-
Luipold (eds), Alexandrian Personae: Scholarly Culture and Religious Traditions in Ancient
Alexandria (1st ct. BCE-4ct. CE) (Tiibingen, 2013).

7T ‘Hac ergo substantia animae inter Deum carnemque mediante ... nascitur Deus-homo, illa
substantia media exsistente cui utique contra naturam non erat corpus assumere’.
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that it would be right that all kings and princes and all humanity submit to Christ
(‘cui obtemperare reges terrae et principes populorum atque omne conuenit
humanum genus’), the latter speaks of this submission as a matter of fact, and
moreover adds the mention of bishops, who are altogether absent in the Latin,
and of a gathering of kings and princes in the church and their obedience to the
bishops.”® Also, the key notion that Christ’s assumption of human nature is indis-
pensable to human salvation is repeated here in the Latin, and I have shown that
it is crucial to Origen’s Christology and soteriology (as it will be to Athanasius’).

V.10 Adamantius’ debate with the Valentinians: creation, matter, evil, and free
will

Adamantius’ discussion with the Valentinians also reveals telling details in
respect to my present argument. It takes place in Book IV and begins precisely
with the problem of God, evil, creation, and matter, the same that were interest-
ing to Maximus, Origen, and Eusebius.

V.10.1 Evil, matter, qualities, creation, and theodicy

Droserius, a Valentinian, in order to free God from the accusation of being
responsible for evil, claims that evil derives from matter, which he conceives
as coeternal with God and not created by God (841b-d).” The same concern
for theodicy is displayed by Droserius in 844a: ‘Ualentinus, ut ostenderet deum
non esse mali causam, propterea materiae ascribit mala, ut non ex deo sed ex
materia esse uiderentur.” Adamantius’ refutation is the selfsame as Origen’s.
Indeed, just as Adamantius in 842cd bases himself on Gen. 1:1-2 to affirm that
God created everything and there exists nothing that is said by Scripture not to
have been created by God, in the same way Origen in his Homilies on Genesis
— what is extant of his exegesis of the Hexaémeron after the unfortunate loss
of his Commentary on Genesis —, at the very beginning (1.1) remarks that Gen.
1:1 (“in principium fecit deus caelum et terram’) proves that God is the prin-
ciple of all, principium omnium, so that it is utterly excluded that there is
another principle coeternal with God and independent of God. The words that
Adamantius’ opponent in the Dialogue takes as a proof of the existence of an
uncreated matter (‘terra autem erat inuisibilis et incomposita’) and that

8 & Sikaing hatpevet 7| oikovpévn mdca Kol 1O TOV EMoKOTOV GTidoc, ETL PNV Kai 1O
ToVTOV S1duckareiov, oig edoePMOS TEOOHEVOL GuVvayeAdlovTal Pacthels Kol TavTeS dpy-
ovteg (871f-872a).

7 *Deum dicere horum [sc. malorum] factorem non mihi uidebatur pium, neque quod ab ipso
habeant substantiam, uel quod ab ipso subsistant mala ... uidetur mihi esse aliquid ipsi coaeter-
num, cuius nomen sit materia [in the Greek parallel: VAn], ex qua omnia quae sunt creauerit ...
et ex ipsa materia uidentur esse mala’.
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Adamantius demonstrates not to be such a proof at all, are the very same as
Origen in Princ. IV 4.6 declares to be evidence of matter’s original lack of form
and order, and not of its coeternity with God:

inuisibilem namque et incompositam terram: non aliud eis Moyses quam informem
materiam uisus est indicare ... abnuimus ingenitam uel infectam dici debere materiam
secundum haec quae in prioribus prout potuimus ostendimus.

It is manifest that Origen’s argument is exactly the same as Adamantius’ in the
Dialogue.

In Princ. 1 3.3 Origen also rejects the hypothesis of the coeternity of matter
with God, precisely within an argument that aims at demonstrating that God
created all, just as Adamantius does in the Dialogue:

Quod autem a deo uniuersa creata sint nec sit ulla substantia quae non ab eo hoc ipso
ut esset acceperit, ex multis totius scripturae adsertionibus conprobatur, repudiatis
atque depulsis his, quae a quibusdam falso perhibentur, uel de materia deo coaeterna
uel de ingenitis animabus.

Origen’s argument and Adamantius’ argument are identical. Origen brings
about another argument in Princ. I 4.3 in order to demonstrate that matter was
created by God.?

That Origen maintained that God created all realities, including matter, is also
attested by Rufinus in his Apology to Anastasius 6,%' and is clearly proved by a
Greek text of Origen himself: Comm. in lo. 1.17 (IV 22.14), where he polemi-
cises against those — among Christians, mainly Gnostics and Marcionites,*? the
same as Adamantius opposes in the Dialogue — who considered matter to be
uncreated (6 y€vntog) and contends that God created everything from non-being:
£E ovk dvtov 1o dvta &noinoev 6 0e6¢.®? Likewise in Princ. II 1.4 Origen
attacks those Gnostics who assumed the coeternity of matter with God: he
admires their mind, but rejects their doctrine.3* His refutation is linear: ‘quomodo

80 “Interrogabimus eos: materia facta est aut ingenita, id est infecta? Et si quidem dixerint
quia infecta est ... requiremus ab eis si materiae pars quidem aliqua deus, pars autem mundus
est. Si uero responderint de materia quia facta est, sine dubio consequetur ut eum, quem deum
dicunt, factum esse fateantur, quod utique nec ipsorum nec nostra ratio admittit’.

81 Factas iam ... tunc cum omnia deus creauerit ex nihilo, nunc eas iudicio suo dispenset in
corpore. Hoc sentit et Origenes et nonnulli alii Graecorum’.

82 A contemporary of Origen, Tertullian, attests this for Marcion in Adv. Marc. 1.15: ‘Mundum
ex aliqua materia subiacente molitus est, innata et infecta et contemporali Deo’.

8 On creatio ex nihilo in Origen see Panayiotis Tzamalikos, ‘Creation ex nihilo in Origen:
Rebuttal of a Tragic Historical Bias’, in Papers in Honour of Professor Emeritus G. Nitsiotas
(Thessaloniki, 1994), 1157-1208; Gerhard May, Creatio ex nihilo: The Doctrine of ‘Creation out
of Nothing’ in Early Christian Thought, English tr. A.S. Worrall (Edinburgh, 1994). Justin, 1Apol.
10,2 refers to a creation out of unformed matter (4€ audpdov HANG); see also 1Apol. 59.

84 “Nescio quomodo tanti et tales uiri ingenita [materiam], id est non ab ipso Deo factam
conditore omnium putauerunt, sed fortuitam quandam eius naturam uirtutemque dixerunt ...
ingenitam dicentes esse materiam deoque ingenito coaeternam’.
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ergo non uidebitur impium id ingenitum dicere quod, si factum a deo credatur,
tale sine dubio inuenitur quale et illud est quod ingenitum dicitur?’ Moreover,
in 844b Adamantius claims that it is not by making matter coeternal with God
and the cause of evil that one can liberate God from the charge of being respon-
sible for evil (‘et uide quia non ex hoc ostenditur deus malorum causa non esse,
quod materia subicitur quae mali posse causam suscipere uideatur’).®> Adaman-
tius argues that, even if God has not created matter as a substance, he has cer-
tainly created its qualities, and the problem of God’s responsibility for evil
remains.

Now, precisely the problem of the creation of matter’s qualities by God is
treated by Origen at length in his [Tepi "Apydv. In IT 1.4 he, exactly like Ada-
mantius in the Dialogue, holds that God created both matter and its qualities,
and in IV 4.7 Origen states that no substance can ever exist without qualities
(‘numquam substantia sine qualitate subsistit, sed intellectu solo discernitur hoc
quod subiacet corporibus et capax est qualitatis, esse materia’), which is of
basic import for his argument concerning the creation of matter ex nihilo
against its pre-existence without qualities. Indeed, he strongly criticizes those
who maintain that matter is uncreated but qualities were created by God, but
at the same time assert that matter exclusively consists in qualities®’ (this point
will be taken over by Gregory of Nyssa, according to whom matter consists in
the union of intelligible qualities, which explains how God created it while
being totally immaterial and intelligible, and rules out the pre-existence of a
material substratum without qualities®®). Origen goes on to refute those who
think that a pre-existent matter was subsequently given qualities (‘subiacenti
cuidam materiae additas extrinsecus qualitates’). But matter without qualities
can only be contemplated by the intellect, and in IV 4.8 Origen adduces exam-
ples from Scripture, such as Psalm 138:16 or Enoch 21:1, where he envisages
a reference to this kind of contemplation, by which matter is separated from
qualities sensu solo ac ratione. His conclusion makes it clear that Origen, just
as Adamantius in the Dialogue, engages in the discussion of qualities in rela-
tion to matter in order to support the doctrine of creatio ex nihilo by denying
the pre-existence of uncreated matter (Princ. IV 4.8).%° That this doctrine was

85 The extant Greek is somewhat different: dpavepod yap yevopévov 100 Adyov kad’ dv
TpOTOV £0TL T8 KoK, Kol 8Tt ody 0olov 1€ &oTt einelv dvaitiov 1@V Kaxd®v T0v Oeov £k T
VANV adTt® drotiBévat, Thv Totabtny drovolay dvatpeicBai pot dokel.

86 ‘Hanc ergo materiam, quae tanta et talis est ut et sufficere ad omnia mundi corpora quae
esse deus uoluit queat.. recipiens in se qualitates quas ipse uoluisset imponere’.

87 ‘Omnes qui materiam infectam dicunt, qualitates a deo factas esse confitentur, inueniatur
per hoc etiam secundum ipsos nec materia esse infecta, siquidem qualitates sint omnia’.

8 See Cinzia Arruzza, ‘La matiére immatérielle chez Grégoire de Nysse’, FZPhTh 54 (2007),
215-23.

8 “Omnia quae sunt a Deo facta esse, et nihil esse quod factum non sit praeter naturam Patris
et Filii et Spiritus Sancti’.
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held by Origen is proved, as I have demonstrated, not only by his Ilepi
*Apy®v, in passages of which we only have Rufinus’ translation, but also by
his Commentary on John, and moreover, as I shall show, also in his Contra
Celsum, both of which are extant in their original Greek.

Soon after, in Dialogue of Adamantius 844d Valens appears to propose an
alternative theory, which Adamantius has to refute: ‘mihi ita uidetur quod
materia qualitates secum habeat coaeternas; ideo namque et mala ex ipsis
manasse dico, ut uere in nullo malo malorum causa deo ascribatur, sed totum
materiae.” As is evident, the fundamental problem is always theodicy: it is
necessary to exclude that God is responsible for evil. Adamantius’ refutation is
simple: to affirm that both matter and its qualities have existed ab aeterno
together with God is tantamount to maintaining that God created nothing (‘tan-
tum uerbo deum conditorem dicis’).”® The Greek word for conditor is dnpt-
ovpyoOc, the same that designates the Demiurge in Plato’s Timaeus, and indeed
Valens’ defence is inspired by Plato’s conception of ‘creation’ as ‘ordination’.
Valens contends that God is creator insofar as he changed matter’s qualities
into a better order.”! But this line of thought reveals its weakness, again, when
it comes to theodicy: if God’s transformation of these qualities was a change
into better, the origin of evil remains obscure, and if God took only good
qualities for creation, leaving the bad aside, it would seem that God could not,
or did not want to, eliminate evil (845c-e).

In the Dialogue, the debate over matter’s qualities entirely depends on the
larger question of creation.”? In this connection, a deep similarity is to be found
with Origen’s extant Greek works. In his Contra Celsum, just as in the Dia-
logue of Adamantius, Origen has to face the doctrine of the eternity of pre-
existent matter deprived of qualities and subsequently endowed with them by
the demiurge. In CC 3.41-2 he refers to the Greek philosophers’ teaching on
this issue.”® The same doctrine of the demiurge providing matter with qualities
is mentioned again in 4.57, but without the pre-existence of matter, in which
way it is acceptable to the Christians, too: ITgpi 0& tov TNV drokepéEVNY

9% These words in Rufinus’ version are attributed to Adamantius, whereas in the extant Greek
they are ascribed to Eutropius. In both, then, it is Eutropius who explains (845a): ‘Si coaeterna
erat materia deo et qualitates nihilominus coaeternae materiae, superfluum est quod dicis, esse
conditorem mundi deum’; €l TpovnNpy eV N DAN, GLUVLTNPYOV OE KOl Al TOLOTNTEG, TEPLGGOV
TO AEYELY ONULIOLPYOV TOV OEOV.

o' ‘Permanente subsantia, conuersionem quandam fecisse qualitatum, ex qua uidetur huius
mundi a deo machina perornata’; TpOTNV TV TOV TOLOTHTOV 00T TETONKEVAL, KaO® fjv
TNV TOUdE TOV KOGHOL YEVESLY DO TOL B0 yeyovévar Aéym, 845c¢.

92 See now the chapter on Origen in Charlotte Kockert, Christliche Kosmologie und kaiser-
zeitliche Philosophie (Tiibingen, 2009).

% Toig Omd ‘EAMAvov Aeyopévolg mepl thg @ i8ie Aoye dmoiov Bing, moidtnrag
augiarouévyg, 6moiag 6 dnpovpyog Podrietal adth mepLTiféval, Kol TOAAOKIG TOG HEV
npotépag Grnotifepévne kpeittovag 8¢ kail daddpovg Gvarappavovong ... dvvatov
aueiferv mo1otnTag TV DTOKEREVNV TACALS TOLOTNGLY VANV.
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ANV SeKTIKNV £lvOl TOLOTATOV, OV O dnuovpyds Podretatl, mavTeg ol
npovotlay mopadeEapnevol kotaokevalopev: kol Boviouévouv pev Beod
TO10T1N G TO1adl VOV &07TL TPl TNVOE TNV DANV EETC 8€ To1adl, Pép’ eimely,
Beltiov kol dtadépovaoa.

In 4.56 the polemic focuses again upon matter’s reception of qualities from
God: Origen observes that, if Celsus is not willing to concede that God created
anything corruptible, he cannot explain from whom matter received its qualities,”
and in 4.57 he opposes Celsus’ view that the (supposed!) spontaneous generation
of insects from other animals proves that God is not the creator of all things:
Origen demolishes this argument by having recourse, again, to qualities, whose
transformations require an ordering mind.”® That matter receives its qualities from
the creator/demiurge is repeated by Origen in 6.77.% Discussion of philosophical
views of matter, qualities, and their transformation in De or. 4.27 confirms the
centrality of this issue in Origen’s thought. It is no accident that Basil and Greg-
ory of Nazianzus excerpted this section, corresponding to Eusebius’ excerpt from
an enigmatic ‘Maximus’, in their Philocalia.

V.10.2 Free will and the (unsubstantial) origin of evil

At this point of the debate, the next problem to be solved is the following: if
evil comes neither from God nor from an original matter, where does it come
from? (n60ev 1 Kaxd, unde sint mala, 846¢). Now, once again, Adamantius’
answer is exactly the same as Origen’s: ‘mala neque secundum naturam neque
secundum substantiam, sed ex animi propositum fiunt et ex abitrii libertatem
aut in actibus aut in uoluntatibus inueniuntur’; in the extant Greek: t0 xoxd
o00¢ Kato Puoy 00dE Kat® odoiav, o0dE kab’ dmocTaciv &oTly, GAAL
TPOT® yivovTal T0 Kok &k ThHg avteEovototntog (ibid.). Origen repeats
everywhere in his works, from ITgpi "Apy®dv onward, that it is rational crea-
tures’ free will that makes them tpémetv toward good or evil, because they do
not possess the Good in a substantial and stable manner, as only God does.
What Adamantius adds (‘Non ergo quis malus est ex eo quod est, sed ex eo
quod agit, et ita inueniuntur mala non esse substantiae sed substantiis accidentia
... per arbitrii libertatem’), is typical of Origen’s argument against Valentinian-
ism, adduced by him especially in Princ. III and elsewhere: rational creatures are
not good or evil by nature, but as a fruit of their choices. Adamantius’ claim that
‘nihil esse omnino natura malum, sed in solo proposito dici malum’, corresponds

% Tag moldTTag ovk 0ida kotd Kéhsov, Tov pur 8éhovia ¢pOaptov Tt Epyov eivat Tod
Ogov, bno Tivog Aapfdvovoa.

9 Tdc mo1dTNTAC, OVK 016’ OMdBev obhTm TeTayNévac 8K TOVSE T6Gde yivesOat, ovyi
Bsiov TIvOC Adyou Epyov gival, Tag &v T HAN motdttag dpsifovioc. See also 4.75.

% Kai 00 Oovpactov v ddoet Tpentiyv kol dAloiotnyv xai &ig mavta & Bovietatl &
dnpovpydg HANV petafAnTnv Kol miong moldtntog, fiv 6 teyxvitng PovAietal, dEKTIKNY,
O0TE pev Eyxev moldTnTo KTA.



256 I.L.E. RAMELLI

again to one of the most important metaphysical tenets of Origen: the ontological
non-subsistence of evil. Adamantius’ contention that free will is a gift of God to
human beings (848¢)*’ entirely corresponds to Origen’s own position — this the-
sis, in turn, finds a very close correspondence in Bardaisan, whose thought was
known to Origen and his followers, especially Eusebius and Didymus.”® And
Adamantius’ remark that freewill was given to humans in order that, ‘in qua
uelint parte obtemperandi sibi facultate concessa, cum sponte se subdiderint dei
legibus, et non naturali necessitate constricti, sed amore eius prouocati, imita-
tione dei deligant meliora ... idcirco ergo concessa est eis libertas arbitrii, ut ad
meliora se latius possint extendere et remunerationem obedientiae promereri’, is
in complete harmony with Origen’s convictions, exposed, e.g., in Princ. IV 4.8%°
and his insistence on the excellence of dydann over ¢opog and of instruction and
persuasion and voluntary adhesion to the Good over necessity. These concep-
tions, deriving mainly from Paul and Plato respectively, are perfectly consistent
with Origen’s theory of divine pedagogy and, ultimately, with his eschatology
characterized by the apokatastasis and a radical metaphysical optimism.'® For
Origen placed in the telos not only the recovery of God’s image (eik@®Vv), but also
the achievement of likeness (dpoimwaoic) with God, which is voluntary in that it
depends on each one’s effort and will.!!

Adamantius’ subsequent comment that, if humans had not been gifted with
free will, they would be like inanimate things, such as elements (si enim ita
factus fuisset homo rationabilis ut est unum aliquod ex elementis, uerbi gratia
ut est aqua uel terra, quae nihil aliud potest esse quam hoc quod est, id est
quae neque in melius proficere neque in deterius labi potest, nihil utique homo
uel actuum suorum uel propositi gratiae haberet ac muneris, ubi non industriae
officium sed uis naturae sola subsisteret), is remarkably similar to Bardaisan’s
argument in the Liber Legum Regionum:

God has glorified the human being over many creatures, and has made it equal to
angels. Look at the sun, the moon, the starred sky... and see that free will is not granted
them upon themselves, but they are all fixed in the command of having to do all that

97 ‘A deo quidem tales factos esse homines non dico, sed libertatem sui arbitrii ab eo con-
secutos’. In the extant Greek: ODmO pev 100 Bgod TOLG AVOPpDOTOLE TO10OTOVG YEYOVEVAL OU
dnu, avteovotov 8¢ oV Gvbpwmov Aéym, TobTo péyiotov bo Beol keyxapicbul AEymv
adT®.

%8 See my Bardaisan of Edessa (2009).

9 “Volens Deus, qui natura bonus est, habere quibus bene faceret, et qui adeptis suis bene-
ficiis laetarentur, fecit se dignas creaturas, id est quae eum digne capere possent, quos et “ genui-
sse se filios” dicit’. But a number of other texts of Origen could be mentioned.

100 For the roots of the excellence of love upon fear in Philo and its relation to Origen see my
‘Philosophical Allegoresis of Scripture in Philo and Its Legacy in Gregory of Nyssa’, StudPhilon
20 (2008), 55-99. For Origen’s claim that the adhesion of all rational creatures to the Good must
be voluntary and that it will be completely achieved in the telos see my Gregorio di Nissa (2007),
integrative essay I.

01 See my Gregorio di Nissa (2007), integrative essay 1L
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they are ordered to do...!9 Therefore it will become clear to you that God’s goodness
has been great toward the human being, who has been gifted with free will more than
all these elements of which we have spoken.!%?

V.11 Theodicy and apokatastasis. Trimming in the extant Greek

Adamantius’ argument in 843bff. that two entities that are not generated and
are uncreated cannot subsist together is the same as that expounded by Maxi-
mus of Tyre (Dialexis 41, in connection with a broader theodicy issue on evil,
matter, and God), with whom also, I suspect, Origen might have been acquaint-
ed.'® And it is again the problem of theodicy that occasions and introduces
Adamantius’ important treatment of apokatastasis in 848e,'% which certainly
constitutes one of the most outstanding points of contact with Origen’s think-
ing, including his dealing with all rational creatures, his insistence on the nega-
tion of a ultimate dndActo, and his use of the parable of the lost sheep in
reference to the apokatastasis. Adamantius, in fact, offers here a real abridg-
ment of Origen’s philosophy of history and eschatology:

Si labitur quis et decidat, a diuina eius prouidentia nusquam prorsus abscedat, nec
omnino aliquid sit quod illi penitus pereat. Et super omnia adhuc illud uidendum est,
quod ad cunctam rationabilem naturam quanta et quam minima pars homo est, qui
similiter ut ceterae omnes rationabiles naturae arbitrii uoluntate!°® donatus est, qui
tamen uelut ouis errans per ignorantiae montes et colles boni pastoris humeris repor-
tatus est et restitutus est ad illas nonaginta et nouem oues quae non errauerunt. Quid
ergo tibi uidetur, qui hoc ita sentis? Ne una erraret ouicula, nonaginta et nouem ouium
profectus et gloria debuit impediri? Impeditum namque fuerat, si naturae rationabili
libertas arbitrii, per quam illae nonaginta et nouem in summis excelsis profectibus
permanserunt, non fuisset indulta, quandoquidem nec eorum qui quo modo oberrauer-
ant salutem dispensatio diuina despexerit, sed stadium quoddam praesentem hunc et

102 Examples follow at this point, concerning celestial bodies, earth, sea, winds, efc.

103 For a methodical investigation into the close similarities between Origen and Bardaisan see
I. Ramelli, ‘Origen, Bardaisan, and the Origin of Universal Salvation’, HTR 102 (2009), 135-68.

104 For all this I refer to my ‘Maximus on Evil’, Adamantius 16 (2010), 230-55.

105 The problem with which this section begins — in full continuity with the immediately
preceding discussion — is that of God’s foreknowledge of the original sin and choice not to prevent
it: ‘Quodsi et hoc obicias, praescisse Deum quod homo per arbitrii libertatem magis deligeret ut
ad inferiora conscendere, et ideo non debuisse talem fieri eum quale sciret omnino lapsurum’.
Adamantius’ reply to this objection is double: first, he says that ‘non est iusti iudicii ex praesci-
entia damnari aliquid quod re et opere non sit admissum’. The second motive (‘Tum deinde qui
hoc ita dicit illud uult intellegi ut timore quodam prohiberi debuerit Deus ne faceret id quod
metueret ne laberetur, cum utique, si labitur quis et decidat, a diuina eius prouidentia nusquam
prorsus abscedat’) introduces the treatment of the apokatastasis itself, which I am going to discuss.

106 T suspect that this might have to be emended into /ibertate. Soon after Rufinus uses again
libertas arbitrii, which renders the Greek avteovaiov.



258 I.L.E. RAMELLI

uisibilem mundum posuerit, in quo, concertantium et aduersantium agone moderato,
certaminis praemia proposuerit regressum ad pristinum statum, dum per arbitrii liber-
tatem quae illuc ducunt eligi et nihilominus et respui quae non sinunt possunt.

This not only is significant in itself, but it is also all the more revealing in that
this discussion is completely lacking in the extant Greek. It is only present in
Rufinus’ version, which is likely to be much closer to the original than the
Greek we have today. Whereas it is generally assumed that Rufinus added this
passage, I think it is far more probable that the original text did include it, and
Rufinus translated it, but it was subsequently expurgated in the Greek by oppo-
nents of the apokatastasis theory. This extensive athetesis probably took place
after the official condemnation of Origenism under Justinian — I have argued
that the extant Greek is quite late, as is indicated by its linguistic features —, all
the more in that soon after (849a) Adamantius is declared to have expressed
the orthodox position.'”” Rufinus, on the contrary, had no problem in leaving
the passage in its place, given that, in his view, Origen’s position was indeed
orthodox (for he identified Adamantius with Origen).

That Rufinus’ Latin is a translation from an original Greek text is suggested
by the presence of Greek loanwords such as stadium and agon, which moreover
represent extremely common metaphors in Origen,'® and by the expression
‘regressum ad pristinum statum’, which is the translation of 1| €i¢ 10 dpyaiov
droxoartdotaotc. This phrase and conception is typical of Origen, and of Nys-
sen, who took it over from Origen, in many places and especially in De anima,
where he defines twice the dvaotacic as 1| €ic 10 dpyoiov ATOKUTUGTAOLS
of our (i.e., human) nature. Origen’s use of the phrase €ig t0 dpyaiov
drokaBictnut is well attested by Jerome, Ep. ad Avit. 3: ‘per genus hominum
reuertantur ad pristinum statum’, which clearly translates the above-mentioned
Greek phrase. What is more, in Princ. II 1.1 Rufinus’ translation ‘restituere in
statum initii sui’ surely renders dmoxafictnpt €ig 10 dpyatov. The whole
sentence is, ‘praecipue si intueamur illum finem per quem omnia restituenda

107 Immediately after the conclusion of Adamantius’ exposition of the apokatastasis as a response
to an objection originating from the problem of theodicy (see above), Eutropius, the judge, states:
‘Haec non solum ignorantes docere, uerum et stultos ac sine sensu homines informare ad intelle-
gentiam possunt, tam recti et integri dogmatis explanatio est. Et ideo superfluum puto, cum haec tam
euidentia tamque pespicua apparent, ipsis diutius immorari. Uidentur etenim mihi dogma ueritatis
et catholicae ecclesiae assertores uelut fons quidam esse fluentis perennibus lauans’. Eutropius goes
on to proclaim the defeat of Droserius and Valens, who are invited ‘a dogmatum peruersitate desist-
ere’. It is patent that the ‘assertors of the true doctrine and of the catholic church’ are to be identified
with Adamantius. It is meaningful that this declaration is present also in the extant Greek, where,
according to the text as we have it now, it cannot refer to Adamantius’ refutation of the theodicy
objection that the divinity in its prescience should have abstained from letting the human being freely
choose between Good and evil, lest it choose evil. It ought to refer back to Adamantius’ defence of
human freewill as a gift from God that differentiates humans from inanimate objects.

108 See Leonardo Lugaresi, Il teatro di Dio. Il problema degli spettacoli nel Cristianesimo
antico (Brescia, 2008), 518-22.
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in statum initii sui libro superiore dissertum est.” Soon after, Origen explains
how 10 &pyoiov is to be understood: ‘illa initii unitate atque concordia in qua
a deo primitus procreati sunt ... illo bonitatis statum.” The same concept
returns in Princ. III 6.6, and there is also an attestation directly in Origen’s
Greek, in Co. lo. 13.3.13: €ic épolov 1@ Gpynbev drokataotécg, which
closely corresponds to the aforementioned expression in the Dialogue.

Furthermore, Adamantius’ phrase ‘in statum initii sui’ suggests that the orig-
inal condition, exempt from sin, belonged to the human being as its proper
state: Origen characterizes the apokatastasis as a return to what is one’s own
and familiar (gig t0 oixeia) in Hom. in Jer. 14.18.1'% A comparison can be
drawn with Princ. 1 3.8, where the apokatastasis is described (in Rufinus’ trans-
lation) as a ‘redire ad statum suum ac rursum statuere id quod per neglegent-
iam fuerat elapsum.” Now, ‘rursum statuere’ translates a form of dmokaficTnpt,
and ‘ad statum suum’ renders gig 10 oikelov, which expresses the same con-
cept as in Origen’s Homilies on Jeremiah: the apokatastasis will be a return to
the state that was proper to the human being at the beginning, a return to one’s
true nature, as it was in God’s plan. Likewise, the original state characterized
by beatitude, to which at the apokatastasis all will be brought back, is described
by Origen in Princ. 1 6.2 as ‘proper’ and ‘properly belonging to’ the human
being: redire et restitui [sc. dnokabictnul] ‘ad statum suae beatitudinis’.
Indeed, suae very probably renders a form of oikeiog.

Also, ‘restitutus est’ in the Dialogue undoubtedly renders dmokatectdom
or another passive form of droxaBictnui, as well as ‘restitutio’ perfectly cor-
responds to drokatdotacts. This is the case also with Princ. 11 5.7, where
Origen is describing the universal apokatastasis as a result of the submission
of all to Christ:!!!

inimicorum quae dicitur Filio Dei esse subiectio salutaris quaedam intellegatur et utilis,
ut, sicut cum dicitur Filius Patri subiectus, perfecta uniuersae creaturae restitutio
declaratur, ita cum Filio Dei inimici dicuntur esse subiecti, subiectorum salus in eo
intellegatur et reparatio perditorum.

A parallel instance is also to be found in Princ. III 6.9, where Christ’s reign
bringing about universal apokatastasis, i.e., the perfecting and restoration of all,
is described as a period of illumination and instruction.''?

109 “Tync cum omnia restituentur ut unum sint, et cum Deus fuerit omnia in omnibus, infinitis et
immensis labentibus saeculis ... restitutae fuerint omnes rationabiles animae in huiuscemodi statum’.

10 Ay todto t4de Aéyer KOprog &av &motpéynge, kol drokatactiom 6€. TadTo TAALY
Aéyetal mpog Ekaactov, Ov mapokarécel O Be0c EmoTpéyat Tpog AdTOV. LLGTHPLOV dE pot
dokel évtavba dnrovcebal év 1@ drokatactiiowm ge. ovdelg dnokabicTtotor €ic TIve TOTOV
UNdap®dG ToTE YEVOUEVOG KET, GAL’ /) drokatdatacic datv gig ta oikela.

11 See my ‘Christian Soteriology’ (2007).

12 “In consummatione et restitutione omnium ... Christus dominus, qui est rex omnium, reg-
num ipse suscipiet, id est post eruditionem sanctarum uirtutum, eos qui eum capere possunt
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Adamantius’ statement that the apokatastasis is the reward for the agonistic
effort of virtue (‘certaminis praemia ... regressum ad pristinum statum’) per-
fectly corresponds to Origen’s statement in Comm. in lo. 13.46.299: tov uig6ov
70D Kupiov HudV drorapPaver ivor v @V Oepriopévay cotpiov Kol
anokatdotacty T@ Gvarovectal adtov én’ avtolc. What is more, the asso-
ciation of the terms ‘agon’ and ‘certamina’ for the description of the present
world as a place of exercise and trial in view of the ultimate end in Adaman-
tius’ piece on the apokatastasis finds a stunningly precise correspondence in
Origen, Hom. Gen. 16.7, where he is allegorizing Jacob’s descent into Egypt
as the descent of the rational creature into this world, he uses the very same
terms in an identical context (of course, here too in Rufinus’ translation): ‘in
carne positi agones mundi huius et certamina sustinemus’. And the homilies,
too, like the dialogues, reflect Origen’s oral, initially impromptu, performances.

In Adamantius’ discussion of the apokatastasis there is also a reference to
the parable of the lost sheep (Luke 15:3-7) and to Jesus’ action of restoration.
This is a parable on which Origen particularly insists, and which he refers
precisely to the apokatastasis, which in his thought proves to be grounded pri-
marily in Christ.'"* Only in his extant Greek works, there are many passages in
which the soteriological value of this parable is highlighted, for instance, fr.
58b-c on Luke, where he cites John 10:11 joint to Matth. 18:12 and Luke 15:3-
7.11% Even more explicit about the connection between the parable of the lost
sheep and the doctrine of universal salvation is Fr. in Ps. 118.176.'> In Fr. in
Jer. fr. 28, too, the parable is related to Jesus’ action of saving what is lost or
has perished and to his unifying action (unity is one of the essential traits of
the apokatastasis according to Origen):

IIpoBatov dnoty dg Evog memhavnuévov. Kal &v edayyeiim 8¢ dnowv: & vidg Tov
avlponov RABevV ExinTtiicul kol ool T0 droiwidc. kol &v T Tapafori] 8¢ &v
8K TOV EKOTOV GTOAETO POVOV, dTep HA0ey ebpeiv & dmdnuncag Totuny, d¢ Kol
&mi 1OV AUV dvarafov drédmre T® ApOu® tdv évevikovta kail Evvéa. ol yap
navteg £v oopd éopev kol v mpdfatov. 6 pév tig ot mobg, 6 8¢ kedaln, 6 6&

secundum quod Sapientia est, ipse instruens, regnans in eis tamdiu usquequo eos etiam Patri
subiciat, qui sibi subdidit omnia, cum capaces Dei fuerint effecti’. See the chapter on Origen in
my Apokatastasis (2013).

113 For the strong Christological basis of the apokatastasis in Origen see, with many arguments,
my ‘Origen and the Apokatastasis: A Reassessment’, in Henryk Pietras (ed.), Origeniana Decima
(Leuven, 2011), 649-70.

114 T6 8¢ 1OV nopévav tpdoorov kai fi d1” drokaldyeng adTolc YeVOuEVN yapd oNuai-
ver cadd, Og éni 10 mlavduevoy mpofatov #A0ev 6 oMY & KOAOC. TOlpEVAG YiUp ODSEV
obtog eddpaivet, d¢ N T0d drolwidtoc Pooriuatos ebpeoic, dmep odk QY ETEPOL TIVOC
ebPelV 1} ToL dpyrolpévog Xpiotov (1Peter 5:4).

15 Tetoymxe 8¢ dnaca v dvOpdrnwy #i ¢oic tijc cwtnpiag. "Edpape yop 6 kaiog Howmy
éni 10 mAavauevoy mpofazov, kol meptelbov ta 6pn kal Tovg Povvovg — Tapd TUdTO YO
gmhavd i 16 Aatpedoar toig daipooty —, ebpe, kai Enl TV dpov AaPov énaviyaye, Kai
nogpdviy pnailov fj €mi Tolg Evvevinkovto, vvEa TOTG U1 TETAAVIILEVOLC.
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aAlo T, 6 8¢ mowunyv A0V cuvnyayev daTéov TPOG dGTEOV KOl GLppoviay TPog
apuoviav kal évooag avérafev &mi TNV ydpav adtov. f| 8¢ évdtyg yiverar o1’
ayanng rai aindetac wai mpoarpéoews dyadijc.

In Fr. in Ps. 18.6 Origen offers an allegorical exegesis of the parable: Jesus
went to rescue the lost sheep when he descended onto the earth and into the
underworld.''® Finally, in Sel. in Ps. (PG 12, 1628), which is very likely to
reflect Origen’s thought, Origen connects the parable of the lost sheep with the
apokatastasis performed by Christ first qua Justice and then qua Wisdom; in
this way, he will remove from the soul both evilness and ignorance (the close
connection between which will be especially emphasised by Evagrius):

’EnhovhOny dg npdPotov anorwiog ... Ilpdtov pev v niavpleioav woynv O
Aworocbvn éniatpéger 6 Kbprog, Enerta 8¢ kal dg Xodia, einep nhavn &éoti
Yuyng Kokio Kol dyvoacia.

V.12 The restoration of the image of God. Again trimming in the Greek

It seems to me revealing that a further remarkable discrepancy between Rufi-
nus’ Latin version of the Dialogue and the extant Greek is to be found in
another passage (856e) concerning, again, precisely the apokatastasis. In par-
ticular, there are nine lines in the Latin that have no correspondence in Greek;
it is likely that they were deleted in the Greek redaction available to us, since
Adamantius in these lines, on the basis of two quotations from Paul and from
Genesis that are absent in the Greek (1Cor. 15:47 and Gen. 2:7), expounds the
doctrine of apokatastasis in the form of the restoration of God’s image in
human beings. Moreover, his present argument is absolutely coherent with what
he has previously said, and it is rather in the Greek that there is a logical gap.
After saying, ‘Per Adam mors, per Christum resurrectio incohata est’, which
is the last sentence that finds a correspondence in the Greek, Adamantius goes
on to say what has no correspondence in the extant Greek:

Uterque tamen homo designatur. Denique dicit quia, Primus homo de terra terrenum,
secundus homo de coelo. Sed sicut iste qui terrenus dicitur non potuisset homo dici,
nisi fuisset coelitus inspiratus, insufflauit enim deus in faciem eius spiritum uitae,
et factus est homo in animam uiuentem, ita et iste, qui de coelo dicitur, homo dici
non posset, nisi uerbo coelesti caro sociaretur humana, ut, sicut tunc ille terrenus
suscepit imaginem deitatis, ita et nunc iste coelestis susciperet humanitatis imagi-
nem, ut, cum in eo nostra fuisset imago reparata, ita demum et ipsius imago restitu-
eretur in nobis.

116 Ei{ooe yap ta &vvevikovto évvéa tpofata ta umf thavndévia, Tovtéstt T0g dyye-
MKdc Suvapesic, &mi Ta 8pn, TovTéSTLY 8V TOig 0Vpavoic, kol AABev &mi 10 memdaviuévov
npéPazov, xai edPAOV adTO NYorAldoato’ §j Edpape TNV &n° 0OpavoLg 680V GyaAMdy, ite
ano yN¢ eig ta katoyBovio Edpopte.
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Now, it is noteworthy that Origen was a convinced assertor of this notion (the
theology of the image associated with the theory of apokatastasis) and very
much reflected on the Adam-Christ parallel, in his Commentary on Romans and
in many other places. God’s image in human beings was blurred by sin, but it
will be restored in all its splendour, and this thanks to the incarnation of
Christ.!'7 Here these themes, very dear to Origen, are used in support of Ada-
mantius’ argument, and, what is more, the last lines of the passage lacking in
the Greek take over the key-notion that God had to become fully human so that
the human being might be divinized. This notion, as I shall show in a moment,
was central to Origen’s thought, from which Athanasius drew it, and is used
by Adamantius in his argument against docetism. There is full continuity in
Adamantius’ train of thought, in the Latin text, and there is a very close and
conspicuous correspondence between this thought and Origen’s. What is more,
from this passage too it is clear that apokatastasis depends on Christ’s incarna-
tion, which is, once again, a conviction held by Origen himself with much
decision.

V.13 The argument against docetism, incarnation, and impromptu Biblical
quotations

Adamantius’ attack upon docetism — one of the three tenets of Marinus’ ‘Bar-
daisanite” doctrine, repeated in 849b''® — in the Dialogue of Adamantius closely
reflects Origen’s view concerning Jesus Christ’s full humanity and assumption
of a human body and soul. Already at the commencement of the debate, Ada-
mantius’ solemn profession of faith excludes docetism (804d).'" From 849c
onward we find an entire session devoted to this discussion, where Adamantius
sets out to state (849c) that Christ had a body made of the same substance as
Adam’s and all humans’ body.'?° The subsequent debate with Marinus focuses
around the impossibility that the Logos may suffer anything from incarnation
and birth, and then on scriptural passages, of which Adamantius heaps up an
impressive number in just a brief intervention (850cd), in order to demonstrate
that it is God who fashions the human being in the bosom. He quotes 1Cor.
1:24; John 1:3; Jer. 1:5; Ps. 118:73; Gen. 2:7, and Gal. 1:15.

117 See my first integrative essay in Gregorio di Nissa (2007).

U8 “De Christo uolo requirere si, ut uos dicitis, carnem ex substantia nostrae naturae suscepit
... sed et ipsae scripturae de coelo eum corpus habere testantur’.

119 Adyov dpoobotov dei dvto kai &n’ doydtov kopdv Gvlporov &k Mapiag dvola-
Bovta, kal Tovtov oTavpwbévto Kol dvactdvta éx vekp@v; in Rufinus’ version: ‘uerbum
eius consubstantiuum ei et coaeternum, quod uerbum in nouissimis temporibus, humana natura
ex Maria uirgine assumpta, homo natus est, crucifixus est, et resurrexit a mortuis’.

120 “Ex substantia eius hominis qui primus a deo plasmatus est, unde et nos omnes’. In the
extant Greek: &£ &keivng THg OTOGTAGENG TG TOD TPOTONAGGTOL "AdGN, 4 ¢ Kai fpeic.
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Anyone familiar with Origen’s exegesis and knowledge of Scripture knows
that it is typical of Origen to adduce, even impromptu, many Biblical quotations
from many books of the Old and the New Testament in support of a given
thesis, for he knew Scripture by heart and was continually engaged in its inter-
pretation. Likewise, the Dialogue with Heraclides testifies to Origen’s habit of
adducing many scriptural quotations, from everywhere in the Bible, in an
extemporaneous manner; the same is the case, of course, also with his homilies,
and — even though this is not a registration of an impromptu performance — his
commentaries and his ITepi "Apy®v, where every single philosophical argu-
ment is supported by Biblical quotations.

Likewise, Adamantius’ recourse to typology and even a theorization of
typology in 853bc!?! closely correspond to Origen’s own theorization and use
of typology. For Origen this was also fundamental in order to support the unity
of the Old Testament and the New, to the demonstration of which Adamantius
too, like Origen, is committed in the Dialogue.

As for the doctrinal content of the passage under examination, Adamantius’
anti-docetic position in the Dialogue of Adamantius fully corresponds to Origen’s
own ideas. In the Dialogue with Heraclides S5 Origen insists that Jesus’ earthly
body was neither apparent nor spiritual (mvevpatikdv), because such a body
could not have died. /bid. 6 he states that heretics eliminate the salvation of the
human body in declaring that the Saviour’s body is spiritual: d0gtovot TNV
coTNpiay TOV GOUATOC AVOP®TIVOL TVELHOTIKOV AEYOVTEC TO GO0 TOV
cmtipoc. For, as Athanasius too will insist, in the footsteps of Origen, humanity
would not be saved if Christ had not taken up the wholeness of humanity (ibid.).
Elsewhere, too, Origen is adamant in denying docetism, for instance in Comm.
in Rom. 9.2 he criticizes those ‘qui negant Christum in carne venisse et natum
esse ex virgine, sed caeleste ei corpus assignant’. Similarly, in Hom. in Luc. 14
he refutes those who ‘negant Dominum nostrum humanum habuisse corpus, sed
de caelestibus et spiritalibus fuisse contextum.” And in Comm. in Gal. (PG 14,
1296A-B) he analogously rebukes docetism.'?? Origen in Princ. 1 praef. 4 declares
that Christ ‘corpus assumpsit’ and ‘natus et passus est in ueritate, et non per
phantasiam, commune hanc mortem uere mortuus; uere enim et a mortuis resur-
rexit et, post resurrectionem conuersatus cum discipulis suis, assumptus est.’
Origen too, precisely like Adamantius, denies that Christ’s birth, death, and res-
urrection took place doknGetl, not only in the aforementioned passage, where per

121 “Ante aduentum Christi fiebant huiusmodi uisiones, in quibus figurae et formae futurorum

signarentur. Cum autem uenit ueritas figurae cessarunt, secundum apostolum dicentem: Lex enim
umbram habens futurorum bonorum ... haec omnia in figura illis contingebant, scripta sunt autem
ad commonitionem nostram, in quos finem saeculorum deuenerunt.” Eutropius also confirms that
‘Adamantius hoc mihi uidetur asserere, quod ea quae prius gesta sunt figuram continerent et
formam futurae ueritatis’.

122 <Si autem quis violentius velit asserere, ideo haec dicta esse, quia per phantasiam mandu-
cabat ... spiritalem enim naturam, sicut quidam de eius corpore sentiunt’.
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phantasiam probably renders dokncet, but also, e.g., in Fr. in lo. 53, where he
contests the view that dokncoel avtov AvOpomov GAL’ odk dANOeig adTOV
veyovévat. Likewise, in CC 2.16 he attacks the idea that doknoet TOv Incobv
tavte tenovhEval od temovhoTa.

What is more, Adamantius’ main argument against docetism is identical to
Origen’s anti-docetic argument par excellence: if Christ’s incarnation, death,
and resurrection are only apparent, then human salvation is challenged. This is
a fundamental argument, which Athanasius especially in his De incarnatione
and Gregory of Nyssa in, e.g., his In illud: Tunc et ipse Filius and in his Ora-
tio catechetica 32 will take over precisely from Origen: Christ’s real incarna-
tion (and real passion) is crucial to human salvation. This pivotal idea of Origen
is clearly expressed by Adamantius in the Dialogue, 850f-851a. Here, to Mari-
nus’ claim that Christ suffered dox1oet, he objects:

Si putatus est pati et non uere passus est, ergo ... putabatur et sanguis eius effusus et
non est effusus ... et ipse putabatur uenisse de coelis sed non uenit, et putabatur resur-
rexisse a mortuis et non resurrexit, putabatur et salus hominibus data et non est data
[6oknoet 8¢ kol 1} cotnpio TOV AvOpOT®V Kol ok dANOeiq].

And shortly after, in 852b:

Quid ergo uenit nos docere ueritatem is in quo quod uidebatur ueritas non erat? Et
quomodo nobis salutem praestitit? Per mendacium nos uocauit ad uitam?

This argument is so important that it is repeated in 853d-854e by Adamantius
and Eutropius;'? it is again Origen’s argument based on salvation, against
docetism. Similarly, Adamantius insists on this concept in 857a: ‘nisi uerbum
de coelo descenderit, et non homo in coelum ascenderit ... antequam uerbum
dei descenderet et carnem assumeret humanae naturae, nemo ascendit in coe-
lum’; in the extant Greek: i un 6 Adyog an’ odpavov katiAbe, ovK dv
GvOponog eic odpavovg aviikbev ... mpiv obv 1OV TOod Bg0b Adyov
kateABely kol dvarafelv 1OV AvBpwmov ék pntpog, ovdeic aviibe. Atha-
nasius will take over precisely from Origen the idea that God had to became a
human being for the human being to be divinized. This notion is so crucial that
it is repeated again in 855c: ‘Uerbum didicimus descendisse de coelo et
assumpsisse carnem ex immaculata uirgine, natum et ex spiritu sancto. Hic
sustinuit omnes humanas passiones, ut homines saluaret.” Salvation depends

123 “Ueritas autem, hoc est Christus ... carnem et ossa et sanguinem habuit, sicut scriptum est
... SI neque carnem neque sanguinem habuit, cuius carnis et cuius sanguinis similitudinem nobis
in sacramentorum obseruatione tradebat?... Uerum est enim quod passus est Christus, et uere
uenit in carne, et uere ab eo missi sunt omnes apostoli ad praedicandum ... si per mortem et
sanguinem saluatoris salutem hominibus scripturae dicunt esse collatam, ille autem neque san-
guinem suum fudisse pro hominibus, neque mortem uere asseritur pertulisse, manifestum est non
esse uerum quod dicitur, nec uere salutem consecutos eos qui per hanc fidem credunt se saluan-
dos’.
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upon Christ’s incarnation and passion. Adamantius buttresses his argument in
854ef by means of two major quotations from 1Corinthians, which are pre-
cisely among the main and favourite Biblical pillars of Origen’s own doctrine
of resurrection and apokatastasis, together with 1Cor. 15:24-8, and they all
belong to the same chapter: ‘Si autem Christus non resurrexit a mortuis, inanis
est praedicatio nostra, et uacua est fides uestra ... sicut per Adam omnes mori-
untur, ita et in Christo omnes uiuificabuntur’ (1Cor. 15:14 and 22-3).

This is why it is crucial for Adamantius to argue that Christ was born from Mary
— that is, taking from her his humanity —, not simply through Mary, against Mari-
nus’ claim that Christ ‘per Mariam natus est, sed non de Maria, sicut aqua per
fistulam transit, nihil ex ea accipiens’ (855e, notably the same contention reported
in some heresiological accounts, from Hippolytus onward, against Bardaisan’s pur-
ported docetism).'?* Now, Origen in Princ. IV 4.5 maintains, exactly like Adaman-
tius, that Christ ‘de Maria corpus adsumit’, ‘from Mary’, and not ‘through Mary’;
likewise, ‘nasceretur ex Maria’, again ‘from Mary’, is the formula that Jerome
reports from Origen (Apol. 2.2). Origen is adamant that Christ did take up a human
body, and to support this he has again recourse to the argument from our salvation
(es. Princ. IV 4.4; Hom. Luc. 17: ‘tale quale nos corpus habuisse ut per simili-
tudinem corporis etiam nostra corpora redimeret a peccatis’).

It is very interesting that, in order to refute the Bardaisanite Marinus’ statement,
Adamantius cites the angel’s words to Mary in Luke 1:35, the same words that
appear in Hippolytus’ account in the "EAgyyo¢ concerning this precise claim of
the Bardaisanites (6.35).'> And Hippolytus — even though there are well-known
problems concerning his double identity — was a contemporary of Origen: the
"EAeyyog was written probably after the year 222, which was also the year of
Bardaisan’s death, and was significantly handed down under Origen’s name.

Indeed, it is remarkable that Origen used this very Scriptural passage to
oppose docetism, and the author of the "EAgyyo¢ probably knew this. The most
important passage in this regard is Princ. 1 praef. 4, where first he declares
Christ’s birth to have been from Mary (again, not through Mary) and the Holy
Spirit, and thence he refutes docetism:

Corpus assumpsit nostro corpori simile, eo solo differens, quod natum ex uirgine et
spiritu sancto est. Et his Iesus Christus natus et passus est in ueritate, et non per phan-
tasiam, communem hanc mortem uere mortuus.

124 See 1. Ramelli, Bardaisan of Edessa (2009); Jean-Daniel Kaestli, ‘Valentinisme italien et
valentinisme oriental. Leurs divergences a propos de la nature du corps de Jésus’, in Bentley
Layton (ed.), The Rediscovery of Gnosticism, 1. The School of Valentinus (Leiden, 1980), 391-
403; Einar Thomassen, The Spiritual Seed: The Church of the Valentinians (Leiden, 2006), 503;
Joel Kalvesmaki, ‘Italian versus Eastern Valentinianism?’, VC 62 (2008), 79-89, 86.

125 01 § av and g dvatorfic Aéyovsty, v doty "Aidvikog koi "Apdnciavng, 8Tt
TVELUATIKOV RV TO odpo 100 Totipog Mvedpa yap dytov HAbev éni thv Mapiov — Tovt-
éotv 1 Todia —, kal 7 SOvapLg TOL DYIGTOL — TOLTEGTLY 1| dnUloLPYLKN Téxvn —, Tva
dramhacOn T 01O tob IMvedpatog tf) Mapig d00€v.
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Also, in his extant Greek works Origen repeatedly cites precisely Luke 1:35,
or alludes to it, in reference to Christ’s true incarnation. In Comm. in lo. 32.16
he states that Christ éx mapOévov tH¢ Mapiog kai dyiov mveLHOTOC TNV
véveowv aveilndev. In Comm. in lo. 6.11.67 Origen distinguishes the pro-
phetic spirit and power given to John the Baptist as a gift from God, the new
Elijah, from those which were active at the conception of Jesus in humanity
and divinity:

dvopdoavtog &t g Todvvov yevésemg aAAG mvebpa Kal dvvouty did Tov Kai
adTOC mPpoeAeboETUl EVOTIOV adTOL &v TTveduatt kol dvvapet "HAiov, ... dwa
popiov Suvapevog drodstkvoval Ypaddv ETepov eivatl 1O Tvebpo THS Yoy g Kol
™MV dvopafopévny dOvaULY TOL TVEDHOTOG Kal THS Woxng ... "ApkecOnocetal 6
énl to0 mapovtog mpog pEV 10 dradépety dvvapy nvedpotog to Ivedua dytov
émeleboetal &Ml o€ Kol dbvauic dyiotov EMOKIAGEL GOU TPOG O& ta év T0lg
npognTalg vebuata, dte dedmpnuéva avtolc 1o Oeov olovel Ekeivov dvopdlecbal
ktfpoto 1o Ivedpoto tpodntdv tpodntalg dToTaccETUL

In Hom. in Jer. 1.8 Origen notes the identity between the pre-existent Logos
and the incarnated Christ, in whom he believes against docetic tendencies and
whose conception he cites.!?® In Comm. in Matth. 10.17 Origen quotes Luke
1:35 in the context of a discussion on Mary’s perpetual virginity.'?” Moreover,
in Princ. 1 3.2 Origen cites Luke 1:35 in support of the existence of the Holy
Spirit and its relation to Jesus Christ:

Spiritus sanctus super Christum descendisse perscribitur ... ipse dominus insufflauit in
apostolos post resurrectionem, dicens: ‘Accipite spiritum sanctum’, et ad Mariam
dicitur: ‘Spiritus Sanctus ueniet super te’. Paulus uero docet quia ‘nemo potest dicere
dominum lesum, nisi in spiritu sancto’. Ex quibus omnibus didicimus tantae esse et
auctoritatis et dignitatis substantiam spiritus sancti.

126 *AAnBevecbor mepi adtov 10 piv § yv@dval adtov kahov §j tovnpov dkdéEetat 10
GyaBov kai drnebel movnpig ... "AAL €pel Tig" €l xal dvvaoal énl TOV coThpa dvayayelv
10 ObK 01dev, kai SOvacal Aéyely &mi TOV coTipa O To100T0 Kol mandiov adtov Aappavety,
00 TPOGKOMTEL GOl TAUTO AEYELV MEPL TOL HOVOYEVODG, TEPL TOU TPOTOTOKOL TAGNC
Kktiocemg, mepl 00 TPl GLAANYE®G VOyYEAGOEVTOG KaTO TO TTvedpa dylov énededoeTol
énl o€, kol dOvapg Dyiotov émoKldcEl Got;

127 Kai ot adeidoi adtod TakmBog kai locnd kai Zipov kai Tovdag; Koi ai ddeidai
adtod odyi mdcat Tpdg HUAC eictv; "Qiovto ovv adTov givar Toondp kai Mapiog vidv. Todg
3¢ 6derdoie ‘Incod Ppaci Tiveg eival, &k TAPASOCEDS OPUOUEVOL TOD EMIYEYPUULEVOD
kata Iétpov gdayyehiov §| g Biprov TaxdPov, viove Tocnd &k TpoTépag yuvalkog
GLVEKNKLIAG oOT® TPO TS Mapioc. Ol 8¢ tavta Aéyovieg 10 dEiopa thHg Mapiag v
napOevig tnpelv péypt TéAovg Povrovtat, iva pn 10 KpBev éxeivo odpa dtukovicochot
T® einovtl Aoye* Mvedua dylov dneledoetal &ni o kol Svvapulg dyicTov &MoKIAGEL GO,
YV® koltnv Gvdpog petd 10 &nelbeilv &v adtl] nvebua dylov kol TV éneokiakviay adTh
Sovapy &€ dyovg. Koi oipat Adyov Exetv avdpdv pév kabopdtntog Tig &v ayveig amapyniv
yeyovéval Tov “Incodv, yovaik®dv 8¢ Ty Mapiav: od yap ebdnupov GAAN Top’ keivny v
anapynv e TapBeviag émypayacbort.
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In II 6.7 the quotation of Luke 1:35 with Gabriel’s words to Mary'?? is inserted
in the context of a reflection precisely ‘de incarnatione et de deitate Christi’.

In order to demonstrate that Christ truly assumed our human nature, and in
full, Adamantius in 852b-853a observes that Jesus calls himself ‘son of the
human being’, not ‘Son of God’, because he was really born from a human
being. Now, the insistence on Jesus’ title ‘son of the human being’ is typical
of Origen: not only does it occur 123 times only in his extant Greek works,'?
but it is also explained by Origen in the very same way as it is commented on
by Adamantius in the Dialogue. Adamantius insists on the importance of this
title, which means that Jesus, differently from Adam and Eve, was generated
by a human being. Likewise, in Exh. ad mart. 35 Origen explains that Jesus is
the ‘son of the human being’ because he was born from Mary (again ‘from’,
and not ‘through’) and is a descendant of David:

0 08¢ yevopevog €k onéppatog Aavid Kotd clpko Kol 610 ToVTo LIOg AvOpOTOL
TUYXOVOV KOl YEVOUEVOG &K puvarkog Kol avthg obong avOpdmov kol 610 ToVTo
xpNpatilov.

And in Comm. in lo. 32.25.323 he observes again that the title ‘son of the
human being’ is due to Jesus’ being a descendant of David: RV koi vid¢ TOD
GvOpomov, yevouevog ék onéppatoc Aapid to kath chpka. A more com-
plete development is granted by Origen to this issue in Comm. in Matth. 17.20:
the formula ‘son of the human being’ should not induce exegetes to look for a
particular human being whose son Jesus is, but the Saviour calls himself in this
way for the sake of divine dispensation toward us: just as God in parables is
said to be a human being, so is Christ, properly, Son of God and God, but for
the sake of God’s dispensation he also becomes ‘son of the human being’, that
is to say, a human being.'*® In Comm. in lo. 32.25.324-5 Origen remarks that

128 “In euangelio secundum Lucam, cum dicit Gabrihel ad Mariam, « Spiritus domini ueniet
super te, et uirtus altissimi obumbrabit tibi »’.

129 CC 1.48; 2.49; 8.15; Comm. in lo. 2.10.74; 6.59.303; 10.17.99; 19.11.68; 19.18.115-6;
20.43.402-5, 410; 28.14.109, 117; 32.19.251; 32.25.318; 32.25.319, 321, 323-4, 325, 327-8, 329;
32.28.345, 347, 354, 357; 32.29.359; 32.29.363; 32.32.394; Fr. in lo. fr. 71.3-24; Exhort. ad
mart. 4; 12; 34; 35; 37; De orat. 11.3; 27.2-4; De Pasch. 104.26; 146.25; De engastr. 7.51; Fr.
in ler. fr. 28; Fr. in Luc. fr. 154; 199; Schol. in Luc. (PG 17, 340.31; 341.3-48; 344.2); Hom. in
ler. 12.13; Hom. in Ez. 450.27; Comm. in Matth. 10.2; 10.12; 12.3; 12.29-30; 12.43; 13.1-2;
13.8-9; 14.20; 15.23%; 16.4; 16:8; 12.31-2, 34; 15.24; 16:4; 17:20; Comm. in Matth. Ser. 95.23;
Fr. in Matth. 6.23; 7.4; Schol. in Matt. (PG 17, 309.2); Fr. in Ps. 28.9; 118.176; 138.20; Sel. in
Ps. (PG 12, 1445.48; 1532.16; 1621.36; 780.45); Sel. in Ez. (PG 13, 780.56); Schol in Luc. (PG
17, 348-9).

130 Tov cotipa viov 100 GvOpdrov §| viov avOpdrov £avtdv dvopakéval, dniodvta
611, domep O Bedg GvOpdTOLG oiKOVOUDY BOG &V Ttapaforalc dvOpwmog AéyeTat, Taya 6&
TG Kol yivetatl, obTtog Kol 6 cotnp TponyoLvpuiveg Lev viog v Tov Heod kai 0edg EoTt ...
o0 pével 8¢ &v @ &0TL TPONYOLREVAS, GALY yiveTal kot’ olkovopiav ... vidg dvOpdTov,
Kato 10 pipeloBal, dtav dvBpmmovg oikovoui), tov 0edv, Aeydpevov év mapaforaig Kot
YWVopEVOV TG EvBpmmov. Kai od yph Tva dvBpomov (telv kdkeivov Aéysly vidv elvat
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the deep union between Jesus’ divinity and humanity rendered it possible that
Jesus’ death on the cross, out of obedience, was also a glorification of the
Father.!3!

The reference to the inner human being also reflects a typical conception of
Origen, which goes back to Philo (e.g., Plant. 42; Congr. 97) and Paul (2Cor.
4:16; Rom. 7:22), and even to Plato himself (Rep. 589A, on which Plotinus,
Enn. V 1.10 surely depends as well). It occurs many times in his writings, for
example in CC 6.63, Comm. in Cant. prologue, Comm. in lo. 20.22, Comm. in
Rom. 1.19 and 7.4, or Hom. in Gen. 1.13.132 A whole theorization is found in
his Dialogue with Heraclides, where Origen of course observes that the inner
human being, since it is in God’s image, cannot be material, because God, dif-
ferently from all creatures, is entirely non-material, but one of the most interest-
ing occurrences is in Princ. IV 4.9, where the motif of the inner human being
is directly related to the apokatastasis.!33

VI. Conclusion. Refutation of the arguments against the Adamantius-
Origen identification. Some light on the mystery of the Dialogue?

What emerges from a careful investigation and comparison is that the reasons
usually adduced to deny Origen’s paternity of the dialogue, and more specifi-
cally the identification of the thought expressed by Adamantius therein with
that of Origen himself, are ungrounded and seem to mainly depend upon a
scarce knowledge of Origen’s true thought.

Pretty summarizes the aforementioned reasons in three main points and four
sub-points, as follows.'3*

TOV 6T pa, GALG oTdvTo énl NG §vvolag Tod 0g0b kol TV Aeyova®dV mapaBorldy adTov
glvar EvOpamov GuVETMS GoDELY 0DTOD LEYOVTOC E0VTOV VIOV TOD GvOpOTOL.

B NOv £80E660m 6 vidg Tod GvBpdmov. Todtov §°, oipat, kol & Bedc drepdymaey,
yevopevov drmkoov péypt Bavdtov, Bavatov 8¢ otavpod” 6 yap Adyog &v dpyh Tpog TOv
0edv, 6 Be0g Adyoc, odk émedéyeto 10 Umepuymbiivat. i 8¢ DmepLYWGIG TOL VIOV TOD
avOpdTOL, YEVOREVT adT® SoEAcAVTL TOV BEdV &V Td EavTtod Bavite, abtn fv, TO uUNKETL
Etepov adTOV &lval ToD LYoV GAAYL TOV adTOV adTd. &l yap ‘O KOAOUEVOS Td Kupio &V
TVELU £0TLV, ®G Kol Tl TOOTOL Kal TOL TveEObUATOG UNKETL v AéyeaBatl TO Abo giaiv, Tdg
oOyl parrov 1o avOpmdmivov Tob “Incov petd tob Adyov.

132 See 1. Ramelli, ‘Philosophical Allegoresis’ (2008), 55-99; A. Lund-Jacobsen, ‘Genesis 1-3’
(2008), 213-32, who fails to point out Philo’s strong influence, but offers a rich account anyway.

133 “Impium uidetur ut mens, quae Dei capax est, substantialem recipiat interitum, tamquam hoc
ipsum, quod intellegere deum potest et sentire, non ei sufficere possit ad perpetuitatem, maxime cum,
etiamsi per neglegentiam decidat mens ne pure et integre in se recipiat Deum, semper tamen habeat
in se uelut semina quaedam reparandi ac reuocandi melioris intellectus, cum ad imaginem et simil-
itudinem Dei, qui creauit eum, interior homo, qui et rationabilis dicitur, reuocatur’.

134 Robert A. Pretty, Dialogue on the True Faith in God: De recta in Deum fide (Leuven,
1997), 11-4 puts forward the reasons that I list below, which have all been refuted in the present
study.
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1) ‘The style of writing is different from Origen’s ... Origen’s undisputed works
reveal a more complex and rhetorical use of the Greek language’. This is true, but
the Dialogue of Adamantius presents itself as the record of a debate, like the Dia-
logue with Heraclides. The latter provides a good stylistic parallel, being a transcrip-
tion of an impromptu debate. And we know that Origen did not rework, nor even
reread, such transcriptions. That he did not even reread the stenographic texts of his
dtaAekrot is indeed testified to by his Letter to Friends in Alexandria (PG 16,
625B) about his public disputation with Candidus the Valentinian: ‘Ne relectum
quidem vel recensitum a me antea fuerat, sed ita neglectum iacebat ut vix inveniri
potuerit.” In the same way, the editor of his Dialogue with Heraclides observed that
‘it is so tainted with errors that it would be necessary, not to correct it, but to write
it anew’.'3 Thence, we should certainly not look for Origen’s refined style in the
Dialogue of Adamantius, which is absent also from the Dialogue with Heraclides.

Moreover, that the Dialogue of Adamantius reflects Origen’s ideas in the
parts to be ascribed to Adamantius does not mean that the Dialogue is a work
of Origen or was composed by Origen himself. As a consequence, one should
not expect to find Origen’s literary style in it.

2) ‘The doctrinal teaching of the Dialogue is different at some points from that
of Origen’. This is a more serious objection, but I have extensively argued that
in fact it is not the case that what Adamantius argues in the Dialogue is differ-
ent from Origen’s ideas.

In particular, these are the supposed doctrinal discrepancies between Origen
and Adamantius, the character of the Dialogue:

2.1) ‘Origen interprets the ‘garments of skin’... as meaning humanity’s liability
to die, and seems to have asserted that ‘this body which we wear is the cause of
our sins; wherefore also he called it a fetter, as it can hinder the soul from good
works’. This teaching is denied in Adamantius’. The quotation concerning the
body as a cause of human sins is not from Origen, but is reported by Photius as
an account given by Methodius, who criticized Origen in respect to the body and
resurrection, showing a severe misunderstanding of Origen’s conception of each
body’s €id0¢. Therefore, the quotation on the body as a cause of human sins is
unreliable and cannot be considered a trustworthy expression of Origen’s thought.
As for the former point, concerning the ‘skin tunics’ as human mortality, this
is really what Origen thought, but it is not at odds with Adamantius’ position
in the Dialogue. Moreover, it has been demonstrated on the basis of his texts
that Origen in fact did not equate the skin tunics to the body tout court.'>

135 Jean Scherer, Entretien d’Origéne avec Héraclide, SC 67 (Paris, 1960), 49: ‘Il faudrait,
non le corriger, mais le récrire’.

136 T, Ramelli, Gregorio di Nissa (2007). Nyssen followed Origen closely in his own concep-
tion of the ‘skin tunics’.
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2.2) ‘Against Origen’s view that the blood of Christ was the price paid to the
Devil for the redemption of our souls, the Dialogue claims that we have become
slaves of sin, not of the Devil, and that Christ redeemed us from the slavery of
sin, not of the Devil’. First of all, there is no contradiction proper at the ethical
level, because Origen equates the devil and evil or sin, in respect to their mean-
ing and function, in more than one passage, although in others he distinguishes,
at the ontological level, between the devil as a creature — a fallen angel — and
evil/sin/spiritual death, which is no creature of God. It is thanks to this distinc-
tion that he can argue for the eventual apokatastasis of the devil, who will no
more be ‘enemy and death’. Moreover, Origen indeed maintained that Christ
redeemed humanity from enslavement to sin and evil (a motif that, not acci-
dentally, Gregory of Nyssa took up precisely from Origen'?’): Christ, who is
Life, liberates rational creatures from spiritual death, that is, sin and evil.'3

2.3) ‘Adamantius questions the immortality of the soul, which Origen upheld’.
In fact, in this case, too, there is no discrepancy between Adamantius’ and
Origen’s positions. In his Dialogue with Heraclides Origen too insists that there
is a sense in which the soul can be properly said to be mortal, in reference
precisely to the ‘death of the soul’ caused by sin. He states that ‘the soul is
mortal in respect to the real death’ (26: Ovntn 100 dvimg Bavatov EcTiv 1
youyxn).'3? Also in Sel. in Ps. (PG 12, 1412C) it is stated that the human soul
cannot be killed kat’ ovoiav, but it can be eliminated from virtue and knowl-
edge by evilness and sin (610 TH¢ kaxiag); this is evidently the above-men-
tioned ‘real death’. Such a conception is in complete harmony with Adaman-
tius’ position in the Dialogue.

2.4) Adamantius ‘also stands firmly for a resurrection of the very bodies we
now have. The resurrection body is indeed a changed one outwardly (transfig-
ured), but the earthly body keeps its identity, and does not become a different
one. Origen, however, though believing that the present body will rise in incor-
ruption, does not hold that it will resume its original nature, but that ‘a certain
power is implanted in the body, which is not destroyed, and from which the
body is raised up in incorruption’. ‘Origen therefore thinks that the same flesh
will not be restored to the soul, but that the form of each, according to the
appearance by which the flesh is now distinguished, shall arise stamped upon
another spiritual body, so that everyone will again appear the same in form,
and that this is the resurrection which is promised ... it is necessary that the
resurrection should be only that of the form’.

137 Greg. Nyss., De an. 101-4; see 1. Ramelli’s commentary in Gregorio di Nissa (2007).

138 See I. Ramelli, ‘Origen’s Exegesis of Jeremiah’ (2008), with documentation.

139 Only in the eventual apokatastasis will the soul be immortal even in this meaning: téyo.
10 OvnToVv THG YuxNg ovk del éatv Bvntov ... éav 8¢ yévntal év BePfaidoel TOL pako-
pLoTTOC, BoTE Gvenidektog elvar Tob Bavatov (ibid. 26-7).
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The latter passage, a quotation from Methodius’ De resurrectione 12 as
handed down by Photius, moreover in a summarized form, cannot possibly be
considered to represent Origen’s view accurately: Methodius entirely misun-
derstood Origen’s £180¢ — the ‘form’ as a metaphysical principle in the Aris-
totelian sense — as a mere popdmn, the external shape or appearance, and in this
way he practically turned Origen’s view upside down and completely misrep-
resented it. Indeed, while Origen maintained that one’s resurrected body will
have the same £150¢ as one’s earthly body, Methodius ascribes to him the idea
that one’s resurrected body will have the same shape or popdn| as one’s earthly
body (Res. 25.2).'40 Origen, however, not only did not think so and did not
mean popdn by eidoc, but even refuted this assumption overtly in Princ. I
10.2, where he observes that an earthly body does have a oyfjua, popdmn, and
gE1q, that is, a visible shape and habitus, but nothing of the sort can be said of
a spiritual body.!*! The continuity between one’s earthly body and one’s spir-
itual body lies, not possibly in a oyfua or popdn, but in the metaphysical
form or €180¢ of one’s body, not in its shape. Therefore, Methodius’ report,
furthermore coming from a very indirect transmission, cannot be taken as evi-
dence of Origen’s true thought on the resurrection.

As for the former passage, from Origen’s Contra Celsum (5.23), on the
power that has the body rise in incorruptibility, it is actually not inconsistent
with what Adamantius says in the Dialogue, as 1 have already shown while
treating Origen’s true thought on resurrection. The only difference is that in
Contra Celsum Origen avoids using the ‘omnia possibilia Deo’ formula, a
Gospel quote, whereas Adamantius in the Dialogue uses it: but in his debate
against the pagan Middle-Platonist Celsus Origen won’t have recourse to this
Scriptural argument, whereas with Christian interlocutors he has no problem in
employing it. Origen’s position will be taken over by Gregory of Nyssa in his
De anima: he will indeed use the ‘omnia possibilia Deo’ argument in reference
to the miracle of the resurrection, but at the same time he will also try to
explain the resurrection rationally and will maintain that everything is certainly
possible with God, but not what is intrinsically contradictory or absurd.'#?

3) ‘Large use is made in this Dialogue of the writings of Methodius of Olym-
pus ... This third point is perhaps the most important for the rejection of the
Origenic authorship of the Adamantian dialogue ... Methodius lived at the end
of the third and the beginning of the fourth centuries, but Origen died ca. 254
... Methodius was frankly anti-Origenistic ... Even if we were to suppose that

10 "Iy’ gkaoTOg MUMY Kal KaTd THY Hopdiy & avtdg |, Kobdmep ELEXOM Kol "Qpryévet.

UL “Omne corpus schema aliquod habet, id est aliquo habitu deformetur ... nullus enim hoc
negabit ... Requiremus ab eis, si possunt nobis spiritalis corporis habitum demonstrare atque
describere, quod utique facere nullo modo poterunt’.

142 See 1. Ramelli’s essays and commentary on De anima in ead., Gregorio di Nissa (2007).
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it was chronologically possible for the two writers to be contemporaneous, it
is highly unlikely that so great a master as Origen would have been willing to
copy almost verbatim from someone else’.

Now, it is Methodius in his own dialogues who may have drawn material
from the Dialogue in its original redaction, rather than the reverse. Also,
Methodius was in fact an Origenian; his works, especially his Symposium and
On Free Will, are full of Origenian ideas, and his criticism of Origen is in fact
limited to the modality of the resurrection of the body, and is only due to a
misunderstanding (essentially, as I have mentioned, the misunderstanding of
£180¢ as popd1).1*? Socrates in Hist. eccl. VI 13 even attests that he changed
his mind on this point and that, after writing his De resurrectione as a criticism
of Origen, he retracted his attack and composed a dialogue characterized by the
expression of deep esteem for Origen. Socrates is indeed speaking of the first
detractors of Origen, whom he calls ¢prAoroidopor: Methodius, Eustathius of
Antioch, Apolinarius, and Theophilus of Alexandria, and explains their criti-
cism by means of their lack of understanding.'* After observing that they
contradicted each other in rejecting each what the others received of Origen’s
thought, and vice versa, Socrates devotes special attention to Methodius and
testifies to his final admiration and expression of esteem for Origen: Mgf6d10¢
HEV 0LV, TOAAYL KOTASPAUAY TOd "Qpryévoug, DoTEPOV OC £K TAAVOITNG
Bavpalet Tov dvdpa &v 1@ dadoyw Ov Enéypayey Eevova.'®

It is impossible to overlook the fact that the Dialogue of Adamantius shares
a good deal of material with Methodius’ ITepi 100 avte&ovoiov and Ilepl
Gvaotaoemg,'*® and the passage taken from the former is the same as that
quoted by Eusebius, Praep. ev. VII 22, and shortly later by the Cappadocians
in Philoc. 24. But it is not at all certain that the Dialogue depends on Metho-
dius: it may also be that Methodius borrowed from it, i.e., from its original

143 See I. Ramelli, ‘L’Inno a Cristo-Logos nel Simposio di Metodio di Olimpo: alle origini
della poesia filosofica cristiana’, in Motivi e forme della poesia cristiana antica tra Scrittura e
tradizione classica. Incontro di studiosi dell’Antichita cristiana, Roma, Augustinianum, 3-5 Mag-
gio 2007 (Rome, 2008), 257-80. In addition to references therein, on Methodius see also John
Behr, The Nicene Faith (Crestwood, NY, 2004), 38-47.

144 Thus, they blamed thinkers who were better than they were (tobg £avt@v keitTovag
yéyewv). This is the same explanation as is offered by Pamphilus, at the beginning of his Apology
for Origen, Athanasius, and Rufinus: Origen’s accusers either misunderstood him, due to the
difficulty of his thought, or were in bad faith and malevolent. This is also the presupposition of
Didimus the Blind’s resolution to compose a commentary on Origen’s [Tepi *Apy®v, obviously
because of its difficulty.

145 In Greek Egvav is the guestroom. A mention of this dialogue of Methodius is to be found
in Photius’ Bibliotheca, cod. 235.

146 A complete prospect of these dependences is found in van de Sande Bakhuyzen’s introduc-
tion to his edition, xxxviii-xxxix. In the critical apparatus of his edition, then, all relationships
between the Dialogue and Methodius are carefully traced and indicated, from 136 onward. Greek
excerpts from both of Methodius’ books are preserved in Photius, Bibl. codd. 236 and 234 respec-
tively. The whole texts are only extant in a late Slavonic translation.
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Greek redaction, now lost, but used by Rufinus for his translation and very
probably known to the Philocalists as well.

It is perfectly understandable that, in order to defend the doctrine of freewill,
Methodius should have taken over Origen’s arguments against the Valentinians
(in the Dialogue they are put forward in Book IV 840aff., where Adamantius
opposes Droserius and Valens: it is this section that closely corresponds to
large parts of Methodius’ De autexusio, not only in ideas and argument, but in
several passages even in verbal expressions). Methodius, who seems to have
died in or around the year 311, probably wrote his treatises between ca. 280
and 310. The source or the original form of the Dialogue, which, as I suspect,
goes back to Origen’s thought, is earlier. Eusebius, at the beginning of the
fourth century, may have drawn his quotation either from Methodius or from
the Dialogue. But he also knew that Origen’s discourse in it concerning God,
matter, evil, creation, and theodicy, was very close to that of a certain ‘Maxi-
mus’ (behind whom Maximus of Tyre might lie), whereas according to the
Philocalists, who read both Eusebius and the Dialogue, that material belonged
to Origen.

Indeed, I have argued elsewhere'# that there are good reasons to hypothesise
that Origen knew Maximus of Tyre’s thought and took it over in his Contra
Celsum. If this is the case and if Adamantius’ arguments in the Dialogue indeed
reflect Origen’s ideas, as I have endeavoured to demonstrate, this would explain
very well the mystery of the double attribution of the same material to ‘Maxi-
mus’ by Eusebius and to Origen (identified with Adamantius) by the Philocal-
ists. This would also explain the presence of the very same material in Metho-
dius’ On Free Will: he drew it, not from Eusebius, but from the original Greek
redaction or source of the Dialogue of Adamantius. This may derive from one
of the many, real dialexeis that Origen held in his maturity, probably under
Philip the Arab, in the day of Bar Yamma, Bardaisan’s disciple, or more prob-
ably, given the occasional inaccuracy of the theses ascribed to Origen’s oppo-
nents therein, from the reworking of genuine Origenian material into such a
frame. This Greek work was later translated by Rufinus, who identified Ada-
mantius with Origen, whereas the extant Greek is much later, contains refer-
ences to a post-Constantinian state of affairs and even Byzantine linguistic
elements, in addition to many strategic cuts, additions, and modifications.

147 In ‘Maximus on Evil’ (2010).
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