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PREFACE

Having smudied Ornigen for the last twentv-five vears, | have come
o believe that he is the most ragic character of all Christian schol-
arship, if not of all Christtan history. I mean the epithet “tragic’ in
its original sense, referring to a noble person engaging in a morally
momentous strugele ending m nun, essentially as a consequence of
some extreme quality, which is both the source ol his greatness and
the cause of his downfall. Perhaps celebrity and adulation came oo
early in his life; perhaps it was his stormy character and his audac-
ity to turnish tentative theological conjectures, which were received
inot always 1in good Luath) as detimtbive doctrines, although he lam-
self’ proposed them as possible exegeses of thorny portions ol the
veiled Scripture, not as mandatory dicta.

[t seems to me that for an approach to Origen to be indisputable,
it is necessary to determine in the first place tenets such as his con-
cept of Time, which necessarily involves his Cosmology, Onee car-
dinal nodons such as this are Armly established, one can go ahead
with illustratung other aspects of his theology, being considerably
intact from the current endless and chaotic controversy over the
authenticity of what has been left behind.

This 15 why | present this monograph on his Cosmology and
Ontology of Tune. Not only because this 18 the spine of his thought
iindeed of any philosophical or theological thought), but also because
it is hard to dispute tenets which are latent, and yer decisively per-
meate all of this theelogy. My intention is to go ahead with his
Philosophy ol History and Eschatology {(yves, 1 am aware ol many
scholars still denying that such a thing even exasts i Origen), whereas
disputed doctrines such as his Trinitarian theology will follow, draw-
ing heavily on this and the forthcoming monograph on histary,

One of my aims i this book was to contribute to realization that
extensive revision of ingramed claims about Ongen is called for,
although I am aware of how hard ir is for certain asspmptions 1o
be disconfirmed. Origen must be credited with having pioneered the
principal ideas of the Christian concept of Time, while his Cosmology
stood in harmony with this theory. He must also he given the credit
that, face Paul, he made these wdeas palatable, smce thev imbued has
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homilies, commentaries, discourses. These ideas were in fact preva-
lent among those which deternuned his entire theology, and vet they
went unnotced because they were never expounded in any ad for
treatise,

I cherish the hope thar it will come out that his Cosmology and
Ontology of Time throw a flood of hght on other subjects, so that
a more unclouded view of Ongen will emeree before the reader.

1 A 5
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INTRODUCTION

There 15 a remarkable difference in how space, on the one hand, and
ume, on the other, has been treated. At the dawn of Greek phalos-
ophy (the onset of philosophy iself ) the Presocratic philosophers
regarded the spatial aspect of the pioig as an unquestionable damm.
They sought 1o discover the permanent principles behind the pavousve,
but no one put the very existence of space proper in guestion. Thus
the Euclidean conception of space encountered virtually no contro-
versy throughout its historical life. In fact this conception of space
remained uncontested for more than two thousand vears,

By contrast, the question of ume has received a vast vanety of
considerations and has been a matter of controversy since Antiguity,
in a debate which is still going on. Parmemdes” demal of succession
as rerl established the first radical doubt about the very existence of
fime, This problem never ceased to tantalize philosophers ever since
until pur day. This 15 quite understandable even through common
experience. Space constitutes a concrete sensory tangible reality. In
spite ol the fact that the world 18 an obviously temporal reality, time
proper s an evasive conception. Meditation upon it demands intro-
spective experience and recollection; in short, it demands abstrac-
tions far more elusive than the notion of space does. Space is available
to the most immediate experience namely, saght, or so it was thought
to be. Time appears as a reality apprehended subsequently to space
and thus it is grasped as an abstruse conception. This led to reflecton
on ome through non-temporal featires and mainly w the ‘spatial-
izaton of ome’, an illustraton established and embedded in intel-
lectual tradition, which is nonetheless responsible for many of the
miscomprehensions of time proper and s nature. This tendency
began with the observation of the periodicity of motions of heavenly
bodies; it went on with the correlation of time o spatial motion,
eventually time in itsell’ came to be virmally spatialized and thus
altogether eliminated. Chuite aptly Bergson, more than a hundred
vears ago, pointed out that if we try to conceive of tme as a statc
geometrical line, we are really thinking of space.'

" H. Bergson, Hoar e o dondes immddinte s o consclmve (Paris, 1889), oanslated
inty English by G, Bogson as Tiew and e Wil London, 19105 pp, 90-1, 98-1140,
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The conceproalizanon of space proved to be far more steadfast
than that of tme. As the concept of space went effectively unchal-
lenged right through the centuries, it provided a sufficient philo-
sophical base, which plaved a decisive role in the growth of nawral
science. On the other hand, the non-commensurate development (or,
at least, a non-comprehensive acceptance) of a sound philosophical
ground for the ontology of time played s part in a disproportion-
ate development of understanding human nature and society. Great
thinkers, especially religious ones, offered their accounts on the nawre
and meaning of tme. The historical failure, however, lies either in
the fact that these tunkers were neglected, even by ther immediate
addressecs, or that they were not understood. Yet it is primanily the
conception of tme which profoundly affects a certain philosophy of
history and, in the final analysis, all aspects and manifestations of
human being in its temporal course, Even the most elementary man-
ifestatons of hfe involve the noton of tme. The very notion of exfe-
rience involves the disincton between past, present and future, Even
the sense of o be as an individual, as well as the personal view of
it, is based opon a certain understanding and evaluation of the his-
torical process,

It was not meant to be so, it was not even realized that the prob-
lem of tme was directed to such a spatalized percepton, yet the
fact is that this evolution lasted since Parmenides and Zeno until the
present time, Certainly this was now accidemal, For no philosopher
devoted his entire reflection to the question of time exclusively: to
the extent that this actually happened. this was just a part of his
grasp of reality as a whole. Hence, how time was regarded became
an infallible indicator of cardinal orientations of a certain philoso-
phy. For such a view is not just a lortuitous by-product of a phy-
sical or metaphysical system or doctrine, proposed by a philosopher
or a school of thought. It 15 an essential component, an expressive
and meamingiul factor mamfestng the @mst of a perception of reahty
as a whole, and forming the attitude towards this realiry,

This is the reason why it is reasonable o expect that a certain
conception of time can provide significant conclusions about the over-
all philosophical atutude respecove to this. As the concept of ame
is pivotal into a geoneral existential amitude, such a study may further
enlighten other facets of a philosophy. Crucial conceptions, such as
cosmology, anthropology, eschawlogy, the atitude to death, moral
ideas—all are directly involved and interwoven with how time is per-
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ceived and what its meaning is felt (il not always consciously known)
to be. For indeed time constitutes an essental element of an entire
philosophy and thoroughly imbues all the vital prenmses of an exis-
tential armtude.

How thinkers conceive of time then, as well as the mamner n
which they portray their perception of i, 15 consonant with their
overall view of reality, The ontology of tme stands 1n harmony wath
their fundamental philosophical premises, their understanding of being
as a whole, as well as with their methods and dialectics of invest-
gation ol philosophical problems.

In view ol this. the atnmde of thinkers towards the noton of tme
15 highly indicabive of their general philosophical onentaton, For it
18 not only their general philosophical tendency that determines the
conception of time; but also, a certain view of tme playvs a critcal
role in the formation of a general philosophical and existental a-
tude. How to live, what, i’ any, is the purpose of individual exis-
tence, how death 15 faced, what might constitute the content of a
possible hope: all those questions are bound by tme. Furthermore,
how, if at all, God is conceived: the perception of the world, is des-
tination and purpose, il any; whether the world was created, or not,
as well as all the temporal implications that the notion of creation
entails—all these are bound by the very concepoon of tme, too.
This close connection of one’s general view of reality 1o his concepton
of time decisively forms his ideas of the future, namely, expectations,
anticipation and the overall visualization of things in the time 1o
come. For it is mainly the concern for the future that affects an exis-
tential attitude. No one, for example, feels fear at thinking that he
did not exist bgfore he was born; on the contrary; this thought rather
brings about a feeling of inexplicable safety. But the awe at the idea
ol fulure non-existence s not wnusual. As a matter of faect, such a
horror is only one facet of the tear of death, which shows that death
15 very much bound up with comsideranons about bme.,

Bevond these general considerations, there are special reasons,
which render the smdy of Orgen’s ontology of time necessary. The
Alexandnan’s thought has been a poimt of intense, and frequently
tempestuous, controversy” since the fourth century unnl our day. It

" In the period around the years 300-300 AD. ocoorred what is known as
"Oripenistic controversies”. The main ancient sonrces prosvading an accouot of this
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should be expected then that a definition and elucidation of his con-
ceptuon of bme might provide danbeations, as well as chminaton
of miscomprehension, of other crucial facets of his highly contro-
versial theology,” especially with respect w his cosmology.

The criticism levelled against Origen varies. At best he is regarded
as the thinker who brought Greck thought and the emermng reh-
gion of Christianity too close to ecach other! A midway stance is
the assertion that he was restricted by the church traditon and the
Bible—hut only 1o the extent that they did not contradict his own
ideas.” A more extreme opinion is that he was but a Platonist. who
did pnothing more than composing an amalgam, a su generis hybrid
of Plaronic and Plotinian thought in biblical terms.” Al any rate, it
is a commonplace to charge him with the responsibility for the

dispute are the following: Socrates, Feolesiostioal History, V91.3-18: Soeomen, Eoolsaiteal
Higiory, V.27 Epiphanius, Parerion seu adoeross looe basresss, 6.63-4; PG 411734
Rufmuns, O Adulteratione Shomnme Ovgenzs, PG 17616532, A modemn account of these
conoversies 1 given by GW. Bunerworth in the introduction of &P, pp. x—oav;
s also, by Philip Schafl in his ey of the Chrstian Claoch, Vol 1, pp. 698-705.
Also s, M. Villain “Ruofin d’Aquilea. la querelle aonour " Origene’, Recherfes de
Sciemce Religeense, 27 {1937, pp. 5-37. 1653-95. In the Fourth Cenmry ﬂn.ﬂ_:-l:'ll! chiel
adversaries were Methodius and Peter of Alexandria, Laxer, ﬂug&ns ViEws wiore
aracked by Epiphaning of Salamis and Theophilus of Alexandra, Acconding 1o
Socrates (Frelesanton! Hudory, VL13), Methodius, Evstathius and Apollinans ako
wrobe weatises aguina Chigen, Chiel defenders of Origen were Rofinus, Eoschins
of Caesarca, Didvmus of Alexandrin, Gregory of Nazianzus, Gregory of Nyssa and
Hilary of Poiters. Pamphilus (and FEusebins] wrote an Apelsgre pre Ongers, of which
only the first ook is extant in a Latin oanslation by Bubinus (PGOET 521 Also
4, Giregory Thaumaturgus, i Onsemem oralio pomemiee, PGOI0L1052, Also 5. Socrates,
Eeviganitical Hisgry, 1117, Evscbing, Hfiskrts Ei-:ra?rm-r.!mg V.33,

' For discussion on the condemnation of Origen’s views, s. P. Schafl, sp. abl, ppe
T70-1; Butmterworth, op, ab, pp. ooy 00, Richardson, ‘The condemnation
of Ongen', Church Hisiory, 6 (1957), pp. 50-64, Gustave Bardy asserts thag the fifteen
amathemas secured by Justinian in the Filith Century are directed not so much
against Ongen himself bur agminst the ‘Ongenists” who were contemporanes of
Justinian;, Cf Recherches sur Phustoire du tecte of des versian ladines du Prine 'Origene, Paris,
1923, pp. 2056, The text of the fificen anathemas is preserved in D, Mans,
Secrmwm Cwciliram wwa o amplissimae collectin, Vol TX, pp. 396 400,

YO R. Sorahgi, Time, Creafeon ond the Contomoem, London, 1983, pp. 151, 316,
ete, My occasional disagreement with B. Sorabiji should nor obsoure my greae respect
for his excellent exposiion as a whole, as well as my respect for his heavy under-
taking bnlliantly carned out m that book.

‘E‘FR_HnniLm Ablegvy and Eveni, London, 1959, pp. 3694E

" CE G, Bige, The Christian Platorisls of Alevamdrin, Guﬁmd 1913, throughout, These
references are only mere examples ol atdides wwards the I.Lmu.ghl. of Origen. The
relevant assertons, both in these works, ns well as in a large number of others, will
be discussed in detail in due course.

Copyrighted malerial
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*Hellenization” of Christianity. In this context he is considered as a
kind of Chrstan “Guosuc’, i as much as Gnostcism 1s regarded as
an ‘extreme Hellenizaton® of Christanity, To deal with this question
in general is bevond my scope, since my aim here is to ponder upon
Origen’s conception of creation and time. This criticism, however,
i its varous degrees of moderation or extremity, will be considered
in as much as it 15 related to aspects of his thought pertaining to
my 1opic.

The birthplace of Origen, Alexandria, was where a number of
different streams of thought converged. Greek-Hellenistic schools,
Hebrews, Christians and exponents of vanous orental colts encoun-
tered each other, all this at a time when the Roman Empire was
i a powertul pedod of s history, Controversies, disputes, syncretism,
eclecticism, allowed the flourishing of schools of thought such as the
Judaeo-Hellenisuc thought and Gnosticism m a Christian garment,

Origen found himself in the midst of this vanety of religious, philo-
sophical and existential attitudes. It 15 therefore signihcant to con-
sider this famous ‘Greek’ background which allegedly influenced him
profoundly w a degree regarded as an unforgivable deviation from
the Christian orthodoxy. A survey then of the various conceptions
of time preceding Origen should by all means be carmed out. Following
this, one might be able o judge whether he formed his conception
of time under the infuence of, or in contrast 1o, us backgroond or
contempaorary environment. Such a survey becomes all the more nec-
essary since his writings show that he was well aware of the various
streams of thonght converging in Alexandria. Despite the controversy
surrounding his thought, his erudion has never been quesoonecd.
On the contrary, this has often been regarded as his crime, since it
is sustained that his philosophical background was the cause for him
to ‘Hellenize™ Christanity.

Most certainly Origen was an erndite man. We know thoogh that
his purpose was not to show off lus erudibon, but to edify his read-
ers or his andience, Certainly he was a copious writer, ranking among
the most prolific writers of the Church ever o appear. The question,
however, is this; was it a matter of fwadedge? This is the critical
question, which brings to the core of lns presuppositons of concep-
tion of tme. In order to answer this question it will be of utmost
agnilicance to consider not only the evolution of a partcular philo-
sophical notion (be it tme, creadon, or whatever), but also o take into
account the profound changes which were taking place at the time.
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The epoch in which Origen was born (185 A} is a period in
which racdical transformation was under way. It was not a queston
of emploving this or that philosophical opimion, It was something
more thorough, more urgent, and more dramadc: a profound, and
nonetheless paintul, change of existential atfitude is the main character-
1stic of the era. The more people were coming m comtact with the
various philosophical systems. the more they realized that philoso-
phy was unable to [dfil its own sell-imposed wask: that 15, o offer
people the deeper knowledge of wuth, through which they would
reach virtue and bliss. Scientific knowledge (already largely under-
mined by Scepticism| no longer believed that it possessed the wuth,
I the Stoic asemblies there was an idea which was constantly gain-
meg ground; thev realized and admitted that 1 was impossible lor
any human being 1o materialize their ideal of the wise man, which
the Stoic philosophy had clearly and persistenily portraved. From all
the quarters, in all streams of thought, it had become evident that
a4 human being camnnot Anewe the reality ol thimgs through his own
endoswment. Subsequently, no man could atain to virtue and hap-
piness if he relied exclusively on his own ability, People were living
under the Roman Empire in which social inequalities were an every-
day experience; they were seeing all the goods of earth around them
and vet not belonging to them., Having o cope with the exigencies
of daily life, they were faced wath the mclemency of both political
reality and philosophy. They felt ensnared in a world where neither
the institutional framework of the Roman Empire (animated by real
people in everyday life), nor science. nor philosophy could provide
the solace so earnestly longed for, There was therelore an inereas-
ing change of interest from this world towards a better one. After
the elapse of many centuries, people found themselves again filled
with a passionate desire for the supernawral, a hunger for religion,
a profound need for salvation rather than mere frowledge and its
confirmed quandary.’

Civilization, which had already given its fruits of At and Science
and had exhausted irself, was mrning o Religion again. The quest
for discovering the reality of things in a supernatural non-sensible
world was already posited by Plato and the Anstotelian monotheism.

T CE W, Windelband — H. Heimsoeth, Lefrbuch der Cescinchie der Phufosophoe, vol. 1,
p. 2468,
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Besides, the Swoic ethics had already established its own tradition.
All those were clements of a past sull echomng, at a penod when
people were orienting themselves towards redemplion bevond the sen-
sible world: a redemption regarded as anainable not through the
process of intellectual actvity, but by means of revelation offered 10
people m oone way or another.

So the requirements of science and bfe converged. Science sought
to find in religion the solution o the problems, whch had been tan-
talizing it for so long a time. Life, on the other hand, was seeking to
base the hunger for religions faith on a sciemtific foundaton or form.

Alexandna was the center of this radical historical procedure and
transtormation of the entire civilizadon, In the Library (Museum) of
this cosmopolitan commercial cty all fruits of the Greek eruditon
were treasured. People of every wibe and origin were gathered there
in order to find answers no longer to scientific questions, but w the
feclings and existential requirements which were overwhelmingly
pressing them. There were of course differences among culiures,
stemming from diverse opnons for certain values, Stll the quest for
salvation seemed to prevail as the common pursuit of these different
people.

Such was the environment 1n which early Chrstanmity was devel-
oping, It has been suggested that Chrstamty bmle the syvstem of s
own doctrines by coming 1o terms with the old philosophy.® Origen
found himself in a period in which the history of philosophy was
increasingly interwoven with the history of dogma, The Apologists
teven St Paul himself’} had already established some relatgon hetween
Christamty and philosophy; this phenomenon was to proceed for
a very long ume, Sull the question was oot one of two different
intellectual worlds coming to terms with each other. Rather, it was
a pressing question of how everyday life was to be conceived of.
The rearrangement ol values which was introduced with Christianity
would be felt even by people who had hardly been imtated n the
new dogma. In the HAomilies on Lake, for instance, we find Origen
addressing his audience of catechumens and exalting “humility’ as a
virtue. The social values of the time, however, did not regard humil-
ity as a virtue; indeed the Greeks never considered humihty to be
a virtue at all; the word for it used in Luke |48, always had a

* W, Windelband — H. Heimsoeth, ab. ot p. 247,
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negative connotation in secular Greek: in terms of morality it meant
‘haseness’ or ‘vileness', soaally the word indicated Slowness of posi-
tion’. And yet Origen strove (o present humility as a virtue to an
aucience ol catechumens who were not used to thinking of 1t as
such.”

The task facing Ongen, therefore, was not to compose a theory
of ime and add one more account to the long senes of saentific or
philosophical tradition which reached him. It was the urgent need
of the period to femm a view of tdme, which should be in une with
the Christian perception of the world and would serve o the expo-
siton of the new relimon. For indeed there were senous reasons ren-
dering this demand urgent,

My scope in this book is o explore Origen’s conception ol tme
in iself, which of necessity involves study of his doctrine of creation.
I shall argue that the concept of time is present in Origen’s entire
theology as a lundamental element, which was formed i full accor-
dance with his general perception of the world from a Christian
point of view, This concept reflects the entiretvy of his theological
views and thoroughly imbues them. Thus, although it was not my
purpose to expound the whole of Origen's theology, 1 regarded the
study of several aspects of it as an indispensable presupposition for
understanding and expounding of this crucial facet of his thought,
For, as T pointed out, how a thinker conceives of nime 15 an expres-
sive manifestation of his endre thought. This conception stands in
close relation o one’s entire perception of reality, in naturil, philo-
sophical and theological terms. The notions comprsing a certain
view of nme make the quintessence of a philosophy actually buttress
up its cardinal tenets, This concept, therefore, cannot be determined
unless every aspect of this thought is perused. For the notion of time
both determines and 5 determined by all the facets of a certain philos-
ophy or theology or existential amitude in general.

The sacnbhe benefit of the study of Ongen’s conception ol tune
lies in the fact that this may elucidate other crucial aspects or par-
tenlar points of his theology. I shall argue that his view of time is
the decisive means through which long-standing miscomprehension
ol his thought can be chiminated.

" Homilies o Lwke, 8.5; Ongem, Homifies on Lake, tr. Joseph Lienhard, Washinguom,
1996, p. 35,
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In studying this, I have followed certain principles drawn from
the expenence of how his work has been studied or treated hith-
erto. As a matter of fact, the state of the art in Ongen-studies is
pecaliar, since there is no universal consensus on the grounds of
epistemology. There is no unanimity in what should be accepted as
a rchable source: either his Greek writings or the Latin translations
are upheld as trustworthy by some scholars, while either Greek or
Latin remnants are disputed to all possible degrees by others, What
is uncommon in scholarhip is 1o find particular facets of Origen’s
theology considered as having deelaped in due course, as eolving with
age and expenience, which 1s in fact the most common thing w hap-
pen in any intellectual activity, all the more so in the thought of a
pioneer, at a ume when Chrisnan doctrine was in the making,

A large part ol Origen’s writings is preserved in the Greek orig-
inal text; another is extant only in Latin versions; there are also sec-
tons preserved both i the Greek ongimal and in Latin translation.
Latin versions should be read with caution, but caution within rea-
son. Rufmus himself has no hesitation 1o expheate that be has taken
some liberties in rendering Origen’s thought, but the degree of his
initiative varies {rom work to work. T regard his prologues a reliable
source for determining the degree of confidence which should be
aiven to cach Latn translation of his, Certaanly, a companson between
Greek original texts and their respective one m Latin show that the
difference is not always just linguistic: it 15 considerable, vet not in
the sense of fidelity, but because of abridgements which had o take
place for mostly practical reasons.

In the 1980°s, hnding myself in the nudst of the controversy about
the reliability of sources about Origen, | had resolved 1o rely on his
Greek extant works, rather than the defamed Latn transladons. An
early version of this topic was produced on that account. 1 realized
though that by following this principle in methodology, 1 relinguish
valuable evidence, which after all 15 supportive of sigmificant corol-
laries. Besides, the whole question should be considered not simply
in the context of philological analysis (which anyway is a difficuly
task to carry out; it provides unreliable conclusions, since Greek and
Latin parallels are too few 1o be able to support frm resolutons’,
but on more general consideranons, some of which 1 shall only
sketch: a more attentive study of Rufinus’s prefaces and perotations;
assessment of the historical setting of Justinian’s era and. specificallv,
his mentality as an emperor and his theological aspirations; reflection
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on Jerome ad hominar, on his overall disposition vis-d-vis Origen
and his attitude towards the controversy over hum; attention to be
paid o testomonies such as that of Pamphilus (which 8 contested),
of Photius, of Procopios of Gaza, of John of Damascos; also of
testimony scarcely taken as seriously as it should in scholarship, such
as that of Socrates the historan.

[ am pnow sabishied that Latn translanons should be studied atten-
tively, bearing in mind, however, that there s po such thing such
as the blanket notion “Latin translavons™ Each Latin rendering apiece
is a different case and should be studied and relied upon on its own
merits. In any event, they make up too important a stock to be left
out of consideration,

[ sull believe, however, that Pree 1s a exceptional case of its own
and should be studied and wsed on prounds quite different from all
other extant works, It is not just a question of Rufinus striving 1o
avoid misunderstandings, or to comply with what was regarded as
‘orthodoxy” at his tume; neither 15 1 his bemng rather loquacious, in
his endeavour to produce an interpretation or commentary rather
than a mere translation in a language less polished and less techi-
cal and indeed less sophisticated. The most critical point is that
Rufinns himsell’ had not comprehended principal facets of this thought,
such as Ongen’s conception of ame, let alone his eschatology, Thus
he a priori regarded the task of translation as wo intricate, while the
reuisite was simply a plain verbatim rendering of the Greek tex:
in Latin. Thus he did not abstain from interpolating what he saw
as his own emendatons of the Greek text.

[t 15 regrettable that, although thas 15 declared as a free render-
ing, claims about Ongen’s thought were made based mainly on this
text. The Latin rendering of Princ is indeed an outstanding monu-
ment of such an unfortunate approach.

In this text there are poimts crucially involving the conception of
time; vet they appear to be treated with utter unawareness of their
maomentous significance, Some examples frequently appearng i this
respect are the nouon of God’s being in relaton w dme; the rvela-
tion of the persons of Trinity between themselves; and God's rela-
tion to the world. Terms such as ‘before’, “afier’, ‘carher’. ‘later’,
‘vounger’, ‘older’, applied to these subjects, seem to be used with no
attentveness to their agmficance. For example, there are portions
such as this: “. . .10 prevemt anyone from thinking that the dile of
Almighty belonged to God befire the birth of wisdom, through which
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he is called Father; .. " orz ®. . . the utle of Almighty cannot be alder
in God than that of Father, for 1t 1s through the Son that the Father
s Almighty .. .” "

It is obvious that the terms ‘hefore” and ‘older” imply a kind of
temporal sequence or temporal priovity. Further, there are expres-
sions such as ‘the world . . . began to exist at @ definete time"" God
did not exist ‘even for a smgle mement wathout begetting his wisdom, '
There is also refevence to ‘certain ages or periods of time . . . during
which the world” might not exist, in order 1o reject the dea thar
there were “ages or periods’ when God was not almighty and a ‘tme
when he began to have creatures’." Also, ‘wisdom is eerlasdmg
whereas the author wonders whether “there will ever be a time when
there will be no world anvwhere, or o there ever was a ame when
there was no world at all’,”

Expressions of this kind seem to imply that tme iself 1s some-
thing taken for granted; as a matter of fact they suggest that tume
15 not faken min aceount at all. This simplisne manner i which the
questnon of time seems (o be weated i the Latin rendering of Prine
ndicates that ume is applied w God thoughtlessly, without aoy seri-
ous consideration of the whole question.

The same happens with the notion of eternity. It 15 stated that
“the term eerlasting or eternal properly denotes this which had no
beginning of existence and can never cease 1o be what i s, . . His
wisdom therefore is an aerlasting brightness enduring eternally ., 7'
Although there is the additional clause “vet not in time’, the phrase
suggests that the Son’s co-eternity to the Father is understood by
placing the Son's buth back to the mhmte temporal past,

Points such as these seem to indicate that temporal notions are
treated with unawareness of their crucial implications, even when
they are atributed to the divine being. It is not difficult 1o find quite
a number of similar passages in Prine where temporal notions are
used m an awkward manner. The requency of such terms 15 sinking,

i Pae, 12,9,
U Pape, LPref. 7; HL5.1.
" Page, LD
% Prige, 1,2.10,
" Prane, 1.2.11
" Panc, 11.5.1.
" Prine, 12.11.
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particularly for someone who approaches this work with the inten-
bon to study the comcept of ame.

It would be not unexpected then if someone concloded that Origen
considers time as an unquestionable datum atributed also o God's
life. However, I intend to argue that such a claim can be justfied
and grounded, to a certain extent, ondly i the event of the study
being concentrated in the Latin rendenng of Pree, Expressions such
as ‘vet not in time” are actually Orngen’s; ver they are almost lost
and neglected into the flood of Rufinus’s arbivary and unthought-
ful use of unfit temporal notions and terminology.

This notwithstanding Rufinus could not help not translating one
or two passages where God’s transcendence in respect ol time s
clearly enunciated.” It is true that in view of the length and the
importance of a work such as Prne, the point where God’s tran-
scendence to time is explicated would be rather untrustwaorthy, some-
thing like one more interpolation by Rufinus, On the face of it such
a suspicion would be not unjustihied once the study 15 conhned mainly
into Prine. For these statements are oo scarce in a volominous work
of four books, compared 1o the extensive inattentve use of empo-
ral notions, where time appears to be ungquestionably ascribed even
o the divine lifie. II there is a mistake, this is not the incredibility,
which could be attributed to the one or two passages of Prine, which
prove that it i not quite the case, The mistake lies simply in the
fact that the study of this question focuses in this work, as my dis-
cussion in this book shall show. For this text contains contradictions,
which have led 1o averments such as that “everything contained in
his Princ has also 1ts antithesis in the same work”™.™ Some of these
contradictions will be pointed out in as much as they are related 1o
my topic. As a matter of fact, it will be mainly poins such as these,
contrasted with Origen’s consistency throughout his writings in Greek,
which will reveal the damaging entries of Rufinus and the untrust-
worthiness of lus Labn translanon of Prine,

The best way to ground my assertions theretore is 1o corroborate
them through writings preserved in the Greek original rext confirming
them by appeal 1o Latin texts. Thus 1 do not compare simply dexts,

T GL Prre, 112.1; TV 4D
B H. Crouzel, ‘L’Hadés et la Géhenne selon Origéne’, Gregorianum Commmenlari de
Re Theolosicn of Phifosepdeen, 79 (1978 p. 351,
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which is not all wo easy, since there are not so many parallels in
both Greek and Latn; rather, 1 compare sdeas found here and there.

Although authentic views of Ongen can be found n the original
Greek text, the same may well happen in the Latin version. Hence
the Latin version should be taken ino account, with reasonable (ban
not exageerated) cavtion. An opimon m Laon should be regarded
as absolutely authentic not only once this can be corrohorated by a
Grreck text, but also when thos fits neatly with Ongen’s overall ideas.
This procedure has proved particularlv useful in interpreting points
of Latin versions, since in some of them (par excellence in Frinc) the
perspicuity of the Greek text has been deleteriously obscored.

Subsequently, it is evident that this kind of rescarch presupposcs
the study ol the entrety of Origen’s wntings, The reason s that
since he did not compose an ad for treatise on ame, but fomed a
conception of it which underlies and imbues his entire theology, it
would be unacceptable to overlook any part of his work. Besides,
this 15 a way of expressing in practice my objection to the practice
of making claims on the basis of two or three treatises—not o men-
don scholars of old dmes who studied Prime almost exclusively.

It is my view (which will be discussed and proven again and again
presently] that what we have is a compilation which should be taken
as an ancillary source derpreted in the hght of all Ongenisace corpus
iGreck and Latn) rather than being put inte use in order 1o infer-
pret Origen, or provide sound conclusions about his theology. Fring
should not be regarded as a cornerstone for determining Origen’s
ideas. Since the evidence to be collected from Prne is meagre and
tantahzingly meonclusive, we should not concern ourselves overmuch
with criticism based oo this untrustworthy rendering, with its gaps
filledd with biased statements hostile to the Alexandrian. Such an
interpretation is a task which stll waits to be fulfilled.

I have taken o account a number of edinons of this FPrine:
P. Koctschau's edinon, the Enghsh wanslation of it as well the French
edition by H. Crouzel and M. Simonetti. Koetschau quite arbitrar-
ily interpolated texis of authors subsequent to Ovigen—most of them
hostile to him, This editor has shown an excessive facility in employ-
ing any kind of irresponsible {and probably mahcious) cribosm against
Origen, incorporating it into the text of Pane, presenting it as “iews
of Orngen’, which are allegedly *flling gaps” of the Laon translanon
of Rutmus. This edition (as well as claims of the English translator
G.W. Bunterwaorth, who not only promptly consents to Koetschau’s
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tactics, but also makes his own contribution to similar allegatons)
15 open to severe cobcism, which T did not ful to entertam. Thas
has been done, o a certain extent, with points of the French edi-
tion, which contains some points which should not be lefi without
comment. But 1 touched upon this problem only in as much as this
15 related to my topic. | leave for the fumure a more detaled aceount
of my comments on ths editon. At any rate, an edinon of Pane elu-
cidated and commented in the light of the enliredy of Origen’s authen-
tic views would be welcome in the English-speaking world. As regards
Prine in general, I have used it only as an ancillary source, as a text
highly precarious, full of contradictions (due to Rufinus’s interpola-
tions; and, at any rate, as a source of conlusion rather than eluci-
dation ol any aspect of Origen’s thought, unless thas is compared
with relevant Greek, and nonetheless Ladn, portons. Ir will in any
case be unwise to put too great a stress on the words which Rufinus
uses on time and temporal notions.

As regards other writings of Ongen, [ am apt to accept the authen-
tcity of the Scaolin e Apocalypsis. Although it has been argued that
there is no testimony that he ever wrote any comment in the
Apocalvpsis,” certain philological and linguistic considerations seem
o me to suggest the opposite. 1 postpone elaboration on this point
untl a next work ol mine, since m this treatise this point plays no
decisive role. As far as my topic 158 concerned, of what is stated in
that work there is nothing to appeal w, or to dispue. However, the
fact that in all his writings, (from the early commfoln written in
Alexandna in 218 to Cels written in Cesarea m 248/ there 15 no
reference to that work 13 no real evidence ol non-authenticity, 1n
view of the vast bulk of lost Greek writings,

There are particular reasons, which render the study of Origen’s
own words useful. He had a very good command ol Greek and was
very scrupulous in the use of every word. As regards language, he
subjected scnptural passages to meticulous scrutiny, very often appeal-
ing to the etvinology of a word and offering lucid analytical exege-
ses. In wsing a word, he was always aware of s grammatical,

" L BGF, &, p. 20, n. 2,

™ For dating of Origen’s works s. Marguerive Harl, Ovigéve of la fonciion revalatrice
i Vertw fncomd, Pars, [958, pp. 70-1; also in Adolf von Harnack, D Clmonoiogae
ey altehrisilichen Littevater by Ewsebins, Leiprig, 1904, pp. 27-54.

L Oy II-_!||'-_'. 1 maleria
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philosophical and theological implications. In his Commentaries on
the Emstles of Paul, he olten goes as far as to do what he calls
droketrotioet iy epdon (o restore the phrase., That is, w0 ren-
der the text in correct Greek, although he certainly finds the Epistles
consonant in all their parts and providing an unerring grasp of the
purport of revelation. That Ongen is scrupulous in treating language
15 not just an assumption drawn from the study of his texts. It is he
himself who argues for the significance of the correct interpretation
as well as the proper use of the Greek language, which he highly
respected for its elegance and expressional potential®' even in its
shghtest details and nuances; that s, pondering upon every single
word in order to wring its deeper significance. To understand Orngen's
method on this point, we should recall the practice of ancient thetorie:
those who studied rhetoric in the ancent world were educated and
trained to analyse a text word by word, until every possible allusion
and every conceivable relationship of every word had been drawn
out of it. Here then is a sample of his strenuous advocacy for felic-
Wous precision:

And let anyone know that it is impossible to weat properly any prob-
fem, be it moral or natural or theological, unless he uses terms with
their accurate meaning and depicts the logical significaton in due way.
It is not fle to follow the accuracy of the signification and 10 pon-
der upon it painstakingly; for there are cases where we commit sen-
ous mistakes because of failing to clear up homonyms [pi cobaipovre:
tieg opwvuuurg, doubis, misuses of the terms, literal meanings and con-
wadistinetions. . .. We have sad all these, in order to show that we,
who wish not o be mistaken in understanding the divine Scnptures,
belicve that i is uiterly necessary to be attentive to and aware of the
logic of the terms used.™

Explicit statements such as this, as well as his use and explanadon
of nuances of the Greek bmguage, convinee that he knows this lan-
guage 0 depth. Ongen approaches the bibhical text in a way markedly
different from modern exegesis: modern readers focus on the sen-
tence or the pericope as the unit of understanding; Origen, by con-
trast, takes every single word as the unit of understanding the purport
of the dhine text. He assumes that no word in the Senptures is idle.

W comm Fotn, 200 XXII; 5. also @eegfolm, 2, 11
* mmmGm, 3 fcomm. on Gen. 1,16, PG.I12.89; the same in Phifwafie, 14, 2.

L Oy II-_!||'-_'. 1 maleria
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He is always alive to the fact that the manner in which he treats
language should serve to an accurate exposiion and he is haghly
perspicacious in his remarks, Giveo his statements about the significance
of linguistic scruony and accuracy, it is reasonable to expect that
the stucy of his writings preserved in Greek can provide his real
theological views anthontatvely. We also may focus our analysis on
certain cructal terms he uses; for when he uses terms, especially those
loaded with special sigiificance, he is alert o their philosophical or
theological implicadons. As mv discussion shall show, I":}]lﬂmng Origen’s
OWIl practice on a Lhumugh sty not only of notions but also of
their phrascology itself, 1s a prlru:lpir of research which provides fruit-
ful conclusions.

A subsequent poant of major importance is the significance attached
1o the *homonyms’. In the foregoing passage, he points out that it
is a task ‘to clear up the homonyms™ (vaBaipovieg wég opovupiceg),
This notion s frequently used in order to indicate a term under
which there are more than one conceptions to he understood. In
the Prologue of the Commentary on the Song of Sengs there is an account
of the meaning of homonyms:

The Divine Scriptures make use of homonyms; that is to say, they use
identical terms for describing different things . . .; and not only are the
same terms emploved, bot also the things themselves are compared
with one another.™

This defimtion s also found n Greek texts: “homonyms are those
which have only their name in common, but their essential content
is chfferent” (opovvue 88 fotv, @v Ovopn udvov xowov, o BE wotd
tolvopo the obolag Adyog Etepoc).™

In expounding his own exegeses of the Scripture, his constant con-
cern is 1o carry ont what he sets forth as a task of the hiblical inter-
preter, that is, o ‘clear up the homonyms’, It was a substantial means
towards his aim to probe into the deeper truths and unveil the rea-
sures of wisdom which, as he was convinced, lie hid in every word
spoken by the Spivie. It was part of his ohjective to elicit the moral,

® B.P. Lawson, Chgen The Song of Songs, Comementary and Hoeiihes, London, 1957,
p. 26.

® ohamFer, 20, 1; CF Ardstotle, Cogoriee, I Az G. Bardy points out, “la citatdon
est textuelle, mais Aristotle n'est pas nomme par Ongene”™; Cf G. Bardy, “Ornigéne
et FArstotelisime™, Méfonmes Cadare Glotz, tome 1, Paris, Iﬁ'ﬂ P TH, n 4
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theological or mystical meaning that the biblical text is presumed to
contam. More sipmiheant though 15 that he uses homonyms haomsell
in order to couch his own conceptions, This fact, although highly
determining the comprehension of his thought, has not heretofore
been adequately noticed, nor doe attention has been paid to it. This
has not been uthzed as a means for unraveling cnbocal aspects of
his theology. To canfy the homonyms wsed by Ongen, that s, to
determine the varegated imports ascribed to the same term, is a
task which T have meticulously pursued during my research.
Finally, i discussing Origen’s views, 1 was conscious of the fact
that I am deahng with a thinker whose thought ior alleged thought)
has been highly and tempestuously controversial for more than seven-
teen centuries: from shortly alter his death untl our day the dispute
has never really ceased to rage. Nevertheless, it is frustrating o study
extended scholarhip abour him and being faced with so much dis-
tortion and miscomprehension—already since the era of Jerome, later
Justinian, unul today. For there are allegatons, which come to stark
contrast with what Ongen really held and himsell” explicitly enunci-
ated. There are assertions, which are supposed to be an ‘answer” w

him—and vet they are nothing more than a mere repetition of

Origen’s own words.® There are citations of points of his writings,
which are adduced in order to prove exactly the opposite of what
the passages themselves show—and they could showe the real views
of Origen if they were guated, not just cited as references, Perhaps
it is the barrier of language: perhaps it is because the study was naot
extended over the whole of his work, or because the reference is
considered out of context. Be that as it may, the fact does not change.
For if texts and ideas of Origen’s are extant, it 15 not acceptable 1o
adduce them in order to prove different {indeed the opposite] points,
This i1s why the voluminous bulk of his work should not be over-
looked. For, once this task is carried out, the reader will have amassed
a lormidable array of texts and ideas in support of a certain view
of time and the notions which determine this.

* It is tragically iromical that the word ‘e’ (o ialics) was used inocases of
this sori, as it happened with R, Sorabii (ap. a4, p. 151 G, Florovski, on the other
hand. (Aspecis of Charol History, Greek . by P Pallis, Thessaloniks, 1985, pp. 69-70)
speaks of Athanasius® “step beyond Orngen’ at a point where Athanasius simply
echoes Origen's views, I diseoss these claims in due conrse.

Lopyrignted malena
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I have, therefore, followed it as a principle that the views of Origen
should not be ated as references but, whenever necessary, be guoted—
even il the guotation could be somewhat lengthy, In view of the
scholarship referring to his thouoght, it has been my practice to bol-
ster my views not only by means of reference to ttles and chapters,
but to let Ongen speak for himself. This method of dealing wath
this thought may lead to a weatse lengthaer than what was desir-
able. Yet the scientific benefit of this procedure seems considerable
to me. It is only a by-produet that 1 have taken the oppormunity of
rendering into English, for the first time, a number of Greek pas-
sages, which elucidate determining tenets of the Alexandrnan, What
18 importaot 15 that this way of expounding this thought leaves no
room for controversy, For it is Orgen himsell who speaks and i is
his own words which elocidate erucial aspects of his anthentic views.
I am satisfied that only through such a methodology what Origen
really believed can after all be resolved conclusively.

The upshots with respect to my topic prove that this procedure
was worth the effort. For the conclusions pertain to crucial facets of
Origen’s thought, which are now seen under an entirely new light
against current misapprehension. At anv rate, my conviction that the
conception of time constitutes an essential element of a thinker's
thought has become stronger than it was mn the beginmng of this
research, For the conclusions eliminate fundamental misunderstand-
ings and prove tha Origen's influence is far more extensive and
decisive than it has been reckoned so far,
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CHAFPTER ONE

GOD AND TIME

On the queston of the being of God with respect o time, Origen’s
concern o be accurate in couching his views s evident, On this
specific topic though there is a particular difficulty facing him: he
knows that, m order to treat this question, language 15 inadecquate
to express the reality ol the being of God: hence his constant
concern for accuracy cannot be fulfilled. The main reason 15 that
the tenses ol verhs are always placed in a certain ‘time”;" a verh will
be in a ypovog, cither Presemt or Present Perfect tense or Past tense
ete. It is impossible to use a verb apart from any implication of time.
In contrast to a noun or adjectve, a verb ot only expresses an
action or a passion or @ state of the subject, but also indicates the
time which this action or passion or state s referred to. On this
point he follows Anstotle’s statements verbatim; for indeed it was
the Stmgirite who had sad that *a verb 15 a sound which not only
convevs a particular meaning but has a dme-reference also™ in con-
trast with a ‘noun’ which “is a sound assigned with an import estab-
lished by convention alone, but no reference whatsoever to time’.’

Origen regards the divine reality as a timeless state radically tran-
scendent o nme. In the portraval of God’s being then any verb 13
a priod mappropriate, there 15 a lingwistic predicament, since no verb
can be used apart from a certain concomitant temporal implication,
Had he emploved another perception of God's being {lor example,
everlasting duration or perpetual present), there could be no difficulty:
he could use Present tense. Bur 1t 13 he himsell’ who emphasizes that
God's being cannot be expressed by any ol the forms of verbs,
because this being is atemporal as God radically transcends all time.

In frjehn, quoting John 1,1 ‘In the beginning was the Logos’,
Ohrigen 1s guick to address himsell to this stumbling block, by means
of a comment which veads as follows:

' In Greek the word for “tense’ is the same to thay of time’, namely, ypovoc is
used either for “trnse” or “mme’

P Adrictatle, D Interpresatione, 1L 160G

T fhed, 1116a20.
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CHAPTER ONE

Speaking about the Logos of God it would be more accurate to say
8 (faxiv); but he [sc. John] used ‘was’ (v} instead of ‘is’ (gotiv] in
order to relate the being of the Logos to his incarmation, which wok
place in a certain time; one should bear in mind that, in reference (o
the atemporal things, the accurate meaning of verbs such as “was’ [fv)'
and ‘is" fotv) and ‘will be” (Fozm) should not be taken literally. For
Logos the Giod, being the Son of the Father, is himsell tmeless God,
Therefore, the verbs applied to him should not be considered together
with the time which they imply, since the Son is oot under ome (=6
gpovov): for a oerh is what indicates ome {10 npoampaivov ypdvov), as
Aristonle says.”

In frfof the same assertion is found, in the exegesis of the same
passage, namely, John 1,1:

Since there are some who have fallen from the right faith chinking
that it is only him who was born from the virgin that exisis, very ably
the theologos writes for them that ‘In the beginning was the Logos'
(v dpyfi fv O Adyog): using the verbs properly, he applied the term
‘became’ [gyéveto) to the Aesh and the term ‘was® fv) o the divinity,”
Speaking of the Logos of God it would be more accurate to sav ‘i’
(botivy, but he used *was' (fiv) instead i ‘s’ [dotlv) in order to relae
the being of the Logos o his incarnation, which ook place at a cer-
tain time; anyone nevertheless should know that, in referring to atem-
FI!'.I']'—.I] things, he should not take the meanng of verbs literally; lor that
which is signified by a verb mmplies co-existence of time wogether with
it; for example, when we say ‘was' Mv] we mean that which does not
exist any more bul existed only in the past; accordingly, ‘8" (fativ)
denotes what exists now and “will be' (Eoten] points 1o what will exist
i the future, But no one should think that the gme imphed by a cer-
tain verb can be applied 0 the Logos of God, since he is omeless

(B

In the passages here Origen is explicit that giéiog means fimeless. So,
here at least, there can be no room for the usual dispute as to
whether Gidog has a meaning of ‘tmelessness’ or ‘everlasting dwa-
tion’, R, Sorabp asserts that Plato made no conscientious attempt
1o distinguish between the terms dibwg and aidviog.” As 1 will note
later, it is not clear whether Plato holds the eternity of the Ideas

¢ CF Jobn 1, 1.
o OX; italics mine.

is opinion is also found in ek, CXL

fioin. 1.

" CF R Sorabji. op. vit.. p. 116,
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to be in everlasting duoration or timelessness. As regards Philo,
H. Wollson pomts out that he, too, did not make a clear distine-
tion between didwog and eddviog.” AL any rate, | do not maintain
that Origen always used aibwg in the sense of tmeless; he used it
also in order to suggest perpetual duradon. In these cases, however,
this 15 used as a manoer of speaking rather than as a literal sug-
gestion of endless ame, '

There 15 good reason then for banning the wse of ‘was’, or *will
be', or even ‘is’, when referring to the divine being. Whenever Origen
strives 10 adumbrate the abstruse conception of the divine subsis-
tenee, he constantly bears in mind the fundamental premise: he refers
to a reality mranscending all ame, He also s aware of the incapa-
bility of language to express this reality adequately or at least with
BOME ACCUTACY,

In expfror he refers to the portion, ‘It was me who was his delight’
("Eydd fjuny 7 apooigepe)’’ and explains: “The ‘was™ (fipnv] referring
to God does not indicate any existence of time as it does when it
refers to those that are under time, such as in the case of one say-
ing, ‘I was im a market place’. And since she [sc. Sophia] “was
befitting (v dppdlovoe)’ God who is without beginning (1§ avapye),
then she is timeless (@idog), too’,"”

Gods being 12 an atemporal reality which transcends all tme.
Although the use of langoage for the portraval of this reabity is
deemed inevitably inadequate, he is very cautious of how he couches
his statements. The inadequacy of expressions is taken for gramed,
still there is constant vigilance and endeavour to reduce this inac-

curacy to the bare mimmum;

[ use all these terms. not because they actoally apply 10 God himself,
but because | find myself in an mpasse as 1 stand betore, to call them
so, inelfable words (Gppimoy pruateov)™ which only God himsell and,
after, him his only-begoten Son is able either o say or o think prop-
erly aboue himnself.'

*CL HA. Wollson, Phile, vol. 1, pp. 234-5.

WOGE setlent, where @lfiog is wsed o indicie the same meaning with that of

the rxpression gig wv ociove. PG 12.815.

I Prov. &, 30,

" expPro, 8 PG 13,32,

" The term used here for ‘words' is ppata, which literally means “verbs’ both
in the technical grammarscal sense and in the that of “words'.

" gwnmg Fahn, 32, XXV P, Plags asserts ermoneonsly that Origen hebd 3 notion

[P 1} o
L.0n ||;| =
LAY N | =
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24 CHAPTER ONE

In the light of these analyses, we can assess the assertion of
R. Serabji' that Origen did not always have a very frm grasp of
the idea of timelessness, Origen’s own texts do not allow for the pos-
sihility that he was groping for the idea of timelessness, The points
where he seems to speak as if God had foreknowledge. not timeless
knowledge, are only loose and imaccurate expressions used mevitably,
ver consciously, because of the himited potential of language to express
what is bevond language. This is exactly the point made here.”™ The
very being of godhead with respect to tme is perceived not in terms
ol everlastingness or sempiternity (that is, being a1 af tmes), but in
unambiguous terms of atemporality, In reference to the divine ontol-
ogy, God’s being 15 tmeless, not omnitemporal.

It 15 then quate plain that Origen did bave an unwavering grasp
of the idea of tmelessness and the above passages show that he does
not fall short of this conception. It is also clear that by the rerm
aidiog he again denotes what is timeless and applics to the reality
which, as he puts it, is not ‘under’ tme."’

In view of these statemenis i Greek, similar ones in the Latdn
version of Prne can be taken as authentic:

O course, these terms that we use, such as ‘always’ or “has been’, or
any similar ones that bear a temporal significance, must be interpreted
with reservations and not pressed since they relate to dme. But the
maltters of which we are now speaking, although deseribed o tempo-
ral language for the purpose of discossion, in their essenoal nature
transcend all idea of dme.'

of ‘sacred tme’ of Gad; he further claims that Ongen topk this noton from the
Joewish and Christian Goosticisng 1, Py Plass, "The Concept of Eternity in Patristic
Theology™, Sudia Thenlogica, 36 (19823, p. 13, A similar view has been taken by
J. Dani¢lou in Gogel Mesage and Helloristic Culture, w. JA. Baker (London, 1973),
pp- 0l 469 The folly of the claim that Origen had anything to do with
Cinosticiam i discussed presendy, Here 1 point out this conradicrory fact: Chrigen
has been particulardy eriticized Tor helding the noton of dmelessness. To seholars
such as O, Culbmann this seemed a kind of conmmination by the ‘danger” of Greek
thought (5. iffa). It 15 then quite strange that the noton of ‘sacred tme’ 15 atmib-
uted 1o Origen. Such an aserion would delight the scholars who deny any notion
ol tmelessness, vet it s wrong.

" R Sorabji, ap. cil, p. 1235

" Even so. however, when Orvigen speaks of the “knowledge” of God, he uses
Present rense (which implies timeless knowledge), not Past tense (which implies fore-
knowledge). | discuss the guestion of foreknowledge later on.

" eepPron, B s also selP5, 101; 102 expPor, 25,

" Prwe, L34
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By the end ol the Fourth Book a similar remark 1s made:

This phrase that we use, however, that there never was a me when
he did not exist, must be accepted with a reservation, For the very
words, when or never, have a temporal connotatdon, whereas the state-
ments we make about the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit
must be understond as ranscending all dme and all ages and all eler-
nity, The rest of I,H:':E;H_, however, which are external o the Tranity,
must be measured by ages and periods of tme.™

There is also an implicit reference® o time according to which ‘no
thought of before or after can be entertained’ in respect of “the per-
soms of the Trimity’. However, the notion really suggested at this
point is not so much the relation of the Trinity o time, but the
relation between the Three Persons themselves as hypostases equally
cocternal. The idea is that there was no state in which the Son and
the Holy Spirit did not exist together with the Father, since the very
being of the Trinity is dmeless.”

It is important for the further development of my topic o make
clear a point that | regard as fundamental for a proper understanding
of Ongen’s thought, It has to be emphasized that he holds a con-
ception of God as radically transcending time not only with reapect o
time, but also before all time, Although the term ‘hefore’ is inevitably
used in a loose sense (for “before’ makes no sense in the absence of
tme}, the noton indicated 15 that God &5 bemg regardless of exis-
tence or non-existence of ame. This comes to mean a concepuon
of God i Himsell, that is, God who is being in the absence of cre-
ation or even any thonght of creanon. To think of God in Himself
does not necessarily entail to think of him as Creator. Hence when
one perceves God as Creator, through observaton of the outcome
of his creative act, this by no means could mean that this percep-
ton applies to Himsell,

This view constitnies a significant contrast with Platonism and
Neoplatonism. This is also a facet of Origen’s thought that has been
widely misunderstood. [ shall then dwell on this point n order o
make it clear through words of ns own, In Gels e is affirmed that

" Prne, IV 4.1,
* Princ, 11.2.1.
' The term afw suggests that this fundamenial theological view of Origen is
groumded not only on the noton of divine timelessness, bur also on other facets of

his cheology.
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21 CHAPTER ONE

‘it is not absurd that we also should accept the view thar the char-
actenistics of God which we know do not apply to God Hnself. For
the attributes of God are supenior to any ol those which are known
not only to human nature, but even by the natures of the beings
which have ascended to the higher ranks of life.™

God Himself 15 *beyond what can be percerved through the nund’
(Emékerva tov vomtov).” So ‘evervthing we know about Gad is infe-
rior o God Himsell” (navia & Touev éddttove dotl Geol)”

According to selfy God is "known as Creator, Wise, Provident and
Judge'. In point ol the first of these conceptions of God, ‘he is
Creator because he brought creatures into being out of non-beimng’
(wol Snpwovgyds v St Tl yeyovote ard tol ph Svios eig o elvan),”

The knowledge of God as Creator is based on {and dermved [rom)
a certain beause. This means that God as Creator 15 known through
an act of his will, But God in Himself cannot be known at all. There
1s not any ‘because’. there s not any ‘act’, there 15 no creature
through which God could be known in Himself, It is only through
shrist and God's sell-manifestation that men may figure a notion of
God in Himself.

Thus the fundamental distinction between God known in Hinself
(nvooxopevog) and God as eresfor (Gnpovpyds) is clearly made.™ In
observing creatton one does not see anything of God i Himself; all
he may see is the wisdom according to which everything was cre-
ated; for ‘In the corporeal heavens God dwells as creator through
his multi-embroidered wisdom,™

God in Himself *is unananable by reason’,”™ and ‘no one knows
the accurate knowledse which Trnity has of herself,™

On thos point there are penetratung analyses, which are worth fol-
lowing verbadm, in order to see how the disinction between God
i Himszell' and God as Creator 1s made:

No one can see God through a process of his own mind, as it hap-
pens with visible things which arve said o be seen through an act of

2 e, VI, 62 italics mine,

H eiMar, XLV,

“ el V1, G2

= oaetPrn, 136, NG 12,1661,

5 gy, 118, 915 selPr, 118; PG 121604 expPron, 6 PG 17.177,
ogelP 122

™ Cels. V1, G

= wAfan, 244,
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GO} AND TIME 27

secing. But God is seen o those whom he might judge that He should
be seen by revealing Himself. For af one were seeing God, then he
would see Him, so to speak, in His quabty proper and His magmtuce
proper (olog kol Yadg éomv). But it s not man who sees, it is Gend
who shows what is seen: this s why God presents Himsell in a way
that might be comprehended by creatures. As the Saviour sayvs *1 will
present mysel™Y he did not say “he will sce me”, but he sad T wall
present mysel”."!

There 15 particular emphasis on the notion that “the divine things
cannot be seen without an action of their own®, namely through
God's ‘grace’™ Subsequendy, creaturely mind

cannot see God through an intellectual act of s own. So we coneeive
of God, o the extent that it 15 possible to us, through the theological
notions about him—at least those which we have; even so, however,
we concerve of Him obscurely, Bur God m Honself (woro; 68 0 Beog)
has knowledge of Himsell’ not through any means of this kind, but He
has a knowledge that is appropriate to Him. For it is Himsell’ who is
both the subject and the object of comprehension, This is why it s
only the Son who knows Hing it is the Son who i comprehended by
the Father and 1t is he who comprehends the Father™

Orrigen knows that ‘there are many people who have a conceprion
of God as Crealor, vet they do not profess Him as Father of the Son’.
Kl moddol yoiv £rovewy Evvolay Brol dnpiovpyold, ou pnv opoh-
oyouay ooty uiob motepel. But to speak of “knowledge’ of God
means m fact to know Him ‘m as much as He is God and in as
much as He is the Father’ (xeBd Oe6g don wel vebd noatip éor ™
In view of this, ‘even if we be found worthy of seeing God now
by means of mind and heart, we see him not “as he 57" but as
he appears according to his dispensation towards us™.™ However, there
v the objective reahty of what God 13 in Hunself, albent creatures
cannot know 113 and this objecuve reality is singled out in the same
passage by means of the expression & Zorev (that which God .Y

¥ John, 14, 21,

Y fjelm, XIV.

¥ O fenlie, 3; OF also commMai, 12, 10; 14, 24,
ol X111

Hfelae, 34,

"1 John, 8, 2.

" commpbat, 17, 19,

7 e, 17, 19,
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28 CHAPTER ONE

Therefore, by reason of the radical chasm between God and the
world then, any knowledge of God in Himself s impossible.™ God
15 the ‘creator and God of the prophets and Father and God of
Christ and our father”.™ But from a worldly peint of view, one can
see not God in Himself, but God as he represents Himself 1o ns.*
In observing the world we have just ‘conceptions’ of God: we do
not know Him Himself we can only form a ‘conception” of God as
Creator.! Therefore,

neither can anyone worthily know the unereated and bArstborn of all
created nature® in the way that the Father who begot him knows hiny;
nor can anyone know the Father i the same way as the hving Logos
who i3 God’s wisdom and oruth.*

Even when God will be seen by creatures ‘as he is',* this will hap-
pen in the way which is possible for God to be known by creamres
elldg Eott Suvatov tolg yevnteig yvaval tov Bedv), It is not possi-
ble to take the [expression]| ‘as he 15" as denoting God Himself (oo
yop oldv te exhapPavey 1o xofide foty o Bedg abtdg).” This is the
sense in which ‘the prophets or patiarchs or angels have seen God,™
Onee again, the notion of Ged Himself [ Oebdg altds) is evidently
enunciated.

The radical divine transcendence is tellingly expressed in the onto-
logical relaton of God to the world. Ongen refers o the world
through the term whole [Bhov)" which is a Stoic werm. ™ Saill he rejects
the Stoic doctrine that God s immanent in the world:™ he also
explicitly opposes both ‘the Stoics and the followers of Plaw’ who
held thar the ‘whole’ world is ‘god”.™ His view is that God 15 nei-
ther ‘part’” nor ‘whole’. This statement 15 one of those which under-
line the radical divine transcendence:

# feMart, 244.
# pommfoln, 19, V| comm. on Rom, 1, [-7.
" commMar, 17, 19,
W atl, 243,
“ CL Col. 1; 15
Wity VI, 17,
Y1 John, 3, 2.
i4 frj'-'h-rt. :,;_
" frjoke, XIV.
T oCels, VI 44,
" SFF, 11, 167, B.
" Cels, VI, 71
Witk W, 7.

-
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All things are parts ol the world vet God 15 not part of the whole
(mOvT Pap pEpN soopou, 0By &E pEpog dkou & Be6gl; for God must
be regarded as not wcomplete as the part is incomplete. And proba-
bly a deeper consideration could show thar stnetly speaking, just as
God s not a part, so also he 15 not the whole (Bedc darep olx don
pEpog ovtms obde dhov), since the whole comprises parts (fmel 1o Ghow
ex pepiy for).”! And reason does not demand that we should allow
for the supreme God comprising parts, each one of which cannot do
what the other parts can.”

That the world is the ‘whole’ was a Swic doctone. However, Origen’s
atfrmaton of the *world” which as the “whole™ 15 simnlar to the Stoic
one only in letter, His premise for holding this view 1s sheery different:
this is the franscendence of God—a notion which has no room in
Swicism where God is regarded as immanent in the world. Origen’s
conception is different: God is incomposite; {or i’ the “whole’ was
the reahty of both God and world, then, God would be regarded
as ‘part’ of the *whole”: “the whole is the composite of the parts,
For “all’ cannot be predicated where there is no diversity in quan-
tity and qualiry™.*

God is not “part’ of the ‘whole’. He s beond the “whole®. Beside
the conception of the radical transcendence of God, this suggests a
flundamental conception of his wluch has been underestimated, and
sometimes denied by scholars who overstressed and miscomprehended
his allegorical exegesis: for what Origen does here is to strongly
attirmn the full welity ol the world.

We know that there 15 an actual reabty of God in Hunself, vet
thas knowledge 15 not drawn from the observation of the creaton,
bt from the self-revelation of God recorded in the Scripture. This
knowledge is obtained from ‘the testimonies given’ to us {t& poptipia
e nopodedopeva).”™ These ‘testimonies’ (poprope) are the message
of the divine seriptures,™ both the Old Testament (% . . the testi-
monies having been said many times ., . .7, and the New Testament
i, .. 1 find new testimonies . . . the testimonies of Jesus Christ ., L™

OCL SEE L 167, 356 also in Sexwas Empiricus, ddveras Methematicon, [X,.338-49,
352; 1.264: Phyramia, 1L98-101; CF Athanasius, Gitra Gendes, 28; M_25 44

TR T

W Urenraertary o e Epistle ta the Romans, 41,11,

" sl 118, PG 12,1621 /% 118, 1189, 138.

" alPs, 118

" I,

Lopyrignted malena



30 CHAPTER ONE

The only way to know of God being more than the Creator is
through His own revelabon m God the Logos throughout the nb-
lical history, It is through historical events, culminanted in the event
of “incarnation’ (8w ths ooprogens), that the transcendent God
became ‘approachable’ (mpoeitog; to men.™ So using ‘truth and the
testimony of events and all sorts of working of wonders as a knd
of voice, God suggested His own sublimity to humans.™

Even so, divine instruction is necessary for ‘the law can be known
only by revelation” and no ntellectual ability alone is adequate lor
that."™ Which means that the ‘parables and obscure words’ which
were uttered by the Holy Spint through the prophets need o be
‘readable’” and they become readable o those who are “participants’
of the Holy Spirit and taught by him. For no one can comprehend
the divine Seriptures unless though illumination by the Holy Spirit.™

God through his “great providence for the sake of man’ guides
and eolightens man toward ways that *human nature itself does not
know, "™

These passages demonstrate that it is not the world, but 1t is God's
self~revelation that provides a hint of the divine being. In the final
analvsis, this means that Origen holds a Theological, not a Cos-
mological conception of God. His theology springs from the self-
revelation of God throughout history, not from observation of nature,
To expound Origen’s theology in detail, that is, his concept of God
in Himseli, is bevond the scope of this hook. 1 shall only refer o
his conception of Wisdom and Logos; and this only to the extent
that this bears upon the conception of tme. For an important point
that needs to be made 15 not only that there 15 a conception of Ged
m Himsell far bevond the notion of God a5 Creator; there is also a
visualization of a reality preceding creation, that is, a reality in which
only God i and there is no creation at all. This will lead to the
conclusion that the current opinion that Origen cannot think of God
without necessarily thinking of him as Creator is erroncous,™

W frMak, 5k

WoselPs, 45, PGO12.1435,

¥ owelPy, 118, PG 12,1582,

A expProw, 24 PGL1T.233.

“oemcPy, 77, PGOIT1E,

 That God 18 Creator of secessity i3 the Platonic and Neoplaonic conception—
which lead 1w the allegation thar Origen held & doctrine of ewernal creation, This
i a current [yer entrely erroneous) opinion. The whole question will be carmassed
ETI I
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Despite the fact that God’s being is regarded as ‘above” time, that
15, as a racically transcendent reality, Ongen does go ahead wath a
portrayal of God’s being in Himself, This is made at the point where
he mterprets the portion of John 1.1 ‘In the beginning {év dpyii) was
the Logos™.™

In trving to interpret this passage, he 1s faced with a challenge o
his conception of the divine being as a timeless reality. For the term
apptt is one of those, which par excellence have a temporal impli-
cation, namely, beginning. How is it possible to speak of the divine
Being as an atemporal state while at the same time speaking of a
certain ‘In the beginming’ {ev apyf)? This 15 the challenge, which he
has ta cope with, in order to sustain his conception ol the divine
life as a omeless reality,

Belore any discussion about the actual meaning of the foregoing
poraon of John, he points out that there are many meanings of the
word apgi. This ‘mult-sigmification” (10 xoAtonpov) of the term can
be found not only among the Greeks but also into the Holvy Seripture,”™
Thus he expounds all the different purpors of the term dpgrt found
i the Scrprure. It 15 only after this extensive exposition that he
comes to the portion of John 1,1 in order to ofter his own exegesis:

Having seen that the term dpy means so many things, we now exam-
ine which of them should be employed in the [porton] ‘In apxd
wis the Logos’ ('Ev dpyij fiv & kdypog). It is clear that this does not
allude o any moving over or o any road or length; it 15 also olwi-
ous that it does not reler to any generation. It is nevertheless posable
w take it that it refers o him, who is the maker, whom ‘God ordered
and cverything has been made’™ For in a sense it is Christ himself
who is the creatwr, o whom the Father says ‘let there be light™* and
et there be a firmament™™ Christ then s ereator as an apyr, for he
15 wisdom, called apyi just because he 13 wisdom. For ot is wisdom
who, according 1o Solomon, says “The Lord created me at the begin-
ning of his ways towards his works' ['0 Bedg Extwoév pe dppiv OOav
autob el Epyo abtoll™ so that ‘the Logos is in the dpyfi’. that is, in
the wisdim,™

“ emnm joln, 1, XVI

“ fhid. Speaking of ‘Greeks’, Orgen obviously has in mind Aristotie ard his
analyses on apyn, especially in Meephso, 98532, 108%a, 1049, 1075b.

* Psalns, 142, 5.

“ Gen, I, 3.

“ Gen, I, 6

“ Prow. 8, 22

= iimg Jodn, 1, NIX.
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32 CHAPTER ONE

Further in the same work, he explains: In interpreting the “In apyn
was the Logos’ it is clear {for it s found in many passages of the
Proverbs: that it 1s the wisdom who is meant by the term apyn.”™
Thus *one should understand that the Logos has always been in the
apyt, that 15, in the wisdom™"

Hence Ongen's answer s virtually this: The opemng of John 1,1,
In apgpfy was the Logos’ is a sort of answer not o the hypothetical
question “when was the Logos?, but to the question *in wha! was the
Logos? This assessment 1s clearly stated later, when it 15 pointed out
that what we have learned from the passage of John 1,1 is the answer
to the question ‘in what® (v tivi) was the Logos, and the answer to
this was that the Logos was ‘in the wisdom”® {év apyfi.™ Later in the
same work he reiterates his affiemation that by dpyf it is the wis-
dom herself that should be understond, and the passage of John
means that the Logos was ‘in” the wisdom.™ I a ‘temporal’ mean-
ing should be applied to the ‘év apxfi’ this should be only a sense
of atemporality, indicated by the Lact that the Logos was “in’ the
wisdom. In that case the hyvpothetical question ‘wden was the Logos?
could be the same as the gueston ‘fn wha! was the Logos® As a
matter of fact, there 13 a pomnt in the same work where it 15 stated
thar what we leam by this passage of John is ‘when o in what' the
Logos was,™

Alter the analyses of the subject (hefore as well as after this point
o comm fafen) it is obwious that the term ‘when’ has been put in such
a context that the only purpon remaining for it is that of atempo-
rality, This 15 obviously why Onigen has no hesitadon (when he says
‘when or in what', twice in thai section} to suggest that, in this case,
he takes the terms ‘when' as well as “in what' as virally symony-
mons. This sounds paradoxical, vet when one deals with a problem
such as a timeless reality one should be prepared to face some state-
ments which sound paradoxical m their current use. It 15 possible,
however, o explamn how this synoovmity 158 undersiood. To the ques-
hon ‘when was the Logos? the answer is ‘timelessly’. This answer is
obvious identical to the answer “fn timelessness’, But this expression

W cammfehm, 1. XXXIX.

" fhid

" comm i, 2, IV,

T garmm oln, XXXVIL

™ pommfedn, 2, TX: italics mine.
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15 virtually an answer to the question ‘fu what was the Logos?'. Thus
awhen and m whai are regarded as apparently synonyms on account
of both providing one single answer referring o the being of the
Logos in the divine timelessness,

It is then quite plain that God’s being is held to be an atempo-
ral reality. He feels so strongly about 1t, that he interprets terms such
as apyn (which currently has a temporal import} in a manner abaol-
ishing the notion of temporality altogether.

Within this reality, Wisdom is a living personal hypostasis who is
idemiified with the Son of God.™ This is the person whom God
spoke to when he created the word, according to the narraton m
Gienesis, Nevertheless, this wisdom exists as a tmeless subsistence
before the creation of the world: she lives i God before time, as a
personal subject, as a living personal hypostasis,”™ For wisdom “is her-
self” a subsistent being, who was begotten before the aeons and existed
as a timeless one even belore creation’.””

The Logos s also wdentibied with the Son of God and has ome-
lessly been in the divine being regardless of any perception of creation.

But Logos becomes (piveron) only with respect to men who formerly
were unable o conceive the atvent of the Son of God, who is the
Logos: vet the Logos does not beome “with God™ as i he formerly
were not there, but he is said to be always in the Father (zepa 36 1
el ooveivan T motpi Aéyeton): ‘And the Logos was () in God' sinee
*he did not decmne with God® (ob yhp &pfvere apds wov Bedv). And the
same verh, namely ‘was” (v, predicates the Logos both when he ‘was
in apyn’ and when he ‘was with God’; this means that neither is the
Logos separated from the dpyn nor is he left over (amokewmopevog) by
the Father; and again this means that neither the Logos “hecame” in
the apgn, ax if he were not in the apeh, nor did he *become’ ‘in God®
as il he were not “with God® belore. For before iy existence of tme

> T

or aeon ‘in apgy was the Logos’ and ‘the Logos was with God®)’

It 15 accordingly pointed out that ‘John did not say that the Logos
became or that he way made in the dpyh, but he said that ‘In the

™ oonmyane, 1, TG 1 XD 1, XXKL 1, XXKRIV; 1, XRRIN; 6, XXXV
Sijeln, 1o commPres, 13 Cels, HL B1; W, 39: feMall, 237 explProv, |5 exprProw, 16; ooy,
S0 adwotfent, 16; Prine, 1.2.2,, HLAL.

* explroe, 8,

T fiwd.

™ John 1, L

i comm fohr, 2. [ ialics mine.
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34 CHAPTER ONE

beginning was the Logos’. For he was in the beginning creating the
heaven and the earth™ vet he existed ‘before them, being their
beginning in the sense that it was him who cavsed them o be'™

It is further reiterated that the Logos who “was in dpyf’ was
‘always’ {iei) ‘with God’, being himself’ God: *he did not obtain this
state as if he previously was not with God’, but he has always been
in the ‘perpetual view of the paternal depth’ (tfi afoheinto Bég Tou
ratpixet Bdbovg) ™

S0 the Logos is he 'who lives in himself, vet not separated from
the Father (xei Adyov towdrov ke’ eavtov Civee). The Logos is not
someone other than Chnst, Logos the God. who 15 i the Father,
through whom evervthing has been created.™

In the First Book of commfofn it 15 averred that it is necessary o
examine the conceptions of the Son painstakingly™ in order w
see which of them have always been in God before creaton (év
naxeprotn without any beginning. Is it only Wisdom which existed
withaut beginning, or it is also the Logos, and even life and truth?™
At that pome though Origen goes only as far as w set forth the
queston,

A systematic account of this issue is given in the Second Book of
the same work. This mvolves some determining points of lis view
of tme, The exposton s composed be means of a metculous plilo-
logical analysis of scriptural portions, with Origen pondering upon
two portions of John: “In the beginning was the Logos' (év apyfi fiv
0 Adyog),™ and ‘life became in the Logos™ (év Adye.™ Referring to
this opening of John's gospel, he states:

Let us regard these two instances of Je (] and examine their diference:
First, let us see this as it appears in [sc. the expression| ‘Logos i the
beginning” and secondly in [sc, the expression] Tife in the Logos’. The
Logos did not become “in the beginning’; this is why it is said “in the
beginning was the Logos'; for there was not when the dpyf was irra-
bonal (Ehoyos); but lite became anc this is why ‘lile is the lght of men’ ™

™ Fieke, I, nalics mine.
o ok, 1,
" gamim fofa, 2, 11

S comm fohn, 1, XIX.

" s i
B commFodn, 1, XX,
% Jobn 1, 1.

¥ CL John |1, 4.
B John 1, 4.
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GO} AND TIME 35

This means that when there was no man at all, there also was not
any “light of men’; for the hight of men is understwod only 0 its rela-
von to men, And let no one accuse ws, thimking that we are consid-
ering all those questions in a scnse of temporal sequence; for ame
cannet be found at all when the third and founth conceptions of the
Logos cid not exist vet. In the same way then that it is said that
‘everything fecame through him™ (not everything was through him),
and ‘there was nothing that became without him™ (not there was noth-
g that was without him), life is what fecame in him, not what was in
him. Again, the Logos was not what becesne in the beginming, but what
aoas in the beginning ™

An excellent portion in his Homilies on Exodus leaves no room for
ambiguiry:

“To become as stone’ is, by nature, not to be stone, lor one becomes
only what was not originally.*

This argument was aptly upheld by Gregory of Nyssa against the
argument of Eunomius: il the Logos 13 put within lnits, then God
himself is put within limits. But God is infinite and by the same
token the Logos should be regarded as infinite, For ‘infinte is extented
alongside with the infinite’ [ovprapoteiver @ dreipp 10 dnepov).™
E. de Faye makes a serious mistake in asserting that ‘it is in the
nature of the Son to be muluple and diverse’, appealing to Origen's
analyses of the conceptons of the Son in cmmfeln. What he did
not comprehend is that the conceptions of the Son, alter Wisdom
and Logos, became and they could m no way be regarded as being
‘in the nature’ of the Son. They are simply economic functions of
the Logos within the world, onee this world came into exastence.
Henceforth, the asserdons about a "Gnostic influence” on Origen on
this subject are wrong. For the essenual notion of Origen’s about a
certain ‘when the third and fouth conceprions of Logos did not exist
vet' eluded E. de Faye,™ as the statement ‘there was not yet time
before the wordd existed™ eluded him too, Nevertheless Omigen’s

® John 1, 3.

" John 1, 30.

Y commFoke, 2, XIX; itabics mine.

" Refering to Exodus 15, 16; Homiltes on Evodus, V9.

* Gregory of Nyssa, Cowlra Ennpon, 3, 2. 20,

® CL L. de Fave, “De l'influence du Goosticisme chez Orgéne”, Reone de
IHistore des Relimons, Pans, 87 (1925), p. 21L

" Howsilies o Genesiz, 11,
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GOD AND TIME 37

lies this expresion is the fudamental view that the conceptions of the
Son became, which imphies the creanve act of God, This 15 the con-
text in which similar expressions should be considered.'™

Of all the conceptions of the Son, it is only Wisdom and Logos
that were with the Father beginninglessly. The rest of them became,
which means they had a beginmng and are the product of the cre-
ative act of God. Since this point 15 central for understanding the
relation of God to creavon, T discuss it presently.

R. Norris is one more scholar among those who used Prine as a
main source. Consequently. serious mistakes were inevitable: he asserts
that “the Logos appears in Origen’s system as the first step “down’
from the One in the stream of existence, ., . As such, he s, ol course,
‘generated™—but not {as Justin and Tertullian seem to have aught)
at some point prior o the creation of the world.”™

In the light of the abundance of texts where Origen explicates his
view of the Logops, assertions such as this seem astonishing. This is
why [ have regarded it as an indispensable part of my method to
quote Origen’s own words, For distorting allegations such as these
of Norris’ appear as views of the mainstream scholarship, which
appears to be determined w find Plotinus’ world-picture and per-
ception of Being into Origen’s thought. Thus he thinks that Origen's
God must be the Plotinian Ome, The Plotman Mmd (which 15 inume-
diately down from the Onel must be the Logos, and so on.

In view of the vast number of scholars who made similar allega-
tions about Origen, the case of Norris is only an example, vet a
paradigmatc one. To avoid an unnecessanly excessive length of this
work, 1 have to consider smes rather than mdinvidual scholars. Sumlar
allegations (namely, postulating either a Platonic or Neoplatonic per-
cepton in Origen’s thought) were made by others, such as C. Bigg,
H. Cronzel, M. Simonetn, E. Molland, J. Damélou, G. Florovsk
ito mention some of those supposed o be prominent exponents
of Ongen’s thoughtl; the views of them, as well as of others, hke
T. Tormance, P. Plass, M. Wemer, and others mentoned i due
course. While C. Bigg put the term ‘Platonist’ in the title of his work
including Origen’s thought, M. Werner had no hesitation: he asserts
that Omgen found a secure positon ‘in the rehgous philosophy of

W Of Cals, TV, 53 TV, 44 VIIL 17: detly, XOXII
"™ R.A. Norris, Gad and Warld te Eorly Choesitan Theology, New York, 1965, p. 154



38 CHAPTER ONE

Neaplatonism™."™ There are athers who provide accounts of Origen’s
thought through assertions which are misleading generalizations, such
as this: ‘Philosophically the doctrine of Origen is a synthesis of
Platonic, Aristotelian, and Stoic elements, with the conception of
divine providence and of divine law being Platonic and Stoie."™
Subsegquent to s decimon o brand Ongen as a Platomst and tar
him with the brush of Neoplatonism, Norris claims that Origen
‘insists . . . that one cannot think of God without thinking at the same
time of the world in which God’s creative goodness s manifested.”'™
This is the typical expression describing Plato’s thought. Indeed,
this expression 15 the stock motto used by the scholars who regard
Orgen as a ‘Platonist”,. However, Origen holds a conception of Gaod
in Himsell apart from any conception of creation, In his view, the
Son of God (conceived as Wisdom and Logos) is in the divine real-
ity as a person who 1s related to no one but God. In this state there
15 no creation; the sole reality 15 the divine one, namely, the beng

ol God Himselfl

M. Werner, The Formation of Clristtan Dagmig, . 5. Brandon, New York, 1957,
p. 118

" W_A. Banner, “Origen and the Tradition of Namral Law Concepis”, Dumbarion
Caks Pepers, B (1954), p. 70

TRLAL Norris, e o, p. 154 CF Go Florowski, e al p. 49, 1is already elear,
however, that Origen helds a conception of Ged Al without necessarily think-
ing of the world ar the same tme. This is a telling point 1o which | shall return
later,
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CHAFTER TWO

THE PROVIDENTIAL CREATION

The imponant element in my analysis hitherto is that Origen holds
a conception of a reality ‘when” there 15 neither ime nor the world;
a reality where there 18 nothing apart from God himself, This 15 why
he states that it is God who is the onginal *place, as it were’ {olovel
1wmog) of the Logos” Certanly it 15 otterly hard o adumbrate this
reality, since this is the divine life wselll I is significant, neverthe-
less, that there 1s a perception of a stale before creation (T mpo yeveaews)’
It 12 out of this reality that God decaides to ereate and the notion of
‘coming into being out ol non-being” degins to make sense.

This 15 a enacal pomnt of the conception of God as Creator, The
question though is this: what did God create in the beginmng? Cinly
once the answer to this question is comprehended. the doctrine of
ereation will be approached properly. The Wisdom of God is por-
trayed as a

“subsistent being’ fougin) who exists ‘belore the acons’ (xpo tiv adve|

and existed belre creation as a dmeless (@ibwog; being; when she esiaf-
lished @ relation fo oeafures (i pevwnral, then oe became the “beginning’
lag) of God's wavs, both of the construcfional and promdential {viv Roi-
nrikey kol xpovonmixéy); so this beginning (dpyn) has been yoked
together with the creatures, as ohe became their bepinning, relating hevself fo
them &y creafing them; ver this wisdom 15 omeless and exists as a sub-
stantial subject with God before all acons (1 8 copie aibiog, obowebig
apd ocldvey gopt 1 Ged Drdprovan).’

The determummg element mtroduced 15 the distinction between what
18 called promidenfiad creation from the constructional one, which came
into existence as the material worled.

' ocormm Jodn, 2, XX

T oomem ok, 20, XVIIL

Y ettt Fede, 20, 11,

! eypProe. H; PGULTI1E5 P Plass assers thar in Origen Wisdom 15 one flevel” (as
he calls it) below God, which i= erroneous. P, Plass, “The Concept of Eternity in
Patrisiic Theology™, ap. of, p. 15
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H) CHAPIER TWO

There are two different portions of Genesis which suggest that the
very creative act of God consists in bringing certam  reasons (hoyou)
o being out of non-being, What God “uttered’ was not just “words”;
it was a sheer creative act in itself” The divine “words’ (Adyot) are the
‘reasons’ (Adyor) according to which creaton is functioming and pro-
vided for.

The first passage is the saying ‘Let us make man in our image,
after our likeness . . . S0 God created man in his own image, in the
image of God created he him; male and lemale created he them'.”

The second passage is, "And the Lord formed man of the dust of

the ground’.”

The inference drawn from these seriptural portions s thar God
‘ereated’ hwman nature and it 15 only later that the matenal element
enters into the narratdon. This means that what was made “in the
image’ of God had nothing o do with *martter’, since ‘the first man’
who was made ‘in the image of God” was ‘immatenial and superior
to any corporeal nature’.”

The same noton is expressed in the Latn translaton of the Homalies
on Luke:

There are two images in man.” One he reecived from God when he
was made, in the beginning, as Scripture says in the book of Genesis,
‘according to the image and likeness of God™ " The oher image s
earthly." Man receved this second image later. He was expelled from
Paradise on acconnt of disobedience and sin, alter the “prince of this
world""? had tempted him with his allurements. For, juse as the coin,
or derariws, has an image of the emperor of this world, so he who does
the works of the ‘ruler of the darkness™ bears the image of him whose
works he does. Jesus commanded that that image should be handed
over and cast away from our face. He wills us to take on that image

* Thas point, as well as the ensuing discussion, show that creation came into
being out of non-being by a deliberate oeative ot of God. The contention of Nvgren
who strives 1o show that Ovigen really held a doctrine of eneiaiing rather than ee-
adim is net correcl. (A, Nvgren, Adgape and Eres, . by Phillip Watson, Philadelphia,
1953, p. 382

* Gen. 1, 26-27,

T Gen. 1, 26-27,

" Dials BGF, v. 16, p. 374,

* CL Commentary on e Cficle, Prologue 2.4-5.

" Gen. 1, 27.

"1 Cor. 15, 49,

@ Jobn 12, 3.

" Eph. 6, 12,
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THE PROVIDENTIAL CREATION 41

according to which we were made rom the beginning, according to
God's likeness."

The idea is expounded also in the Commentary on the Cantiele:

Paul the Apostle knew this well; and being possessed of a very clear
understanding ol the matter, he wrote in his letters more plainly and
with greater lucidity thar there are in fact two men in every single
man, He says, for instance: ‘For if our outward man is cormapted, yet
the inward man 15 renewed day by day’; and again, “For | am delighted
with the law of God according to the inward man’;” and he makes
some other statements of a similar kind. 1 think, therefore, no one
ought any longer to doubt what Muoses wrote in the beginning of
Genesis about the making and fashioning of two men, since he sees
Paul, whe understood what Moses wrote much better than we do, say-
g thai there are wo men in every one of us, Of these two men he
tells us that the one, namely, the inner man 5 renewed rom day 1o
day; but the other, that is, the outer, he declares to be corrupted and
weakened in all the saints and in such as he was himself, If anything
in regard to this matter stll seems doubeful 1o anvone, it will be bet-
ter explained in the appropriate places. Bur let us now Tollow up what
we mentioned before about the inner and the outer man. '™

What kind of ‘creation’ was this man of ‘the beginning'? Is this a
Platomic perception of an ‘incorporeal world” made in the beginning
-1 notion that so many scholars have promptly ascribed to Origen?
The anwer to this can be taced at a number of points of Greek
poricns, which evince that his perception of the outcome of the cre-
ative act of Gad is far from being what 15 currently alleged to be,
When he speaks of the ‘incorporeal’ that came into being out of
non-being, he actually refers but to these Adyor which means (both
in its hiteral sense and essenoal purport) “utterances’ of God, as well
as ‘reasons’, This is the ‘incoporeal’ that came into being out of non-
being, Pardcular care is taken to make this point clear-cut: when it
is said that God made Adam, it should be taken into account that
the term ‘Adam’ in Greek means just ‘man’. Thus the narmration of
Moses does not refer to “any mdmidual’ (o0 ovtog mept evog Tivog),
but simply poinis o the creation of “the human nature” itsell’ (mepi
e Tob avBporov gloems).’

" Heanities an Lake, 39.5.

" 2 Cor. 4 16 and Rom. 7, 22, Cf Eph. 3, 16,
" Comuentery o the Contiefe, Prologuc 245,

o Cely, TV, 40y the same in Cefs, VI, 50,
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40 CHAPIER TWO

In commMatt it is pointed ow thar the first of these portions of
Genesis refers o ‘male and female’, not to ‘'man and woman™; also,
the same phraseology i used in the Hebrew original text, which is
adduced at that point of commMagt. The difference is regarded as
substantial; for the expression ‘male and female’ points 1o what was
created ‘in the image’, whereas either ‘man’ or ‘woman’ can never
pertain to what 15 perceived as ‘in image” of God {pbdérote yop yuvi
th ket elkdva 008 avipl.'” Again Origen reiterates his fundamen-
tal opinion that the mconporeal creation does not refer to the creation of any
indiwidual person, but only to the creation of these logoi.

In commjoln Ongen focuses on the saving ‘and God saw that it
was pood’."” He points out that this relerence to what was created
can pertain only to the ‘reasons’ of things, not to the actual mate-
vial things themselves. This “creation’ is the coming into being of
the reasons of all those which were to come into existence, At that
point there 15 an extensive argument appealing to instances {from
senesis, Speaking about ‘sea beasts™ and ‘cattle, and creeping things,
and beasts’,”! how is it possible to say that it was the acmal crea-
tures that God saw as being ‘vood’ Are these beasts “good’ them-
selves? Certainly not, Origen avers, Therefore, it was not these
creatures themselves that God saw as ‘good”: “what was good was
the remsons about them™, ™ Referring to John 4, 45, ‘Behold T say to
vou, Lift up your eves and see the fields, for they are already white
for harvest', he comments thus:**

The expression “lift up your eyes’ occurs in many places in Scripture
when the divine Logos admonishes us to exalt and ft up oor thoughis,
and to elevate the insight that lies below in rather sickly eonditon,
anc 15 stooped and completely incapable ol looking up,™ as is written
for instance in lsaiah, “Lift up your eyes and sce. Who has made all
these things known?™*

On the other hand, no one who expenences pasaons and who has
clung to the Aesh and been concerned with material things, has

" pommMatf, 14, 16.
o, 1, 10

Gen. 1, 201

o Gen. 1, 24,

= pammy i, 13, XLIL
comm fohn. 15, XLIL
CIL Luke 13, 11,
lsa. 40, 26,

El
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THE PROVIDENTIAL CREATION 43

observed the command thar says, ‘Lift up your eyes’. As a result,
such a person will not see the helds, even of they be ‘already whate
lor harvest’. Likewise, no one has lifted up his eves if he continues
to perform the works of the flesh,™

But ‘the fields are already white for harvest” when the Logos of
God 15 present claribying and illuminatng all the felds of Serpture
that are being fulfilled by his sojourn. But perhaps, too, the white
helds that are ready for harvest to those who lift up their eves are
all the heings that are perceptible o the senses, including heaven
itsell’ and the beings in it. This would be true because the reason
(Adpou) of cach one of them 18 clear to those who, by bemg ‘trans-
formed into the same image from glory to glony’,” have assumed a
likeness of those eyes that have seen how cach of the things that
have been made was good. For the declaraton concerning each of
the created things, ‘God saw that it was good™ means this: God
looked deeply (eveidev) into the reasons (Adyorg) of each ereature and
saw how cach of the creatures s good regarding the reasons accord-
ing 1o which it had come to be (ko' olg yéyovey Exuatov Adyouvg
fotiv kodiv),

II' anyone does not take the saving, “God saw that it was good™ in
this way, let him explain how the statement “God saw that it was good’
holds wrue in the verse, ‘Let the waters bring forth the creeping crea-
tures having life, and birds Ayvang above the earth under the Annament
of heaven™ and even more 1o the pomt, “‘God made the grean sea-
monseers’.” But the ream of each of these, (6 Aoyog b mepi exdotow) which
Godd saw, is ‘good’. We must say the sume things alse about the words
‘Let the earth bring lorth the bving creature according to the kind,
tour-footed creatures, and crecping creatures, and beasts of the earth
according to their kind”,” to which also is added, *God saw that it
was good”." For how are beasts and creeping creatures good, unless
the reason concerning them (b Adyog b nepi aduiv) is good®™

Those reasans (Aoyo] are the object of creaton. This means that we
do not have ercaton of imdmvidual personal beings, far less of

* conmy fodn, 13, XLIL

G 7 Cor. 3, 18

B Gen, 1, 10,

W Gen., [, .

 Gen, 1, 20,

Y Gen. I, 21

% Gen. |, 24.

¥ Gen, 1, 25,

M o Jodn, 179, XLIE italics mine.
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incorporeal personal beings. We have creation of logoi, thar is, of
relations, of posabihtes, of pnnaples and consiotutve and cohesive
causes, of laws and casualiies of all kinds. We have creation of the
principles according to which the world not only will come into
being, but also will be held and sustained. We have the sine qua non
framework for the emergence of the world to be possible. We have
an evolutionary conception of creation, yet the world is not regarded
as an automaton, or a self-regulated system concerning its own evo-
lntion. Creaton is constantly dependent on the Logos, becanse all
these created principles and logoi are being in the Logos. In the
hnal analyas creaton 13 sustained and kept m being only because
the Logos wills s, On the other hand, this means that the inces-
sant presence and acuon of the Logos makes creation to be inces-
santly created. The reasons, the constitutive causes make this universe
to evolve and to be transformed ceaselessly,

The actual material creation exists on account of the Providental
creation, the latter is the ‘cause’ for the existence of the lormer, a
sustaining system of logoi. It is because of this creation thar the
entire world has been able to have come into existence™ (81" fiv
ktiow Sedivntor kel rGoo xtiowg Dpeotdavan),”™ yer this is not under-
stood in terms of temporal succession: the Providential creanon is
present and meessantly at work and 11 because of this continuous
action that the material world is being held in existence. Matter
functions on account of its being ruled by this set of ‘reasons’, laws,
possibilities and causes, according to which the world exists and
moves foreward.

Thas fundamental conception of Ongen was in fact taken up by
subsequent major theologians, such as Gregory of Nyssa and his
brother Basil of Caesarea. It seems to me that they must have dis-
cussed and reflected on this view of Origen, since | find similar
approaches in the writings of both. Gregory, for instance, says that
creation 15 constantly onentated towards 1ts “hrst cause’ (mpotov attovi,
it i sustained in existence by Cparticipating in this’ (uetoveig), and
the world is ‘ceaselessly being created’ (névtote xriCeten)”

Basil moved along the same vein. What he calls *beginning of cre-
auon’ [apyn vig xoouoyovics) he understands as an instantancous act

% Gels, VI, 65.
" cammohn, 1, XXXIV.
7 Gregory of Nyssa, fo Cantrcure canticarum, PG4, 8BS0,



THE PROVIDENTIAL CREATION {5

of God, according to which He intraduced ‘the causes and impulses
and forces at one ga’ (fv akapel) into the umiverse,™ It was not
difficult for him to grasp this real import of Ovigen’s concept of cre-
ation, For mstance, what did Origen really mean when he referred
to everything created ‘in the beginning’, certainly including the earth,
and stated that ths was was ‘imvsible’. and the ‘earth’ was ‘masi-
ble and unbuilt” (w0 ™e i ddparov kol axotaokehaotov), too?” He
meant that the reasons were already a constitutive element of the
world, vet their interaction had not vet brought into existence what
is called ‘earth’. In fact Origen did not say anything different from
modern cosmology,

Holding this conception of creation, which is ceaselessly evolving
according to the prnnciples created in the beginmng, he sustains a
similar view for the creaton of man: the human genus came forth
in like manner as an individual man comes {rom the human sperm.
An cmbryo has in itself all the potental to be developed to a human
being, This potenaal s latent in early stages, but 1t 15 not dormant.
The principles of 1ts own development are there and they are ceasessly
working, so that the embrvo evolves into a human being. 5o the
principles for human growth are within and do not come “from out-
side”* This dynamic and eelufionary conception of creation applies to
human beings as well as to the entirve world, The two conceptions
resemble each other in this: what precedes them is the existence of
the reasans, the principles, according to which their actual existence
comes to pass. The object of creation then is the causative and con-
stitutive principles according o which everything that was o come
forth emerped: those are the prmaples according to which thas world
and everything in it, from start o Anish, will exist and act and react
to each other, being animate or inamimate, being a senseless object
or a person. Before anything visible appeared, God created the set-
ting for this to emerge and to make sense and to develop, be that
planets, things, persons or phenomena, The orgamzing principles,
the potentality and sustainability and workahility of the setting—
this was the primal object of creaton.

This conception of creation is further dlummated by a passage in
the Homblies o Oenesis. Referring to Genesis, 1, 21-235, Ongen reasons:

 Basl of Carsarea, Homilioe in kowamero, PG4, T2AR.
Mot VI, 449
W o § Cor, 84,
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But someone asks how the great whales and creeping creatures are
interpreted as evil and the birds as good when Scriptore said abont
them all, ‘And God saw that they were good™? Those things which

are opposcd to the saints are good for them, because they can defeat
i.hem and, when they have overpowered them, they become more glo-
rions with God, Indeed when the devil requested that power be given
to him against Job, the adversary, by acacking him, was the cause of
double glory for Job after his victory, What is shown from the fact
that he received double those things which he lost i the first place,
1= that he will no doobt also receive similarty in the heavenly realm.
And the apostle says that ‘No one is crowned except for the one whe
has striven lawfully™.** And indeed, how will be there a stuggle if there
not be one who resisis! How great the beaury and brighmess is of
light would not be made out unless the darkness ol night intervened.
Why are some prased for purity unless because others are condenmed
tior arrogance? Why are strong men magnified voless weak and cow-
ard men exist? If you use what is bitter then what 15 sweet s ren-
dered more praiseworthy, If yoo consider what is dark. the things
which are bright will appear more delightul 1o vou. And, in short,
from the consideraton of evil things the glory of oend lj:mg-g i5 indi-
cated more brilliantly, For this reason, therelore, the Scripture says
thiz about everything: “And God saw that thery were good™,"

Why, nevertheless, is it not written, *And God said that they were
good’, instead of, "God saw that they were good™ That 15, God saw
the usclulness of those things and that way by which, although in
themselves they are as they are, nevertheless, they coold make good
men perfect. For this reason, therefore, he said, ‘Be fruidul and mul-
tply and fll the waters in the seas. and let the birds be mulaphed
upon the earth’. ™ thar is, that the great whales and the creeping erea-
tures be i the sea, as we explamed above, and the birds upon the
carth,”

Henee the goodness of the object of creatom 15 derived from the
usefulness of the wlafions which come 1w being, This evolutionary
conception of creation suggests that the object which emerged ont
of nothing was, in the first place, relaftons, indeed potential relations,
There is neither determinism nor predestination. There are only
potentalities and possible outcomes. What the afiermath of a histoneal
uncertainty will be is known to God, it 15 foreknown, vet not as
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divine experience but only as a foresight of God, understood from
the point of view of the world. This 15 presumably why Origen makes
the point above: God sawe that the object of creation was good, it
is now written that God seid that this object was good. The juxta-
position which Origen invents at this point is prety telling: ‘God
sme’ means God had foreknowledge of what was to come to pass o
due historical course; to say that God smd that the object he cre-
ated was good, would sugpest that this was already a fact fll of
potentialities, which had not produced the spatio-temporal conse-
quences from the interplay between the logoi.

Henee, the ‘creattion’ of the divine wisdom and providence. by
virtue of which these beasts came into being—this was what God
saw as a “good’ creatore. This 15 a delicate point of this concept of
creation: Wisdom of God is called both his beginningless Son and
the product of his creative act, which came inwo being and ‘embroi-
dered’ the “hody’ of his Son, as I discuss presently.

Why (that 15, the ‘reasons” why) these beasts should come into
being is known to God alone, For (zod does nothing in vain or with-
out reason: even the falling of a small sparrow does not take place
without God’s providence.* There is a ‘reason” for everything, and
this reason is known to Gaod alone, a ‘reason” dwelling in his wisdom.

Sa the theory is about the creaton of ‘reasons’ which make up
the Providential Creation, This notion is suggested also in Celi:

[f anyone wants o see the reasons that persuade us to believe the
Mosaic story of the creation of the world, which are supporied by the
arguments that seemed right to ug, let him ke onr studies in Genesis
from the beginning of the book down 1o the words “This is the book
of the generation of men™" In them we have tried 1o argue from the
divine senptures themselves what was the heaven that was made “in
the heginning’, and the earth, and the noton of the imsibifity and dhape-
lessmens of the earth (0 tfig v Gopotov wol aretaskesaotov), and what
was the abyss, and the darkness upon i, and what was the water, and
the Spirit of God that was borne upon it, and what was the light
which was created. and what was the hrmament as distinet from the
heaven made mn the begimning, and so on*

Consequently, when Origen speaks about an ‘incorporeal’ thar was
mae in the beginning, he does not refer to anything that might be

“ofMatt, 212 frlwe, 57 Homifes on fake, 32.5.
¥ oleem. 3, L
" oCely, V1, 49, italics mine.
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taken as a personal indwidiel being. It was the reasons of the world
that constitute what was created. It was preasely those reasoms which
came into being out of non-being,

In the light of this perception we can understand the meaning of
portions such as this:

The Son of God iz also called wisdom, made as a beginning of his
ways towards his works, according 1o the Proverbs;™ which means that
wisdom exesled onfy ;v relafion fo Jum, of whom she was wisdon, famng mo
relation fo anyone else at all () ol Beob copie, zpie thv ob foti oveia
Umitpouge, obdepioy opfow mpds Frepdv tive gizev); but the Son of
CGrod himsell became God's benevolent decison (ebdokin Beol eviopovos)
and willed (fBoviabn) to bring creatures into being, This wisdom then
willed (TBEANoEy) o establish o creative relation (optaw Smpwupyoeny) o the
mture creatures [apos e eotpeva) this s precisely the meaning ol the
saving that she was made the beginming of God’s ways,™

According 1o this perception of the providental creation, Wisdom is
an incorporeal (aoduoteg) living [L@oe| hypostasis (brootaslg) com-
prising various objects of contemplaton (Beopiuete). These objects
of contemplation contain the reasons of all existing things (mepiegovrov
toug tiv oAwmy Adyoug). This wisdom 15 a Inving personal being, ‘hav-
ing a soul as it were’ (ki olovel fuyogov).”

This definidon of wisdom points to both the Son of God and the
created wisdom, which came into being and ‘embroidered” the body
of the Son. The Son of God is regarded not only as living in the
same way as God lves, but also as an indmwvidual personal byposta-
sis of his own, notably a subsistent personal being. However, this
point should not detain us here, for what it takes is nothing short
ol a full exposition of Origen’s Trinitarian Theology.

¥ Prov. B, 29,

* hiohn, 1; italics mine,

U comnn el 1, XXXIV: Cf ebMar, XLVIL [t could be a misiake 1o twanshate
Branprtpore as ‘ideas’, since it kes for granted a Plaonic conception. Should Origen
wished to imply ‘ideas’ he would simply have emploved the rerm for this, namely,
d. Whiat he has in mind though & not Sideas’, but the logoi’ of ereation, which
are comprehended by the wise, In fact he uses the term i for this. The werm
Beyajpreezer is mather of Aristorelian resonance. G de Memonia 450025, de Dimnations
per Somuia, H63h19. It supgests speculative propositions formed as a resalt of mvs-
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calling this a ‘phantasy” of Plate (Cels, VL, 4], or, ‘tmaginary forms, which the Greeks
call ideas” (Prare, [L3.6.) and quotes Aristotle who calls ideas ‘twittonings” (tepetiopooo)
in Aradwtice Posteriora 83233, CF Cets, 1, 13 IO, 12,

Copyrighte

1 malerial



THE PROVIDENTIAL CREATION 449

In view ol this conception, there is reference to the wisdom of
God as ‘contammg the reasons of evervthing which has been ereated™;
and ‘one by one the reasons of those ruled are in God’s Logos and
in his Wisdom®™ (ol kel fva Adyor tév Sukoupévey eigiv &v g tob
Beol Aoye xai T Zogig auton)” This is the sense in which the dis-
unction between two states 15 made: first, the ‘concepts of God® [ta
evvonuaorte: 1ol Beot) which (second) later *were somehow substantified
and came into actuality’ odauwpévioy rug kol elg Epyov Epropdven ),

This means that although wisdom is the Son of God, there is also
a noton of muelfitude avributed o this wisdom: ‘in" Wisdom there
are the ‘reasons, according to which everything has been made by
God in wisdom.”™ This inital creative act of Gad, the providential
creation, 15 not 4 creaton ol ndividual personal bemgs, This is a
crucial point of the perception of God as creawor. Moreover, the
outcome of the divine creative act is perceived to be i God, and
maore specifically, in his wisdom, namely, s the Son. This is why
Ohgen, although regarding wisdom as a personal bving being, also
appears 0 hold a noton of ‘multtude’ in her, This muluotude is
what was created by God in the beginning, namely the “reasons’
and the ‘system of objects of contemplation’ which “embroidered the
body” of Wisdom (the Son) and have been in this Wisdom ever since.

Prevadential creaton, therefore, 15 the ‘reasons’ of the matenal
world, caused-into-being out of non-being, This is the sense in which
this “creation’ is said to be incorpareal, since the ‘reasons” and ‘objects
of contemplation” are obviously incorporeal,

What was ‘created” out of the providential creation was not a
“man’ or a ‘woman’, 1t was ‘male and female’. This means that it
wias just ‘human nature’ in antpitation of the real interplay between
the reasons that came into being out of non-being. This is the sense
in which ‘the beginning of human beings was in paradise”,™ and this
is also why the ‘rational creature, which was placed in paradise’ was
‘perfect’. since the created reasons anticpanng the future emergence
of human natre “in the image’ of God were perfect.™

i el V. 3%
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This is the sense in which human kind was “first’ (mpdtepov’™ made
‘incorporeal’, whereas what is known as ‘man and woman’ was cre-
ated ‘at some later stage' (botepdv yap motel™ The saving ‘Let us
make man in our image afier our likeness™
and what Aot pelle; understand by the expression ‘in image” is ‘older”
(mpeafitepov) than that which Adam became when he assumed ‘the
image of the earthly' ‘becanse of sin™."

Thus, the statement in homlue 39, “As it is written in Genesis, in
the beginning man was made “in the 1mage of God'. then he assumed

pertains to all men”;

an earthly image also™ epitomizes the doctrine of creation of man.
This “first” creation of God then s only the “clear utterances” of God
which were ‘uttered first”, or ‘uttered in advance’ (mpotpoveBévrag),
The actual material creation came into existence according to these
‘clearly pre-uttered words (or, reasons) which were in wisdom’ (koo
tobg Ev 1 copig mpotpovebéviog tmd Beol tov Ecoufvev Adyoug
This 18 why, whenever treating this issue, Ongen always uses the
Future tense.™ It is characteristic indeed that he refers o the actual
beings as ‘those who will exist’ [t& éobpeve, representing God to
‘call’ them into being out of non-being.™

In view of this exposition, it is not difficult to see how Ongen
can use such an expression, In the primal state of a universe which
had a long way of evolution to go, there was no actual human kind.
However, the principles, the logor, according to which a human kind
could appear at a certain moment of time, in a certain planet called
carth, were there. In the eyes of God this being is obwviously not a
Swire being, i s already present in the mind of its Creator. Thas s
the background against which this srange relation of God w the
future beings’ should be grasped.

This notion of God addressing ‘things that are not and calling
them into being s found also in Athanasius,” who seems o follow
Origen almaost to the letter.™ This is the sense i which ‘there are

W Digk BGF, vol. 16, p. 374
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certain creatures which are invisible’," namely incorporeal.” Those
‘incorporeal’ are simply the ‘reasons” which were created in the
Wisdom and are called ‘wisdom’, o, These reasons are perceived
as decorating the ‘hody’ of Wisdom and are likened w a “hook’. It
15 indeed manifestly marked out that the content of this wisdom is
‘the reasoms of providence and judgement.™

Besides, ic is stated that it is possible to ‘see’ this wisdom and w0
comprehend these “reasons’, This happens when o ratonal creature
attaing to eternal life. There s a crucial notion here, which should
be emphazgized: even when this ‘wisdom’ is seen and clearly com-
prehended, thns does not mean that it 18 God ;e Himself who s seen.
Through this wisdom Ged may be seen only a5 Crealor, This, because
God manifested himself as Creator through his Logos. God as Creator
18 related to what he decided and willed 1o do. God in Himself is rad-

wally transcendent and bevond all comprehension.

What 15 scen, thercfore, 15 only the upshot of the creauve act of

oafition. 1t 1s clearly enunciated that all that can be seen through this
wisdom is God “as creator and wise and provident and jodge’™ And
when it 15 said that contemplation of the incorporeals is contempla-
von of God as Creator, this follows from the lact that God is the
creator not only of what is corporeal but also of what is incorporeal,”
namely, of the ‘reasons’ of providence and judgement. This is the
svstem of objects of contemplation” (w0l ovetiuotog v év outd
vonpatay)” which make up the providential creation. The ‘creatures’
in this creation are the ‘reasons of providence and judgement”.™ They
constitute the object of ‘moral and natural and theological” knowledge,™
that is, the object ol all kinds of knowledge. This 1s the context in
which ‘objects of contemplation’ Beapipate) are understood 0 have
been created and placed into the Wisdom of God and they are called

wisdom, too.™

Ll VI, 37, Origen relates this conception o the saving “The invisible things
of God from the creadon of the world are clearly seen, being onderstocd by the
things that are made’ (Rom. [, 20

8 mfra, my discussion on the ‘not seen’ and Cinvisible” notgons.
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In portrayving God as Creator then Origen makes a further step
and sets forth his notion of ‘conceptions’ {or, ideas: Exivown) of
Wisdom. By this term he refers (o certain predicates atributed to
the Son, such as logos, light, truth, Christ, king, real vineyard, first
and last, beginning and end, paraclete, propitiatory, consecration,
good, great arch-priest ete. As 1 pointed out in the previous chap-
ter. all these appellations are called ‘conceptions” which are ‘in’
Wisdom; they are also called ‘names of the Son™.”™ They by no means
pertain to the ontology of the Son: they only signify his economic
function within the world.

Although our Lord Jesus Christ 15 one in his substance and is noth-
ing other that the Son of God, nevertheless he is represented as various
and diverse in the figures and images of the Scrpture. ..., .. there-
fore, the Lord himsell accomunodates lis lorm o correspondence to
the place and time and certain individual conditions . . °

He also speaks of the “objects of contemplation (Beopipera of the
truth’ 1n order 1o indicate that *the Father does not want o confine
and keep them from dispersing (ol ouvigov 0 motip): this 1s why he
makes the figure of these objects of contemplation in the Logos in
a form of ‘belching out’ (epetyeton) and this 13 why the Logos is
called ‘image of the invisible God™.” It is remarkable that he pon-
ders upon the use of the word “belch out’, or ‘disgorge’ (épetyetom),
which 15 found m Senpture.™ He avers that other words, such as
‘my heart has projected’ or ‘my heart has vttered” might seem more
appropriate; vet it says, ‘disgorged’. What he actually suggests is that
the “prefiguration™ of these “objects of contemplation” in the Logos
is an et of God, It is through the contemplation of these “objects of
contemplation’ that one would “see” the Father when he sees the Son.

This 15 the sense in which Ongen refers to the “objects of con-
templaton of the Logos™ (tiv o0 Adyou Beopnpdtov).” Therefore,

" " the wisdom: s, commgfoim, 1, XIX; “names of the Son’; s, cmmfobe, 1, XX

W Homftes on Gemeds, XTIV, |- G the same nodon in Homeftes o Evedus, VILS
This cardinal idea of Ohrigen's Chnstology s fully developed in cmpgfadr, 1, IX-X,
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" Ouotng Psalm, 4. 2 3 My heart has disgorged an utterance which is good”,

*CL Prane, 1.2.2. fthese created things that had been as it were outlined and
prefigured in hersell (sc. wisdom),™

BoCmer, 3. Ir is not accidental that the term Ctheoremata” (visions, Beapiuoto) s
used in the foregoing passage, namely Cant, 3, at the poim where an exegesis is
provided about the mystical communion of the sool with Christ. Owvigen regarded
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what came into being out of non-being was a ‘mulimde’ of *wis-
dom’ (Goplov). ‘reasons’ (Aoyoug), Torms’ (tomewv), and a “system of
conceplions’ (ouempetos vonuatoy " and ‘objects of contemplation’
(BewpAnara), which were made ‘in wisdom’, they were called “wis-
dom’, too, and placed. as it were, in the Wisdom of Gaod, the Body
of the Son, and they ‘embroidered” thas Body. It 15 according to this
latter conception that in the Proverbs Wisdom 15 said to be ‘created’.

Hence Origen’s conception of ‘coming ioto being out of non-being’
pertains w the providential creation which is in the divine life. This is
the sense in which the Son is stated as ‘creature”, although most cer-
tainly Origen’s teaching is the outstanding counter-point of what
later became known as Arianism,™ On that account he refers to ‘the
hrstborn of all creanon’ {as in Col. 1, 15 who ‘15 the oldest of all
created beings and .. . was 1w him that God said of the creadon
of man: ‘Let us make man in our image and likeness™ for ‘wisdom’
15 regarded as ‘created’ in the “body’ of Christ.

Therefore, it becomes plain what Origen means when he regards
wisdom not only as the person of the Son, but also as the contem-
plation and apprehension of the divine things. Tt is impossible 1w
apprehend God unless through his wisdom, by reason ol the fact
that the Father has formed and placed the apprehension of truth
there. This s the meamng of the scriptural saving that it is only
through ‘seeing’ the Son that one might ‘see’ the Father," since the
Son is related w the world as the Logos revealing God and it is he
who was present in all the theophaniae recorded in the Old Testament,

Those ‘objects of contemplation” Bewpipora) were formed and
placed n the divine Wisdom out of an ed of the Father. Ths s
why at some points the Son is stated as ‘creature™ although it is
also clearly enunciated that the Son is not a creature. The “objects
of contemplation” constitute the ‘decoration’” of Wisdom (the Sonj,

the Song of Songs as the book which contains the divine mysieries in a mystical
wiy: s, e, 22,

£ mnﬁﬁuﬁu 1, XIXC

g 'I.:Ingru 15 regarded as the one who first couched the phrase oly Esmiv bte o
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who is quite often predicated by the seriprural adjective *multi-embroi-
dered’ fmodumoinihoc).™ In the objects of contemplation (Bewpiipore)
and in the ‘reasons’” (Abyor),” the explanation of evervthing in the
world can be found. This is the sense in which the name ‘wisdom’
is applied not only the Son of God, as a person, but also the £mmei-
edgr of the ‘reasons’ according to which everything can be explained
and thus clearly known.

Those “reasons’ is what God created in the beginning., Taking into
account that the erm Aoye means hoth ‘words’ and ‘reasons’, Origen’s
view is that these Agyor are the words uttered by (zod when he was
speaking to his Son at the moment of the creadon of the world
according 1o Genesis, The Adyor of God arise from the crearive
yevinBire, out of which the notion of ‘coming into being out of
non-heing’ began o make sense. It is certainly God who brought
them into being, but the act of this ‘creation’ is portrayed as an
‘utterance” of the Father to the Son. These ‘utterances” {in Greek,
Aoyor means “utterances’, ‘words’, as well as ‘reasons” is what actu-
allv came into being out of non-being.

The “objects of comemplanon” and “reasons’ decorate the “body’
of wisdom and are assimilated to “precious stones’ [Rifoy tipo), ver
living ones.™ It should be emphasized that although these ‘stones’
are regarded as Invang, this hife s not the hife of anvone other than
God: this s the divane life of the Wisdom herself, that is, the life of
the Son of God, as a living personal substantial incorporeal hyposta-
sis, Speaking of ‘stones’, in the plural, no notion of “distinction” or
‘division” is implied: the expression is a reference to incorporeal
nature, i which the noton of ‘division’ makes no sense,

Accordingly, the reality portrayved here is the divine one. There
is no corporeal nature and there is no world at all. It is God who
lives; for ‘lite without a body is found in the Trinity alone”™ There
is only God who is without parts, since he ‘is endrely one and sim-
ple’ 6 Bedc piv ovv advm fv fotiv ki axkoiv]l.” Even the Logos
fwho exists in timelessness) is ‘one although be comprises many objects
of contemplation, each of them understood as part of the Logos™.”

o

*CL Eph. 5, 10
comm fuhn, 19, XX
Celr, VI, 77, GL 1 Cor. 3, 12; Rev, 17, 4; 18, 12; Ps. 15, 11; 20, 4; eLc.
= Prmc, 1120,
™ gommjehin, 1, XX
" ocammifeln, 5, V.
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This is the state which Origen calls “bliss’ [poxapdme),™ by this
poinang to the reality of the divine life, at the state where the nodon
of ‘being out of non-being” had begun w make sense.™ The terms
‘the heavenly” (t@v olpaviwy) or ‘up’ (Gve| are vsed also™ In this
context he refers to “the holy ones (tév ayiov) who live a completely
immaterial and incorporeal life in bliss™." Tt should be added here
that the term ‘the holy ones' {zfv dyiov) points o the reality of the
divine holiness. In the same vein, there is reference w becoming ‘a
citizen of the holy (place) of God’, the term ‘holy’ being a neuter,
not a masculine adjective. It is also in this sense that statements
about ‘myvisible creatures™ should be understood. This 15 why he
has no hesitation in calling these creatures ‘the invisible things of
God' (tolg dopitorg 1o Beod) and ‘eternal ones’, which are ‘eternal’
iaiwviong), by virtue of the fact that they are ‘invisible” {Goparogh”
that 1s, because these ‘creatures’ are in the divine reality. Sinee, at
this stage, any temporal notion 15 excluded, it is obvious that ‘cter-
nal’ indicates the quality of being in the divine lile which is ‘eter-
nal’, The term ‘eternal” in this case suggests a guafty of being -noi
any quantity of time (that is, not everlasting or beginningless dura-
tion), since duration itsell 13 excluded from that state.

The fundamental characteristic of this divine reality is “unity’ and
‘agreement’. This is actwally the kind of unity that applies to the
relation of the Son w the Father. To depict this unity was a task
regarded by Origen significant enough as to devote extensive analy-
ses to 1™

In the hght of this unity (and although the radical difference of
wisdom [rom what was created has been clearly pointed out), pas-
sapes such as the following could not raise doubts or questions:

Wisdom is a sister of ours; for the Father who made incorporeal nature,
made her too; but here it 15 not the Son of God who iz meant; it is
the contemplanon of the corporeals and ncorporeals, as well as whatever
exists in wisdom, whether it is has to do with judgement or provadence ™

¥ emnmpfohn, 1, XV 1, XX 32, XV G, VI 44

2 ok, 32, XVIIL

" camm foke, 19, XXIL

* oammfole, 1, XVIL

= el VI, 37,

Gy, VIL 7. also commoln, 2, XVIL

" selthen (in Gen. 11, g Dmf, BGE. v. 16, pp. 367-8; frik.
¥ expProy, T,
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58 CHAPIER TWO

of him. This is why Christ ‘is not the same when he is named by
conceptions of him' {ob wotd the émwolog 0 abrog).'" This non-
sameness stems from the different funcuons of the Logos in relation
o the world and this difference of functions produces different con-
cepions of the Son. Origen is clear that bevond the first two con-
ceptions of the Son which pertain exclusively o himsell’ {that 1s,
Wisdom and Logos), the “third and fourth” conceptions of the Son
are in fact “imposed upon creatures by the Logos™" since they stem
from the function of the Logos in respect of the world.

Likewise, the Son is apyi only when he is conceived as Wisdom:
he 15 not apyn when he 15 conceived as Logos. So “no one should
be surpnised, that the Saviour, as we said before, 18 many goods
(mohdd dyabd) and there are many conceptions of him. one first, one
second, one third™'" for “if anyone is capable of scrutinizing the
hidden truth of the Scripture, he might find the full range of the
conceptions which are found there: yvet 1 do not think he will And
them all™.'™

The conclusion is that “if one examines paimnstakingly all the con-
ceptions of the Son, he will find that he is regarded as dapyf only
in as much as he is thought of as wisdom: he cannot be regarded
as opyn cven i he 15 conceived as Logos.™'"™

What Ongen wishes to denote here is this: the scnptural ‘con-
ceptions” [Erivora] of the Son should be placed in a classified range.
They stand in an ‘order’,'” such as Wisdom— Logos—Life—Truth—
Justice—. . . ete.'"™ This succession is long and his conviction is that
however well may one study the Scripture he will not eventoally be
able to say that he has found all the conceptions of the Son. In thas
‘order’ each conception is whar it is ‘on account’” (k0@ &) of what
the previous conception in the succession indicates.''” This means
that each conceprion in the order is understood to be ‘broader” in
relation to that next w it. Thus, ‘wisdom’ is a conception of the Son

U9 o fodr, 1, XXX

W oommFaln, 2, XVIV.

I commfakn, 1, XX

" commjote, 1, XXXL

M cnm Fokn, 1, NIX.

% comm ok, 1, XXXL

U pammeafe, 1, XN 1, XXXL
M o Fohn, 1, XXX
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THE PROVIDENTIAL CREATION 59

which is, as it were, *broader’ than that of Logos, which comes next.
For Logos *was m apyn’. which means, the Logos was ‘in Wisdom”,
since it is only Wisdom who can be conceived as dpyry, Once Wisdom
contains, so to speak, the Logos, it follows that Wisdom is a con-
ception broader than that of Logos. So the Logos cannot be regarded
as apyn, since ¢pyf 15 a conception “hroader’ than the Logos.

Wisdom s apyi because she 15 God's wisdom hersell’ and i full,
while Logos alone cannot be considered as a full manifestation of
God's wisdom, Wisdom is dpyn because she can be manilested as
Logos and to be comprehended by the creation that was made ‘in
wisdom®, She 15 apyn because she contams the Logos. she can be
manifested as Logos, She contains the Logos vet she 15 not contained
i ham,

This is the sense in which the Logos cannot be thought of as
apgn. Logos is a pardcular, so to speak, manifestation of wisdom,
hecause (as stated in John 1, 1) the Logos was in dpyn, namely he
was i the Wisdom. It was not the wisdom who was in the Logos;
it was the Logos who was in Wisdom.

In like manner the Logos is broader than the next conception,
namely, ‘life”. For life ‘was made in the Logos'.'®

So the Logos is the Wisdom of God manilested in such a way
that she can be percerved by rational creatures. Creaton contains
rationality, and w0 s through this rationality that creation manifests
God's wisdom. Again, the Logos is God’s wisdom that creates life
and rationality,'™ Logos is the divine manifestation, through which
rational creatures receive a hint of God’s wisdom, becanse the Logos
15 Wisdom hersell manifested in the world.

There 15, therelore, no difference in essence between Wisdom and
Logos: neither is theve any ontlogical classification of them, simply
because there 1s no subsmantal disuncuon between them ac all. Their
distinction is only an intellectual one. This 1s why the issue s about
conceptions of the Son. Moreover, 1t goes without saying that there
15 no noton of temporal distinction between them, since both these
conceptions exist in the atemporal lite of God,

12 commfoin, 1. XIX. quotng John 1. 4 s also, comem ke, 1, XIX; frfefhn, 11
Y0 fedakm, L Qo is guite characteristic that the lerm “raioraliny’ (Aopedmgt in
Greek has the same root with the erm *Logos’ (Adyoeg). This expresses bewer Orgen's
notion that ‘rational creamires’ Aoy} are called so because of their ‘participation’
in the Logos of God; s mfie
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Concerning the notion of providential creation, the question, which
arses 15 thas: do all the conceptions ol Chnst make sense when God
15 conceived o0 Himself without any notion of his creative action?
When God is perceived in Himself, and not as creator, when God
is perceived, so to speak, byl he decided to create, does it make
sense to speak of conceptions of the Son at all? And, it 1 does,
which of them make sense mn the divine tmelessness in the absence
of any decision to ereate and in the absence of any creanve act ol
his?'™*" As a mater of fact, Origen himsell’ poses this quesdon at a
certain point.'”" Although he leaves this question without further
examination at that moment, he does face 1t later in the same work.,

In view of the real meaning of the succession of the Son's con-
ceptons, Ongen raises the question of their relation w the world
and to tme. His answer is that, among all these conceptions, it is
only Wisdom and Logos that have always existed in the atempaoral
being of God. even in the reality that God had not yet decided to
create, The Logos was present in God's wisdom beginninglessly, in
the reality where there was no creanon at all. The Loges 5 he
‘throngh whom® the world was made, But the Logos was not him-
sell made ad for; he was not “'made” @t all: he ‘was with God' always.™

The rest of the Son’s conceptions, however, had a beginning. They
make sense only i as much as God s regarded as Creator. They
appear providentially when God brought providental creation into
being, imto the “system of objects of contemplation that was created’;
still they make actual sense only when the actual creadon came into
existence. This, because, in order to speak of ‘conceptions’, there
must be mdividuals who ‘concenve’ of Chnst i one way or another
and come in a certain relation o him, Thus, in order 1o conceive
of Christ as a ‘shepherd’, there should be an actual “Hock’, other-
wise this conception makes no sense.

The above analyses allow now a proper inquiry into the assertion
that the Son ‘s many goods’ (moddd ayeBi).™ Those ‘goods’ are but
the ‘conceptions’ of the Son, Therelore, these "goods’ do not imply

 Oviously the term “belore’ is used in a loose sense, just for the sake of couche-
ing a certain noton. For stricdy speaking “hefore” makes no sense in a reality which
is tmeles. This 15 an expressional problem which Ongen himself faced and desenbed:
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any kind of Platonic notion of ‘existing in themselves: thev exist
onby “in mmd” (ke Enivorey ), not in themsehves as individual and
distinet beings.

This point is significant, because it actually constitutes an essen-
nal difference of Origen’s notion of “conceptions’ of Christ from any
Platomic nonon of “ideas’. In Plato, Ideas have a real and undis-
putable existence as bemngs in themselves. This means that ldeas
have an essental being—in Fact 1t 5 in the Ideas that the essence
of things is to be lound,

By contrast. in Origen the ‘conceptions’ have no being of their
own, as ideas. As he expluns “the fact that we discern conceptions
in the saviour should not embarass anvone: for no one should think
that we do the same thing in essence” (undeis 8¢ mpooxomtétn
ekpiviviov fpdy g év 10 oetip émvolug, oldpevos ki T olala
teebrov fpdg roweiv)."™ Thus, the ‘conceptions’ do not have any essen-
tal existence in themselves, neither do they mtroduce any essennal
distinction in the Son of God.

Therefore, the conceptions which stand after Wisdom and Logos
can make sense only in the existence of time, that is, in the exis-
tence of the acmal material creation.'® This means that the rest of
the Son’s conceptions, from the third downward, may exist only in
the presence of tme.'’ It 15 then obvious that there can be no sim-
larity of these ‘goods’ 1o anv Platonic notion of atemporal ‘ideas’
existing, as distinet subsistent individuals, In respect of this, there is
a significant classification of the conceptions of Christ in a threefold
scheme:

Firstly, concepoions which do not pertamm to Chrst lnmself, but
only “to others” foby abtd, A’ tdpoig:'™ such are the predications
of him as ‘shepherd’, *way’, "gate’, ‘rod’,

Secondly, conceptions which pertain both to Christ himself and
to others {abtd® kol Exéporg)™ alike: such is the conception of Christ
as Logos; also as Wisdom, to the extent that creatures can com-
prehend the divine wisdom,

" commolm, 1, X

D commefotn, 1, XXVIIL
= g, i,

T commfolm, 2, XIX.,

" commJoln, 2, XVIIL
i,
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Thirdly, conceptions which pertain only to Christ himself and o
no one else (Bovte wel oudevil,'™ In this catepory there is the con-
ception of Christ as Wisdom, in as much as a certain ‘system ol
objects of contemplation in him’ (suetipetog Semprparov dveog év
avt@ cannot be comprehended by any created natore,

In view of ths third category of conceptions, Ongen speaks of
Chnst stating that “there 15 a sysiem of objects of contemplation 1o
lim, in as much as he is wisdom, some of which are incompre-
hensible by the rest of the created pature”™ (T Aoafi mep’ olvtov
veveriti gooel.””! Accordingly, the ‘multitude of objects of contem-
plation’ ito wAfbog wav Bewpnudtov) about Christ 1s incomprehensi-
ble not only by human beings, but also by any creature, since it 13
only Christ and the Holy Spirit who can comprehend them,'™

In reference to the conception of “life’ (which is the focal noton
of the spato-temporal reality;, he maintains that this conception
belongs to the first category: the conception of ‘life” pertains not to
Christ himself, but to others [ody abth dddé etépog).'™

My conclusion, therelore, is that there can be no notion of ‘life’
of rational creawres ‘before’ the creation of bodily nature iselfl If
one speaks about life ‘before’ the existence of bodily nature, he can-
not speak of anything clse but of the hife of God. Life referred to
rational creatures ‘before’ the creanom of bodilv nature 13 unthink-
able and makes no sense, In the seming of Origen’s thought, to apply
the notion of ‘lite” to ratonal creatures “before” tme s an nonsen-
sical philosophical premise.'™

This is why Origen states that ‘hfe’. as a conception of the San,
did not exist i1 tmelessness, but ‘became’ with creaton'™ Particular
attention should be paid 10 a point which is delicate: Recalling my
previous remarks, it should be pointed out that the affirmadon tha
lite became pertains to creaturely life, as Origen himsell explains. '
The conception of Christ as ‘life” is not beginningless on account of
the fact that creaturely hie 15 not beginmngless,

¥ Fhad,

A fhed
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Therelore, one can speak ol ‘creaturely life’ only in the comext
of the actual ercaton. It 15 only then thar the noton of ‘others’
itogether with that of “diversification”) starts 1o make sense, This
occurred when creatures came into existence, “Before” the acwal cre-
ation, the notion of ‘life’ applies to the divine life only. For ‘the
Father 15 life and. being life. he sets forth hie' and God, as hife,
‘estabhshed a relation to ratonal creatares, as he willed to benehit
them™ and so ‘he brought them into existence’,'™

At this point it is important to consider a doctrine of creation,
which seems to stand close to that of Orngen. This is the doctrine
of Valentinus, a Gnoste whom Ongen attacks by name many nmes. "™

The doctine of creation of Valentinus s now available in the
Tractatus Trpartitus from Nag Hammadi. God’s being 15 conceived as
developing out of a primal mysterious unity into a series of powers
or ‘aeons’, collectively called ‘the mdnpopa’ or “fullness’. The start-
ing point is a process by which the mystenous Godhead arrived at
a concepton of himsell, which has o be in some degree incomplete.
The process is then repeated and produces a series of powers, which
are not mere aspects of funcions of the Godhead, but are, endowed
with personalities and will of their own. But as these moved away
from the original unity and acquired a distinet individual form, the
divine perfection was progressively hmited or diluted to the pont at
which actual error or sin could arise; all this in some eternal pre-
temporal state before this lower world was mistakenly created.
According to Valentinus, God has all the atributes that make for
pertection. God’s attributes, however, can only mirror the divine life
il they themselves acquire hife and consciousness. But then they fall
o error by forgetting their own limitations and their need of each
other to represent the whale divine fullness.

The Nag Hammadi Tractatus Triparfitus provides a valuable and
suggestive version of Valentinus® doctrine, which now can be con-
trasted with that of Ongen,

First, Origen allows [or no development in the divine being, There
is no process through which God changes in his very being, in any

7 fiadm, 11,

"= fhotl

W Cels, IL 27; commfohn, 2, XIV; homfer, 10, 17; fomdlac, 20; fluc, 78; 166G; 247;
conpiAdart, 12, 12 13, 2% SEpk, 17 selfob, 41 smardoh, 21, 415 Aomelac, 200 54 30,
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way. Thus the created reality alfects him in no way. Ornigen sheerly
opposed the emananon theory, on the grounds that there can be no
continuity between the perfect God and fallible sinful creatures. If the
Aeons are in any sense divine and part of God's own being, it is
blasphemous to represent any of them as involved in error and sin.

On the other hand, Ongen argued that the created world 15 not
evil in iself. The ongms of evil are to be found rather m the @it
of creaturely free will, and the misuse of . Nevertheless [ree will
is a conditon of moral life and moral progress; in the long process
ol history the mistakes arising from man’s immaturity and weakness
of will can be corrected. so that humamity 15 it to share in the
wonders of the age to come, Furthermore, the divine act of creation
was not only deliberate, but also wise and benevolent. In oo case is
this act regarded as a *mistake’ of God—according 10 Valentinus a
malevolent and imperfect God, Origen repeatedly argues against
Valentinus, Basihdes and Marcion, that there 158 no warrant i the
Bible for postulatng another God bevond the Creator. Had there
been any similarity between Origen’s doctrine and thar of Valentinus’,
the attacks by the lormer against the later would not be so vigor-
ous. Origen attacks what he calls the ‘misguided wisdom of the
followers of Valentinus™™ not only on general grounds, but also when
he articulates las own view of creaton i has symbolic and thought-
ful manner. It is then to be assumed that this theory is sheerdy oppo-
site to that of Origen’s. 1 pointed out this contrast, since sometimes
Origen was victimized just because of linguistic similarities with
streams of thought not only alien to him, but also fiercely attacked
by himself, such as that of Valenonus, As a matter of fact, 1 have
in mind a testimony of Clement of Alexandria, about ‘the followers
of Valentinug’ who “allow lor the Only-Begotten to be called the
arche or beginning” (CApyfv pev yip 1ov Movoyevii Agyoueiv),'"! which
has o be stressed as being of no significance and could on no account
dummsh Ongen’s sheer diferrence from the Guostces, as this will be
canvassed presently,

This creatures’ conung into existence marks the acwal creation of
the world and is directly related 1o a notion of *diversification’, which
stems from the fall out of the divine life. This concept of Fall 1s
what | shall examine next.

" as, W1 55
" Clement of Alexandria Fuegto e Theodoto, 1.6.1.



CHAFTER THREE

THE FALL AND CREATION OF THE WORLD

In order to expound the concept of the Fall, we should take ino
account the reality called the state belore creanon (16 npo yevegemg),'
There 15 only one actual meaning which the term ‘life” can have
when applied to that reality: this s the divine life. For in that state
there 1s no actual world; subsequently, there 18 no corporeality and
time, which are interwoven with the actal existence of the world.*

What therefore ‘lives’ is the Trinity, since ‘life without a hody can
be found in the Trinity alone’’ 1 have pointed out, nevertheless,
that Owigen holds a noton about the wisdom of God as a ‘mula-
embroidered’ one (modvroixiiog, as o Eph. 3, 10 Ths imphes a
notion ol ‘muldmde’. This mulomde, however, does not allude o
any distinction; “for it s impossible to speak of a part of what 15
meorporeal or to make any division in it Still wisdom iz a living
incorporeal hypostasis of various objects of contemplation’,” which
are held o ‘contain the reasons of evervthing™.®

In commbiph there 15 a telling comment on the phrase of Paul ‘we,
like everyone else, were in our nature children of wrath®’

We do nor know what those who imroduce the theory about spiritual
natures existing in the beginning could answer to the [saying] "We,
like evervone else, were in our nature children of wrath’. For how is
it possible lor someone who 1 by nature Son of God w be called Son
‘ol wrath™? To this they owe a reply. But, on account of our ‘body of
humilianen’,' we think we have become “children of wrath in our
nature’, when our mind ‘had since our vouth been inchined toward
evil things™ (el 8& b “fueba phos téeva dpyis be kel ol Amimol, obx

" oo ol 20, 11
* fiyohe, X1 s infre,

Princ, TV.4.4.

o odr, 1, XKV,
fhid,

Eph. 2, 3.

Phil. 3, 21,

Gen. B, 21.
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The notion implied in this passage 15 that the world 5 a product of

wrath, Origen alludes o his noton of the Fall referring both 1o cor-
poreal nature (from Phil, 3, 21) and to God's wrath because of man's
disobedience, as implied in the quoted passage from Genesis. This
is certainly not accidental. Both those notions point, o a certain
extent, 1o his conception of the Fall, which is regarded as the ‘canse’
[or this world, as it stands, to come into existence,

Origen’s conception of the Fall 15 the most delicate tenet of his
entire theology. I certainly refer to his written thought; for although
he held a certamm conception of the Fall, he dehiberately eschewed
o expound it explicitly in writng. 1 shall argue that many of the
miscomprehensions surrounding his thought are due to failure to
grasp this particular facet of his thought.

No systematic exposition of the conception of the Fall can he
found in the works in Greek. Orderly analyses of the various mean-
ings of apyn are preserved; exegeses on the notion of werld are extant,
100; hut the conception of the Fall was never explicated. I shall argue
that this i3 not unintentional at all,

Many things have been said about Origen’s mysticism:'' yet these
analyses are actually drawn from what he expressed himsell. Orngen
was haunted by the [ear that he might enunciate mystical percep-
tions which he was not allowed 1w, He was always bearing in mind
that there are certain mystcal truths, which God granted some peo-
ple: vet he forbade those people to utter these truths aloud. He was
always thinkimg of what Paul sayvs in 2 Cor. 12, 4 abowt ‘ineflable
words, that man is prohibited rom uttering”

As a preacher, he alwavs felt himsell on the horns of a dilemma:
on the one hand, he felt that 1t was not his right 1 deprive people
from the wisdom which God granted him. On the other, Ins [ear
was that he might explicate more than what he was allowed to do.
This agony is expresed in his el Intending to speak about the

" rommEph, p. M.
" CL H. Crouzel: Crigame of o commsimce mopifigue, Paris, 196]1; also RLP. Laswson,
ap. ol Introduction.
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soul (a topic directly related to the concept of Fall) he makes a long
introducton, emphasiang that ‘the ideas are debeate” and, therefore,
they demand listeners who are able o apprehend the deeper truths:™
for “we have reached a mystical doctrine’ (&l Adyov fidBopey poetikiv)."
Here is how he feels on saying a few words about this mystical truth:

[ el Agomy when 11:|u:n|:hng ey ﬂmak I feel agony when intending not
w speak (dyovier einely, ayeovid ki pi eineiv), 1 want w speak for the
sake ol those who are worthy, lest 1 be aceused of depriving of the
word those able to understand . Becawvse of the unwaorthy 1 shrink
from speaking for the reasons | have given, lest 1 should be finging
holy things to dogs and casting pearls hefore swine, It was the work
of Jesus only to know how to distinguish among his hearers between
those without and those within, so that he spoke to those without in
parables, but explained the parables 10 those who enteved inio his
house!'" To remam without and to enter mto the house have a nys-
tcal meaning (puotwoy fotiv). Why should 1 judge those thar are
withow?"'" Everv ginner is without. That is why those without are
addressed in parables in case they should be able 1o leave the things
without and enter the things within. T'o enter the house has a mysi-
cal meanimg (pvetwwoy onvh he who enters Jesus” house s s true
disciple. He enters by holding the docirine of the Church, by living
a life according o the teaching of the Church. "Within® and “without'
have a spicitual sense "

Here is then the reason for being anxious:

I 1 display before the commeon crowd what the Holy Spirit has revealed
and entrusted to me, 1 sell it for a price and do not teach without
payment, what else am 1 doing except selling doves, thar is, the Holy
Spirit? When 1 sell the Spirt, 1 am cast omt of God’s temple.”

Thus, he regards the concept of Fall as a mystical truth, which should
be not enunciated or couched at all. For to inquire deeply in and
speak about ‘the creanon of the Lucifer, 15 bevond our abality. For
the doctrine about this question is great and difficult to speculate’
irohle ¥ip O mepl tobrov Adyoe wai duebedpntog).'" This doctrine is

' Diat BGF, v, 16, p. 373,

© fhad.

" Cf. Mark 4, 11; Man. 13, 56; similarly, Gele, ITI, 21.

* 1 Cor. 5, 14

W Diad, BGF, v, 16, pp. 3734,

" He refers w Luke 19, 45 He wemt into the temple and | . . be cast out those
who were selling doves,' famfae, 58, 5.

sl 109,
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Gl CHAPTER THREE

about the ‘mystery of creation,” and. as such, it cannot be easily
grasped, ‘even by those who are trained in philosophy, unless by
means of divine inspiration™ The actual creation isell’ was made
according to ‘a secret reason’,®' and thus ‘the doctrne of the cre-
ation of the world® is mystical; this is one of the mysteries hidden
in the scripture [td mepl kooporomiog xoi e pootiped™ and to
refrain from explicating mystical doctrines 1s an amitude ngorously
advocated:

The docinnes about these questions are great and mysocal. To this
teaching the saying St is good to hide the mystery of the king'™* is
behtang. For we do not want the teaching about souls (which do not
assume a body according o a doctrne of bansmigration) to be cast
hefore just any andience, nor that holy things should be given to the
dogs, nor that pearls be cast hefore swine.® For that would be impi-
ous, as if consofutes a bewrayal of the secret mysteries of the wisdom
ol God {zpodeaiay mepiégov v aroppitev Tis tob Beob doging hojplav),
ol which it is well written: "Wisdom will not enter into a soul that
practices evil oeither will it dwell in a body involved in sin’ (eig
KOEKOTEYVON WUXTy oK Eigelcioetel gopio 00O0E Kotowknoel €Y oot
woedppen dpepriag].” 1 is then enough to give an account of the doc-
trines which are said in a mystical way, under the guise of a story,
by just following the course of that story, i order that those who have
the ability may work ont the meaning of the passages for themselves. ™

If someone s “supported by the spirit of wisdom® he should be cau-
tous not o “thoughtlessly enunciate the divine mysteries of the Holy
Scripture,™

This is the background against which this doctrine of creation
should be considered. It is plain that had he held any sort of Platonic

" commMaty, 15, 23,

A Gelr, IV, B,

oM, 166G,

 gommleen, 3: BGE, 15, 121; PG, 12.84; Philecalia, 23, 20.

= Tohit 12, 7.

* Mag. 7, 6

= Wis, |, . Orgen makes full and unqualificd use of the Septivagms, There are
no ‘apoceypha’ fur him. The version of the Seimagind he uses s the same as the
text used by the Eastern Orthodox Chureh woday. The same holds for the num-
bering of the Psalms.

™ e, V, 29,

AP 111, 5; alo s the section in comeeMaty, 14, 12, which strangely enough
is not extant in the Latn rendering, since there is a lacuna in the Latn transla-
tion ar that point
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THE FALL AND CREATION OF THE WORLD 69

conception, he could have no difficulty in expounding this. Quite
siomihcantly though he persistently kept reframing from explicating
his doctrine. It could be certainly absurd to assume that Origen held
a Platonic conception and vet he eschewed enunciating what was
available to the layman of his day. Instead, he constantly sustained
that he does not wish to exphcate the doctrine about the soul, which
15 ‘mystical™ and ‘secret’.™ In the same vein, he states that

only few people are able to comprehend those who expound the doc-
trines about the state before ceation (v mpod yevéoewg) and the deeper
meaning of creavon (wed i &y yevésel] of evervibing that exists more
systematicalhy; these doctrines might embarrass one (topaon év nive
i toweita) who will hear but will not accurately understand them
[ouvEvia piv tavre, un aeepifouvoe &) this 18 why, in reladgon w these
|[doctrines|, we imperil oursclves; for to speak about and elaborate on
them is precanous [Emogpadés; cventhough the doctrines are true {to
Aty kol dvoantiooey o towdte dotiv Emwopeiéc witv danBedmron).?

Even in case one preaches a true doctrine (Adyog ainbng), this could
cause undesirable effects to a soul ‘which is sick and does not need
this kind of food’. Therefore, ‘to explicate the true doctrines is dan-
gerous’ kol obtweg kol taAnBi Aeyewy wvduvddes fon)’ It is dan-
gerous not only to enunciate untrue doctrines, but also (to enunciate)
true ones, once they should not be enunciated. ™ For it is NECessary
ot w divalge’ (@npooeverv) doctrmes which are ‘mystical and
decper’.™ Even the evangelists (as Matthew, in this case) kept them-
selves “far from the danger of exposing the mysteries”.™

To Origen this was an attitude of piety. As he explains i Cely,
“we practice a pure picty towards the creator and prase the beauo-
tful things that he has created. without detding the divine things
even by naming them™.®

*owefEr 4 MG 13,781,

* cormMalt, 15, 34,

" comm Jofr, 20, I1. What Origen means by ‘mysieny’ s sated in Gely, 5, XIBL
He refers o ‘secret truths - . . which are noe appropriate for the simple-minded and
for the ears of the common crowd’. Thus a “mystery” (quoting 1 Cor, 15, 51} i3 a
“word usually applied to the deeper and more mystical doctrines which are vighdy
cancealed from the mulonsde™.

' commahe, 32, XXIV.

“ expProw, 23, PGO17.224,

* expPron, 22, PG 17.217.

M cammAatt, 30

B Cely, TV, 48.
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The concern that his thought might be misunderstood haunted
him throughout his hfe.™ And vet, despite his cautiousness and ret-
icence on doctrines that were liable 1o being misunderstood, history
shows that he did not avoid what he was afraid oft he eventually
was miscomprehended and ascribed views which were never sus-
taned by him.

This is the personal background aganst which, in Cefs. he refers
o the conception of Fall; yet all he says on this subject 1s this: “And
the man who is evicted from the paradise together with his wife . . . has
a meaning which is ineffable and mystical™* In view of what he
held about those truths that are “ineflfable and mystical’ 1t 15 not sur-
prising that he deliberately avoided setting forth a systemanc expo-
siton of his doctnine of the Fall

We can, nevertheless, find some reference to this subject ar some
points of his work in Greek and thus idenafy some vital elements
of this concept. We can also use the Latin rendenng of FPrinc: but
in this case we should wse this work with much more cauton than
usually, In the Introducton I have argued that this work should not
be used {as i wsoally 15} in order 1o interpret Ongen’s thought: rather
it should be used only as an ancillary source. In point of the con-
ception of the Fall, Prane should be cleared from many of the mis-
interpretanons of Ruhnus, as well as from views lalsely ascribed to
Onrigen by others and embodied in Koetchaus edinon. It s most
unfortunate that these fragmemis have been dignified with the word
evidence, At any rate, this work will be taken into account where
staternents preserved in Greek corroborate porions preserved only
m Latn,

Considering Origen’s percepoon of God and creavnon there are
two realities which bave heen distinguished thus far:

First, the reality of God, the divine life, in which there is God only.

Secondly, the divine reality in which God ‘decorated’ the *body”
of the ‘mulo-embrowdered” wisdom: the providental creaton came
into being out of nothingness, This marks the creation of incorpo-
real namre, Speaking of existential veality in this state, it should be
clear that it is only the person of Christ who lives as Wisdom, whereas

" homden, 16, 1; Cely, VIL 38,
N oGadv, TV, 40,
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the created ‘reasons’ and ‘ohjects of contemplation’ are also called
‘wisdom™" and are regarded as decorating the *hody’ of Chnst

A third reality, subsequent to the second one, is the Fall out of
the “body” of Christ. It is only then that the actual creation comes
into existence out of non-existence; it is then that space-time comes
into existence and ranonal creatures, as mdividual persomalines, start
to exist.™

This expheit exposiion, once enunciated in words, seems para-
doxical alreadv. For how can the second reality be said to be “after’
the first one once there was no time yet! We see, therefore, that
the explicit illustration requires the compromise to discuss what afypears
as a paredox ondy once concled i words, For there is no doubt that any
one can figure a reality ‘before’ creation, which cannot be stated as
“before’” all the same. In anv event, the paradox ol expressions does
not end here.

The second reality is that in which incorporeal nature was made.
Ohgen has already asserted that what in Genesis 15 stated as hav-
g been made ‘in the image” of (od has nothing 1o do with *maner’;
‘the first man’ who was made “in the image of God’ was ‘immate-
rial and superior o any corporeal nature’ " The question at this
point is: was this creaturely &7 The answer to this is unqualifiedly
negative, For fife pertains only to what 1s related to e, since the
notion of creaturely life is closely associated with the acal creation
of the world,"" Considering the Pauline portion, *Because all things
are from him and through him and in him’.* and applying his usual
scrutiny on the meaning of the prepositions, he observes that “from
him'® suggests “something onginanve”,™

% evhProo, 7, PG 17.180; CF commJoke, 1, xxdv: 2. xvill; G, PG 17.260,

™ P. Plass gives an erroneous account of Origen’s views on this subject: he thinks,
there are “no less chan four different levels; God, Wisdom, minds before the fall,
minds lallen into dme/space/matter™ {ap, db, p. 13, Accordingly, he is inclined w
see here as God the Plotmian Chne, and Wisdom as the Plonman Mind et amcd
thinks that it is only the pames which change, On the assertion abour the relation
of God o Wisdom | have already commented. With regard o the implied world
‘before the fall’, this is wrong, wo. as [ argue presently.

“ Piat. BGF, v. |6, p. 374

iy Jodn, 2, NIN.

= Rom. 11, 56,

¥ John 1, 34 Commeniery on the Episile io ihe Romans, 3,103,
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7u CHAPTER THREE

But Paul is not the only apostle who maintains distinctions in the ase
of prepositions, for indeed John does this as well. When, for example,
he savs of the Logos of God that *all things were made through him’,
he testifies that life was not made droagh him but @ him. For he says,
‘What was made iz life in him"*

Hence, when Origen speaks of ‘first” creation he points to an ‘act’
of God i his wisdom. Speaking of &f in thar reality, it is the divine
life: that should be understood. There 15 a reality then which appears
obscure: on the one hand #there & a crealed realify, and vet, on the
other, there is no creatwrely Hfe. For, at thau state, it is only the Son of
Gaod to whom the predicatiom of &fe pertains. When, theretore, Origen
speaks of “hrst’ creation, which was ‘meorporeal’, he does not refer
to any ‘mcorporeal world® whatsoever. For strictly speaking there is
no werld at all. The reality 15 the ‘body’ of Chnst, which was dec-
orated, ‘embroidered’ by those reasons (called “precious stones”) which
were ‘created’ and were seen by God as ‘good’. As a reply to those
who ascribe a Platonic conception to Origen,” he makes a significant
disunction:

Although God 15 incorporeal and what was made 15 incorporeal
too, there 1s a profound diflerence between them: The ‘made’ incor-
poreal is explicitly said to be not dpoodotov [consubstantal) with
God* The difference lies precisely in that the latter incorporeal
nature 1§ created, whereas God himsell 15 anoeated, This conception s
then essenually different from any Platomic one. For Plato never
made such a radical distinction,”

“ John 1, 34 op. a2, 3.10.2, p. 231,

¥ This 15 what G, Butterworth docs in FP, p. 253, n. 4, where he thinks thar
Origen’s conception that God ereated two universal patures, namely, the incorpo-
reid and the corporeal one, might be compared with what is seated in Plata’s Plaeal,
79A. One, however, does not kave 1o study (oo hard thar point of Plaw’s work in
order o sce that Origen’s affirmations have nothing o do with i,

 gamnggoin, 13, XXV, The same notion is suggested in Cels, VI 44 10 is chag-
acteristic that Angustine, who was prompt to condemn Origen by name, (Augustine,
D ireerenbus, XL, Migne, PL, XLIL) cspowsed, for quite some time, the Manichacan
view thal the soul was of the same substance as God. As he himsell’ states, he sirug-

to free himsell from this docurine (de Ordine, 2.46).

" CE Jokarnedommemtior, GGS, 4, p. 249; abko C. Blanc, Commeninine sur 8. '_I'mr.l
I, p. 112 1 think that the text at this point could be restored thus: AL oy
up-tmw fol Touxime l&'ﬁ:ﬂﬁ,} 0T mev Ty fToi bpmummr auyreves T Elvae 10 ﬂ.uﬂr}
rn:u iy ity ﬁi::'tu:-ﬁ\l H 13 Eﬁégﬂ.m *li': I“pﬂ’Eﬂd‘E! T AVEUETLIET qmmr,, ulm-:':run:mg
ovon (T ayevviitg Beip ploe o) dvooue kol u:m'ﬁ‘l] axorouBel 16 Loye @ kot
avtotg zepi Qoo obdé govioousijvan dxlvluvdy fotv. The word owypevis which
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When G. Florovski™ argues that the ‘difference’ between Gaod and
the world lies in the fact that they are not ‘consubstantial’, he is
unaware that this is only a faint echo of the views of Origen (whom
he so ofien decried for what he had taken to be his conception of
the world).™ This 15 why Florovski feels it necessary to appeal to
Augustine who said; “non de Der natura, sed a Deo st facta de
nihilo . . . quapropter creaturam universam neque consubstantialem Deo,
neque coaeternam fas est dicere, aut credere” [Nawre was not cre-
ated trom God but by God . . . Hence we should not say or believe
that universe is consubstantial or co-eternal with Godl™ What Florovski
ascribes to Avgustine 15 1 fact Ongen'’s concepnon about the ‘non-
consubstantialiy” of God and creation. He also speaks about a dis-
tance hetween God and the world, yet *not a spatial one but pertaining
to nature’ [ou tomem cAda ghoey appealing to John of Damascus.™
But tis quotation 18 a word-for-word portion from Origen’s oo fofm
ot témw)™ employed by John of Damascus,

What was ‘'made’ as incorporeal was not a world of living indi-
vidual persons, as we have seen. On the other hand, this is not so
simple as to say that this was mef /oung, namely, that it was just a
bundle of ‘ideas’” or forms’ m God’s mind, as Philo might have sad.
If those “made’ incorporeal were just that, then the conception of
the Fall could hardly make sense. This, because, another substantial
difference between the ‘made’ incorporeal and the divine essence lies
in the fact that the created incorporeal is susceptible of a kind of
‘change’. As Origen argues alluding (o the notion of Fall, those which
are ‘consubstantial are also susceptible of the same properties’.” Buat
he does not elaborate on this remark any further,

| propound here, as well as the smtax of ewpeveg with Genitive, 15 familiar o
Origen and it is found in the same work more than once; CFL omonJobn, 10, XEXIX,
the cxpressions auyyevols Effopddos and ovrpvels Swotfiuosos.

¥ G, Florovski, Creetion gnd Redemption, Greck tr. by P Pallis, Thesalonila, 197%
p. 2,

" G, Flovovskl, dspesis of Charch Hisiory, pp. 4511

U e Genest ad Lidderam, 1, PL XXXIV, p. 221 G, Florovski wrote an entire work
(St Pertistiea, V1, 1962, 36-57, repr, in dgpects of Cherck History, pp. 45-73.) in
order to prove that Athanasiug’ coneeption ol creation is the counter-point of Chrigen’s
views. What he acuually did, however, was o expound Origen's theory of ereaton
(being himsell unconscious of this fact) annbuoting them 1 Athanasivs, thinking that
they are contrasted with what he had misunderstood as views of Un.g:‘n..

UG, Florovski, Greation and Redemption, pp. 53 and 310,

“ commJohn, 19, XX
" commfohn, 15, XXV,
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This is a delicate point of the entire doctrine. One could take it
that these mceorporeals were e vet nod a &fe of ther own, but the
life: of Christ. This is what seems to be a paradox and which Origen
did not wish to elaborate on. A figure of this perception might be
traced in Paul’s saying 1 live: vet not I but Christ lives in me’,™
which 15 a statement, to which Ongen appeals quite often. Another
useful hgure of Origen’s perception at this point 1s the scriprural
instance where Paul speaks of being “one Hesh™ and of marriage as
‘a great mystery’, which points to “Christ and the Chureh’®

It 1s out of this state that the Fall ocours, This is a fall from Cod ®
In the bhght of this, Orngen entazes Heracleon who wrote that the
Logos in his relanon to creation is not he ‘from whom” or by whom',
but only ‘through whom' ereation was made,” He takes exception
to this view, but again he does not elaborate further. He only says
that he himselt has also treated the notion of ‘through whom', b
Heracleon, as it seems from his opinion, seems not to have been
mstructed properly by the divine writings,™

Elsewhere, however, 1t s stated clearer that the world 15 in a sta-
s ‘o’ of God. For it is Paul who, in Rom. 11, 36, portrayed the
beginning of everything by the expression ‘ont of him” (§ avrot).” In
general, the seriptural passages supporting the view that the world
came ot of God, are the following: *vet lor us there 15 one Gaod,
the Father, from whom are all things and for whom we exist;™ ‘For
from him and through him and to him are all things," and the
saying about Jesus who “has come out of God"

Origen 15 very cautious in adumbrating™ how this fall oceurred.
The step towards this directon s to mtroduce the 1dea that a ‘moult-
ing’ (mrepoppinoics is possible from the body of wisdom," Here is

# Gal 2, M)

N Eph, 5 31-32,

R Cels, V11, 69,

5 v Fakn, 2, X1V,

* dind.

* Cels, V1, 65,

“ 1 Cor. 8, 6.

i Rom. 11, 36.

o John 19, 3. 5. commYokn, 32, 111 20, XIX.

" sy ‘adumbrating” instead of “poriraving’, since nowhere does Ovigen attemp
o explicate his doctrine of the Fall

" e, VI, 45, In his translation of Cefs (p. 364, n. 1] H. Chadwick takes this
affirrnation a: an allugion to Plaro, Phesdns 2468, C. It 8 Origen himself though
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THE FALL AND CREATION OF THE WORLD i)

the most mystical point of his doctrine. This is why he endeavours
to express this in a manner appropnate o the case, that 1s, not by
a wording of his own, but through a scriptural quotation from Ezekiel:

But let us now see what the actual words of propheey teach ws. "The
word of the Lord’, it says, ‘came unto me, saying, Son of man, take
up a lamentation for the prince of Tyre, and say unto him, Thus saith
the Lord God: Thou wert a signet of likeness and a crown of honour
in the delights of the paradise of God. Thow wast adomed with every
fine stone and gem, and wast dothed with sardius and topaz and emer-
ald and carbuncle and sapphire and jasper, set in gold and silver, an
with agate and amethvst and chrysobite and beryl and onyx; with gold
also didst thon Bl thy oeasurics and thy store-houses i thy mida,
From the day thou wast created with the cherubim, 1 plmﬂi you in
the holy mount of God. Thou wast in the midst of the hery stones,
thou wast stainless in thy days, from the day thou wast ereated undl
the time that iniquities were found in thee; from the multitude of thy
commerce thow didst hll thy storehouses with iniquity, and thou didst
sin and wast cast wounded out of the mount of God. A cherub drove
thee forth [rom the midst of the fery stones. Thy heart was lifted up
at thine honour; thy knowledge was corrupted with thy beauty; for
the multtude of thy sins | have cast thee down to the carth i the
presence of kings."™

This passage of Ezckiel 15 taken to pomt to ‘an adverse power’ which
‘was formerly holy and blessed” and fell from thas state of blessedness
and was ¢ast down into the earth . . . from the time that iniquity was
found in him, while his fallen condinon was not due to his nature,™

The Fall 15 a fall of "one’. In the foregoing passage, it is Rufinus
rather than Ongen who leels 1t necesary to bl the expression by
saving ‘an adverse power’. For Origen himsell eschews any elabo-
ration of this and simply speaks of ‘one’: he leaves this numerical
just like that, refraining from any account as o “who' or “what’ this
‘one’ 15, He just speaks of ‘one, who fell from the blisss™ further he

who refers v Plato explicitly, indeed to the same point of Phaedrs, in order
declare that his concepdon of the fall has nothing to do with the Platonic views in
general and pardcularly as stated ac that poine of Frasdrar,

“ Fzek. 28, 11-19. Prue, 44,

“ Prne, L4.4. Here | am reminded again the awkward treamment of wemporal
notions by Rufinns. He spreaks of the ‘one'’s’ fall ‘af soore lober fioee (i, italics minge).
Althongh the fundamental conception i wdoubledly Origen’s, there is nothing of
his caution and metcolovsness in treatng this crocial point, as it appears in his
writings in Greek.

© cammFohn, 32, XVIIL
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76 CHAPTER THREE

speaks of ‘one’, applying the adjectve ‘ruler’ without stating any
noun again; ‘while there were many rulers (oppoviov) who were
made (yevopgvew], it was one whao fell”,™

It is significant that no noun is applied o the “one’ who fell. This
directly stems from the tenet, which sustains unity in the primeval
reality of providental creation,™ It should also be noted that the
adjective aépgdviov ‘rulers’) is derved from the word @pn.” Whenever
Ohrigen speaks of the Fall, he refers to it as a fall of ‘one™' that has
‘mouhed’ (mtepoppuiiens) and, therelore, fell from the *bliss”.™ Formerly
this ‘one’ was in the paradise of God, but became sadated, as it
were, and was lost, according to the sl:n]:llural writer’™ who said myvs-
uL.lji}.f. vou bave come to a dreadful end and shall be no maore for
ever™.™ This *one’ is also called “the frst” (b mptog).™ For “after the
moulting of the first (1@ =piee zrepoppuiaavtt) others moulted also
(el OT1 and Tivew rrepoppunadviov and followed this first one down
‘ol kntokohoubmodviov @i mpoto)”. This ‘one’ is also described
as ‘evil’ (movnpob); it is quite characteristic that the term éxmecovrog
ar that point is the Past pariciple of the verb éerinte, which means,
‘fall down out of a place’. This 15 how both notions about the Fall
ta fall out of the divine being, as well as a fall doen,)’”” are denoted.
Certainly when Origen refers to the aftermath of the Fall {and not
the occurrence nsell’], he attmbutes a number of names o this ‘one’
who fell *fust’. He calls it a *dragon’, or a ‘big sea-monster® (as in
Job 3, 8); also, he uses other names, mostly drawn from allegorical

= fied, It s significant to notice again that Ongen savs that this ‘one” like rthe
others, wad “made’; he also save that “while ke was in divine realiny, he fell’. fid,

¥ CL mq}’u&n. [0, XXXV,

" apyoview means ‘of those who hold the apgn’. thar is “the power’; bui as here
dpyf) means the wisdom itsell, the erm dpydvome means ':.'n.-m' who are in arche’,
namely ‘in wisdom'. I'mm this follows that the term apgdvioy is nof ity I.I[I.I'tl-l:ll-
lar defimition of this ‘one’; it simply indicates that, ‘before’ the fll, this ‘one’ was
i the wisdom,

" eombfehe, 20, XXII

* Gels, VI, 44,

" He means Ezekicl, alluding 1o the passage in Ez. 28, 19, which follows.

™ Cels, V1, M.

T Gels, W1, 44

ML Cets, "'-"I., 43: abso VI 44, Quite tellingly Origen wses the verb serecodout-
VTV whln:'h is the Past ln;um:lplt of the verb xatexoiouBi and means ‘follow
down’; in this way the noton that the world is *down’ with respece o God’s time-
less etermuy 1s denoted agoin: s also, oomgfabn, 19, XNIL

T Cals, VI, 43, [ will discuss this nodon about the world larer.
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78 CHAPTER THREE

this creature [that is, human nature] was not just an ‘idea’ in God's
mund, but it was biving, The fall of Adam 1s *death” and it 15 argued
that “stricdy speaking, no one can be said to be dead unless he fived
before”™ Yet this was the divine life, not a personal creaturely life
of their own.

Since Adam means man, by Adam’s fall one should understand
the doctrine ‘about man and his {ormer hife and the descending
becanse of disobedience™™ A any rate, it was the devil that fell firse,

once he wok himsell “to be self-sufficient and not needing the help
ol Jesus.™ Thus

everyone who wishes to do the desires of the devil . | . has become 2
child of the devil, and has been formed from wishing to do the desives
of the worse one, and 15 in the image of the wicked father [sc. the
devil], [rom whom the images of that earthly man come and receive

their imprnt.™

For ‘that first was earthly™ and “since he fell away from the supe-

rior reality and desired a hfe differem from the supenor lLfe, he
deserved to be a beginming neither of something created nor made,
but of “something molded by the Lord. made to be mocked by his
angles” ™ As far as we [sc. humans] are concerned, our true sub-
stance, too, is in our being according o the image of the Creator,™
but the substance resulting from guilt is in the thing molded, which
was received from the dost of the carth.™ Thus “the abuse (ol the
devil) is directed against us; this abuse, nevertheless, does not ong-
inate in his capricious dealing with ws, but in his enmity against
God™,™

The immediate result of the Fall is the actual creation, which
comes mio existence aceording to the created reasons. More speafically,
this marks the emergence of bodily nature, ereaton of matter itself
for those who ‘needed a material hife’ in the ‘world” which ‘was cre-

¥ fhul

= e, 34,

" fowifue, 31,

" compn Folm, 20, XKLL

 OL | Gor. 15, 47-49. fhid
* Job Hy, 19, fhd,

= CL Col 3, 10.

* OL Gen. 2, 7.

™ frdatr 298
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THE FALL AND CREATION OF THE WORLD /9

ated as a material one”™ Also, ‘once the dragon fell down from the
clear ife’, which was “immaterial and absolutely incorporeal’, “hefore
anything else, he has been hound with matter and hody™”

A main result of the fall is the destruction of the original unity,
Henee, what comes forth is ‘multitude of number’ (zAfBog apiBuot),
“schism” (oylopo), ‘division’ (Gwipeoig) and ‘disagrecment’ (Swrpovio).
All these are regarded as ‘signs of wickedness', This conviction 15 so
strong thit these characterisies are established as a guideline for exe-
gesis: whenever these notions are found in the Senpture, they should
be interpreted as denotations of evil and the relevant passages should
be nterpreted accordingly.™ There is a ertical question which is a
lundamental prerequisite for comprehending this conception of
the Fall: what was that which fell?; and a subsequent question: what
15 that which constitutes the personal identity of the rational crea-
tures? This question 15 directly related to the notion of ‘moulang’
irtepoppunalg) which is the most mystical point of this doctrine of
the Fall; vet it has to be answered, at least o the extent that it could
be possible, since this s the crucial point of the entire concepiion,

It 1z a fundamental tenet of Origen that the ‘end’ will be like the
‘beginning”.™ Although he does not elaborate on the essence of this
‘one’ who fell, he does so when he expounds his conception of the
end. [ have quoted above a significant passage hrom Prne, accord-
ing to which this ‘one’ had been placed by God ‘in the midst” of
precious stones,™ But there is no allusion pointing to what this “one’
was: we leamn ‘where” this was {in the divine reality), we understand
that this was incorporeal (since that reality is entirely incorporeal);'™
we also learn ‘in the midst’ of whar this ‘one’ was—it was in the
midst of precious stones, But we can pick up nothing about this
‘one’ isell,

Fromm Cels we learn something more abouot this ‘one’ and its ong-
wmal and mmpeceable state; this was a ‘precious stone’ among other

™ coman fohr, 19, XX,

T coman fodar, 1, NVTL

 wlew (comm. on Gen. 11, 7k als conemFade, 5, ¥V

“ P, VLG22, 11L1.3., HL54, DLG.3, [ILGB. Cf. sffs. LI7.

"™ P, 144,

s, also, fRal, where Origen speaks of the state before the lall as an “immates
rial and superor to any bodiby hypostasis™ (abhov ool <pritov adons ouuatixfs
vmocsTaaemgl. BGEF, 1637416,

L Oy II-_!||'-_'. 1 maleria



i) OHAPFIER THREE

precions stones in the divine reality; it was placed as an ‘ornament’
m the ‘body’ of the ‘mulb-embrowdered” Wisdom;. 1t was a ‘hving
stone’,'"™ yet this life was not ity own life: this was the divine life of
Wisdom herselt. It is pointed out that the scriptural reference o
‘precious stomes’ has a ‘mystical meaning’ and “the just are them-
selves every species of select and precious stones™.™ After all,

the divine words teach about resurrection in a mystical manner, which
can be apprehended by those who are able to listen to the vowce of
God by means of a more divine hearing and they say thac. . . the
body of Chrisi . , . will be rebuilt with stones which are living, as well
as precious.’™

What fell, theretore, was an ‘ornament’ from the *hody’ of Wisdom.
What bved until that moment is pretty clear: it was Wisdom her-
self, living her divine life. On no account can we say that this ‘orna-
ment’, this “precious’ living stone’. was living as an idividnal fppostasis
in the divine life, in the sense that it was comducting a life of its
own; for in that reality (which is incorporeal) there can be neither
‘istinction” nor ‘division’. Besides, what was created in the provi-
dential ereation was not any indivtdual creature and, in any event,
‘we cannot speak of parts of what is incorporeal’.'™

It should be emphasized that it is mainly this point which Origen
eschewed to enunciate. Although he says certain things about his
doctnne of the Fall, here is how he goes on:

We have exposed a lew of our views according 1o our faith in Scrpture;
we did so having committed a bold venture upon the subject (anote-
whpnueveg, and having made a nsky venture (nopasesivvvevpdvag)
in fact, however, we have said nothing '™

It is out of this ‘said nothing’ that one should endeavour to portray
this conception of the Fall. There 13 no other way, smce he dehb-
eralely does not state anything about this tenet explicitly, But 1o

™ GE 1 Pee 2, 5. Cels, VIIL, 1% and 2.

" Celr, VL 2,

W Cets, VLI 19,

g e

"™ Cels, VI 4k The following questinon might be posed: How 15 it possible o
speak ar the same time of both, namely, of ‘disonetion” non-existent and of ‘one’
who committed sin and fell? How the notion of *non-distinction” is compatible wath
that of ‘one™? On this guestion Ongen eschewed o claborate, secking w preserve
the mystical character of the doctrine.
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aseribe to Origen a Platomic notion about pre-existing personal incor-
poreal ratonal creatures, which recerved a body, 15 just a sumphsuc
and misleading solution, which garbles his real doctrine.

Origen himsell’ was aware of the Platonic theory about the issue.
Yet he says that

the man who is evicted from paradise together with his wife “clothed
in garments of sking’,'” which were made by God because of the
human offence, has an ineflable and mystical sense, which is higher
than the notion of Plato who holds thar soul comes down and moults

‘until it finds something sold’,"™

In selGen he comments once more on the same passage of Genesis
and rejects the exegesis that the ‘garments of skins' suggest assump-
ton of materal bodies. Here 15 how he argues: “if the garments of
skins signify flesh and bones, how is it possible [or Adam to say
before that: “This is now bone of my bones, and Aesh of oy Aesh?™™

Again, however, he does not explicate his own opinion. He deems
it enough to contrast his own conception from the Pluonic tenet,
referring to this by pame: all he says is that one “should inquire
into the hidden treasure of the seriptural leter,”""™ The same stance
15 taken in frMatt, 431, where it s stated that mind has been joined
ogether with flesh “according 1o reasons known o God alone”™ (ko
olic olde Aoypoug).'"

Therelore, it is Origen himsell who quotes Plato and contrasts his
own views with Platonism. To attmibute Platonism to lum on this
doctrine is then only a simplistic way out of the puzzle of his doc-
trine, for which the only thing for sure s that it is set the Platonic
one, according w Origen’s own statements. Besides, it could be ludi-
crous to assert that he strove to disguise his own tenet so as to con-
trast it to Platomism, doimng so by saying nothing about it and making
only some hints; and this, when the Platonic basics were known to
every fairly educated man of Origen’s era.

Thus peronal creaturely life starts only with the existence of the
actual creaton. For only then do personal beings begin to exist as

oGren. 5, 21

el [V, 40, Cuoting Plato, Phaadvey, 2468, C; salso Cels, VI, 53,
M Gen. 2, 75

" wifem, {comm. on Gen. 5, 21}, PG 12.101; CC comem fofn, 10, VL

" feMan, 431,
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individuals; it is only then that they acquire a life of their own. It
15 only then that 1t makes sense (o speak about ‘the first moment of
their ereation by God” '™ or about ‘the tme their personality first
emerged’.'"” These are certainly expressions from the Laon render-
ing of Princ, where temporal terms are used too frequently and oo
awkwardly; soll we can discern this essennal facet of this doctrine
behind expressions of this kind.

There 15 something at this point, which might appear as a para-
do: while coming into being out of non-being refers 1o an occurrence s
the divine life, ereaturely bfe pertains to space-time, This is a nnance,
which should be taken into account. The former notnon refers to the
second of the realines stated above [the Wisdom which became, embroi-
dered wath the “precious-stones-reasons), whereas the latter refers to
the third reality (actal ereaton of the material world). The former
refers to the unity @ the ‘hody” of Christ, the later refers to the
emergence of diversity and individuality (namely, 1o the world), which
is externad to the divine reabity, When Origen avers that ffe is one of
the conceptions that does not pertain to Christ himself, bur only ‘o
others” (oly abtd, A’ éxéporg,'" it is obvious that a fimdamental
premise has been established: the predication “others” iself implies a
notion of detinetion—a notion which by no means can be applied to
the divine life. This ‘others—clause 15 signaficant and has o be borne
in mind together with the phrase that there was no “ome, when the
third and fourth conceptions [of the Son] were not existing at all”,
The conception of ‘life” starts 10 make sense only when this is life
of ‘others’, that is, when ‘otherness’ makes its mark in ontology.
Which means that “otherness’ begns to make sense when “multtode
of number’ (rAffog apbpot), ‘schism’ (oyiope), ‘division’ (Sweipesig)
and “disagreement” (agovie; make their mark as “signs of wicked-
ness’, as noted earlier. Beyond Wisdom and Logos, all other con-
ceptions make sense only in the context of the relation between the
Logos and the world, mdeed the “third and fourth™ concepuons are
fimposed by the Logos, and time cannot be found in the state where
the third and the fourth concepuons did not exist ar all’."™ Before

" Pringe, 1.5.3.

" fiad,

" o Joln, 2, NVIIL
M o ok, 2, XVIV.
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the Fall. therefore, the ‘precious stones™ which ‘embroider” the body
of Wisdom are not actually ‘others’ and their life is not a life of
‘others’. Time appears as an element of the world when the nodon
of “life of others’ siarts to make sense, that is, upon the Fall

Dhisiinction virtually denotes existence of the material world."” This
18 why the predicate of craturely Gfe cannot be applied to the reabty
*‘before’ creation of the world. It is then worth pondening on the
conception of that reality further. Referring to the actual creadon
ol the world Origen portrays this as follows:

Accordingly, just as hife came w be in the Logos, so the Logos was
m the beginning, And consider if it is possible also for us w wke the
statement, In the beginning was the Logos’ in accordance with this
meaning, so that all things came to be in accordance with the wis-
dom and the forms of the system of concepis which exist in him |sc.
the Logos] (ive ket 1y copioy ki Tolg TUROUG TOT CUGTIRGIOG TV
ey aUp vompétey i nevee yivnro): for [othink that, just as a house
or ship are built or constructed according 1o the architectural forms,
having as their beginming the plans and reasons (Abyoug) in the artificer,
m like manner all things have come o be according to the reasons
k:'u.ﬂ'ﬂﬂ;] of what will be, which reasons were distinetly articulated by
God in wisdom [olte td ouvprovoe yeyovivan Kot tobg &V T -:mq:iq;:
apotpavolivias brd Geoll tiv foopdvey Adyouc) lor “he made all things
i wisdom'."" And we should say that once God had created the living
wisdom, so to speak, (xrioeg, W' olltog eime, Epyugov gopioy 6 Bedg),
he allowed from the forms which were in her o present o the things
which exist and to matter [both] their actual ereation (rhdew)'™ and
the species, and 1 focus my reflection on whether this holds true also
for mdividual existence, ™

This is the context in which Origen’s statement that the ‘reason’ of
this waorld (tov repi 1ol koopou Adyov), regarded from a worldly point
of view, 1s the ‘last of the corporeals and the beginning ol the incor-
poreals” (0g Adyog pev fomt TeAEuTOIOg TOW CopoTikGy, Gpxn & Tiv
tomudioy),'™ This ‘reason’ (Adyog), according to which the world

" e fedr, 10, XL Cals, VII, 19 & 20.

1T g, mpim,

Py, 103, 24

" The meaning of rdaos as ‘acmal creaton” 8 a central theme in Origen's
theology, and is contrasted with xoigarg, which poinis o providential creation; s
afra, the juxiaposidon of the werms soinmg s in Genesis 1, 26 and xddorg (Genesis
2. T homfer, 1, 10,

o foln, 1, XX

T Cane, 2, PGO17.265 [and Boehrens, p. 233),
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THE FALL AND CREATION OF THE WORLD 85

15 why in the previous passage reference to the actual creanon’s com-
g nte exastence 1 made through the term rdaoc, Particular arten-
ton shoud be paid to an expresion uwsed in a mature portion of
eonent fohn, where the adversary who fell is described as something
‘neither created, nor image, but something ‘molded by the Lord,
made to be mocked by his angels”.'™ What 15 important in this por-
tion 1s that this adversary 13 excluded from both the terms xriow
and rddaig; which suggests Origen’s fundamental tenet that the devil
as such is not a creature made by God. This is not part of the prov-
idenual creadon, it is negatnon of creation rather than a part of it
This adversary 15 the tendency and unceasing effort (o lead being
into non-being, it is the persistent denial of the creatnve act of God
and activity towards nothingness: this demial has its ongin i the Fall
iwhich means it _followed original creavon} and accordingly any
Manichaen point of view is explicily rejected. indeed by name. '

Accordingly, a distinction is drawn between peveoic and yévvnoic.
The former pertains o the imbal creavon, whereas the latter sug-
gests existence out of the Fall.™ Ar another point, a similar dis-
tinction is made between pévesrs and wrioeg, the laver denoting the
creation of space-time. "™

In all three cases Origen alludes to his view that the former cre-
ative act of God pertams to a reality which is the divine ane. Simce
there is no corporeality and tume, there can be no notion of inde-
pendent fife applied to creatures. As he points out, the first creadon
pertains to the ‘making of the substance’ (oholwow™ of ‘rational

creatures’, yet this ‘making’ was ‘in Wisdam®.'"" This is the sense in

1T Jab, 4, 19; oo jobka, 20, XXIL

" g repudiation of the ‘parancia of Manichaenss flae, 78; frfae, 226; also
cvrpm oy, B1; o fodn, 28,

" feMa, 11,

9 e, 32, The terms, as distmguished here, do not have this meaning univer-
sally throughou Origen'’s work, What is important is the distinction isell which he
makes. These werms are iovolved and contrasted just becavse they are found in the
scriptural passages. At another poimt he might use the term yéveows suggesting the
spati-temporal reality of the world: iu Gt he does sooin ks, XIL The main
puint, however, s (he disinetion between the two creatons, namely the prosidesiol
amdd the acual one.

'™ wilPs, 32, PG 12,1505

Pe 103, 24 commFoka, 1, XIX, This point should not be misunderstood: this
‘substance” suggests the ‘namre’ of ratdonal creatires, such as human nature -and
not the ndividual substance. Origen i explicit thar the substances of maftirdiads come
it exisrence only with the actual creation,

[P 1} o
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B CHAPTER THREE

which God created wisdom as a beginning towards his works, '™
What was actually created in the former creation was a ‘wisdom’
perceived as a “system of objects of contemplation . . . and forms and
reasons’ accorcing to which ‘*luture beings™™ were made, So ‘mar-
ter and creation and the species. .. and the substances’ were made
‘out of the forms, which were in wisdom® and those [orms were
made, oo,

Thus xeineg and yevesrs point to the providental creation whereas
rddoig, yewwnoig, and xrigig refer to the actual ereaton of the world.
The actual purport of the distinction between the two categories is
this: Momorg and yevearg reler o ‘coming into being out of non-
Leing: ™ this is the creaton of the ‘essence’, which Origen calls
‘substantification’ (olbolwoiz|™ of radonal satures (not of individual
rational ereatures. This means that what was created was the nafnre
of rational natures starting to make sense as a potentiality under a
certain concurrence of reasons and causes; it was not any ndivid-
ual hypostases or persons that were made at that stage. Thus the
words of Job, as well as of David, *vour hands have made me and
Sfashioned me’ (o0 yeipeg oov éroinoa pe kot friooav pel'™ allude to
a ‘great doctrine’ '

The core of this doctrine is implied through the notions of Toinaig
and miAdoi, vet this 15 as far as Origen is prepared to go: he explic-
itly states that he does not wish w0 elaborate any further.,'” This
however does not prevent him from highlighting the notion of ‘com-
ing into being out of non-being” throughout his writings. Creatures
appeared ‘from non-being’ (£€ odx dvtoov)™ and from ‘non-existence’
(ex tol uiy dvrog'™ and they ‘received being from God’ [iré tog Beol
0 eiven Beldpevor,™

A significant pont is how he treats the question of essence proper.
When he comes to explain this, all he does is to expound the views

9 Peoy, B, 22, commels, 1, IX; XVII[; XIX: 6, VI; 19, IX; 20, XVL XXXIX,

T o o, 1, XX

B Mt 11,

™l 32,

9 Job 10, 8; Ps. 118, 73.

* Quodng Heh, 5, 1. CC Geli, W, 59 VI, 32; comenfidn, 6. XIV: ammMad,
I on

e, 1V, 37, comefolr, 13, 30, ffy 118, 73; kewfod (codd, Vaty po 363,

" expPrr, 16; expProv, 18; commFohn, 1, XVIL wlPs, 9; selPy, 115; Plilcalia. 24, 2,

T prMatt, 3 commfoim, XXXTL 160 expPros, sl 54 s, 138,

ety 21, PG 121260,
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THE FALL AND CREATION OF THE WORLD 87

of philosophers of different schools of thought, He offers an acconmt
of ‘what essence 18" according to ether of those who mamntain that
the reality of incorporeal things is primary,”!! or according 1o ‘those
who hold that the reality of incorporeal things is secondary and that
of corporeal things is primary.'* He subsequently affords a oquite
detatled account of both those defimtions of essence.

It 15 charactenstic though that he does not suggest any view of
his own on this queston—wluch is certainly not incidental. On the
contrary, it is indicative of his perception of ratonal creatures as
only conceptually inot actually) consisting of a corporeal and an
ncorporeal clement. When he speaks of providental creation, his
perception of it has nothing 10 do with any Platonic view of some
pre-existng spiritual world, Were this his opinion, he could have no
difficulty 1o enunciate this. Subsequently, he could have emploved
that definition of essence, which stems from a virtually Platonic per-
ception of the world and its ongin. The fact 1s, however, that he
emploved neither an idealistic nor a materialistic [Stoic) or an
Aristotelian view'" of whart essence proper is. It is obvious that he
opts for remaining impartal in respect of these definitions of essence.
The reason is that a certain defimition of essence is directly related
to (actually it stems from| a certain conception of the world and its
origin, be it created or uncreated. That Ongen wishes o hold alool
and not endorse anv one of these views, denotes that his conception
of creation had nothing w do with the pagan ones, To explicate his
own definiton of essence, he knew that he should first provide a
detailed account of his ‘mystical’ docirine of the soul. This 15 exactly
what he wished to avond and 1n fact he did not do. This 13 why he
states that “the doctrine about essence 15 a doctrine which is great
and difficult to contemplate™ (mohig & & repi thy ovolug Aoyog xud
duaBempnrog). '

What is for sure is that to him essence was brought into being
out of nothingness, since God found essence uncreated’ [tov Beov
dyévvnrov ebpdvie v oboiov.'” God himsell s “beyond essence’

ey, XXVIL, 8.

142 fhid

" Although no explicit reference to any philosophical seet is made, the definidons
of ‘essence’ which are propounded here actually pertain o these schools of thoughe

el VI 64,

" ermmCeen, 17 PGO12.48,
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(omepéxewva the obotegl'™ he s “heyond mind and essence” {Eréxewo
vol kel obaileg™ and "God does not participate in essence at all
(A" old" oloing petéxer 0 Bedagl'™

S0 when he speaks of the essence of God, he just uses this term
in a conventional, if loose, sense. For whereas the essence ot a thing
determines thos thing i principle and attributes o 16 ws mdivaduoal
ontological authority, God 18 bevond any notion of essence. It is God
who attributes 1o essence its ontological sigmificance, if any, There is
no ‘oscillaton’, as H. Crouzel and M. Simonetti claim,'" assigning
to Ongen a Platonic view and taking his attitude as similar to that
of Plhulo and Clement, Ongen s unequivocal on this ssue and has
enunciated his view in many parts of his work. This is not the
instance where he employs a current philosophical notion in a loose
sense—hbut only after he has explicated his own views on a ques-
tion. This 18 what he does with the notion of ‘eternal death’, or
‘mimte time’ or ‘infimite souls’, or even when he speaks of the Logos
as “having soul’, although he is explicit in his view that the term
'soul’ applies only to human beings. These figures are not rare in
his works; this is why expressions like “as it were’ {otovei] or ‘so o
say  (v" oUtwg eimm] are used frequently,

Thus when he expounds the radical transcendence of God o any
created nature, he says that “the essence of God s distinguished
from any created namre”™—vet this affomation (as usvally in such
cases) starts once again with the expression “as it were' (olovet oo
v oUoley Tob Beol aro moaviov tav yevwntov),'™ In anv case, the
claom that Ongen ‘oscillates” about the relation of God to “essence’
is not correct. Even at the point where he states that the doctrine
about essence 1s “great and difficult 1o contemplate’, the phrase starts
with the affirmation that ‘Ged does not participate in essence’.'™

What eluded H. Crouzel and M. Simonetti s not simply this state-

ment of Ongen's: the main ssue i thas context s his conception of

God with respect o essence, when referring to the created things or

g fofiz, 19, VL The vocabulary is obniously Plavonic (Respeblica, 50909, but
the import is nol

W ey, VIO, 38,

" Celr, VI, B4,

" Chrigine, Traets des Principes, 11, 23, n. 25,

" e, XX, 5.

" Celr, VI, B4
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THE FALL AND CREATION OF THE WORLD 89

ideas. So far as essence suggests the very being, the ontological sta-
tus, 1t can be atmbuted only to a created reality, Speaking of God,
Origen does not inguire into s essence (least of all does he “oscil-
late’ about it He simply wonders about the question of what God
himself . This queston consttutes the heart of theoisgy. But there
1s no cvidence that Ongen ever accepted the view that the queston
‘what 15 thas? (11 eoniv] should be taken with its Anstotchan conno-
tations, that is, as indicating the ‘essence” of a thing,

In facy, he finds the question ‘about the essence of God' (mepi
ovgieg tob Beol) inaccurate. This is why he uses the word ‘as it
were' [otovel] and wonders whether is it possible ‘to say anything’
etrewy ) about 1, He does not push the question too far, but clearly
suggests that, speaking of God, the queston is not simply choosing
between corporeality and incorporeality. God is bevond them bath
by virtue of his seniority and power” (zpeaPeig ko Suvvape). If one
wishes to know what God 15, the answer can be found m John 4,24,
*Grod 15 Spanit’. Therefore “his essence, as it were, s his spirit” {otovel
obgie eivar abrob to rvebpon).'™ Ohviously the spirit of God canno
i any respect be figured sinply through incorporeality. For both
incorporeality and corporeality belong to the creaturely reality; there-
fore, they are ontologically posterior to the being of God.

The poimt which eluded H, Crouzel and M., Smnoneta s thas: It
5 one thing to speak of swbstance of hiwman nature, but 1o speak of sub-
stance af an ndividual fmman being 15 quite another. The former came
into being ow of nothingness with the providential creation. The lat-
ter (namely, the substance of individual persons} appears onfy with
the actual matenal creanon. Ongen 15 exphat that what was cre-
ated in the actwal creation was not only ‘mauer’ BAnw and ‘species’
iglém} bur also “individual beings™ {oteic)—in fact, he is at pains to
emphasize this point throngh the expression “and [ focus my reflection
on whether this holds true also for individual existence’ (eyo §&
eplot &1 kol s oboiog).'™

The eritical conclusion out of this statement is this: The substance
of fwwman nature (which involves no individuality] was created i the
providential creation. Thix is why the providental creation is stated
as incorporeal. For, cven today, speaking of ‘human nature’, who

" pomn fofir, 18, XXI The same account for God as “fire’ {Dewt. 4, 24; Heh.
12, 29, fhd.
g st commg fafe, 1, XIN
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could possibly take it as something personal or corporeal’ On the other
hand, the actual subsistence of individual ranonal creatures came
into being only with the actual creavion, This is why, in Chigen,
what is personal is alwavs also estporeal, as | shall argue presently.

This analvsis makes clear why Origen does not uphold the Platonic
view of ‘essence’™—despite the fact that creafed ‘incorporeality” 1s
athrmed as prior to the created corporeality. To lim the substance
of an mdividual person is not pror to tus, as a Platonist would main-
tain, according o the doctrine of a pre-existing spiritual world. The
personal substance comes into being simuftaneously with the actual cre-
ation of a personal spatio-temporal creature. There is “substance of
human nature™ since the very beginning of creation, but it is only
with the matenal creation that the nouon of ‘substance of an ndi-
vidual person’ starts 1o make sense. This is the critcal point that
eluded all those who criticize this doctrine of creaton,

On the other hand, Ongen seems to be at one with secular phi-
losophy as regards ‘unchangeability’ as a fundamental charactensic
of essence’™ But “unchangeability’ is exactly what does not pertain
o rational creatures, They have something of their primordial ori-
gin. that is, an incorporeal element. On no account, however, is this
clement any kind ol pre-existing subsistent individual personality,
The noton of mdmiduality means that the matenal and immatenal
clement are interwoven inseparably, I either of them is taken away,
what remains is by no means an individoal, @ person. There is no
personality apart from the material element, This is why a human
being, like any rational creamre, possesses a material body not only
dunng his hfetme, but also both before and after 1t. Matter m atself
is not regarded as evil:™ rather it is a symptom of the existence of
evil and it came into being once evil appeared. On the other hand,
the ‘incorporeal’ element of rational creatures does constitute a kind
of affinity with God, since there is a substantial difference: this incor-
porcal 15 creafed whereas God s uncreated.

ST speak of human matwre’ as an example, simply because Origen himsell pro-
vidles an account of the meaning of the creaton of man according 1o Genesis. The
same statements ¢an be made about the rest of radonal creamres. (CL comem fobn,
I, XIX). As | discuss anon, Orgen's world comprises a number of vanks of life,
of which ‘human’ i= only one among many.

™ delr, XXV, 8.

" Lels, TV, 66,
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THE FALL AND CREATION OF THE WORLD 91

The difference between Origen’s conception of essence and the sec-
ular ones hes exactly in the disinctuon drawn above, If a rational
creature were simply a “soul’ clothed wath a body (in a merely Platonic
sensel then the question of essence could be simple: essence would
be the existing ‘personal incorporeal hypostasis’, or (which many
scholars erroncously ascribe to Ongen) the personal “spint’. The case,
however, 13 not that at all. A ratonal creature 15 an mseparable cotty,
not an incorporeal spanit {least of all is 1t a pre-existing one; clothed
with a body. The essence of its existence does not lie in any unchange-
able incorporeal personality (there is no room for such a notion in
Ongen's thoughtl, but in the relaton of the ratonal creature to God,
as | shall argue shoridy below., In Pane there is a telling passage
which s worth following:

God has created owo universal natures, a visible, that is a bodily one,
and an invisible one, which is incorporeal. These two natures each
undergo their own different changes. The wvisible, which s also the
rational nature, is changed through the action of the mind and will,
by reason of the fact that it has been endowed with freedom of choiee;
and as a result of this it is found existing sometimes in the good and
somemes in s opposite. The bodily nature, however, admits of a
change in substance, so that God the Artibeer of all things, in what-
ever work of design or construction or restoraton he may wish to
engage, has at hand the serviee of this material for all purposes, and
can transform and transfer it into whatever forms and species he desires,
as the merts of things demand. It is w this, dearly, that the prophet
points when he savs, *God who makes and tansforms all things™."

This passage can be taken as authentic since a similar one is found
in Greek: “God created a nature which is indesructible and akin o
him” {agpBoprov yop @how nermoinke voi Eouved cuyprevn).'™

This 1s also a point where this thought is radically different from
the Gnosbe one. The meorporeal of rational creatures 15 “akm’ to
Giod, but not “consubstantial’ with him, Such a distincion would be
inconceivable by a Gnostc, Besides, this incorporeal undergoes
‘changes” within the world; it does not remain ‘intact” thronghout
the ‘episode’ of 1ts maxture with matter—whach 15 also unacceptable
to the Gnostcs. Finally, this mncorporeal was ‘made’. There s no

" Amos 3, B Fapc, I1LG.7.
P, 1111.13.
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question about the ‘reality” of the material world, which is regarded
as fully true, just as the state before the Fall was, In Gnosticaism, on
the other hand, ‘true being’ i3 only that of the transcendent world,

On these three points, Origen’s thought is sheerly different from
Gnosncism. H. Puech regards these three wopics as the fundamental
characteristics of Gnostic thought.™ [renacus™ states that, to the
Valentinians, the ‘pneumatic generation” (10 Kinpo RVELHITIKOV] 15
and remains eonsubstantinl with the "Mother”, the erminine entity that
is an Aeon of the pleroma (Gpootaoy bapyov ff pntpil. Clement
of Alexandria deals with the Gnostic views of consubstantiality berween
God and man m s Stromates,'™

Orvigen does affirm that ‘incorporeal nature” was ‘made’ by God,'"™
stressing that not only the ‘corporeal’, but also the ‘incorporeals” are
‘made’ {yeyovdrov).'™ He also holds that both incorporeal and cor-
preal nature are susceptible of change, The former changes in mind
(in terms ol moral quality), whereas the latter changes in quality of
matter, Besides, creatures are susceptible of change on account of
creatureliness. *Creation of essence’ proper then does not suggest
making of any personal individual, The later wok place only when
the actual creation came into existence.

Thus riamg yévvpoig, and xriowg point to the actual creation of
the world: that is, to the creaton ol rational creatores, which have
a personal identtly and a fNfe of teir owen; they are in a fallen status,
belonging to a reality completely distinguished from the divine life,
According to the Valentinian doctrine of creation, which 1 sketched
above, the ‘first’ who “fell’ had already a life *of his own'. In the
primorchal state, thas “hrst” marrored the dnane hie, but he had has
own life as well as consciousness, He fell only once he forgor his
own limitations and the need of each other o represent the whole
divine fullness.

In sheer contrast to this, according to Origen, there was no indi-
vidual creaturely hfe o the primeval state. Life was the divine hie

T HLUC Puech, “Gnosis and Time”, From Man and Towe, Papers [rom the Eranos
Yearbooks, vol. 3, p. 73,

% Trenacns, Adrermy Moo, 1,36

L Clement of Alexandria, Stesnades, LG 741,

W welPy. 38, PG 121389,

W selPe, 117, PG 121581, The wrm prpovidce (or, yrvdpeve) is always used io
refer to what has been created by God; OF flae, 58; fMear, 212 2 also Part 1

Lopyrignted malena
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only. The created things were ‘decorations” of the divine Wisdom;
they were bving vet not a hife of their own. In any case, God did
not need o create out of the need to arive at a conception of him-
sell, which has to he in some degree incomplete. Neither was divine
perfection progressively limited or diluted to the point at which actual
crror or sin could anse. This was a state of perfecton. where the
creatures were ‘divine” by the grace and benevolence of their Creator.
This is not an accidental or wolated facet of Origen’s theology.
Rather, it is vital w his docwine of ‘deification’ (Beoroineig), which
is central 1o his theology; also, this has much to do with the doc-
trine ol restoranon and ultmate end: these, however, are beyond
the scope of this book, and | have o postpone them until they be
treated on their own,

Therefore, what lives belore the actual ereaton is God’s Wisdom
herself: her body was ‘multi-embroidered” with living ‘precious stones’,
since they are in the hving body of Chrst. What lives after the actual
creation are the fallen “stones’ having acquired corporeal bodies and
having been “substantificated’ as mdiidual personalities.,

There is nothing in common between these two lives, The for-
mer is the life of God, namely life in Wisdom, while the later is
the fallen status of creatures, a life outside of God. The chasm between
divimity and creation 15 a radical one. The world 15 absolutely “out-
sice” of the divinity'™ and there is no ring of the Plotinian notion
about the world as an ‘effluence’ of divinity.

The poimt that creaturely spiritual nature” is not “homoousios to
the uncreated namre’ of God'™ 15 a decisive one. For this 1s the
ground on which Ongen rejects the Platome and Neoplatonic notion,
that incorporeal nature 15 one and, therefore, there 15 a sort of con-
tinuity from the highest down 1o the lowest modes of being. As a
muatter of fact, Origen here retterates the radical chasm between God
and creaturely natre. His concepton of the Fall is not as simplis-
uc as a notion of pre-cxisting spints. which “fell” and were cdothed
with material bodies,

"% Pane, IV.ALLL also romefolor, 20, XVIIL The notion of the world as being ond-
stde of God is significant for this conception of time and particularly for the i
d” efve of tme.

"7 gommfehn, 15, XXV, Here Orgen rebukes Heracleon who asserted that crea-
turely incorporeal nature 35 homoousios with God.
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94 CHAPTER THREE

If there is a notion of Platonic dualism here (namely, dualism of
spirit-matter) this 1s merely an mtellectual, not an actwal, one, Ongen
was aware of the Platome views on the subject and does not fail o

contrast his own tenet to them. Although he does not elaborate on
his own conception of the Fall, he highlhghts s difference from the

Greeck views:

Owur Lord and Saviour indeed alludes to vet another world, which is
difficult to deseribe and depict in acwal truth, bevond this visible one,
For he says, 1 am not of this wordd;'"™ and the words ‘T am not of
this world’, suggest that he was of some other world. 1 bave already
sarcd that it is difficult Tor us 1o explain this other world; and for ths
repson, that i we did so, there would be a nsk of giving some men
the impression that we are affirming the exisience ol certain 1magi-
nary forms which the Greeks call “ideas’. For it is certainly foreign to
our mode of reasoning to speak of an incorporeal world thar exisis
solely i the mind’s faney ar the substanitial region of mind; and how
men could athrm that the Saviour came from thenee or that the saints
will go thither'™ T do not see.'™

Platomic dualism s then expheidy rejected. Rational beings, as indi-
vidual personalities, are conceived as entities having a corporeal body
as well as something incorporeal in them; ver this distinction is but
an intellecrual depiction of their natre. It is stressed that “it is only
in idea and thooght that a matenal substance is separable from them,
and that although this substance seems (o have been produced Tor
them or after them, vet they have never lived or do thev live with-
out it;” for “life without a body is foimd in the Trinity alone™ '™
Statements about ratonal creatures in Prine, such as “All these are
mcorporeal in respect of their proper nature. but though incarpo-
real were nevertheless made™,' should be understood in the Lght
of the foregoing analysis. G, Butterworth, in his wanslation of Prne,

considers this passage out of context in order 1w comclude that Origen

" John, 17, 14-16.

= Cf, John, 17, 24

" Pring, [1.3.6.

" Prne, 1122, The expression ‘to have been produced rom them or afier them'
shows that Rufinus had not grasped the precise views of Origen on the question
of the substance of individual rational creatures, 10 s also obvious that the (non-
extant} original Greek text at this point had excloded the nodon of this substance
extsting without beginning.

™ Princ, 1.7.1,
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held a notion of an onginal spiritual world of ranonal creatures. As
for the forepoing passage, o which such a view 13 exphetly rejected,
he considers this as modified by Rufinus.”' Tt is obvious that
Butterworth is unaware that these ‘precious stones’, being "ornaments’
in the body of the ‘multi-decorated’ Wisdom, are also called ‘crea-
turcs’. For it s Ongen hamself who says that “God 15 mviable and
there are some creatures invisible, that is to say intelhgible (vonra)™'™
emploving the term which Panl wses in Rom. 1,20, namely, ‘the
invisible things of God’, It is in the same sense that Origen refers
to ‘God and the invisible things of God’,’™ explaining that “what is
significd by the term ‘invisible” is ineorporeal™.'™
Again his authentc views can be vaced into Priee

[t is proved by many declarations throughout the whaole of Seripture
that the universe was created by God and that there s no substance
which has net received s existence from him: which refutes aned dis-
misses the doctmnes falsely taught by some, that there 15 a matier
which is co-eternal with God or thar there are unbegotten souls, in
whom they would have it that God implanted not 0 much the prn-
ciple of existence as the quality and rank of their bfe.'™

Despite the distinction between corporeality and incorporeality, it is
sustained that the very nature of rational beings has an existential
unity and no notion of dualism can be applied to their existence
per se. There is only an intellectual grasp of mcorporeality applied
to rational ereatures; and this stems from the conception of the Fall.
Not infrequently is it stated or supgested that this incorporeality,
applied to rational creatures in the foregoing sense, is an element of
a certain “affinity’ between God and the world.'™

All ratonal creatures then, regardless of thew rank of hfe. have
the same origin: they are originated in the dimine realoy,

Once actoally created as indivuduals, they were dispersed in the
various vanks of life, yet all of them have something in common.

UL FE p. 81, 0. 1.

.G, VL 37,

H s, VL, 7.

T Cels, VI k. On othe sigmificane disinction between the nonons of ‘not seen’
ared “irwisible” 1 discuss presenty,

3 Princ, 1.3.9.

o oCals, IV, 25; [I0, 75; 1, 8: 111, 39: IV, 40; IV, 83, exiMar, XLVIL comem Fobe,
13, XLII; 19, IV; ek, XLV, apPro, 7.

L Oy II-_!||'-_'. 1 maleria



0Ot CHAPTER THREE

This common is the ‘rational essence’ (7 Loypen ovoio), part of which
is the human one, which is called ‘soul’.'” A rational being is ‘an
existence which s rationally capable of feeling and movement”,'™
Rational creatures are living beings, receiving commands from God,
since, quite plausibly, commands can be given only to hving beings.'™
Moreover, ‘ratonal ereatures are of one nature’,'™ as ‘things which
have one definiton have also undoubtedly the same substance’,™

This incorporeal in rational beings is what allows them a kind of

communicatton with God through the Logos.'"™ In the final analyss,
the element which constitutes the personal identity of rational crea-
tures hes exactly m tus relation with God. Ther bodies change,
since ‘it is possible for matter, which underhies all qualites, 1o change
quality’ (duvorov apeiflelv mowdmaeg Ty DrokeEyY Adowg ToWdTnELY
vinv "™ The quality of bodies of rational creatures changes accord-
g to therr merits; what remains unchangeable s their faculty to
communicate with God through the Logos, since they are endowed
with ratonality. It is through their ‘incorporeal’ dimension that they
communicate with Gaod,

This conception of the personal identity of rational creatures does
not really suggest any actoal existence ol the dualisin [matter/spint)
in the rational creature itself in any sont of Platonic sense. The per-
somality ol ratdonal creatures is not compound, it 1s single. The qual-
ity of their body reflects the quality of their incorporeal, and vice
versa. This means that the body has a certain quality, on account
of the quality of the incorporeal element. If a rational creature is a
daemon, this state corresponds to the quality of the body and mind,
which dictates the kind of the respective actions. It is not the incor-
poreal itsell junderstood abstractly, as if it were an independent indi-
vidual subsistence —which it is not], but it is the fecnlty of the creature
i his relation to God that constitutes his personal identity. The qual-
ity of mund changes, the quality of body changes, too—mndecd it

T pamem Mt 17, 34,
™ Prine, VILB.2.
™ Prine, 1.7.3.

" Pape, [M1.5.4.

B Princ, VII1.E.2,
" 9. infra.

8y Oy, 1101, 42:



THE FALL AND CREATION OF THE WORLD 97

changes accordingly. What remains unchangeable is the capacity of
this ‘mund-hody” entity to come i a dalectcal relaton to God, w
be distinet in the eyes of God as an individual personality, and o
be free w obey or disobey Gods will. There can be no notion of
personal incorporeal mind existing in this fallen state. Mind existing
i 1tsell’ into the world 15 an mtellectual abstraction, not an mde-
pendent realitv. Mind does not bve m atsell’ eather *before” or after
the Fall. For atter the Fall it is the ratonal creature, as an insepa-
rable being, who lives; on the other hand, ‘before” the Fall it is Grod’s
Wisdom who lives."™ In either case mind is regarded as participat-
g, as it were, i ife——sull in no case does it live itsell as an inde-
pendent personal wncorporeal being,

Speaking of “soul’, Origen points out that thas is the state of nund
applying to human being only: a ‘man’ is "a soul using a body’,'™
Yer it is himself’ who emphasizes that this is only a figure of speech
irrelevant to any Platonic notion: this 13 just a ‘metaphor’."™ In
cownn fofie he states that a human being is an inseparable entity.
Although *soul” and ‘*body” are vegarded as ‘contrary by namre’ (gphae
dvaveia), human being is actally ‘one unity’ [kpaow plov), '

So we can see Origen censuring Gnostics such as Marcion and
Valentinus by name, for holding that humans are but ‘souls’, thus
reducing the human existence to the mcorporeal and neglectung the
bodv, Agamst this, Origen promounces human existence as heing
‘one’ (Ev) comprising the two in unity (10 ouvepgotepov). The “life’ of
soul and body is ‘common’ (fof) xown) o them both and resurrection
mikes sense only as one of both soul and body."™ By the same
token, that ‘the mcorporeal soul 15 not pumshed without a body” {60
domuetos T yupl, vol i1 dveu odpoerog ob cohdleted),'"™ This ‘unity’
of human nature applies even to Christ himsell who 5 he who
‘assumed human nawre altogether’ (navey dvBpomov averingeve). '™

e Jod, 2, XV

W Cels, W1, 71 VL 38; s alwo Peee, V2.7, Also in Latn translations: Hoamefier
o Fuke, 144 (translated by Jerome) and fomihes an Levifiens, 964, (oranslated by
Roufirius),

' tye should use the metaphor of bodily clothing . .7 Prae, [1.3.2,

" o folor, 13, L.

" Frlue, 292,

"™ feMatr, 204 the same in selPy 1,

W P, TV.O.7.
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What constmutes the personal identity of a rational creature is o
be found in his relation to God mther than in the creature sell
regarded as an solated and independent subsistence. This is why
Origen states thoughts such as the following:

Moreover when the seripture savs that God ereated all things *by num-
her and measure”,'"" we shall be right in applying the wrm ‘number’
te radonal creatures or minds for this very reason that they are so
many as can be provided for and ruled and controlled by the provi-
dence of God;™ God ‘made all things by number and measure; for
to God there is nothing either withom end or without measure’;'™
‘every created thing, therefore, o dofingueshed i God's sight by its being
coufined within a certain number and measure, thar s, either nume-
ber i the case of matonal bemgs or measure in the case of bodily
matter,”™

Rational creatures are distinguished n the sight of God and ths
happens ‘from the tdme their personality first emerged’. '™

Thus the sheer fact of the individual personal relation to God con-
stitutes the personal identty of a rational creature, This is why ‘o
receive commands from God™™ 18 considered as a fundamental char-
acteristic of a ratdonal bemg. This personal and concrete dalectical
relation to God, as a fact, 15 what actually remains constant and
unchangeable throughout the alterations of rational creatures (hoth
in their imcorporeal and corporeal nature) from one ‘acon’ to another,

In seffz this conception is enunciated thus:

Regarding our birth in Hesh, we have a Gther and a mother. But such
a father or mother is the soul's [father or mother]; for it is God alone
who is the creator and father of the soul, This is what God teaches
by saying that “All souls are mine’;'” and each soul has its own hyposta-
sis and stands for reasons of its own and not [for reasons| of anyone
else (ool Excotn yugn Wiloy imdoteow Egen, Ev Tl 16ie Aoy iotopdn,

kil ouk BV ARy

The very fact thar God has estahlished a personal reladon with each
rational being endows it with its individual personality, which is

" Wis 11, 20

i P 19,1

9t Pine TV 4.8,

™ Pring, IV 4.8 my italics.
1% Frime, 1.5.3.

" Py, L7.3.

"Ry 18, 4.

= wlbe, 18, PG 13817,

[P 1} o
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thereafier free to come to a dialectical relanon either o God or o
other ratnonal beings,

This is the answer that Orngen offers as a result of his funda-
mental view of rational creature as an inseparable entity, in which
the distinction between body and incorporeal element are mere intel-
lectal abstracnons. A ranonal being 15 i asell indmvisible, single and
not compound. Thus what s theoretically described as an “incorpo-
real” element of a ratonal creature, 15 in no way understood o live
in isell autonomously and independently from the body,

The conceplion of the wworld

There are serious reasons. which render the study of Origen’s con-
cepl of cosmos an indispensable presupposition of studyimg his
concept of tme, As we shall see in due course, the concept of tume
proper is defined in close comelation to that of cosmos. It is then
reasonable to anticipate that it will be possible to determine some
principal characteristics ol ime in correspondence to similar char-
actenstics of the cosmos. For mstance, if the cosmos 15 held w be
eternal, then time should be regarded as eternal oo, in the sense of
endless duration. Besides, it has been claimed that Origen holds the
notion of a world before tme, in a Platonic sense. Again, a study
in his concept of cosmos will show whether or not can we speak of
cosmos without necessarily implying the coexistence of time; that is,
to hind out whether cosmos can make sense n the absence of time,

The analysis of this concept of time would be either impossible
or misleading, unless it is clear how the cosmos is conceived, and
what 1ts content {or, contents} 15, It 15 therefore fundamental that,
before any discussion on time proper takes place, the notton of cos-
mos be canvassed.

Origen was conscious of the crucial importance of the concept of
cosmos. He often focused his analysis on the meaning of it indeed,
there are numerous points where he tries to illustrate (sometimes
through extensmve exposinons) the meamng of cosmos, The Commendary
an Oemexts 15 the work, which would offer the most systematic analy-
sis on the question. It would be reasonable to assume that, in that
work, the issue had been treated in detail. This work,"™ however, is

"™ Apart from fragments. 5. PG 12456 17120 GCGS, 6, 23-30 (homilies).

L Oy II-_!||'-_'. 1 maleria



100 CHAPTER THREE
lost and this is a serious gap in his extant writings.”™ For, in his
exegesis of the First Chaprer of Genesis, he had provided an exten-
sive account of his views about the cosmos. This is not just a con-
jecture: it is he himsell who makes references to his analyses in that
commentary.” His conception, nonetheless, can be gathered from
other pomts of his extant work, For the purpose of my topic, these
veferences are rather sufficient; for my aim ar this point is consid-
eration of the meaning of cosmos, not of his entire Cosmology.

The central 1dea is that the term xoopog, as found in the Scripture,
is a *homonym’ (opovupiog. In the commCen it is stated thar “the
word [sc. cosmos] should be examuned as a homonym®™ {thv Aelw
as opdvopoy EEetaleaBon]. ™ Tt is a task of the interpreter o assign
o seriptural terms each time that meaning which upholds the rev-
erence to the magnificence of God.®™ It is also argued thar those
who have neglected the fact that the term cosmos 15 a homonym
have commtted the fault of making most rreverant assertions about
Cioel ™

This is the mle according to which a specific content should be
attributed to the term cosmos in each particular case. This rule is
reverance to God and avoidance of ‘malicious interpretations” (poyBnpiv
Exboyin. ™ Thus, in interpreting the passage of Scripture T John
3, 19, “The world lies in the power of evil’, he avers that, by the
term “world’, John refers only to ‘the earthly and human affairs’ (rov
repryelov kol avBpomivev); for if someone thinks that the term points
to ‘the system of heaven and carth and those contained i them” he
would be led to the most impertinent and wreverent asserton about
God, namely, that the sun and the mooen and the stars ‘lie in the
evil’ although they just perform a regular movement by order of
Crod ™

™ lnstead, we have sisteen Homilies preserved in Latin, now available in English
translation: Ovigen: Homilies wn Genests and Exwie, o, R.E. Heine, Washington, 1981,
Of this text, only a small fragment i3 preserved in Greek (from Homily 2} Orngen's
exegeses o Genesis have partially been preserved by Eusebins and Procopius of Gaza,

B Ceti, W, B0

" rommieen, 3, (comm. on Gen. 1, 16185 PG 1289; Polwaba, 14, 2.

™ pomemCem, 5, comm. on Gene 1, 1618 commfste, 1, XXXV also Panc,
L4 V.43

™ pommGen, 3, (comm. on Gen. 1, 16-1H).

™ [,

™ oemCeen, 3, (comm, on Geo. 1, 16-18)
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Accordingly, the scriptural portion John 1, 29 *This is the lamb
of God who bears the s of the world® refers to ‘earthly places’
imepiyetols torong) and only those who “are unaware of the homaonym’
(e iy dyvoloy tiig opevupiog) would ‘stupidly argue’ (piloveikotiveeg
NAlieg) that at this point the term ‘world’ could have a broader
meaning.™ Again, in the passage 2 Cor. 5, 19, ‘God was in Christ
recomeiling the world to himself”, the term ‘world” refers only o the
earthly and human realitv, not “to those existing in the whole world’
imepl wiwv év Ghe @ woopp) ™

In commFohn it is once more stated that there are various mean-
ings of the term cosmos (gx tiic "Koopog™ poviigl in the Scopture;®
and in cwwmMati he once more undertakes the task to clarfy the
diflerent yimports of this *homonvin® by selecting and interpretng sev-
eral passages of the Scripiure where the term appears. Quoting
Maahew 18, 7-14, ‘Woe 10 the world for the temptations o sin’,
he sets his intention forth: “Intelligere autem aliquid poterimus, si
congregemus scripturarum exempla in quibus nominatur munduos™. "
He does so by referring to numerous passages of Scripture where
the term ‘cosmos’ appears. So, “one should not think that it is the
same thing to speak simply of the world or of the world of heaven
or of the waorld of Esther™.®"

The conclusion at that pomt 1s that the vsual meaning of cosmos
in the Sceripture is not that of the “svstem consisting of heaven and
earth’ (10 € oupaveld xmi ¥ig ovamue),”"® but ‘only the earthly place’
(0 meptyetog povog tomog).”” Sometimes the meaning of cosmos is even
narrower, pointng just to that part of the earth, which is inhabited
by people, that is the ofxoupédvn.”™ In Cels it 15 stated that it 15 usual

L

Ll

M comam fakn, G, LVIL

M pompmMant, 13, 20, The wext i3 extant only in Laon since, at this point, there
i a small lacuna in the orginal Greek text; nevertheless, there is no gueston abou
the validity of the Latm oanslaton ac this poimt, sinee an accoum of the various
meanings of cosmos follows in the ensuing Greek text

N comandat, 13, 24,

2 The expression “the system ol heaven and earth™ {10 abampe £ obpevoed
sl ) is & Stoic definition; <. SFF, 1L1G811; 11,169 5% 11.192.55. Diogenes Laertins
ascribes this definition to Posidonins verbatm: Diogenes Lacriws, Fifa fhifasofio-
aom, Book 7, section 137, Chigen uses this definition at several points: Celr, V1, 59
comem fode, 1, XV commMatt, 13, XX; commtim PGO12H9; PBodecelie, 14, 20 wlfy 118,

" commAat, 13, 205 s also Preee, 1550

Y commnddart, 12, 27; 13, 20,

[P 1} o
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102 CHAPTER THREE

(EBog) to find the term cosmos in Seripture in the sense of ‘the
carth’.*"*

It is plain then that there are different purports assigned 1o the
term cosmos: this may mean the visible whole which consists of
‘heaven and earth”,”"" that is, the visible firmament consisting ‘of the
moon and the sun and the heavenly bodies called “planets’ or wan-
derers,”’” or just the earth (repiyewos tdmog), or thar part of the earth
which is inhabited by people [otxoupevyy), or even the human envi-
ronment isell®™ However, it cshould be constantly borne in mind
that all these different meanings are employed for the sake of exe-
gesis, In interpreting a certam passage the mmport of cosmos which
should be employed is that which could in no case lead 1o irrever-
ent implicanons about the grandeur or goodness of God. Any inter-
pretaton of cosmos which wonld put the magnificence or Aghteousness
of God in queston should be dismissed and another import {either
broader or narrower| should he applied to it

All these interpretations of the term cosmos, therefore, are upheld
for an aim which is primarily theological. The question then, which
is invited, is this: did Origen hold a notion about the acwal con-
tent of cosmos, which would be a natural one? That 1s, did he main-
tain a natural conception of the world, a theory independent from
the circumstantial need to interpret a particular point of the Scernpture!?
Ihid he hold a picture about the (in his view) sljectve structure of
the world? Did he have a theory about the cosmic structure that
would serve to the expositon of his cosmology?

As a matter of fact, beyond all the specihe meanings adopted for
the sake of a particular exegesis, Origen did hold a clear personal
conception of the cosmos, This is expounded both in Prse and in
many of his writings in Greek alike.

In the Second Book of Prre, he attempts “to inguire into the mean-
ing of the actual term ‘world’; for this 15 a term which is frequently
shown in the holy seriptures o be assigned different impors.™" He
makes a svstematic ingquiry into the meaning of the term: the name

Oy, VI, 48
Cetr, VI, 49,
! Princ, IL3.6.
M pommAdatt, 12, 27.
A% Pranc, 1136
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cosmos ndicates not only the world but also (n its literal sense;) the
noton of ‘ornament’. The latter s found at certaan poinits of the
Old Testament.™™ In Scripture cosmos often means our earth together
with its inhabitants, But this visible universe which consists of heaven
and earth is also called world, since Paul says, “The fashion of this
world will pass away". ™

Contimung the notional topography of his world, Ongen makes
a step further: there 15 vet another heaven, ol another broader sphere;
this heaven contains and encloses that earth which Jesus in the gospel
promises to the ‘meek’ and ‘gende™ and this sphere is called in the
holy seriptures the ‘good land’ and the ‘land of the living”, There is
then another *heaven” and another “earth” beside this visible hrmament.
That place, however, 15 but one, indeed the highest among all these
which constitute the world: this is an abiding place [or the pious
and blessed, in a ‘good land’, as it were, and a ‘land for the living’,
which the ‘meek’ and ‘gentle” will receive as an inheritance. There
are also other places in the world. In general though, by the term
world” he understands “all that s above the heavens, or m them,
or on the earth, or in what is called the lower repions, or any places
that exist anywhere: together with the beings who are said to dwell
in them. All this s called the world,™

The conclusion 15 that “the ennre universe of thmgs that exst,
both celestial and supercelesnal, earthly and infernal, may be spoken
of in general way as a single perfect world, within which or by which
those other worlds that are in it must be supposed to be contained™, ™

This is Origen’s fundamental world-picture; in his work preserved
i Greek there are numerouws references to the various “spaces’ o
the world, In Cels he refers wo the "most pure celestial spaces of the
world” (év toig voBupatitms ol kdopou yopiow Erovpoviow and to
the ‘even purer supercelestial ones’ (1 woi toig witoy kebBopotepog
trepoupaviong).™ There is also reference to the ‘acther and those
places which are located above it (v aifép xael i dvetépm oitod

W01, % 17, In 8, 17, 24, Wis. 18, 94,
) Cor. 7, 31: Prine, 1L3.6.

2 Mant. #, 4.

2 Prine 1L43.

= Prine 1136

T P, 1L3.6.
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104 CHAPTER THREE

2dmong). = In fon er 1 is pointed out that the kingdom of God ., comes
from the superior places’ (ard wiv xperrtdvey gopiewv’™ and in
coman folm 10 1s stressed that when we say that the gospel has heen
given to the whole world, by *world” is meant not only the ‘earthly
place” (v mepiyeip tomm), bur also ‘the whole system consisting of
heaven and carth or heavens and earth” (19 ovompon 1o £ obpavo
wol e fi €€ ovpovony ket vig. Mt

Pointing o places which are lower and inferior compared to the
human condition, he refers to beings which exist ‘down in hades or
in any space like that' (v @8ov xdte § vt towbte yopio)l™ The
places which are ‘up’ are numerous and among them there are
differences.”™ In commMatt he refers 1o the “heavenly places” (ohpaviot
toro1*!! putting the terms in the plural. Likewise, in selPs, he speaks
of the ‘dimmer spaces’ (oxuBpumotéporg ympimg* using plural too.
In the same work he speaks of ‘various worlds' {(toug momaioug
koopows) which ‘contain the vanous bodies of ratonal creatures” (o
Sidpopo oduete thy Aoyusiv LYY In expProe he speaks of all ‘rational
natures’ [Aoyieidv gbaeav]) which ‘are sorted out in various worlds
and hodies in proportion to their existential state’ (Swnpovpevoy
KOOMOLL Kol GoueTl Kertd aveloypioy e Kotootdoemg). ™

This is the sense in which he speaks ol ‘bodies, which comprise
the world”,* drawing a distinetion between ‘life in flesh and blood®
and life “in aetheral body’. " The latter helongs 1o ‘resurrected’ crea-
tures: they are believed to live in “places’ (gwpioig) which are of most
pure acther and so thin as to be more translucent than light itself
(eoi Aemtdenn gotog dwrvpestépme).™” The quality of the matier of
these bodies 15 commensurate with the moral quality of creanires.

= Cely, 10, 42: W, 4.

= o fer, 14, 17,

25 Onee again the Swie debinition by Chrysippus, for the need of exegesis;
eomeyfofa, 15, XXXVIL CF Cely, 6, 59

=2 o Jode, 13, XXXVIL

B2 o fofm, 19, XKL

S gdfat, 31,

1 oiPs 21, PG 12,1236,

o1 Py 198, 14-6, PG 121661

' oeplPoe, 3, PGOE7U16E,

H: Celr, TV, 57. s also, Cefs, [II, 51-82.

% comm Jafn, 1, XXVL

= ke, GXXXIX.
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This is why he speaks of ‘actheral places’ (aiflepiovg tomovg). "™ As a
matter of fact, this expression 15 a kind of pamwral explanaton of
why these bodies are ‘not seen’: their material character {which is
proportionate o their moral superiority) is so fine that it is ‘more
translucent” than light itself and cannot be seen by humans.

The noton of ‘body” then should be understood o a broader
sense, There is no need to insist on the nature of these bodies. Sufhice
it to bear in mind that all rational creatures are corporeal. This cor-
poreality can be realized Ihr'uugh different forms of bodies. even
!_hmugh _i'mmi‘.l‘.!mg r:urp-m'eaj which is “different from a body’ (kai to
1OV pEV CHpo, xol mowy oopo, GAlo 68 T1 ETtEpov ompotogl

The differences among ratonal creatures of different ranks of life
lic in the different degree of their participation to [and knowledge
of] the Logos ™" Christ nevertheless is present in all ranks of life
since “all ratonal creatures participate i Chnst’.*" Rationality (o
Aoyog) 15 what estabhishes a certain affinity between God and crea-
tures. ™ Creatures ‘cannot be regarded as wowally alienated from
God ™Y precisely on aceount of their mationality, even though the degree
ol rationality in ratonal creatures varies, Christ, as Logos, descends
to all ranks of Lfe**! and ‘s present in each rational creature’,™
Even ‘dacmons are regarded as created by God, not as daemons
but inasmuch as they are ratdonal creatures’ (weBd opwol tiveg.™
The higher a *heaven’ the closer 1o the Logos this is believed o be,
This is the sense in which Chnst is ‘the king of heavens’ and his

o falm, 13, XL Ar this point there are two obviously small gaps in the
original text. E. Preuschen in the editon fer jmbunfl.t.'mrrm of the Prusaan
Adi *uitmmj] soninds this restoration ol the text “fv 10oig apd g {eig 1oug) wiflepiong
thmoug {0600} opiong” [Orgeres Werke, 4, p. 2660 T think that instead of 60l which
does not make much sense here, 10 i muﬁ&um&; that should he adopted, as it s
a usual expression of Ordgen's. Thus the text should be read thus “év 101§ mpd T
feig rough aiBlepioug tdnove (evafioens) yopiow™ CFf C. Blanc, Crigtie, Comprgimibaie
sur 8 Jeon, I, p. I74, o 2

 comm foion, 20, XXVIIL

Mol 5 A rather extensive account of the ‘secret” docirine of different ranks
of munnal creamres is gven in comecba, 17, 2.

™ o fodor, 2, XI; 50 e,

Lo t'rf.:.. [V, 25

b opap Aog oy Gppfiy Epev el tov mupa Beoy Adyov ok £ T houedy
Civav miven aiiotpuov vouaBivin Seob, i

™ oo fodm, 1, XXX Cels, L 62

M frfolhn, XL

6 fels, [V, 65,
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‘kingdom is not a sovereignty over a part of the lower places, or of
a part of the lagher ones, but 1t 1s [sovereignty over| all the hagher
places which have been called heavenss™ this because Christ the
Logos has full authority ‘not only over one heaven, but over all the
heavens'.*#

Ongen's averments about the incarnaton of the Son should be
understood in the hght of this analysis. The Logos 15 he who came
down o the earth ‘descending not only one heaven but all of them,
whatever their number mav be’” (kotafdg oty éve povoy oupeviy,
GeAla mivrog, oo xoté eigiv).” Although Origen rejects the opinion
about the existence of ‘seven heavens’,*™ he affirms that ‘the Bible
does seem o teach that there are many heavens, perhaps meaning
the spheres of the planets of which the Greeks speak or perhaps
something else more mysterious.”™ Thus he appeals 1o Moses who

savs that in a divine drveam our forefather Jacob bad a vision in which
he saw a ladder reaching to heaven and angels of God ascending and
descending upon it, and the Lord standing sill at its wp:™ perhaps
i thas story of the ladder Moses was hintng at these tuths or at yet
more profound doctrines, Philo also composed a book about this lad-
der, which 15 worthy of intelhgent and wise study by those who wish
o find the wruth.™

This statement. as well as similar others, should be understood in
the hght of the conceptom of the world comprising different spaces
or particular ‘worlds’,

This is the context in which a particular point in FPrine, should be
understood in order to avoid misunderstandings: it is averred®™ that
Jesus

alludes 1o vet another world, bevond this visible one, which is dilficult
to describe and depict in actual truth, For he says, °1 am not of this

* rommAMatt, 14, 7.

R rommMatt, 15, 31,

el 17, PG 17.112.

= ets, VI, 21; VI 23,

SV ey, V1L 21, Orgen held a novon which was ‘more mysterious', sinee he per-
ceiverd these partcular worlds o be different i guafhity. not in terms of geometrical
distance. 5. infra.

* Gen, 28, 12-13.

2 Celr, V1, 21, Origen here alludes 1o Philo’s work de Seaems.

=t Prane, 1L3.6.
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THE FALL AND CREATION OF THE WORLD 107

world:™ and the words, *1 am not of this world’, sugeest that he was
ol some other world.

At that point it is remarked that this notion can in no wav be related
to the Greek one about a spiritual “world of 1deas’. What 15 implied
18 that Jesus, in descending o the human rank of hie, has passed
through the higher worlds. This is why the ‘world’, which Jesus
speaks about, ‘excels in quality and glory, but s nevertheless con-
tained within the limits of this world”, ™ which obviously alludes to
the uppermaost rank of life. in which Christ is understood to reign, too.

The term wsed to denote these particular ‘places’ which comprise
the entire ‘single™ world is pepdov. This is derived from padpos which
means place” or “space’. Thus yoplov means a particular space. Ti
1s remarkable that the same term pdpoc is wsed in modern science,
particularly in the mathematical theory of spaces. It is also significant
that Orgen has a clear grasp of the differences among these par-
ucular spaces: they are not understood in terms of spanal distance;
these spaces are separated from each other by means of a certain
qualitatioe, not geometrical, distance, If these spaces are w be exam-
med only in terms of geometrical distance, then there is no actual
distance among them: they are all here, on the earth. This noton
15 upheld in Priwe, through an appeal 1o Clement of Rome who
speaks of other parts of the world which none of our people can
reach, nor can any of those who live there cross over to us; and
these parts themselves he called *worlds’, when he says, “The ocean
is impassible 0 men, and the worlds beyond it are governed by the
same ordinances of God the Ruler’.™

However, in this Latin portion it is not clear whether Clement of
Rome regarded the distance between the worlds as a spaual one, or
not.*" Origen, on the other hand, is categorical on this point: in

¥ Johmn, 17, 14-16.

B Pege, [1.5.G6. It should be ooted, however, that in Prise che oodon of a radi-
cal chasm berween God and the world is extremely vague, i contrast (o the el
ity with which this notion is explicated in the Greek exts. Thos the Latin rendering
of Pare may well lead w0 miscomprehensions as o whether cerain passages refer
1 the higher ranks of life of the would or to the divine reality,

= Prine, 1L3.6,

0 Prie TL3.6.

™ CE Clement, Eprctula ad Connbies, XX, 5, 8 *“The unsearcheahle places of the
abwsses and the unfathomable realms of the lower world are conmrolled by the saime
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sellzz he explicitly states that these other worlds are ‘on the earth™:
“There are certamly other worlds on the earth and this can also be
shown [rom our education (poefpoate); for it is also Clement who
says, "The ocean is impassible to men and these worlds beyvond it
are governed by the same ordinances of the Ruler’.™

So. although Origen's warld 15 one and “single”.™ 1t comprises
particular worlds, Nevertheless, being a theologian, he s pnmanly
interested pot in these worlds, as places, but in the dwellers of them.
The pertinent reference in Prne is quite expressive; the ‘places’ come
only ‘secondly’ what is significant is the hierarchy of the creatures:

The entive constitution of the world 18 vaneus and diverse: for it
consists of ravonal beings, and others more divine, and of bodies of
different kinds: . . . then secondly of places, such as heaven or the
hieavens. ™ . .. In this world some creatures are said to be superceles-
tial, that is placed i the more blessed abodes and clothed with the
brighter and more heavenly bodies; and among these many differences
are revealed.”™ . ., Some creatures, however, are called carthly, and
among these, too, there are no small differences, for some are bar-
barians, others Greeks, and of the barbanans some are wilder ane
hiereer, whereas others are more gende,™ L., There are also cerain
invisible powers, o which the mapagement of things upon carth 1=
entristed; and we must believe that among these, oo, no small diferences
exist, just as is found to be the case among men. The apostle Paul
indeed intimates that there are also certain infernal powers and among
these in bke manner a condinon of varety must undoubtedly be looked
foor.

Hence, although Ongen s very clear i expounding the hierarchy
of his world, his main interest is focused not on the partcular spaces
themselves, but on the dwellers of these places: each space is the
dwelling place of a particular mode of rational existence. When he
refers 1o the “world’, he primarily has in mind and wants w indi-

ordinances . . . The ocean, which men cannot pass, and the worlds beyond i, are
ruled by the same injunctions of the Master.” (i by K. Lake; Loch Classical Library,
Apvstalie Fathers, vol. 1, p. 45,

e wike, 8, PG 13.796.

% Prine, T1.3.6.

™ Pone, ILLL; 5. also. Prame, 10225 TL3.4; 1145 TLS1.

S Prine, IL4.5; also comofedn, 1, XXV 2, XXIE 19, KX,
! Prre, IL4A3; wsing the language of | Cor. 1504

™ Fane, 1145, He presumably cefers to those who dwell in the lower parz of
the earth’, according 1o Eph. 4, 9.
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THE FALL AND CREATION OF THE WORLD 109

cate the entirety of rational creamres living in all the particular spaces
ol the world, “These are who dwell “in heaven and on carth and
under the earth,™™ the three terms indicating the entire universe,”™

The noton about the different modes of existence and ranks of

life is bolstered by scriptural authority: he appeals o0 Paul, namely
Col. 1, 16, where the apostle speaks of ‘thrones, domimons, princi-
palitics and powers’; also, to Eph. 1. 21, where he speaks of Chrst
‘who is above every prncipality and authority and power and domin-
ion, and every name that is named not only in this world, but also
it the world o come”. And here 15 the conclusion:

Here he [sc. Paul] planly shows that besides those beings he has men-
tuoned, there are certun others, which may be named indeed in thas
warld, but yet have not on the present occasion been enumerated by
him, and which perhaps were not known 1o any other person; and
there are others sull, which cannot be named o this world, but wall
be named in the world to come ™

This view, as expressed in Prine, can be found in and conbirmed by
the wrinngs in Greek. In comonfofn there is veference to the crea-
tures of other spaces which have been ereated by God through the
Son:*

I think therefore that ranonal beings are classified m varions ranks and
among them there 15 the supreme one, then the second, then the third
and so on, down to the last of the whole; to say for sure whach is the
supreme rank of life, which is the second and which is the thied and
o classity them down 1o the last one is not within homan capability,
but it is beyond our nawre

At this point, he attempts 0 aflord a classification of the higher
rational beings by their names based on scriptural passages where

" Plbcefia, 2. 10,

W Prine, 1.6.2,

148 Prime. 1.5.1. The scriptural passages on which Origen grounds this notion are
the following: Heb. 1, 4; Col. 1, lo; Eph. 1, 21; also, Man., 25, 41 and Rev. 12,
7 [for the expression ‘angels of the devil’); Jobn 12, 31; 14, 30; 16, 11 "prance of
this world’); 1 Cor. 2, 6 Cprinces of this world') and also Eph. 6, 12; Luke 7, 21;
4. 33 Cevil spirits” and “impure daemons™); Phil. 2, 10 (heing ‘earthly’ or ‘under the
earth’; Deur. 32, 9 (considering ‘the reference to certain differens classes, as when
it is said “the Lord’s portion in his people Jacob, Lsrael in the cord of his inheri-
mnce’] and Deot. 32, 8 Cangels of God®).

M o Jokn, 2, XTIV,

T e o, 1, XXX,
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those names are found. Thus he divides them into ‘gods’,*™ ‘thrones”,
‘dominions’, ‘principalides’, ‘powers’.*™ In commMatt he speaks of ratio-
nal beings which are ‘superior to humans” (a0 kpettrovoe dvBparay).”™
His general view though is that “it is only God who knows the var-
iois regiments of souls or the powers that are with them™ and it 1s
only he who knows the causes of this classficaton.”™ In like man-
ner he refers o the ranks of life below the hwman one, namely,
demons.

The conclusion is that what is strictly meant by the term ‘world”
is the entirety of particular worlds each of which contains a certain
grade of life. Although this cosmos conasis of many particular spaces,
it is regarded as one, single and perfect.”™ The main interest is
focused on those who Live there, not on the spaces themselves, So
Ongen's world is virtoally the entirery of persons, endowed with the
capability of free moral action.””

The notions of ‘not seen” and “mosible’

This fundamental distimetion plavs an importanmt role and 15 made
by means of a comment on the following passage of Paul:

All things were created in him [se. Christ], things in heaven and things
on carth, things visible and wvisible, whether thrones, dominions, prin-
cipalities. or powers, all were created through him and in him, and he
15 belore all creatures, and he s the head.*™

This portion is taken to suggest that the term “visible’ applies to
what is corporeal, whereas ‘invisible’ denotes what is incorporeal.”™
The term ‘invisible” points to

a substance in which we can discern neither colour nor shape nor pos-
sibility of touch nor size, a substance perceptible to the mind alone

T Chuoting Ps. 135, 2; Ps. 44, 1; 1 Cor. 8, 5.

“F Quoting Col, 1, 16; 5 also cmeehey, 17, 20.

5 popemialr, 13, M.

4 rome Mt 17, 21

T comen jafe, 1, XXXI; also Prewe, L3 45

T Prine, LG5 10493, commohn, 12, XXXV

1 Pripg, OIL1.).

™ GF Col. 1, 16-18. Prnc, L7.1. GF Ch. 5, p. 174

TF find.; 8, also Prwe, I Pref, 8- L1715 IV.3.15; Cels, VI 64; VI 46, SFoks, XTI
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THE FALL AND CREATION OF THE WORLD 111

which anyone can call whatever he pleases. The Greeks speak of this

substance as anator, or incorporeal; but the divine seriprures call it
“invisible’,

There 15 also reference to another passage of Paul, namely 2 Cor.
4,18, where the distinction between ‘things, which are seen’ and
‘things, which are not seen’ is drawn. Here is how this is explained:

Now the things which are invisible are not only not seen, but do not
even possess a nature which admits of their being seen; they are what

the Greeks have called ‘asomata’ or incorporeal. But the thingz of
which Paul smd, ‘they are not seen’, [rosstss A natare which achmats of

their being seen; he is explaining, however, that they are not vet seen
by those to whom they are promised. ™

These two Pauline passages are taken as the scriptural basis for the
distinction between incorporeal and corporeal nature to be made.
This is the distinction in terms of which the radical transcendence
of God to the world (particularly 1o space) is portrayed. As it will
he shown later, the same perception of God (namely, his tanscen-
dence) 1s also expressed by means of the notion of atemporality.

According to this distinetion, “invisible” 15 what is incorporeal and
hence cannot be seen by reason of its essence. On the other hand,
not seen’ is that which cannot be seen, not because this is incor-
poreal, but because it is made of a kind of matter which cannot be
seen by humans, Thus what 15 ‘not seen’ 18 materal, whereas what
15 invigble 1s mcorporeal beyond any eonnecaon with any matter at
all. The term ‘spiritual” is sometimes used 1o denote the same per-
cepaon of immateriality, ™

Although this distinction 15 not only made, but also exphcated, it
has n fact disappeared i the rush of producing Latin renderings
of Origen’s writings. The incisiveness of the contrast was by and large
overlooked by his ancient translators, vet this should not allow for
misleading conclusions. For instance, when Rulinus passes on 1o us

W Prie, V315, The so-called Fragment 2 in Koetschaw®s edition is one of his
imerpolations in Meac, L Prefl 8, and reads thus: *The werm asomaton’, thar is
imcorporeal. 1= umused and unknown, not only in many other writings but also in
my scripmires™—a passage from Antipater of Bosira in John of Damascus, Seoe
Parallcle, TLTT0: PG 96.501.

™ Frimc, 11.5.6.

T oetPe, 23, PGO12126D, also Cely, T4,
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staterments about ‘a creation besides the one that we see’ he s no
doubt fathiul o Ongen, yet the ensming phrase for there 15 another
one now invisible o us™ should be read with attentiveness 1o this
crucial distineton that Ovigen draws between “not seen” and “invisible”,

Crod 15 incorpurent
Ongen states that “when the apostle savs that Christ is the image
of the invisihle God, he declares that God 15 mvsible™ " Therelore,

the substance of the Trimty, which is the beginning and cause of all
dunu;-:., ‘of which are all things and through which are all things and
i which are all things™™ must not be believed cither to be a body
or w0 exist in a body, but 10 be wholly incorporeal ™

The point is futher elaborated thus:

Crond must not be thought o he in any knd of body, nor to exdist in

a4 h-urd}-', but 1o be a .iin'l]:llr. intellectual existence, ﬂ-l,'ltnitl.iug i himsell

of no addigon whatever, so that he cannot be helieved 10 have in
himself a more or less, but is Unity, or il [ may so say, Oneness
throughout, and the mind and fount from which onginates all intel-
lectual existence or mind. Now neither does mind need physical space
i which to move and operate, nor does it need a magi'litudr elis-
cernible by the senses, nor bodily shape or colour, nor anything clse
whatsoever such as these, which are suitable to bodies and matter.
Accordimgly . . . only the species of deity, il 1 may so call i, has the
prh'ill:gt of :xiating apart from all materal intermxture | ., That mand
necds no space in which o move according to 18 own nature 7

Moving along this line, reference to ‘the mvisible and incorporeal
God', "™ is frequent; he refers 1o the divinity, which ‘in virtue of the
majesty of its incorporeal nature, i1s confined to no place, in no
place™" since ‘the nature of the Trinity 1s one and incorporeal.™

T Compentary or the Epesele o the Rovans, 7.012.10,
B Col. 1, 15-16; Prox, IV.2.15.

5 Rom. LI, 56.

& Pone, IV.3.15.

. Frine, 1L1.G.

" Prpe, IV 41

m Prpc, IV.4LL

= Prine, IV.4.5.
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THE FALL AND CREATION OF THE WORLD 113

Besides, ‘it is impossible to speak of a part of what is incorporeal
or to make any division m i, The significance of this remark will
become clear 1o treating the notion of corporeality, which is next,

The world 15 matenial

As opposed to the divine nature, creation is bound with matter and
distinction: “every created thing . . . is disunguished in God's sight by
its bemng conhned within a certaan number or measure, that 1, either
number in the case of ratonal beings or measure in the case of bod-
ily matter”™—which makes up the bodies of rational creatures, since
all of them “make use of bodies™. ™ Further, “a body has a shape™, ™
“Lvery body is made of matter™ and has “shape and size and colour™
which “are propertics of bodies.”™™ Moreover,

To szee and to be seen is a property of bodies, which it would cer-
tainly not be right to apply either to the Father or to the Son or o
the Holy Spirit in their relations with one another, For the Tonity by
s nature wanscends the limits of vision, although 1t granis it o those
who are in bodies, that is to all other creamures, the propeny of being
seen one by another, But incorporeal, and above all intellectual nature
5 capable of nothing else but to know and to be known, ™

At that point it is clearly pointed out that the expression “those wha
are in bodies” indicates the entrety of creatures in all ranks of life.

This is the context in which the distinction between *things invis-
ihle’ and ‘things not seen’ should be understood. The things stated
by Paul as ‘not seen’ should be undersiood as *not pef seen’, not as
not admitting of being seen av all; which means that they are not
invisible in their essence.™ We do not see these things, not becaunse
they are not capable of being seen, but simply because it is our
physical structure in the human rank of life which does not allow
these things to be seen by us™

= Prine TV 4.4,
= Prive, 1V, 4.8,
¥ Princ, 1L10.2,
™ Prne, 10425,
5 Priee, 1143,
& Princ, 1L3.5.
% Thiz physical stucture is directly related o0 moral vensons; 1 discuss this later,
in reference to the idea of “pre-exiztent causes”,
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We should also notice one more property applied o bodily natre,
which 15 ulbmately a property of the world itselt “this nature [sc.
the bodily one] iz proved to be changeable and convertible by the
very condition of its being created—for what was not and began o
be is by this very fact shown to be of a changeable nature™**
Therefore, “rational nature is changeable and convertible™ ™ It is
stressed agaimn that “since these rational bemngs, which as we sad
above were made n the beginming, were made before they existed,
by this very fact that they did not exist and then began w exist they
are of necessity subject to change and alteranon”

Let us then see the conclusions out of these assertons about
corporeality.

Since incorporeal nature can be applied to God alone and “hfe
without & body is found in the Trinity alone™" and “bodily nature
was created out of nothing after a space of ume and brought into
being from non-existence™.™ it follows straight off that the entire
‘world’ 1 ‘matenal’. T put this term i quotanon marks, because
‘maner” in this case has a broader meaning: this s the stufl not only
of bodies “seen’, but also those ‘not seen’. This fact is possible since
material substance possesses such a nature that it can undergo every
kind of transformation. When this is drawn down to lower beings it
iz formed mto the grosser and more solid condition of body and
serves to distnguishing the wvisible species of this world in all their
variety, But when it ministers to more perfect and blessed beings it
shines in the splendour of “celestial bodies™" and adorns either the
‘angels of God’ or the ‘sons of the resurrection™ with the garments
of a ‘spiritwal body’.* All these bemgs go to make up the diverse
and varied condition of the one world ™ This is why there is ref-
erence to a variety and diversity of bodies, out of which a world is
always composed™ and “the diversity of the world cannot exist apart

= Prine, IV.4.8.

=% Thid.

= Pane, 192

" Prine, 11.2.2.

W fhid. The expression ‘afier a space ol time” should be regarded in the context
of what I have amgued about the awkward use of termporal terms in the Prone

M Prne, 1.4

M1 Cor, 13, 44

0L Luke 20, 36; Maw. 22, 30,

"4 Prne, 122

M Pranc, 1133,
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THE FALL AND CREATION OF THE WORLD 115

from bodies’ and *bodily nature admits diverse and varions changes
to such an extent that it can undergo every kind of transformation, ™™

There is also veference to ‘seen or not seen creation’,™ as well
as to ‘the other creation he [sc. Paul] has spoken of here can he
understood of a creadon heside the one the we see. For there 15
another one now invisible to us,*"” and “Paul indeed knew that the
creations of God are many and inmumerable, of which even he had
not received complete knowledge, only partial knowledge™ !

The conception of the ‘world® as material is fundamental for the
overall understanding of Origen’s thought.™* It iz surely possible to
corroborate the {oregoing points of Latin translations from portions
preserved in Greek.

In eommjokn, there is reference to the *world® (xéowogt which has
been made ‘material’ (Dhawds yevépevog), and has ‘various places’
(tomoug Fxer dapopoug) some of which are lower, whereas others are
higher (glev dv miveg tomol ol kdto xol Giiol oi dva); still all those
‘places” of the world should be regarded as being ‘down’, so long as
they are compared with what is ‘immaterial and invisible and incor-
poreal’. The term “down’ has ‘not so much a spatal sipmihcance” (o0
togobtay torg), but denotes the gualitative superiority of the invisible
and incorporeal nature over the corporeal one (doov T npog 1
acopato ovykpigell. Lhis 15 the sense in which incorporeal natue (1@
FEmy gopdrov) is ‘above all the heavens’. Hence all the creatures of
the world should be regarded as being inhabitants of a place being

% Pring, 1L1.4.

" Crmmendary on the Epcle fo the Remans, 7.10.6. T.P. Scheck has offered a goad
wanslation from Lagin, but cmual facets of Origen’s theology cluded him, eg he
thinks Origen sustains a ‘pre-existence of souls” (p, 90, o, 206) and he vanslated
ummpiv:iuus of the cucil distincoon between ‘not seen” and “innsble’. It will ke
some tme until a misleading past in sheolarhip will no longer exert inHuence upmn
younger and olniously diligemt scholars, CF similar p::mu refaining to this crfcsm
in ﬂl'n;gm. Consinentary o She Ffstle to the Remans, Books 1-5, wransl. T, Scheck, hook
series: The Fathers rJ,l"!.‘M Cdureli, The Catholic Ulu'.-'-l:r!.l.l‘}" of Amenica Press, Washington,
2000; po 91, o 282; p. 574, n. 575 Likewise in Ongen, Commmiary on the Epestle fo
Hue Rowans, ﬂfml-. fi- J'ri'_ transl. T. Scheck, Washinguon, 2002, p. 168, n. 231,

oty o the Epistle b e Romanis, 7.12.10.

U fhad, 7.12.11; iealics mine.

R I"'clt_}l"l'il, like =0 many rulhj:.-rs., ok for gr.mLﬁ.l that what Drigs:n ]_'.H."F[..I:Il."s,'_'l.
as 'world” is an ‘order of rmiional spinis’ (gp @i, po 148} which exisi eternally |
154-5). References |:|'|.rG Bigg, (. Florovsks, H. Eruuzr:l M. Simoneni, E. de j":l'l}-'l!1
amid others, on this topic are more or less similar w thatr and are dizeussed in due
COurse,
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‘down’, even if they live in the highest rank of life (xm yop nig o
v Phemopévev mokitne wal napepropévoy Kol apookoipoy X TOV
KOTO) EGTIV, KEV EV OUyKploEL TORGV £K TOV avetete tuyyov’

We see, therefore, that there is a close imterconnectedness between
the notions of werld and corporeatity. The term Sworld’, whenever used,
inphes corporealty. It follows then that this term cannot be used
in expressions such as ‘spintual world” or a ‘world of incorporeal
rational creatures belore nme’, For what is spintial is of necessity
mcorporeal, whereas what refers to the world 15 of necessity carpo-
real. Spiritual (that is, incorporeal) life is exclusive to the Deity. The
terms world and spertueal (that s, corporeal) are meompatible with
cach other, This is why there is no room for expressions such as
spiritual world”, which can make no sense in this frame ol thought,

Origen definitely moves in a Stoic vein in taking the view that
created ratonality 1s alwavs and necessanly embodied in matter. Thas
Stoic tenet was an aspect of their doctrine that matter is permeated
and conwolled by a radonal principle. According ro the Stoics, the
universe had 15 ongin in fire; but this was not a mere amorphous
blaze: it embaodied a controlling principle. Thus the whole unverse
15 organized with a ratonal end in view, namely to promote the
vood of rational creatures, including men; and its overall rationality
is reproduced in varyving degrees in the orgamizing principles which
control the development of s parts, the so-called ‘seminal princi-
ples” {oreppotikol Adyor), Thus the cosmos as a whole exhibits a
rational structure and governing principle, but obvicusly some parts
of it are distinguished by having a ranonality of their own, and are
called ‘microcosms’ on this accounr,

The world as a ‘downfall” (varafods)

The qualitative difference of the world vis-a-vis the divine life is
expressed through the word ‘down’.' according to the foregoing
discussion. The same notion 15 adombrated by means of the word

seerafodn. An account of this appears in Prine

comen) fofre, 19, XX —commenting on John 8, 23.
1% I,
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Still, there is a point which [ do not think we oughit o pass by liglidy,
and that is that the holy seriptures call the foundation of the world
by a new and peculiar name, terming it kerafods. This word s incor-
rectly wranslated into Ladn by esstitnfio or foundadon, for serafolnd
in Greek has rather the significance of decere, that is, 1o cast down-
wirds, and i5; as we have said, incorrectly rendered into Latin by con-
sitin, An example ocours o the gospel of John, when the Saviour
says “And there shall be mibulation in those days, such as hath not
been from the foundaton of the world’,* Here foundanon® stands
for xerafodd and the meamng of this term must be taken o be as
expluined above, Moreover the apostle used the same word o the
epistle o the Ephesans, when he says, “Who chose vs belore the foun-
dation of the world';*'* for here, o, the Foundation” represents xerofiold,
which must be taken to have the saume meaning as that given in our
interpretation above ™7

The inference out of this discussion is that “A descent . . . ol all alike
form from higher to lower conditions appears o be indicated by the
meaning of this word xorefedd. ™

There would be no question about the authenticity of this point,
since the same reasoning appears in comm folin, in the exposition of
the qualitative difference between corporeality and incorporeality. At
the point where Origen says that we should “in a sense” (xord 11 1@y
onuovopevoy)” term the Son of God lumself as “world”™ (voopoc).
The term woopog 15 used here as a metaphor, in order to indicate
the *mult-decorated’ wisdom of God. Thuos he affirms that this “world”
is but the Son of God, ‘the Logos who is perfectly apart from any
matter’.”™ There is nothing in common between that “world’, which
15 ‘up’, and our world which is ‘down’, being a seerafodn from that
higher world., His opumon 15 that it 15 not acadental that “the saimnits’
have ‘invented this term’ (10 fvopa mhasaviey —namely, setafold—

" The portion atributed 1o John, is acteally om Matthew, 24, 21, where how-
ever the word used 1= appd, not swcafiodd. In OT, the wrm soraBods appears in
Martt, 13, 35 25, ¥M: Luke, 11, 5 John, 17; 24; Eph. |, 4; Heb. 4, 3; 9, 26; |
Perer 1, 20; Rev. 13, 8: 17, B The comment on the Latin meaning of somfols
as coastiflie was obviously made by Rulinus. To make his own point, Origen deals
with the scripural use of the term werafodsn in awmmfolm, 19, XX

% Eph. 1, 4.

HT Pyine, 111.5.4.

48 Prine, 11154,

" o Jokr, 19, XXIL
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118 CHAPTER THREE

in order to express the conception (G toebmny énivowev) ol the
world as being ‘down’. For they would have just said ‘before the
creation (ktiseng) of the world’, vet they did not say so; they said
‘Before the katabole of the world’, ™

The term xerafods hterally means ‘thrown down'. It, therefore,
mnphies a noton of foff, This 15 why this term 1s most sunable as a
scriptural basis {though not the only one) 1o which Origen alludes
whenever he refers to his doctrme of Fall. The notion itself indicates
that the maternal world had a beginning and it is clear that provi-
dennal creation had a beginning, too. However, his views on this
question have been widely miscomprehended. Thus he has been
ascribed a notion of ‘eternal creation’ in a Platonie sense; that 18, a
notion of a beginningless world of spirits, out of which the Fall
occurred.

My analyses hitherto have made clear that such an allegation is
altogether ungrounded. However, sinee this claim 15 well entrenched
among scholars, and since the quesdon of the dwation of the world
is closely related 1o Origen’s conception of time, 1 shall dwell on
further discussion of this subject i the ensuing section, so that that
no doubt should remain that this allegation is entirely erroncous.

= Yohn 17, 24, Thid
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CHAFPTER FOUR

‘BEGINNINGLESS WORLD':
A MYTH RECONSIDERED

Ongen’s opinions about the ‘duration’ of creation have been a mat-
ter of controversy, since a notion of so-called “etermity of the world’
has been ascribed to him. This is one of the mam points on which
Ongenism (or, what was thought to be Origen’s thought) was con-
demned.! As tme proper is defined in close relation to the world

(which I shall discuss presently), his opinion about the “duration’ of

the world affects directly his view of tme. Analysis of this 1ssue then
15 critical tor a proper understanding of this ontology of time.

In canvassing the queston of creaton having a beginmng or not,
we shall take into account the fact that it s Crigen himsell who
calls the reader’s attention o the different significations denoted by
the tenses i whach verbs are used.” Thus he is alive to the fact that
the Imperfect tense denotes what was always exastng (ke ‘was’y; ths
15 also what he believes about the Present tense (as in the case of

187, which depotes the timeless being of Wisdom, in the same way
‘was doesl. As opposed to this diction, he is conscious ol what the
Past tense denotes:* it indicates what happened at an indefinite
moment in the past.' A amilar view is found in the Commentary o
e Song af Songs:

Because of these, therefore, it is said to the holy body of the Bride:
‘How lovely have thy cheeks become!’. And notice that He did not
say ‘How lovely your cheeks g™ —but ‘How lovely fare thy cheeks
fecame’” He means (o show that prviously Hev were nol =0 lovely”

' CL Fragment 3, koctschaw from Justinian’s, S0 (Mansi IX.528) incorporated
in his edigon of Prine, in L2100 Ao, Fr. 10 (from the same writing of _Justinian’s),
incorporated in Prue, 14,5,

* Ml 34, coeemCeen, 3 [commenting on Gen. 1, 16018 expPre, 5: comingfihn, 2,
L2, IL 2, XIX; 20, XX fFeke. I fifein. CX and CXI1. Cf oy [ollowing
Anstole, Origen s very much alive w the wemporal signification of tenses.

P OE felar, 34

! The word ‘Aopgrorog (Past Tense] Ererally means Indefinite.

" R.P. Lawson, af. of, p. 146; ialics mine. In English the verb is in the Present
Perfect tense, but in the Greek text, on which Ongen conunents, the verb is in the

Lopyrignted malena
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The analyses on the acmal implications of the term ‘became’ [in
reference o the Logos being ‘winh® Godl demonstrale an awareness
of the actual signification of the (enses and elucidate determinative
tenets. This is why I maintain that a philological analysis of Origen’s
terminology can provide significant upshots about his authentic views.
For when he uses terms, especially verbs, he s particularly meticu-
lous in respect of the philosophical and theological implicanons
entatled by the way these terms are used,

In the beginning of this secdon we saw how he interprets the
scriptural language, as well as how he couches his own views refer-
ring (o the divine being itself. It 15 he himself who draws the reader’s
attention to the use of verbs of the senptural language and exten-
sively teflects through considerations of this kind." Let us then see
how he uses language himsell in reference to the “creative relation’™
of God with the world.

Orngen's doctrine of the divine being has certain aspects which
are quite clear: Wisdom was amelessly in God apart from any cre-
anon, be it providential or actual. This means that God s visualised
apart from any creation or even fhoyeft of creation. He created
because he willed so. Wisdom ‘was in hersell in no relaton o any-
one” (gopla Lrapyrovon obdepiay oxémy mpdc Etepdv tiva eiyev).” This
is the state in which God s concaved i Himself, not as Creator,

It is out of God’s decision lo ereale that the Son of God, as Wisdom,
‘hecame’ (yevopevog) “God’s benevolent decision” (evdoxio) and
‘wanted' MPBouvkifni and ‘willed' (fB&knaev) ‘to establish a creative
relation to furare creatures (e eoopeva)’.” Creanon then is but a
product of an act of vohinon. This act then 13 fundamentally imbued
by the essential predicate of cmfingency. Which means that had the
divine will wished otherwise, it could have brought it about that the
world never came into existence at all.

This point calls tor particular consideration. Although 1 shall argue
for Orgen’s inovatve concepbons, the doctrine of creaton out of

Past tense, The passage Cant, 1, 100 reads thus: “ti dpaudnoay ol oepdvey gou dg
tpuydvos, tpaynids oou by opploxes;’, The verb form which Origen points out is
wpeeiifnoay.

® oomm fakn, 2 XING fifedn, 13 hemfer, O, 4

T el It epdeny Snpovprieiy.

= Tind,
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nothing appears in him nom as something like a parthenogenesis,
There was indeed a background to the wdea and 1t should be taken
lor granted that Owigen drew heavily on this tradition,

Origen understands the creation of the world not as the onfold-
ing of a cosmic essence, but as an act of volition. This concept of
Sreedom of wall stands o the core of this doctrine of creaton. In the
hrst place. the notion of freedom pomnted to the finite human per-
sonality, regarded in is moral action. According o Anstotle, free-
dom is the capacity o choose among different (but, given) options,
without coercion by external pressure or constraints, With the
Epicurcans, freedom received a metaphysical import: it was the
uncaused action of a ratonal substance,

This particular noton of action emerging out of sel=motivation,
not out of any compuolsion, in Chrstanity takes the form ol cre-
ation ex nifiif; the uncaused production of the world solely out of
the divine will. The world exists becansed God willed so; the world
15 as it 15, beciuse God wall this 1o be so,

Just as 1 might say that we exist, this cannot be undersiood 1o mean
that we exist as a wage for our works. Plainly it s a gl of God that
we exist; 1t 15 the grace of the Creator who willed us to exist.™ . . | even
the fact that we are able to do anything at all, to think and o speak,
we do through his gff and grummiq. "W, Just as the Father p‘w ez life
o whom he wills aned the Son gives lljw: to whom he wells, and just as
the Father has hife in himself and he has granted o the Son to have
fife in himself,'® so also the grace that the Father gives, this the Soo
also gives, One should know, of course, that all that buman beings
have from God s grace. For they have nothing as a debt. For who has
first given to him and it will be paid back to him? Therelore, what-
ever fie aohe was nof and 15 has, by receving n from fw whe alioays i
andd il be forever, is of grace"®

This 15 the major constrast' between Chnstamtv and Platonism:
God creates not only out of nothing, but also out of grace, that is,
out of love. There is nothing w compel him 1w do so.

" Commentery on the Kpostle fo the Romeons §.5.2.
R R E

Of Joho 5, 21 and 26.

Y Commentery on the Episle fo the Romans, 10.38.

" The foregoing portion is a compilation from Origen's Commentery on the Fpistle
i the Romeays, The ialics are mine and accentuare this contrast.
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1292 CHAPTER FOUR

As | said, the idea of the world having a beginning is not an
wmovatnion o Ongen, It exasted already i previous wiolers, e different
forms and variations, It is vsual 1o aver that the Greeks sustained
the idea of a world without beginning and this holds true for Plawo
and his immediate successors, Aristotle, Speusippus, Xenocrates. For
them, the umiverse existed from all etermity. However, beside the
majority of Platomsts, there was a munonty, who taught that the
world had a real beginning., In this minority one can hnd person-
alities such Plutarch and Atmicus, who argued that the world had
a real beginning, though not precisely a beginning in time as we
know it. As for Philo, his wavering position on the issue is discussed
forthwith.

On the other hand, the author of Wisdom'™ says merely that God's
all-powerful band created the world ou of formless maner, an opinion
which the Christan apologist Justin was content o reproduce,

However, nowhere in these writers do we find the sview later
defined by orthodox Chrstians that God created the world ex ahalo,
lt is not o he taken for sure that, the wimer of 2 Maccabees, when
referring to God ‘making the world ouwt of whar is not’ (£§ olx
dvrev),'” may have envisaged this doctrine,

During the first century A, some voices might be taken to sug-
gest something of the noton of a world having a begnming. But
one cannot be sure, Thos Eudorus seems to have sustained the idea
that God created not only the Ideas but also matter: however, all
he probably meant was that matter, like the Ideas, was eternally
dependent on its divine origing it was after all a fairly natural devel-
opment of the Pythagorean theory that all thimgs proceed from the
One. Cicero, on the other hand, knows, but rejects, the view that
matter was created by divine providence,””

Beside the {concious or latent} idea of the world having a begin-
ning, the noton of a momentarily creation was also current.

Creatnon ex mifnle was expounded with great clanty by Basilides,
arly in the second century., Onigen, relers to Basilides, and treats
him as a Gnostic ‘heretic’.'" This doetrine was adopted into orthodox

™ Wis, 11, 17,

" 2 Maccabees, 7, 28, CL C. Stead, Phifasoply fo Cheistian Antiguily, p. 68,

s . Stead, ap. L pp. 67-8. This page is indebited to this excellent scholar.
1% hawfer, 1005 fomfake, 1 homifer, 17.2; friCor, O welfob, 417 momarfed, #1.
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Christianity by Theophilus of Antioch, . A.D. 180, and is taken lor
granted by Irenacus. An argument commonly used was that 1t was
impossible (o imagine matter existing eternally without interference
or imporvement alongside an almighty God. Theophilus of Antioch,
however, went well beyond this: the noton of pre-existing matter is
unacceptable to him, because 1t contradicrs God’s ommipotency. It
is not at all important if God was to create out of an already sub-
gsting matter: men such as craftment do exactly the same. God's
divine power appears in the fact that he brings things w the fore
‘out of non-being’ (6§ odx Gvtevl, The phrase is used twice in the
same secton; the wdea 15 that not only substances come to being out
of nothingness, but also a human being receives ‘motion and soul’
hgurfiv won wivaow) from God.™

Origen ok up this expression, namely “out of non-being’ (££ odx
ovimv), from Theophilus of Antioch and used it word-for-word,
expounding his views in a similar context.” no doubt bearing
mind the expression of 2 Maccabees 7, 28,

S0 Wisdom was in God’s atemporal being: and this Wisdom ‘willed’
imPovintn, RBéknoev) ‘to accept a creative relation’ [dvaiofely oyxéowv
dnpouppxiy) to what was 1o come into being out of non-being out
of God's dectsion. Besides, there is reference o a reality where “ume
cannot be found ™" and “the third and fourth conceptions of the Logos
did not exist”.* since there was no creation yet.

It is out of this reality that ‘God bwught (fyeyev) everything into
being™ and ‘God mede {énoinoev} the beings out of non-beings’;*
life is the holy Trinity who gives life to everything and it is she who
hrought (mopoyeyoion) creatures into being out of non being s ‘those
who did not exist before (zé un pdrepov Ovra) bave been handed
out to Jesus by the Father himself; and this is not said about just
some of them, but about them all’.*® There 15 also reference o all
those who *have received their being from God’ {Und yep tol Becd

" Theophilus of Antioch, Ad Awisfenm, 2, 4,
Hfl Cor, B4,

N rommnln, 2, KX

" [,

el 1L

4 comm Fohm, 1, XVIL

™ oxpPran, Lo, PGO1T.196.

™ v fokm, 32, 111
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b elvan delapevor)” and were ‘brought into being out of non-being’
(éx 10D ph dvrog elc td elvon mepfydn).™ Moreover, it is averred that
we are indebted to God because "he made (émoinoev) us who did
not exist before’™

In Cels he speaks of *God who made everything™ and elsewhere
he explams that in this ‘evervthing” tme should be ncluded, too:

If everyihing is made through him, it 15 well said that he exists belore
the acons; and this is whence we learn that the aeons came into being
ount of non-being.”

It is also stated that Christ s said o be the beginning “because it
is he who gave (Sibolg} being’.™

Accordingly, God 1s said to be ‘creator, because 1t 15 he who brought
things {yeyovota into being out of non-being".” For the “heaven and
the earth and everything in them have been produced mto bemg
out of non being’,*

Again, in veference to the Son, it is said that “the Son and Logos
of God 15 a hypostasis, it is he who produced {(mopoyeyovee) every-
thing from non-being inte being, by his Wisdom' " Moreover, in
excl’s, it is compliantly stated that by the term ‘works” of God (as in
Psalm 144, 91 David means “the rational natures’ (viv £pye tig puseig
ity Aoyueds Adver™

Much the same goes lor expressions peinting to the creatrely
nature ol the soul. There are references to the ‘the created ‘hege-
monikon” (1o dnpovpynBéy frepovikdv Y the ccreated nature’
(Bednpovpymuevny iow | of ‘the human soul’,™ as well as ‘the maker’
of the soul” i wobvoy yugl mokdd mepd ol stioovios avtiv Aofoboo,™

Ty, 21, PGO12.126),

" welPs, 115, PG 12,1557,

= il 144, PG 12,1674

Lol IL, 79,

Yol 54, PGO12 1465,

= expProw, 1, PGL17,156,

= sl 138, PG 121661

" oepProp, 18, PG 17,204,

B oegpProy, 9. Acvording to the lundamental view of the actual content of the
‘world’, relerence is made w the entirety of ranks of life: o ‘rational creatures’ (1o
Aoy, not just to human beings: CF conem Jole, 13, XXXVIEL ffabn, 1L

" oarlPr, 144,

-8, XRVIL

oG, IV, IXXXITIL

H -, XXXV,
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The notion of ereation out of nothing is unfolded as a daum on
which Ongen does not appear o bhave to elaborate. It behits the
divine property to make beings appear from nonthingness:

the Apostle seems profuse in God's praises and has recorded the begine
ning of his mitlal creation with admiraton. when God made the uni-
verse exist dx nthilo and called the things that were not, by virtue of
his power, as things that are and that do exist. Nothing was difficult
for him in the process of creanng, to such an extent thar although
nothing was existing, everything, suddenly called forth, came into exds-
tence as if they had always existed.™

Like the foregoing Latin portion, a similar statement in Prine is no
doubt to be trusted.

It is proved by many declarations throughout the whole Scrpture that
the universe was created by God and that there s no substance which
has not received its existence (rom him; which refutes and dismisses
the doctrine falsely taught by some," that there s a matter which is
co-eternal with God, or that there are unbegotten souls, in whom they
would have it that God implanted not so much the principle of exis-
tence as the quality and rank of their life.*

The pordon goes on with reference to the so-called Shepdend of Hermas
and the Book of Enoch 2, 5, which further bumress up the idea of
God having caused all thing to be out of nothing,®

There is, therefore, a battery of passages where Origen’s concep-
tion of creation ev wefilo 1s unequivocally explicated. These are not
the only pomts where he puts forward his tenet that it s God who
brovght everything into being out of nothing: he expresses this beliel’
elsewhere, too." These passages certainly help towards seeing his
ideas in a better light. What is of primary interest in these portions
though is not the very idea itself, namely, that God is the sole cre-
ator out of nothing, a view which of course 15 neither unexpected
nor does it come forth for the frst time.® Whart is significant is the

W Commentery on the Bpistle to the Romans, 4.5.1%. A amilar explicic statement oo
God, who made what did not exist”, in 4.7.5.

' Against the Guostic Marcion and others, il we are to believe Terullian [Adversen
Muarctarnem, Lxv] who charges this Goostc with having upheld the Platenic notion
of an uncreated original formless sl

= Prine, 13,5,

Y FP p. 31, and notes [-3

WO wlEr L6

* ¥et even this view of Origen's has been challenged by scholars who anribute
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manner in which this is presented, the mode of the expressions used
at crucial points i order to spell out aspects of this conception of
creation ev mhilo,

As a mater of fact, whether creation out of nothing is a biblical
notion or not is a matter which does not enjoy unanimity. As
R. Sorabji points out,™ an carly Biblical account of God’s ereative
power in the Book of Job 28 and 38 has been taken to mean that
God put order into pre-existing chaos, rather than creabong out ol
nothing. In the Wisdom of Selomen 11, 17, it is stated that God
‘created the cosmos out of a formless matter’ without saving whether
that matter had a beginning. In 2 Maccabees 7. 28, the reference to
creation out of nothing can easily be reinterpreted.,” Thus it has
been asserted that nerther in the Bible nor in the Jewish-Hellenistic
literature is there a clear statement of creation out of nothing in a
sense which can include a beginning of the material universe. In
that case it is sustained that the view of creation out of nothing was
mvented by Christians in the second century AN, in controversy
with the Gmostics,

It should be noticed that Origen unwaveringly uses the past tense,
in order to denote that the world had a beginning. God was ‘before’
any notion of creation and created because he ‘willed” so. Studying
the dicoon through which the notion of creagon is expressed, one
can see that there 15 nothing to indicate or imply that God had
decided fiom eveviasting to create the world and that his decision was
simply realized at the moment which marks the beginning of cre-
ation. Coming inte beng out of non-being is a notion which in itselt’ fegan
to make sense only once God decuded to create, There was nothmg
o compel him o do so, He did this out of a ‘benevolent decision’
ceudoring, that is, out of an act of loving freedom.

Creation, on account of being fer se the product of an act of voli-
tion, 1s in its essence relatve 10 what God did. On no account does
it bear upon what God i Himself s

te him a doctrine of ‘elermal ereation’. R, Norris, for example, sugeests this as ol
lows: “Ohrigen feels it necessary o insist explicitly oo the teaching that nonmater-
ial beings (or rather, swme nonmaterial beings) muost be classified as ‘oreated” .. 7
fof. aif, po 149 italics hig), In order o abide by his premise that Origen held a
‘doctrine of eternal creadon” (g ol po 154 he goes as far as to impugn what
Origen so often and so explicityy stares, namely that servbhing was created.

“ Gf. R, Sorabji, of e, p. 1594,

T CE HA. Wallion, Phib, Cambridge Mass,, 1947, vol. 1, pp. 302-3,
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This is a point of particular significance and we should dwell on
this a httle further.

If Onigen held a tener such as that creation has begmnmolessty been
God's decision, this should imply that the will of God 1o create
existed in him beginninglessly, too, even if creaton had not been
reahized vet. What he sugpests, however, 15 quite the opposite; this
is clearly portrayed both expliatdy and by means of certain uses of
language, that s, through the mode ol the expressions employed o
each case,

He uses the past tense in a conscious way, knowing that this tense
denotes that something occurred, something decame while 1t did not
exist before as such that one subsequently became. The past tense
iselt unplies a kind of progress or process [rom one situaton to a
next one. This is why Origen so soongly excludes any use of past
tense when he attempts o adumbrate the life of God Himself, This
is also why he emphasizes that ‘the Logos did not fecome in the
beginning, but he was what he was in the dpxn’." Which means that
il the past tense were used instead of Imperfect, this could denote
that there was a reality in which the Loges was not in the dpgn,
that is, in the Wisdom. But this runs contrary to his principal dogma
that the Logos has begmninglessly been with Wisdom.,

He knows, and has stated,™ that when one striives to portray the
being of God, no verb can adequately express this reality, Nevertheless,
he uses language in such a manner that the inevitable inaccuracy
should be diminished o the minimum possible. Thus he uses either
imperfect tense™ or present tense’’ as more fit (rather, less inaccu-
rate) i order to point to the bemg of God Himself,

On the other hand, it s the past tense which is deemed more
suitable 1o express what came into being out of non-being. In the
same sense that he states that ‘the Logos did not fecome in the begin-
ning, but he was what he was in the beginning”,” he points out
irefermnng o this poroon of John:

Using the terms behtingly he [se. John] apphed the forn ‘Became' 1w
his Hesh, while *Was® inchicates his divine nature ™

¥ emrm ok, 2, NIN.

" g L

" o ofe, 2, XIX.

" frjokn, 1

T i John, 2, NIX.

* frfolm, 1; s, also frfehn, CXL
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There is a decivion of God to create; vet this decision is conceived
not as a bemnmngless one: it s expressed as a product of the divine
volition, which on no account 13 a concomitant of the divine being
per se.

Ongen does not say that the Wisdom of God ‘wants’ or ‘wills’
iwhich would be Béker or Podietar’; nor does he use the imperfect
tense {which would be fifeiev or £fodiero and might be rendered
in English as ‘used to want’ or ‘used to will’l. Both tenses here
inamely present or imperfect ense) could imply that this particular
decision of God [that is, the decision o carry out the creatve act)
was @ beginningless one.” But, quite demonstrably, the forms used
are ‘wanted” and ‘willed’. which underscore the contingent character
of his decision o create,

Accordinglv, it 15 not said that Wisdom accepted a creative refa-
tion to the world *being’ himself (which wounld be d@v) God's ‘henev-
olent decision’ (ebdoxicel; but it is sard that he became’ [yevopevog)
Gond's “ehdowio™ and ‘accepted a relation” (apfowv npbe olind dvedélato),
hecause she wanted ‘to benefit’ (dgeifow- this form is in the past
tense, too) “the rational creawres’ [t Aoywed),™ which are called
future beings’ (1o foopeva™ —using the future tense of the verb ‘to
be' in order to denote that the product of creatiom did not exist
bemnninglesshy,

It has been argued that the Christian view differs from the Platonic
one on account of the role of @ifl."" The Platonic illustraton of body
and shadow, or sun and light, has been regarded as excluding Gods

T cemainly use the terms here by comvention: the terms ‘past’ or ‘beginming'
make no sense in timelessnesy, what nevertheless 1 inguire here is whether Origen
holds a notion of ‘eternity of the world’, even il this world” is expressed in terms
of Godd’s purpose to create it For some scholars alleged that even if one coneedes
that the world did not acmally exist, chey ascribe w Origen a view of God as degen-
minglessly having decided to create, Thas 5 what G, Florovska did [Asgects of Chercke
History, pp. 457 My point is s that Ovigen does not bold such a notion,

e, 1. This ‘became’ should be given parteular aventon. It s the same
verh, in the same form, about which Origen explicidy states that it denotes a pre-
Vicnls NONEXISence; 5. sufra.

* ffobn, TL

i ﬁ}m L

“ Cr ]J. Pepin, Théveee cosmegue of Shéologie chritienne, Paris, 1964 pp. 502G
C, Tresmomant, Lo Méaphysgue di chrstianisme of It noissance de la phalomplee chedti-
emne, Pars, 196]1; pp. 190—k 319-26; 564; AH. Armsiromg, ‘Elements in the
thought of Plotnus at variance with classical intellecoalism®, formal of Hedleic Sudies,
3, (1973, pp. 1322
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130 CHAPTER FOUR

will and choice. On the contrary, the Christian idea is that creadon
mvolves divine will. not necessity, and this had already been asserted
before Origen, as T said.®

On the other hand, the notien of wifl s not altogether absent
from the Platonic texts. For example, this can be found in Plawo’s
Timaews.™ In that work, the Demiurge is repeatedly represented as
dehberatng, that 15, thmking out how to achieve has aims. As regards
Plotinus, although he does not lollow his master all along, he pre-
sumably feels able to be dismissive of voliton in connecton with
lower ters of reality. Thus, although notions of will are found in
the Enneads (Pobdnowc. Bédinoc, Epecic),™ they are mainly used in
order to dismiss rthe idea that secondary beings exist through the
will of the One.™ At any rate, Plotinus allows the lower levels of
reality o create by will Béinoig), but he regards the creation of
lower levels of reality as necessary,™

So the very notion ol wafl, regarded in itself, is a distinetion which
has not been unchallenged as a eriterion for the disunction between
the Platonic and Christan conceprion of creanon, since a notion of
will can be found in Plato as well as in Plotnus.” However, there
is a point in Origen’s thought which dees distinguish these two con-
ceptions of creation. The contrast with all versions of Platonism which
Onigen established 15 to be found in what actually the noton of the
divine will denotes and entails,

The notion that he acwally upholds is that of a radical chasm
hetween God and the world. In his thought makes no sense to speak
of mecessity in lower levels of reality, or absence of necessity in higher
levels of realitv, These Plotman afhimanons flow from the Neoplatome

" Cf. Ircnacus, Advesas Haerews, 2,115 2.90.9; 3.8.3, Chnstinn writers after Ongen
pointed out this distincoon, ton; CF Augustine v Codate Om, X1, 24 Enamatio v
Psafewon 134, sermo 10 Thomas Aquinas m Caefo 1, lectio 29, n, 13,

B Toweans, 29E-30A; 418; 5. Pépin, op, o,

* Enneads, VLAS (44-8); VLE.13: VLA15 (1- 110 VLA 18 (35-52; VLB21 (B-19)
Plotinus, nevertheless, dismisses many of these references as inaccurate; s, Snneeds,
VLB 13 (1-5 and 47-500; Emends, VIA.18 {52-5),

B Faneads, V.1.6 (25 7L

¥ Ennegds, ILS.3 [1-18% 1198 (21-T); [L2.2, 3.2.3 (3-5;; IV.8.6 (12-13); V.1.6;
VL7 (3T V.ALG (1)

# Later Platomists also atnbuoted a notion of “will” 10 te Demiorge’s ercatve
act. CL lamblichus de Myderis 3, 28 Proclus, @ Platonss Timaeaon Commentomg, {ed,
E. Dichl, Leipsig, 1903-6); 1.562; 1371, 4.
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132 CHAPTER FOUR

It creates not becanse it decides to do so in order o benght the crea-
tures [least of all regarded as _fufure ones), but creates simply by bemg
what it is, This actually means that the creative act is a mode ol
the creator’s very being.™ The role of will in the Neoplatonic view
has rather the meaning that anything which is already perfect waill
generate something of itself)”

It should be pointed out, nevertheless, that here Plotinus expresses
lis concepion of the relaton of the secondary reality, namely Intellect,
to the One, It is w the One creating the Intellect that Plotinus denies
the role of will™ He regards it as something like the light which
surrounds the sun.”™ As turning into something illuminated is part
of the essence of light, in ke manner God is nothing without this
creative procedure, through which the cosmos s generated. There
is a necessity established in the essence of this supreme creative force:
creation is a meaningful action, but this is not a free action. Greation
of the world by the deity is a standing atermporal and etemal necessiry.

Perhaps this analysis should be regarded to call for a parallelism
with Origen’s theologyv: in fact a vast number of scholars saw in
Origen’s doctrine of creation a Neoplatonic provenance, taking his
view of the relaton between the Father and Son o be a Plotnian
concept in Christian language.

To prove how fallacious such a view 1s demands a treatse of its
own, but one or two objections must be considered, and the tuth
be extracted from them, Then they will appear as bereft of reason,
I note therefore that those who make these misleading assertions
contradict themselves. For they also use the so-called Fragment 32,
mcorporated by P Koetschau i his edioon of Prane, where 1t 1s
explicated that *the Son twas bom ot of the will of the Father”.™ The
juxtapositon shows that those who want to give credit o Justinian’s
testimonies [and they are exactly those who attribute Neoplatonism
to Origen| cancel om themselves. For it becomes clear that, even at
this point, the very noton of the Father's el radically contrasts
Ongen’s thought {as represented by Justiman) from that of Plotinus™

W Eameads, T2 -2 V. LG

T Emmedy, W.1.6: V1.7 (2 and 37): V.41,
T Funedty, V.1.6 (25-7)
 Faneds, V.16, V.1,

72 and 37); V.4l
™ iy, Mansi IX 535,
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whereas Plotinus denies any role of will to the One creanng the
Intellect, Ongen s represented to affem a role to the will of the Father
begeting the Son. Plotnus” afirmation of a mecessify in the creation
of lower levels of reality (that is, the visible world) renders the con-

tradistinction of the Neoplatonic conceprion of creation from that of

Ongen's even stronger.

At all events, even in the few cases that Plotimuos mdicates the role
of will in one way or another, creation itself has a character of a
cosmic law rather than a free decision—least of all has it the charac-
ter of a bemspolent decision, an act of volition out of love. So although
Plotinus indicates a welf, tns suggests that a cosmic law of creation
which is bevond whatever possesses choice (rpoaipeoigl, or even life,

With regard to Neoplatomsm then, Origen’s tenet 15 not the case
of a divine will which is but a mode of the omology of the divine
being, a natural manifestation of the divine being itself. Such a man-
ifestation could be regarded as aalf only in the most attenuated sense.
It 15 the case of a free dectsion, which 15 by no means dictated by the
nature of the divine Being ger 2. A decision which has nothing 10
do with the ontology of God Himsell. Which means that the noton

of God Himself stands in an absolute ontological priority 1w that of

God as Creador,
This is a distincuon on which great stress should be put. For
fact this is a concept which constitutes a major catalyst and a mas-

sive transformaton in the l:lt'l.’l;“lt'll,}m::lﬂ of the Chrstian doctrine of

creation,

Vast is also the difference from the Hebraic conception of cre-
anon, For with Ongen the case 15 not simply creaton out of noth-
g, but creation out of fove,

As regards Plato, he did adhere to the general tradition of his day
that nothing ever becomes om of nothing.™ This is a common Greek
view, according to which the world has neither beginning nor end;
creation out of nothing 15 a view generally not upheld by the different
Greek schools, Even Plaw, who spoke of a beginning of tme,™ did

O AH, Chroust, *The meaning of tme in the ancient wocld™, Tie New
Scholasticiom, XK1 {1947), p. 21.

" Aristotle pointz oot that among all thinkers of the past Plato alone tanghe that
tume had a definite beginning; O Prosier, 251b16fE Even in thar case, however,
space proper 15 regarded as beginningless.

Lopyrignted malena



134 CHAPTER FOUR

stick to the general tradition of his day. The Demiurge did not cre-
ate ex mhrle, but he put a pre-existing matter in order,” To him,
strictly speaking, “creation’ consists in bringing order and ‘measure’
mto chaos™ and in nothing bevond that, The notion of “creation” as
found in Fimaens does not imply any original generation ex mihilo,
but an act of ordering and bringing symmetry into the pre-existing
chaos of the onginal ‘cosmic stufl”, This 15 the point of major con-
trast between Plato and Ongen.

According w Plawo, Being and Action, true existence and i cre-
ative action, Substance and Function, are synonymouns.™ To him,
god would have never really existed belore he actually created. It 1s
nd’s infinite charity and his perfection that always compels him™
to exercise his creative power in actuality, Therefore, in Plato there
15 an intrinsic ontological connection between what god dees and
what god i, The divine ereativity is exactly the point of this relevance.

On the contrary, Origen did hold the idea of coming into being
out of non-being, and repeatedly lays stress on this notuon. On
account of this he did not need to employ aov Platonic noton of
everlasting exercise ol the divine creativity, (od in Himself and God
as Creator are by no means synonymous, as they are in Plato. They
are not related on the level of ontology. Simply. the latter (that is,
the creative act] 15 but a manifestaton of the ungraspable divine will,
In Plato, the divine creativity is a constitutional element of the ontol-
ogy of the godhead. In Origen, the act of creation constitutes only
a small fraction of the discourse about God—and even this by no
means pertains o the divine ontology. This is the point which Rufinus
did not grasp and hence his mterpolations mto the Prme where he
deals with a problem for which Origen’s theology actually allows no
room at all.

It 18 a stark conirast that in Origen it 158 not will which is beyond
God, but it is (red Himself who 15 beyvond the noton of God's will.™

Following the preceding discussion, the contrast wath Ongen’s con-
ception of God as Creator is quite obvious. My analysis right [rom

T Origen 1s aware of this view and states that in Gy, VI 48, CL o zepd
Mhativy &v taic fmotoinly AEASYIEvoy . . . mepl 100 Ourxooufoaviog tode 0 xiv.

™ Fimeaens, S0A,

™ Sophista, 247 D 248 C.

o Tmaews 29 E

"oa swfra
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the beginning of this chapter shows that in him the notion of God
Humself stands m an absolute ontological priondy to that of fd ay Creator.
This means, i the final analvsis, that the existence of creation i
isell’ has a comfingent character: this is not originated in any necessify
whatsoever.™

This 15 the sense in which Ongen avers that the ‘so to speak,
essence’ of God should be distimguished from the essence of any cre-
ated nature (viovel dgngtdvt vy oboiay tol Beol drd maviev THv
yevyneiy| with which this "has no communication” (ol oU kovevel]
at all.* This accenmates the radical dissimilarity between creaturly
essence and what intellectual abstraction would call the ‘essence” of
God. Indeed, the expression “so to speak’ poines to his fundamental
view that God s ‘heyond essence’,™ namely, he ‘does not participate
in essence at all’.* For it is he who created the “essence’, which was
‘uncreated’ (aygvvntov) before. God ‘s transcendent (o anything that
pertains to the world” {(1ov UmepPoivovia movia ta ToU KoopoU TPy
pata) ™ It is par excellence in terms of the radical distance hetween
divine nature and creaturelv essence that the radical hatus between
them is conceived. In this context, Origen refers to the love of God
for human beings, although in terms of nawre’ he ‘*has nothing to
do with them™* Hence. on account of this emphasis on God's radical
manscendence to the world there can be no queston of essence of
God, His being is beyond any problematgue about essence whatever.,
For this began to make sense only once creadon came into being;
therefore, essence proper is ontologically posterior to God Himself.

In view of this, the remarks of G. Florovski™ about the *distance of
essences between God and the world 15 an meomplete and imaccurate
echo of a tenet already expounded by Ornigen, Florovski’s ascription

“ Which means that B. Sorabji’s asserion that the basc idea of ‘condinonabing’
in the creation of the world s orginated in Auvgustine is not correct, The credit
should be given to Origen. CL g all, po 241,

e, WKL, 5

® commfohe, 19, V1 (imepexewva oboieg; Celi, VI 38 (Enexeva oboing). The
staternent fxdxenve mig otafeg i a Platonic one (Respebliva, 509889, reterring o
one supreme Form, the Form of the Good, which is ‘oot being, bul beyvond being”,
The notion al the unereatedness of ‘cscnce’ before creanon is also stated o commCae, 5.

= ey, VI e

* et 357, The opinion that "essence” was unereated before creadion is stated
in commefam, 1 [comm. on Gen. 1. 12 - _ 1o @edv, dayfvvntor sbpdvta thy olksioy.

' commultorn, 25,

" G, Florovski, Crention and Redenption, p. 53,
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136 CHAPTER FOUR

of this notion to John of Damascus™ should then be disqualified. He
also appeals 1o Augustine who said “nihilgue in ea esse quod ad
Trinitatem pertineat, nisi quod Trinitas condidit™ (there is not any-
thing which s related to the Trinity, apart from the fact that the
Trinity has created ith™ But it was Origen who had preceded
Augustine by pomntng out the radical relevance of Wisdom o any-
thing created and the ‘acceptance’” of a ‘creative relaton’ o the
world out of the benevolence of God (ebfoxio Seot), It was indeed
Ornigen who sustained that “the nature of the Trinity has nothing in
common with the creation except the work of goodness”.”

I, therefore, can say this: i reference to God's ereative act, Ongen
uses the verbs in a manner which 8 quite indicative of how he con-
ceives of the “creatve relation™ of God to the creation: Whenever
he refers to the being of Wisdom, namely the Son of God, he uses
the present tense and stresses that the "Wisdom 15 being” (o1l Umopy-
ovee),” thereby denoting his conception of the atemporal being of
yod; for he deems the present tense the most appropriate in order
to talk about the being of God.™ He also quotes the imperfect tense
used by John in the beginning of his gospel and emphatcally points
out that the being of the Logos of God 15 expressed through the
term Swas' My), not by any other form such as ‘became’ [Epfveto),
He also poants out that the latter 15 sutable only for what came into
being out of nothing, such as *hife’. For uw is John himself who says
that life *became’ in the Logos.™

On the other hand, when referring to the actual creation, he states
this as “future beings' (1@ éoopeva), using the future tense, He is per-
lectdy conscious of the connotanon of this tense: it 15 used o mndi-
caie something not exising at present but comimg into existence in
the future,™ that is, affer what is indicated by the present tense.

* (5 Florovski, af o, p. 31, o [2.

" Aupustine, L Genesi ad bitenem, 1 cited w0 G, Florovski, ap, ar, p, 55,

! Conmmenfary on the Epusile fo the Rwmans, B.13.7.

" fifah, 1.

“ Hid.

* fhid.

* John, 1. 4 fFake, IL In fact John says ‘In him was Lfe". In Fr. 1L however,
the oprning of the Gospel is considered with the foll-stop put thus: “Withouat him
wias not any thing made. What became in him, was Efe’. [Xopig odtol éyfveto
ovbéy, "0 yipovey & oot Loy fiv.)

w jfifehm, 1.
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138 CHAPTER FOUR

there were both God and his decison to create beings out of non-
being, '™

Let us then see how the relation of the Father o the Son is por-
trayed. A passage from Asmfer deserves w be quoted in full, all the
more since it has been sometmes fallaciously construed:

I ‘anyone who commits a sin is said to be begotten by the devil’,'"

then we have been begotten by the dewl as many omes as we have
committed sins; miserable then s he who is begonen always (def] by
the devil and, again, blessed is he who s begoten always (ael] by
God, For 1 shall say thar a just man has been begotten by God not
only once (ob yap é@nagl, but he is begotten always (éei] out of each
particular good deed in which God begets a just man; and if T ler you
koow about the Saviour, that the Father did not just beget the Son
and then severed him from his generation, but always begets him [otyi
EYEVYTIOEY O ROTp THv Ry Eol anclucey oUTOY OGN0 TS YEVEOERMS CUTON,
ahd' aei yevvir oitov), then T oshall say something similar aboot any
righteous man. Let us see then what our Saviour is. He is an “effuence
of glory' " We cannot say that the effluence of glory was begotten
once and 15 no longer begotten (ol Grad yeyfvwnzon Kol obgl yevvi-
1), but the efluence of God's own glory is begotten as long as there
is the light which creates the effluence. Qur Saviour is God's Wisdom
and this Wisdom is an ‘effluence of eternal lighe."" Since therefore
the Saviour is always begotien (g & swomp et peveitan), this s why
he says ‘he begets me before all hills™™ [he does not say that he has
begotten me before all hills, but he says *he begets me before all hills';
hence the Saviour is always begotten by the Father fwel del yevvicro
b awthp brd Tob marpdc).'™

The same notion iz found n the Prnc

The Father begets the only begotien Son and brings forth a Holy
Spirit, not as beings who did not exist before, but in the sense that

‘spiritual world' before dme; regardless of amy other arguinent against such a claim,
the fact 15 that in his thought the notons of ‘spinmal’ and “world” when vsed
together make no sense; the only exceprion s Origen’s erm Cintellecoual world'
fvimuds wbapog wsed in a specific context; Ovigen poinis out that this expression
means the Son of God, the wim “world” being just a memphor. CF comegfafin, 19,
NXIL

W Ly s, also fifehs, LA, Hamman develops his argumens on the erroneous
premize that Origen held a docuine of ‘eternity of creation” CL A Hamman,
“L’Enscignemem Pamistique sur la Créaton”, foue des Soemoe Refmee, 42 [1968),
pp- 10—k

Y John 3, 8.

" Heb. 1, 3.

% Wis. 7, 26.

" Wis, 7, 2.

" e Jer, 9, 4, 5, abo comefotn, 1, XXIX,

Copyrighte
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‘BEGINNINGLESS WORLD'Y A MYTH RECONSIDERED 139

the Father is the orvigin and source ol the Son or the Holy Sparit and
no thought of before or after can be entertained in respect of them. '™

Any idea that "God the Father ever existed, even lfor a single moment,
without begetting his Wisdom™" is explicitly rejected.

It is remarkable that, at that point of Prine, he refers to the rela-
uon of the Father to the Son by commenting on the same senp-
tural passage (namely, Prov. 8, 25) as m the Greek passage s
Homily on Jeremiah:

God was always the Father of his only-begotten Son, who was indeed
born from him and draws his being {romn him, but he is yet without
any beginning, not only of that kind which can be distingushed by
perods of tdme, but even of that kand which the mind alone is wont
w contemplate in iself and to perceive, it T may so sav, with the bare
intellect and reason. Wisdom, therefore, must be believed bevond the
limits of any beginning that we can speak of or understand. '™

Thus Chrigen accentuates once again that 1t is the present tense which
can express (with minimal inaccuracy! the relaton of the Father o
the Son. Certamly ‘all things were made by him’,"™ but ‘he himself
s before everything” (Bl yép ‘mavte &1 avtob éyévero’, xal autdg éot
zpd mévrow " Wisdom, that is the Son, who said ‘God made me
the beginning of his wavs towards his works’,'"" was “before’ God
‘made anything’ (mpé o8 11 mofioon).'"”

This notnon 15 wmcsively stated m a pithy passage of the Eaghth
Homily on Luke:

Christ is the ‘image of the invisible God','"” not having himsell
become image’ (oU yevopévn eikov); on the other hand, the soul was
made ‘in image’ of an mmage (that is, in image of Chnst) which was
‘existing befere her' (that 1s, before creation) [aAha ‘kot’ gixovo’
rpovnaprovony cuthisl. As a matter of fact, every soul strives to
become the “image of Christ” who is ‘the archetvpe, the Son of God,

T1

the image of God".

" P, 121

" Prwe, 12,2,

WS Here Origen alludes o the Swic notion of semdnaesd povieale s
infru, pp. 158-6B1.

"™ Tohn 1, 3.

el 2% PGO12.126%; italics mine.

"' Prone. 8, 22

Y cpmmeMadt, 14, [ imlics mume.

"1 Cal. 1, 15.

" b, B italies mine,
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1443 CHAPTER FOUR

What Origen strongly rgects here is any implication that the birth
of the Son s an event which occurred omce and the Son exists there-
afier, The birth of the Son, the relation of the Father to the Son,
is an ontological relation: no notion of beginning, such as coming into
being out of non-being, can be applied o this.

Bur this 15 exactly what Omigen affirms about creabon. The expres-
siom ‘to come into being out of non-being’ 15 typical of the wording
through which he points to creaton. By means of this expression he
contrasts the Son’s heing with the fecaming of creation:

The birth of Christ'" is not a way from non-being to being, as some
people think, but it is a way from “being