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The Oveia in Origen’s Commentary on John.
About the Theological Interpretation of a Philosophical Concept

Vito Limone
Ph.D. Candidate
Vita-Salute San Raffaele University
Italy

Abstract

The aim of this paper is to briefly examine the quotations of the term
ovoia in Origen’s Commentary on John (= Clo) and, particularly, to point out
that he translates this philosophical concept into the theological relationship
between God-Father and the Son-Wisdom. In de orat. 27,8 — which was
written in 233-234, within the redactions of the first and the second parts of the
Clo — Origen distinguishes two main meanings of the term ovcia: firstly,
according to the Platonic and Aristotelian tradition, it means the individual
existence, properly the vmootacig; secondly, according to the Stoics, it means
the common and generic substance, properly the vmouevov or mponyovuévn
ovaia. In the exegesis of John Origen resorts this conceptual and philosophical
difference in order to explain the theological relation among the Father and the
Son. The paper will concentrate on two main occurrences of ovoia in the
Commentary. The first is Clo 2,23,149: while commenting Jn 1:4 and
comparing it with 1Jn 1:5, Origen argues with the Monarchians and says that,
as the light of 1Jn 1:5 which has no relation with the darkness is different from
the light of Jn 1:4 which is in relation with the darkness, in such way God-
Father is different from the Son-Wisdom in terms of ovcio. Here, Origen
seems to suggest that the term ovocio is used in terms of vmdéoTOGLG, i.€.
individual existence, and that there are two ovciot of the Father and the Son.
The second main occurrence of the term is Clo 10,37,246: Origen criticizes the
Monarchians who point out that God-Father and the Son-Wisdom are the same
not only in terms of ovoia, but also in terms of vndoTOoIg and vrokeipevov.
Actually Origen insists on the fact that the Father and the Son are different in
terms of their individual existences, i.e. tfj Ymootdoel Or vrokeéve, but they
are the same because of their common substance, i.e. tf] ovoiq. Here, Origen
seems to use the Stoic meaning of ovoia as t© Vmopévov Or mTponyovuévn
ovoia. In conclusion, in his Clo, Origen uses the two philosophical meanings
of ovoio which he clearly summarizes in de orat. 27,8, in order to explain the
theological and divine relation among the Father and the Son.

Keywords: Origen, Obcia, 'Yrootacilg, Commentary, John.
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Introduction

As Harry A. Wolfson said®, Origen of Alexandria does not simply resort
ancient Greek philosophical concepts, but he also changes and suits them to a
theological and Christological context. In fact, his use of the term ovoia,
particularly in his Commentary on John, shows that Origen does not only deal
with theological problems according to the ideas of Greek metaphysics, but he
also mixes them as needed by the exegetical background. Most scholars
consider Origen’s use of ovoio confusing and inaccurate, e.g. Ch. Stead?.
Origen actually quotes this term, especially within his exegesis of John, in a
very technical way®. The aim of this paper is, firstly, to briefly reconstruct the
different meanings of ovcia which Origen gets from the philosophical tradition
and, secondly, to show that he matches these meanings with different
theological contexts.

Philosophical Meanings of Oveia: The Case of Orat. 27,7-8

The Commentary on John, which this paper will be focused on, was
written by Origen among 224-225 in Alexandria and 232-235 in Caesarea®. In
the meantime, he devoted to a long exegesis of the Lord’s Prayer, generally
dated 233-234° (= Orat.), in which the exegesis of the verse: «Give us this day
our daily bread (tov &ptov 1ov émtovoiov) »° reminds him of the philosophical
meanings of the term ovoia, on the one hand, and suggests him to divide these
different meanings into three main classes, on the other hand. At first, Origen
advises that the term émovoiog is mentioned neither by any ancient Greek
authors nor any philosophers, but it is invented by the evangelists, i.e. Mt 6:11

! Wolfson, H.A. 1964. The Philosophy of the Church Fathers. Harvard University Press,
London, 317.

2 Stead, Ch. 1990. Philosophie und Theologie I. Die Zeit der Alten Kirche. Kohlhammer,
Stuttgart/Berlin/Koln, 114. See also: Id. 1977. Divine Substance. Clarendon Press, Oxford, 94f.
Before him see also: Crouzel, H. 1955. Théologie de l'image de Dieu chez Origéne. Aubier,
Paris, 102-106.

® See particularly: Simonetti, M. 1971. Note sulla teologia trinitaria di Origene. VetChr 8, 273-
307 (now: Id. 1993. Sulla teologia trinitaria di Origene. In Id. Studi sulla cristologia del 11 e 111
secolo. Istitutum Patristicum Augustinianum, Roma, 109-143); Id. 2000. Art. Trinita. In
Monaci Castagno, A. Origene. Dizionario. Citta Nuova, Roma, 459-466. A very important
essay is: Markschies, Ch. 2007. Was bedeutet ovcia? Zwei Antworten bei Origenes und
Ambrosius und deren Bedeutung fiir ihre Bibelklarung und Theologie. In Id. Origenes und sein
Erbe. Gesammelte Studien, W. de Gruyter, Berlin/New York, 173-193.

* In general see: Pazzini, D. 2000. Art. Giovanni. In Monaci Castagno, A. Origene. Dizionario,
197-200. About the relationship between theological problems and historical context see: Harl,
M. 1958. Origeéne et la function révélatrice du Verbe incarné, Editions du Seuil, Paris, 121-
137, 160-189; Vogt, H.J. 1990. Beobachtungen zum Johannes-Kommentar. ThQ 169, 191-208.
% Koetschau, P. 1899. Origenes. Werke II. Buch V-VIII Gegen Celsus. Die Schrift vom Gebet
(GCS 3). Akademie Verlag, Leipzig, LXXV-LXXVII. P. Nautin dates it 234-235; see: Nautin,
P. 1977. Origeéne, sa vie et son oeuvre. Beauchesne, Paris, 385.

® Orat. 27,1: GCS 3 363,23-24.
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and Lk 11:13%. Then, he immediately supposes a linguistic explanation of the
term, i.e. émovoiog is nothing else but a periphrasis for: «o &ic v ovoiav
ovuParrduevog Gptoc», the bread which becomes the substance, and he
compares it with a similar expression, mepiovctog, which Moses refers to the
people in Ex 19:6 and is a periphrasis for: «0 mepi TV ovGiav KOTOyVOUEVOG
Aadc»?, the people that get around the substance. After this linguistic analysis
of the term, which reminds of the Late Antiquity grammarians’ method?,
Origen declares that the meaning of énovciog depends on the meaning of the
term ovoia of which it is composed®. Thus, he lists three classes of the
meanings of ovoia: the first is derived from Middle-Platonic language®, the
second from a Stoic lexicon®, finally the third is introduced by himself’.
According to the first definition of the term, i.e. the Platonic definition, ovoia
means the vootactg, the existence or subsistence, of the doodpazta, incorporeal
beings, which perpetually have to eivon, they perpetually exist’. On the
contrary, according to the second Stoic definition, the kvpiog ovoio is
identified with eight main expressions: i) the matter of the beings which exist,
ii) which are corporeal and iii) which are nominated; iv) the pristine substance
which has no qualities and v) pre-exists in each material being; vi) the subject

! Orat. 27,7: 11 8¢ kai 10 émiodoiov, §idn Kotavontéoy. TpdTOV 8¢ TODTO ioTéOV, HT1 1y AEEIC T
émiovotov mop’ovdevi v EAMveov obte 1dV coe®dv avopactal ovte &v Tf TV i01wTtdv
ovvnBeiq tétpitan, GAA’Eowke menhdcBat Vo TV edayyeMotdv: GCS 3 366,33-367,2.

2 Orat. 27,7: icopoia tij émodeiov mpoonyopia &oti Tapd Mocvel yeypouppévn, OO Oeod
gipnuévn’ dueic o¢ doeobé pot laog meprovoiog (EX 19:6). kai doxel pot xatépa AEEIC Topd TV
ovoiav memotfjobat, 1 HEV oV €ig TNV ovoiav cupPBaAAOLEVOV dpTov dNAODGO, 1| 6 TOV TTEPL TV
ovoiov Katayvopevov Aadv Kol kowvmvodvta atii onpaivovca: GCS 3 367,7-12.

¥ With respect to Origen’s dependence on Late Antiquity’s rhetoric, see: Neuschifer, B. 1987.
Origenes als Philologe. 1, Reinhardt, Basel, 140-155. About his dependence on Middle-
Platonic commentaries, see also: Hadot, |. 1987. Les introductions aux commentaires
exégétiques chez les auteurs néoplatoniciens et les auteurs chrétiens. In Tardieu, M. (ed.). Les
régles de l'interprétation, Cerf, Paris, 99-122; Heine, R.E. 1995. The Introduction to Origen’s
Commentary on John compared with the Introductions to the ancient philosophical
commentaries to Aristotle. In Dorival, G. and Le Boulluec, A. (eds.). Origeniana sexta. Actes
du Colloquium Origenianum Sextum, Chantilly, 30 aoiit-3 sept. 1993, Peeters, Leuven, 3-12.

* For the general question see: Pétré, H. 1951. Les lecons du ‘Panem nostrum cottidianum’.
RSR 38, 63-79. For Origen’s interpretation of the Lord’s Prayer, see: Gessel, W. 1975. Die
Theologie des Gebetes nach ‘De Oratione’ von Origenes, Paderborn, Wien; Von Stritzky,
M.B. 1989. Studien zur Uberlieferung und Interpretation des Vaterunsers in der
frithchristlichen Literatur, MBTh 47, 70-180; Dahle, A. 1918. Origen on ‘Our daily bread’, ET
16, 13-24.

® Origen may have referred to a Middle-Platonic handbook which is generally allocated to
Alcinous; see, in particular, Whittaker, J. 1974. Parisinus Graecus 1962 and the writings of
Albinus. Phoenix 28, 320-354, 450-456.

® The Stoic lexicon which Origen certainly made use of was the zepi orwikijc dvoudtwv
xprioecc by Herophilous, who is explicitly mentioned by Origen himself twice in the Prologue
of his Commentary on the Psalms. See: PG 12,1053a-c. About the presence of Herophilous in
Origen, see: Cadiou, R. 1932. Dictionnaires antiques dans 1’oeuvre d’Origéne. REG 45, 271-
285.

’ See Markschies, Ch. 2007. Was bedeutet ovoia? 184-185.

8 Orat. 27,8: 1 pévtor kuping ovoia TOIG HEV TPONYOLHEVIV THYV TAV ACOUATOV VTOGTAGIY
glval PAGKOVGL VEVOLIGTAL KT T Godpota, O sivar Pefaing &xovia koi obte mposdRkny
yopodvta odte dpaipestv mioyovta: GCS 3 367,14-16.
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of every change vii) which does not change; viii) the &rowov, i.e. the non-
qualitative matter, which has capability of every quality (moioc)*. The third and
last definition of ovcia is suggested to Origen himself by his own exegesis of
the ‘daily bread’, which is allegory of Christ incarnated: the obcia results in the
participation of the corporeal reality at the incorporeal divinity of the Son?,
because of his kénosis (Phil 2,6-7).

To sum up, in Orat. 27,7-8 in order to explain the term £movoiog Origen
lists three main philosophical meanings of the term ovcia: 1) a Platonic or
Middle-Platonic definition on the basis of which it means the incorporeal
existence of an intelligible reality, i.e. the vndot001G Of the dodpoata; 2) a Stoic
definition on the basis of which it means the corporeal reality, particularly the
non-qualitative matter (o &mowov) which can be of every quality (mowdtnc); 3)
an Origenian definition which defines the ovcia as mediation of corporeal
creation and incorporeal divinity grounded on the incarnation of Jesus Christ,
the ‘daily bread’ (Mt 6:11; Lk 11:13). This triple definition of obdoia is the
philosophical pattern according to which Origen intends the term in his
Commentary on John (= Clo)®.

Theological Uses of Oveia in the Commentary on John

In Orat. 27,7-8 Origen quotes three main definitions of ovoia. In his
interpretation of John he uses these three definitions as needed by the
exegetical contexts. Although different contexts are usually combined in Clo,
they may be divided into three main kinds: a. Trinitarian; b. Christo-logical; c.
antignostic. Origen results to use the three different meanings of ovcia in
accordance to these three different exegetical contexts.

! Orat 27,8: oboia €otiv 1 TpdTN TOV SvTOV U?ﬂ’], kai &€ g T dvTa, fi TV copdtev DA, kai
8€ g T0 cmpaT, i TdV ovouaCouevmv kai €€ fi¢ té dvopolopsva, fi TO TPOTOV VTOCTACTY
dmoov §| 1O TPOVLEIGTAEVOY TOIC 0VGIV 1| TO mhcug deyduevov tag petoPordc te Kai
aAloldoelg, antd 8¢ availointov kot TOV idov Adyov, | 10 vropévov doav dAloinoty Kol
petafoinv. Kotd Tout O6¢ 1 ovoia £0Tiv (molog 1€ Kol AoynuUdTiorog Katd TOv idov Adyov
AL 000¢ péyeBog dmotetaypévov Eyovoa, maon O¢ Eykertan modtnTl KaBdamep ETOWOV TL
ywpiov. mowdmTog 88 SroTaKTikde AEYouot Tag &vEpYElag Kol TOG TOMGELS KOvdG, &v aig ivol
Tag KIVGELS Kod oxEoelg cupPEPNKey” 008€ Tvog Yop ToVTOV Kot TOV 1810V AGYOV PETEXEWV
paci TV ovciav, del 3¢ Tvog TV dydpiotov eivar Tadet Tvde, 0VSEV TTTOV Kai SmISEKTNV
Too®V TV ToD TODVTOG EvepyeldV, OG Gv ékelvo motl] kol peTaPAAAn O yop cuvav avTi
TOVOg Kol 01OV KEYOPNKOG TAGNG T TOOTNTOC Kal TV TEPL oOTIV 0iTI0g GV 0lKOVOU®Y'
SUBhoV TE petaPAnTiv Kol SUSAmvV Stupetiiv Aéyovotv eivor, koi mdcav ovoiav mhom
ovyyeiobot dvvachat, Mvouévny pévror: GCS 3 368,1-19.

? See Orat. 27,9: GCS 3 368,20-369,22. About this see: Balas, D.L. 1975. The idea of
participation in the structure of Origen’s thought. Christian transposition of a theme of the
Platonic tradition. In Crouzel, H., Lomiento, G. and Rius-Camps, J. Origeniana. Premier
colloque international des études origéniennes, Istituto di Letteratura Cristiana Antica
dell’Universita di Bari, Bari, 257-275.

% The critical edition followed is: Blanc, C. (ed.). 1966-1992. Origéne. Commentaire sur saint
Jean, 5 voll., Cerf, Paris (SCh 120, 157, 222, 290, 385).
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The Trinitarian Contexts: The Two Odoiaz of the Father and the Son

I. The first main context where Origen uses the term ovoia with respect to
the Trinitarian issue is Clo 1,24,151-152*. Here, he comments on Ps 44,2 («My
heart has uttered a good word») and he criticizes the Monarchians who believe
that as the mind is not different from the heart so the Son is not different from
the Father, i.e. the Son has neither a proper ovcio nor a vmoctacig. Origen
objects that if the Son had not a proper ovcia, he could not be distinguished
from the Father, which is impossible. According to Origen, the divine Son has
a proper ovoia, different from the Father’s ovoia. Moreover, in this context the
term ovoia clearly refers to the Platonic meaning®.

ii. The second passage is Clo 2,2,16 where Origen criticizes not only the
Monarchians, who argue that the Son has not a proper identity, i516tc, and
differs from the Father only in the name, t® dvopart, but also the Adoptionists,
who believe that the Son is different from the Father and has a proper identity,
{d16tne, and existence, ovoia, but does not participate in his divinity, 6e6tnc’.
Origen’s refutation is the following: God-Father is the avt60eog or 6 Oeog, but
the Son-Logos perpetually participates in his divinty, he is simply 0g6¢*.

iii. The third context where the Alexandrian assigns a Platonic meaning to
ovoia, is Clo 2,10,74. Here Origen mentions some who believe that the Holy
Spirit has not a proper ovoia, different from the ovcion of the Father and the
Son>. Thus, he replies that if the Holy Spirit had not a proper ovcia, he would

! Clo 1,24,151-152: o0idpevot mpopopdy Totpikiv ofovel &v cLAAABOIG Kelévny lvat Tov vidv
0D 0e0?d, kol katd To¥To vrdoTAcY AOTA, €l AKPPDS avTdV TVVOAVOinEeda, 0V d136UCY 0VOE
ovoiov avtod capnvifovowy, oVOEm® QAUEV TOAVOE, GAN’OTMG mOTE OovGiov. AdYOV yop
amayyeAAOpEVOY IOV glvan voficon kai @ TLYOVTL £6TIV Gurxavov. Koi Adyov TolodTov
KB’ adtov {DvTo Kol FTol 00 KEYMPIGUEVOV TOD TOTPOG Kol KOTO TOUTO T@ || DOESTAVOL 0VOE
VIOV TUYYGVOVTa 1] Kol KEYMPIoHEVOV KOl 0VGImPEVOY drayyeldéTmoay Huiv Bgov Adyov: SCh
120,136-137. About the concept of vmootacig in Origen, see: Hammerstaedt, J. 1991. Der
trinitarische Gebrauch des Hypostasisbegriffs bei Origenes. JAC 34, 12-20; Drecoll, V.H.
2003. Der Begriff Hypostasis bei Origenes. Bemerkungen zum Johanneskommentar 11,10. In
Perrone, L. (ed.). Origeniana octava. Papers of the 8" International Origen Congress, Pisa,
27-31 aug. 2001, I, Peeters, Leuven, 479-487.

2 About Origen’s polemic against the Monarchians, see: Del Cogliano, M. 2012. The
interpretation of John 10:30 in the third century: antimonarchian polemics and the rise of
grammatical reading techniques. JThl 6/1, 117-138, particularly 133-137. As M. Del Cogliano
suggests, Origen may have known the antimonarchian exegesis of John during his stay at
Rome, perhaps between the years 214 and 217 (see: Eus., h.e. 6,14,10; Nautin, P. 1977.
Origeéne, sa vie et son oeuvre, 365, 418). About this, see also: Trigg, J.W. 1983. Origen: the
Bible and philosophy in the third-century Church, Knox, Atlanta, 76-80.

¥ Clo 2,2,16: fjtot Gpvovpévoug 816TnTa viod ETépav Tapd TV Tod TaTPdg dporoyodviag Hedv
glvar TOV Péxpt OVOIATOC o dTOIC DIOV TPOGAYOPEVOUEVOVY, Ti GpVOVEVOVE THV BdTNTO TOD
010D T8évtag 8¢ avToD TV id1OTNTA Kl TV 0VGIaY KOTO TEPLYPAPT|V TVYXAVOLCAY ETEPAV TOD
natpdc, éviedbev Aesban ddvatar: SCh 120,216-217. See also: CCels 5,39: SCh 147,118; Dial.
1,32: SCh 67,54; Clo 6,39,202: SCh 157,280.

* See Clo 2,2,17: SCh 120,218-219.

> Clo 2,10,74: doypatiCov unde odoiov vt idlav deeotavar Tod dyiov Tvedpatoc £tépav mopd
TOV mOTEPO. Koi TOV VIOV GALY Téyo TPooTIOEHEVOC ndALOY, Edv ETepov vopiln slvar TOV VIOV
TP TOV TATEPA, TG TO ADTO AOTO TLYXAVEWY T® TTaTPi, OLOAOVUEVMG SlotpEcemg SNAOVUEVNC
oD ayiov mvedpotog mapd TOV VIOV &v T® <Mt 12,32>: SCh 120,254-255. The Platonic
meaning of ovcia is used by Origen also in terms of odoia t0d Xpiotod, or odoia 10 Oeod; See:
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be the same as the Father, because of what is said by Mt 12:32 («anyone who
speaks a word against the Son of Man will be forgiven, but anyone who speaks
against the Holy Spirit will not be forgiven»), which seems to express a
difference between the Spirit and the Son™.

iv. Another main Trinitarian context of Origen’s use of ovcia is Clo
2,23,149, where he implicitly refers to Monarchians’ exegesis of Jn 1:4 (0 pév
T1g oietan ...): While the Monarchians argue that if the Son is the same light as
the Father on the basis of 1Jn 1:5, then the Son’s ovcia is the same as the
Father’s ovoia, Origen says that the light which the Son is differs from the
light which the Father is’.

v. The fifth text is Origen’s exegesis of Jn 1:26-27, where he explains that
the Son-Logos came to existence, voeomnkdTog 0VG100MG, from a pristine
subject, which is defined to vmokeipevov, and is identical to the Wisdom?®.
Here, a technical distinction comes up: the Son has an ovocia, i.e. an
incorporeal existence different from the Father’s; the common nature of the
Father and the Son is generically called vroxeipevov; the Son is the Wisdom.

vi. The last main context of a Trinitarian use of the term is Clo 10,37,246,
in the exegesis of Jo 2,18-19, where Origen criticizes again the Monarchians:
in fact, on the basis of 1Cor 15:15 («we testified about God that he raised
Christ, whom he did not raise if it is true that the dead are not raised») and Jn
2:19 («Destroy this temple, and I will arise it again in three days»), they argue
that the Father is the same as the Son, not only in terms of the ovoia, but also
of the vmokeipevov and of the vndctacig, and their difference is just nominal,
katd Tvag émvoiag. Origen replies that the difference between the Father and
the Son is necessary”.

On the basis of the previous texts it is clear that: firstly, in the Trinitarian
contexts of his exegesis of John, Origen intends ovcio not only in terms of

Clo 6,14,85: SCh 157,190-191; Clo 6,30,154: SCh 157,246-247; Clo 13,21,123-124: SCh
222,96-97.

! Crouzel suggests that the Monarchian whom Origen criticizes may be a scholar of Noetus;
see: Crouzel, H. 1955. Théologie de l’image de Dieu chez Origene. 102.

2 Clo 2,23,149-150: SCh 120,304-307.

* See Clo 6,38,188: SCh 157,268-269.

* See Clo 10,37,246: pf Swapépey 1 apdpd tOV vidv Tod ToTpdg, GAL'EV 00 povov ovoig
GALO Kol DTOKEWEV®D TOYYAVOVTOS GUMOTEPOVS, KOTA Tvag &mvoiog dpoOpovg o KoTd
VocTacty AéyecBot matépa kol LIOVT AEKTEOV TPOG OOTOVG TPAOTOV WEV TO TPOTYOVUEVADS
KOTOGKEVUOTIKY PTé ToD ETEPOV £lvon TOV VIOV TaPE TOV TATEPQ, KOl &TL AVAyKT TOV IOV
TaTpdg £ivor vidv, kai oV matépa viod matépa: SCh 157,528-531. Some scholars argue that
both Clo 10,37,246, which we have in the original Greek text, and a fragment from Origen’s
Commentary on Hebrews (PG 14,1308), which we have only in Latin translation, point out that
for Origen, the oboio means the common subject of the Father and the Son. See, e.g., Wolfson,
H.A. 1964. The Philosophy of the Church Fathers. 318. As Simonetti suggests (see: Simonetti,
M. 1971. Note sulla teologia trinitaria di Origene. 274), it is difficult to accept this
interpretation. Particularly about this text see: Orbe, A. 1958. Hacia la primera teologia de la
procesion del Verbo, Pontificia Universita Gregoriana, Roma, 436-437; Id. (1991). Origenes y
los monarquianos. Gregorianum 72, 39-72. See also: Rius-Camps, J. (1973). Origenes y su
reflexion sobre la Trinidad. In Silanes, N. (ed.), La Trinidad en la tradicion prenicena: Cristo
revelador del Padre y emisor del Espiritu en las primeras generaciones cristianas, Secretariato
Trinitario, Salamanca, 189-213.
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Platonic lexicon, i.e. the incorporeal existence of the divinity*, but also as equal
to vmdotaoig; secondly, he never intends the odoia as @ common subject of the
Father and the Son from which the Son comes to existence, because the idea of
the so called ék tijg odoiag generation of the divine Son reminds him of the
animal generation®.

The Christological Contexts: the Mediator Ovoia

I. As far as the main Christological contexts where Origen uses the term
ovoia are concerned, the first one is Clo 1,19,115, where he says that the Son-
Wisdom is the intelligible universe of the tomot, the ideal entities according to
which he gives to the matter the structure, the n\dotc, the essences, the &idn,
finally the ovoiot too>. On the basis of this text, the ovdoio results in the
incorporeal property in which each being participates because of the mediator
nature of the Son-Wisdom and of the creation”.

ii. Another Christological use of the term ovoia occurs in Clo 1,28,200.
After distinguishing between the predicates which refer to Christ xa6’a0t0 and
npoOc Nuac, Origen assumes that some believe that different predicates of Christ
correspond to different natures of Christ, but he declares that different
predicates of Christ are just different érxivoion, titles or denominations of his
indivisible nature®. Here, he certainly criticizes the Gnostics, who introduce a
double nature of Christ, pneumatic and psychic®.

! About the general question see: Schadel, E. 1987. Zum Trinitétskonzept des Origenes. In
Lies, L. (ed.). Origeniana quarta. Die Referate des 4. Internationalen Origeneskongresses
(Innsbruck, 2-6 Sept. 1985), Tyrolia, Innsbruck/Wien, 203-214. See also: Bruns, Ch. 2013.
Trinitdt und Kosmos. Zur Gotteslehre des Origenes. Aschendorff, Miinster, particularly 42-44.

2 See in particular: Crouzel, H. 1955. Théologie de I'image de Dieu chez Origéne. 104. See
also: Hanson, R.P.C. 1987. Did Origen teach that the Son is ek tés ousias of the Father? In
Lies, L. (ed.). Origeniana quarta. 201-202. About Origen’s refutation of the idea of the animal
generation with respect to the generation of the Son-Wisdom see: Clo 19,20,157: SCh 290,142-
145.

¥ Clo 1,19,115: xai Aektéov 611 kticag, v obtac einw, Enyuyov coiav 6 Bedc, avTii énétpeyey
amd TdV &v avTi TOTOV TOiC ovot Kal T VAN <mapacysiv ko> THv mAdGcty Kol Td €181, &y0 88
gplotut &l xai tag odoiag: SCh 120,122-123.

* About this point, see: Sfameni Gasparro, G. 1979. Doppia creazione e peccato di Adamo nel
‘Peri Archon’ di Origene. Fondamenti biblici e presupposti platonici dell’esegesi origeniana. In
Bianchi, U. La ‘doppia creazione’ dell’'uomo negli Alessandrini, nei Cappadoci e nella gnosi,
Edizioni dell’Ateneo, Roma, 43-82; Hengstermann, C. 2011. The Neoplatonism of Origen in
the first two books of his ‘Commentary on John’. In Kaczmarek, S. and Pietras, H. (eds.).
Origeniana decima. Origen as writer. Papers of the 10" International Origen Congress.
University School of Philosophy and Education ‘Ignatianum’, Krakow, 31 aug.-4 sept. 2009,
Peeters, Leuven, 75-87.

® Clo 1,28,200: pundeic 8¢ mPooKomMTéE® SKPWVOVIOV NUdY TOC &v Td ocoTipt émvoiag,
010pevog Kol T ovsig Towtdv Nudc Totelv: SCh 120,158-159.

® See: Simonetti, M. 1966. Eracleone e Origene. VetChr 3, 111-141; Id. 1967. Eracleone e
Origene (continuazione e fine). VetChr 4, 23-64; 1d. 1992. Eracleone, gli psichici e il ‘Trattato
tripartito’. RSLR 28, 31. About the controversy between Origen and the Gnostics see: Lettieri,
G. 2005. Il ‘nous’ mistico. Il superamento origeniano dello gnosticismo nel ‘Commento a
Giovanni’. In Prinzivalli, E. (ed.), Il Commento a Giovanni di Origene: il testo e i suoi
contesti, Pazzini, Verucchio, 223ff. See also: Rius-Camps, J. 1968. Comunicabilidad de la
naturaleza de Dios segtin Origenes. OCP 34, 5-37.
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iii. The third main text where Origen assigns a clearly Christological
meaning to ovoia, is Clo 6,6,38: here, he distinguishes between the truth in-
itself, avtoarnbeia, that is the Son-Wisdom, on the one hand, and the
individual truths, aAnOeiot, that participate in the truthfulness of the truth in-
itself. Origen uses the adjective ovo1ddng in order to define the truth in-itself,
in which the individual truths participate because of the incarnation of Christ,
i.e. the incarnation of the truth in-itself in the individual truths®.

iv. Another very relevant text of Origen’s exegesis of John where ovoia
explicitly refers to the mediator nature of Christ between the creation and the
God-Father, is Clo 19,6,37. Here, Origen says that the human intellect can
access God’s substance, ovoia, only through his truth, aéinbeia (Jn 14:6), or
that the human intellect can access God’s nature, gvoig, and power, dVvvouig,
only through his substance, ovcio. Thus, at first Origen assigns to ovoia a
Platonic meaning, i.e. it means the incorporeal existence of the God-Father;
then, he assigns a Christological meaning to the term, i.e. it means Christ who
mediates between the creation and the Father, particularly his nature and
power.

These are only the most representative texts of Origen’s Christological use
of the term ovoio in his Clo. If Christ, as the divine Son-Wisdom, is the
mediator between God-Father and the creation — and this mediation is
grounded on his creation of the sensible world and of his kénosis —, then his
ovoia is nothing else but the mediation between divinity and extra-divinity,
exactly as the ‘daily bread’ in Orat. 27,8. Therefore, in Christological contexts
Origen seems to use not only a Platonic meaning of obcia — it is properly
Christ’s divine and incorporeal existence —, but also the same meaning he used
in his exegesis of the ‘daily bread’ (Orat. 27,7-8)%

The Antignostic Contexts: Odoia as @voig

i. Particularly in the second part of his Clo — that part which was written in
Caesarea, between the years 232 and 235 — Origen frequently assigns an
explicit Stoic meaning to the term. As he explains in Orat. 27,7, according to
the Stoic lexicon, the ovcia is the non-qualitative (émolov) subject which can
be of every quality (mowdtng). The first text where this specific meaning of the
term occurs, is Clo 13,25,152, where Origen says that the Son’s ovoia is higher
that the intelligible creation’s oboia®: this concept implies that the Son and the
creation participate in the same divinity, which is expressed by the term ovoia,
but4the Son perpetually participates in the Father, and the intelligible beings do
not".

! Clo 6,6,38: SCh 157,158-159. See also: Clo 6,6,40: SCh 157,158-159.

% For a general presentation of the point see: Fernandez, S. 2011. Verso la teologia trinitaria di
Origene. Metafora e linguaggio teologico. In Kaczmarek, S. and Pietras, H. (eds.). Origeniana
decima, 457-473.

¥ Clo 13,25,152: SCh 222,114-115.

* See: Harl, M. 1966. Recherches sur I'origénisme d’Origéne: la satiété (x6poc) de la
contemplation comme motif de la chute des ames, StPatr 8, 374-405; Ead. 1987. La
preéxistence des ames dans I’oeuvre d’Origéne. In Lies, L. (ed.). Origeniana quarta, 238-258.
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ii. The second text where the term ovcia occurs in a Stoic language is Clo
13,61,429-430. Here, Origen criticizes the Gnostics who deny the immortality
of psychic souls. He replies that as the vAwov, i.e. the non-qualitative subject
(to amoiwov), can participate in different qualities at different times, even in
opposite qualities, i.e. molottelc, so the soul itself can participate in different
qualities, i.e. the mortality and the immortality, at different times’. The Stoic
logic of the relationship between the subject, i.e. the vmokeipevov or the Hiwkov
or the émotov, on the one hand, and the qualities, i.e. the moidtnteg, on the other
hand, is the pattern according to which Origen intends the relationship between
the soul and its predicates, i.e. mortality and immortality.

iii. Another very significant text where Origen intends ovcia in terms of
the Stoic logic, is Clo 20,23,197ff, particularly in his exegesis of Jn 8:44
(«You belong to your father, the devil, and you want to carry out your father’s
desires») against Heracleon, who argues that the hylic beings belong to the
Demiurge and are damned, and the pneumatic beings belong to God and are
saved. According to Origen, there is no difference between the hylic and the
pneumatic beings, they participate in the same subject, i.e. the same ovcia, but
some live in accordance to the good and some do not. As in Stoic logic the
ovoia denotes the non-qualitative subject which can be every quality, so in
Origen’s exegesis of Jn 8:44 it means the common nature, ¢votg, in which all
the beings participate, i.e. those that the Gnostics define as ‘hylic’ and
‘pneumatic’ beings.

On the basis of these texts it may be argued that, firstly, Origen uses the
Stoic concept of ovoia in order to criticize the Gnostics, particularly regarding
the so called ‘difference of natures’, and that, secondly, all the occurrences of
the Stoic interpretations of this term in Clo are in the books which Origen
wrote at Caesarea, after the year 232 — it is not impossible that the Origenian
polemic against the Gnostics increased when he was no longer in Alexandria,
where the Gnostic school of Valentinus was born.

Conclusion

According to Ch. Markschies’ interpretation®, Origen does not use the term
ovoia in a confused and inaccurate way, but he rather gives it specific
meanings. Particularly in Orat. 27,7-8, he lists three main philosophical
meanings of ovcia, i.e. Platonic, Stoic and a ‘third way’, as defined by Ch.

! Clo 13,61,429-430: SCh 222,266-269. About the presence of the Stoic logic in Origen’s
thought, see: Chadwick, H. (1947). Origen, Celsus, and the Stoa. JThS 48, 34-49; Roberts, L.
1970. Origen and Stoic logic. Transactions and Proceedings of the American Philological
Association 101, 433-444; Rist, J. 1981. The importance of Stoic logic in the ‘Contra Celsum’.
In Blumenthal, H.J. and Markus, R.A. (eds.). Neoplatonism and Early Christian Thought.
Essays in honour of A.H. Armstrong, Variorum, London, 64-78; Heine, R. 1993. Stoic logic as
handmaid to Exegesis and Theology in Origen’s ‘Commentary on the Gospel of John’. JThS
44, 90-117; Somos, R. 2013. Is the handmaid Stoic or Middle Platonic? Some comments on
Origen’s use of logic. StPatr 56, 29-40.

2 Markschies, Ch. 2007. Was bedeutet ovoia? 184-187.
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Markschies, which is grounded on the divine Son’s mediation. Then, every
time the term ovoia occurs in Origen’s Clo, it denotes one of these meanings.
However, the attribution of one of these meanings to ovcia results to depend
on the exegetical contexts, so the Platonic meaning mainly occurs in Trinitarian
contexts’, the Stoic meaning in antignostic contexts and the third meaning —
which Origen himself introduces in his exegesis of the Lord’s Prayer — mainly
occurs in Christological contexts.

! About Origenian Trinitarian theology’s dependence on Platonic tradition, see: Dillon, J. 1982.
Origen’s doctrine of the Trinity and some later Neoplatonic theories. In O’Meara, D.J. (ed.).
Neoplatonism and Christian Thought, State University Press, New York, 19-23.
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