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Hincymok

Y mift cTatTi Hpo 6e3TiNecHicTs Boxy B TBOpi IIpo Hauaaa Opirena (momep
mpu6.. 254), npocpecop Konkopackkoro YHisepcurery B Monpeasi, P. Mopo3ok,
BACKYTYE CTapaHHA oJleKcaBApilichkoro GorocjioBa CHHTe3yBaTH 6ibJiitHe Ta
dinocodcrke MucneHRA B Horo aHauisi gyxosHoro ectpa Bora. 1li crapanes Ba
IOyMKY aBTOpa He NIVIKOM BJIal0ThCA, 30KpeMa KOJId ileThes npo capoby Opirena
THIXOWTH 10 MATaHHA BoJXoro ecTsa BuoBHi anodaTH4HO, NeHTO, MiIKPec TI0I0TH
HeCIIPOMOJKHICTS JiionunH nissata Bora B Moro cymectsi (i ne Be TuthRE gepe3
JIOACBKI O6GMeXeHHsA, ajle TaKoX 4dYepes caMy npupoay bBoikecrBeHHOro
cymectsa). Opiren mocriifHo BXKHBae anodpaTH4HiI KaTeropii KoJiH gYepmae 3
bibaii—aprymMeHTye 3 Bipn, ajle nepeXoauTsh A0 KaTahaTHIHOrO MUACJICHAS KOJIH
HaBOAHTH aprymeHTH 3 (inocodii. Orxke, Bor 3 ogHOl CTOPOHH € 30BCiM
HesbarHeHHuH, Ge3MipHmit, GesTilecHnH, i T. ., ajle PiBHOYACHO, 3a CJIOBaMH
Opirena, Bin € «npocTa Mac/eHHa npEpofa». OgeBHIHO, 06U/Ba TBEPIIKEHHS €
ciynmi. Ofnak, BecpoMoXXHICTh OpireHa BIOBHI CHHTE3YBaTH iX 3BepTac yBary
Ha CKJIAAHICTh IIbOTO MHTAHHS, AK TaKOXK Ha OCHOBHIIIy Ipo6JieMy BiTHOMICHAS
dinocodii 10 6orocs1oBii.
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* Paper presented at Colloquium Origenianum Sextum: Origéne et la Bible,
Chantilly, France, August 30—September 3, 1993.



988 Logos: A Journal of Eastern Christian Studies

If the primary concern of apophaticism is the description of God by means
of an epistemological process that determines what God is not, then Origen
begins Peri Archon' [PA] in what might be considered classic apophatic
fashion. He not only dedicates the entire first chapter of Book I to the defence
and explanation of an apophatic term, asomaton, but he also gives coinage to
a term that was relatively new in apophatic theological vocabulary.?

This study focuses on two points: (1) Origen’s understanding of the term
asomaton; and, more importantly, (2) his illustration both from reason and
from faith of its meaning in Book I, Chapter 1, sections 1-9 of Peri Archon.

Preliminary Observations

In the Preface Origen suggests that the notion of the incorporeity of God
expressed in the term asomaton is little known. He writes: “the term asomaton
is unknown not only to the majority of Christians but also to the Scriptures,”
but “we shall inquire whether the actual thing which Greek philosophers call
asomaton or incorporeal is found in the holy scriptures under another name.”

The term is found in Philo’s De Confusione Linguarum where he uses it
of light, which he identifies with God.* In the sense of incorporeity asomaton
is also found in Tatian® and Clement of Alexandria.® '

' P4,1.1.8. The English translation used throughout is the G.W. Butterworth 1973
reprint of the original On the First Principles (Harper & Row, 1966). The critical editions noted
are: P. Koetschau, Origenes: Werke Funfter Band. De Principiis (Peri archon) GCS 22
(Leipzig, 1913); H. Crouzel & Simonetti, Peri archon: Traites des Principes, I: 76-110; H.
Gorgemanns & H. Karpp, Origenis De Principiis, Libri IV, (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche
Buchgesellschaft, 1976), 82-122. )

? Interestingly enough, the term was not used prior to Origen and never gained any
extensive acceptance after Origen. The question of incorporeity emerges with the Hellenic
Christians who often understood biblical ideas and language in terms of Greek philosophy. The
Hellenic and philosophical worldview perceived reality as intelligible/noetic, and
sensible/material, whereas, the biblical worldview, which prevailed particularly after Nicaea,
conceived reality in terms of the visible/invisible and creator /creature model.

*PA,11.8and 9.

* “[...] That garden (Eden) was not a garden of the plants of the soil, but of the
heavenly virtues, which out of His own incorporeal light, the Planter brought to their rising [...]”
(De Conf Ling., 61). In Deus Immut., 58f Philo notes: “{...] whereas God saw before creation,
being Himself His own light [...].” See also Counzelmann under “phos” in Theological
Dictionary of the New Testament, vol. 9, ed. Gerhard Friedrich, trans. G.W. Bromiley (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans).

5 PG VI, 861a (“Oratio ad Graecos,” 25).

® PG IX, 165b, 176a, 749d (“Stromatcis” and “Fragments”).
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The reason that the term was little known and little used by Christians and
is, furthermore, foreign to the Scriptures is that the Scriptures were guided by
different principles in their conceptualizations about God. The most
widespread principle was that of unlikeness, and in consequence different
images were used for the same meaning.” Origen notes this point a number of
times when he uses the Scriptures in the defence and explanation of the
apophatic term asomaton. ‘

Origen himself uses asomaton in several other places of Peri Archon and
indicates the meaning he attaches to the term. The first instance is in reference
to I Cor. 4: 18° when he says: “For 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.”™ Another
instance occurs when he notes that more attention should be paid to the
meaning of words or names, rather than to the word or name itself. He writes:

For example, we may inquire whether there exists any substance in
which we can discern neither color nor shape nor possiblity of touch
nor size, a substance perceptible to the mind alone, which anyone can
call whatever he pleases. The Greeks speak of this substance as
asomaton, or incorporeal; but the divine scriptures call it “invisible;”
for the apostle declares that God is invisible, when he says that Christ
is the image of the invisible God.!°

In these and other less explicit passages,'' Origen uses the term asomaton
to refer not only to things that are invisible but which may be corporeal, but

7 The Scriptures prefer “aoratos” (equated with “pneumatikos”). See G.W.H.
Lampe, A Patristic Greek Dictionary (Oxford: Clarendon Press), 254a.

* «[...] because we look not to the things that are seen but to the things that are
unseen; for the things that are seen are transient, but the things that are unseen are eternal.”

(RSV).

’PA,1L3.6.

P4, IV3.15.

! “But the Saviour, being the light of the world, illuminates not bodies, but by His
incorporeal power the incorporeal intellect, to the end that each of us, enlightened as by the sun,
may be able to discern the rest of the things of the mind.” Commentary on John, 124, trans.

A. Menzies, ANF 10 (297-408), 311; E. Preuschen, GCS 10 (1903): 1-574. For other passages
regarding light in the same commentary see Books I, I, XTII.



