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Origen’s Technical Meaning of VmdéoTa0LS

Origen, far from being a precursor of “Arianism,” as he was depicted during the
Origenist controversy and is often still misrepresented today, was the main inspirer
of the Nicene-Cappadocian line.! The Trinitarian formulation of this line, which was
represented above all by Gregory of Nyssa, is that God is one and the same nature
or essence (Wia ovota) in three individual substances (tToelg VmmootdoeLs), and
that the Son is 6poototog to the Father. Indeed, the three members of the Trinity
share in the same ovoto.” This formulation was followed by Basil in his last phase;
Didymus, Gregory of Nazianzus from 362 onwards; Evagrius; and numerous later
authors.? Origen himself had already maintained both things: that the Father, the
Son, and the Spirit have the same ovoia but are three different bmootdoelg, and

“Drafts of this essay were presented in November 2009 in Milan and February 2010 in Rome and
at the 2012 ISNS Congress; I thank those who attended my lectures, the two anonymous readers of
HTR for their perceptive reading and helpful suggestions, and all colleagues who discussed my study
with me. Special thanks to the HTR copy editor for her careful work.

' T have argued this in “Origen’s Anti-Subordinationism and its Heritage in the Nicene and
Cappadocian Line,” VC 65 (2011) 21-49.

2 When Origen says that the Son differs from the Father in ovoia and Voxeipevov (Or. 15.1),
he is speaking of the Son’s humanity. [The Greek throughout this article is rendered in Times font.]

3 This formula was a response to the question, “Is God one or more than one?” recently investigated by
James Ernest, “Patristic Exegesis and the Arithmetic of the Divine,” in God in Early Christian Thought:
Essays in Memory of Lloyd G. Patterson (eds. Andrew B. McGowan, Brian E. Daley, and Timothy
J. Gaden; Leiden: Brill, 2009) 123-50.
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Gregory of Nyssa closely followed him.* As I set out to argue, Origen’s thought
represented a novel and fundamental theorization with respect to the communality
of ovoia and the individuality of VooTtdoels, conceived as individual substances,
in the Trinity. He influenced not only subsequent Trinitarian theology, but perhaps
even “pagan” Neoplatonism. (Likewise, on the christological side, Annewies van
den Hoek® has insightfully demonstrated the importance of Origen in asking—and
endeavoring to answer—the question of the unification of humanity and divinity
in Christ, and Origen’s influence on later formulations.)

Of course, Origen did not use V7tO0TAOLS Only in a technical Trinitarian meaning;

for instance, he also used it in the sense of “foundation”;® of material or incorporeal

99,8 ¢ 9.9

“substance”;’ of “existence”;® “constitution,” or “coming into existence”;’ and of

99, ¢

“reality” as opposed to “appearance’; “conceptuality” or “insubstantiality.”'* Comm.

* For Gregory of Nyssa’s conception see, e.g., Lucian Turcescu, Gregory of Nyssa and the Concept of
Divine Persons (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005); Johannes Zachhuber, “Once again: Gregory of
Nyssa on Universals,” JTS 56 (2005) 75-98; Christopher Stead, “Individual Personality in Origen and the
Cappadocian Fathers,” in idem, Substance and Illusion in the Christian Fathers (London: Variorum
Reprints, 1985) 170-91; idem, Divine Substance (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1977).

3 “Origen’s Role in Formulating Later Christological Language,” in Origeniana Septima (ed. Wolfgang
A. Beienert and Uwe Kiihneweg; Leuven: Peeters, 1999) 39-50. A book on this problem is forthcoming
by Christopher Beeley, in which a chapter is devoted to Origen’s christological doctrine. I am grateful to
the author for having me read it in advance for comments.

°E.g.,Comm.Jo.2.24.156: True life (11)v aAn0dg Cwnv) becomes the foundation of knowledge
(PpWTOG YVOOEMG VTOOTAOLS YIVETAL).

7 Dial. 16: What is in the image of God is immaterial and “better than every corporeal substance”
(roeittov mhong ocopatinfis Vootdoewe); Cels. 6.71: The incorporeal substance (GohUOTOV
ovotav) of the human soul, or of angels (v dyyélwv . . . VWOGTAOLY), is imperishable and
impossible to consume and annihilate. Likewise in Or. 27.8 “essence proper” (1] xvoiwg ovoia)
refers to “the substance of incorporeal realities” (v dowudtmv VdoTAOLV), Which “possess the
being stably” (t0. dodpota TO eivon Befaiwg Exovra); Philoc. 1.28: God’s gifts are immensely
better than “mortal substance or existence” (tfjg Ovntilg Umootdoewg). [All translations and italics
in this essay are mine.]

8 Cels.6.73: A sense-perceptible body does not explain “the modality of its existence” (TOV TQOTOV
T Vootdoews 0vTo). But we perceive the splendor and the existence (tf|g VTooTd0EWG) Of
heavenly bodies by looking at them.

° E.g., in Cels. 6.65: The principle “of the constitution of all realities” (Tfg T®V TAVTWV
Vmootdoews); Comm. Gen. PG 12.48.27: “The substance that formed the substratum” (Tfjg
VIOREEVNS ovotag; i.e., the preexisting matter) should have been immense in order to be
enough “for the constitution of such a big cosmos” (tf) TWAroOTOV ROGHOV VIOOTAGEL); Comm.
Jo. 20.22.182: “The first and principal constitution” (1] wponyovpévn vdoTaoLs) of the human
being is in the image of God.

1 In Cels. 3.23 the term refers to the (denied) real existence of pagan deities: €i dUvavta
vrootaowy €xewv. Likewise in Cels. 8.67, in reference to Athena: Let someone prove “her existence”
and describe “her substance” (Trv VdoTOOLWY ROl TV 0VGiav), “as though she had an ontological
subsistence” (g VpeoTnrviag). In Comm. Mart. 10.14 we find the opposition between “in fact” and
“conceptually”: “Kingdom of heaven” and “Kingdom of God” are equivalent “in fact” (Umootdoet)
if not also “conceptually” (¢7voiq); likewise in Fr. Lam. 16 the question is of enemies that are such
“conceptually” (tf) €émvoiq) or also “in fact” (xol Tf) DrooTdOEL); see also Fr. Jo. 36: émvolag uovNg
GMA” ovy, VmooTdoems; 121 bis: émvoig povn kol oy Vmwootdoel. A similar contrast between
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Jo.10.37.246 shows the last meaning, reality vs. appearance or mere conceptuality,
in the Trinitarian context: here Origen criticizes those who differentiate the Father
and the Son conceptually (ratd Trvog émvolag) but not in their substance (ov
ROATO VITOOTOOLY).

Origen, on the contrary, maintains that the Father is endowed with his own hypostasis
or individual substance and the Son with his own, different from the Father’s. This is a
conceptual and linguistic novelty that Origen introduced into the Christian theological
field, I shall argue. That Father and Son each are made up of two distinct individual
substances is repeated in Cels. 8.12, in which Origen opposes those who deny that they
are “two different hypostases” (800 eivar Uootdoeig). This attestation is all the more
important in that it is preserved in the original Greek and is not a fragment, nor does
it come from a work of uncertain attribution. The same polemic against those who
denied that the Father and the Son have two different individual substances is reflected
in another important passage by Origen that is preserved in Greek: Comm. Matt. 17.14.
Here Origen maintains that the Father and the Son are distinct both conceptually and
in their individual substance. Of equal importance, both for its sure authenticity and for
being preserved in Greek, is Comm. Jo.2.10.75, in which Origen asserts that not only
the Father and the Son, but also the Spirit are three different individual substances.'*> In
Fr. in lo. 37 Origen insists that the Spirit is a hypostasis, an individual substance, and
not simply an activity of God. This also confirms Schol. Matt. PG 17.30947, which is
of uncertain attribution, and moreover introduces the concept of the identity of nature/
essence between the Persons of the Trinity: the Father, the Son, and the Spirit “are
one not for the confusion of the three, but because they have one and the same nature;
their individual substances are three, perfect in all of them.”'® In Comm. Jo.2.23.149,
indeed, Origen explains that the Father and the Son are the same in their essence or
ovota' (tf) ovoig un dteatnrévar), but at the same time they are “not the same thing”
(0U TawToV), evidently in that they are two different individuals, having different
individual substances or VTOOTACELS.

In another authentic passage preserved in Greek, Comm. Jo. 1.24.151, Origen
criticizes adversaries who do not conceive of the Son as having an individual substance
of his own, distinct from that of the Father, and who do not clarify what his essence
is (his ovola, which Origen deems divine and common to the whole Trinity);'® these
theologians rather consider the Son to be a sort of emanation from the Father, consisting

“nominally” and “in substance” is found idem 16.6: “It has two meanings indicated by the two
names, but the two are one in fact [tf) Vmootdoe].”

1 Suyyéovies matog xol viod Evvolay kol Tf) Vootdoel Eva dddVTES ival.

12 "Hpelg Togils V1ooTdoels TELOOUEVOL TUYYEVELY, TOV TOTEQO, XOL TOV VIOV %0l TO GyLoV TTved QL.

13 Eig £0T1v 00 0uvaloudpf) TOV ToLdV, GAA’ 00oig ud- Toelg 88 VITooTAoE TéLELOL £V TGLOL.

!4 Christoph Markschies studies Origen’s concept of ovota (Origenes und sein Erbe [Berlin: de
Gruyter, 2009] 174-87).

5 "Yrdotaow adtd . . . ov dddaotv o0de ovolav avtod capnvitovouv.
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only in an empty name (“in syllables”)!¢ and not in a personal, real, and individual
substance (0OoTAOLS). Origen here may be attacking Valentinian conceptions. The
same is stressed in Comm. Jo. 1.34.243: the Son, the Wisdom of God, is not a mere
representation (¢v Yrhaig dpavtaociolg), but “has a real substance of his own, an
incorporeal and, so to say, living substance” (Tnv V7O0TAOLV £XEL . . . AODOUATOV
VIAOOTAOLY . . . ChoAV 1ol olovel Eupuyov). It is notable that in the immediately
subsequent chapter (1.35.253) Origen expressly criticizes “heretics” who, from
their writings, seem to be again Valentinians. Origen further explores the individual
substance of the Son in Comm. Jo. 1.39.292: Christ-Logos has its substance in
the Wisdom of God, which is the principle of all."” The closeness to Sel. Ps. PG
12.1125.2 is manifest: here the individual substance of God’s Logos, that is, its very
hypostasis, includes its being Wisdom."® In Comm. Jo. 2.35.215, the testimony of
the Baptist concerning Christ is said to reveal Christ’s “preeminent hypostasis or
individual substance” (tT1v mQoNyouEVNV 0UTOD VTOOTAOLY), in that, qua Logos,
Christ permeates the world, being in all rational souls. In Comm. Jo.32.16.192-193,
the divine hypostasis of the Son (Tfv VOOTAOLY TOD pOVOYEVODG) is said to be
separated by some from Christ’s human aspects. In Comm. ser. Matt. 146.5, virtues
are declared to be attached to Christ’s individual substance,” and in Princ. fr. 33, a
reliable Greek fragment quoted by Athanasius in Decr.27.1-2,to which I shall return,
Origen affirms that Christ-Logos is the image, not of the nature of God generically,
but “of the Father’s own ineffable and unspeakable individual substance.”*

There are several other references to Christ’s hypostasis in Greek passages from
works of less certain authenticity or that have survived only in translation, but those
I have adduced so far would suffice even in absence of the following. However, the
correspondence between the former and the latter in the Trinitarian conception of
VrOoTOoLS, especially in reference to the Son, seems to confirm the value of the
following attestations. In Sel. Gen. PG 12.109.46 Origen is criticizing those who do
not admit that the Son has a substance of his own, Vrtootaow idlav. These adversaries
base their argument on Jesus’s words, “The Father and I are one and the same thing,”
which in Origen’s view does not imply that the Son has no individual substance of his
own, distinct from that of the Father. In order to make it clear that with VwOOTOOLS
he means “individual substance,” in this case that of the Son, Origen adds idia; as I
shall show, the expression id{o. VOOTOOLS Was common in the philosophy of his day
and was used to specify that a substance was not to be taken generally, but was proper to
some particular being. The dignity of the hypostasis of the Son is referred to in Sel. Ps.
PG 12.1581.32: »at’ a&lowv tiig Vmootdoems [Tpmtotdnov mdons vtioewe. At the
same time, the Son is said to be God by essence (xat’ ovoiav) in Fr. Jo. 1. In Comm.

1 TIgodpopav maTourtv olovel &v ovAhafals xetpuévny.

7 AdY0g . .. 6 XQ0Tdg . . . &V Gy, T Zodig, TV VdoTaOoLY EXWV.
' 'H Zodia . . . bdoyel T® Adyp tod Oeod xatd TV LIOoTAGLY.

1 AvtavarohovBodoar dg ai doetal T Vootdoel Tod XoLoTob.

2 Thg dpenTov rai adOEyxtov ootdoews tov ITatedg.
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Rom.7.12.146-147 Origen criticizes haeretici who deny that the Father and the Son
have the same essence or nature (ovotoL, pUOLS), but are different in their proprietates:
“male separant Filium a Patre ut alterius naturae Patrem alterius Filium dicant.” Origen
opposes to this what he regards as the correct view: the “properties” of each Person
of the Trinity should be considered to belong to each Person’s individual substance or
VO0TAOLG, while the essence or nature is common to both (“proprietates quidem Patri
et Filio et Spiritui Sancto suas cuique dabit, nihil autem diuersitatis esse confitebitur in
substantia uel natura”). “Substantia uel natura” renders ovoio. Rufinus in Adult. lib.
Orig.1 explicitly states that Origen applied 6000010 to the Father-Son relationship:
Patrem et Filium unius substantiae, quod graece homoousion dicitur, designavit. In
Fr. Jo. 123 the individual substance that is referred to is that of the Spirit, and here
again the addition of idla is found, to emphasize that it is the substance proper to
the Spirit alone, as distinct from God the Father; the polemic is against those who
deem the Spirit simply “God’s energy or activity, without a substantial existence of
its own” (évégyelav Beo, ) €xov idlav VTOGTAOLY).

The Dialogue with Heraclides, discovered on a Toura papyrus from the end
of the sixth century and unknown from any other source before this find?' offers
a stenographic record of a public discussion, part of which is highly relevant to
the present investigation in that it is devoted to an assessment of the Father-Son
relationship. First in a series of questions to Heraclides, and then in his own
exposition, Origen clarifies how it is that the Father and the Son are two and distinct
from one another, but at the same time they are one God. Although the key term
vrootaols does not pop up here —probably for the sake of simplicity and the lack
of a philosophical context—Origen’s conception of two distinct hypostases in one
and the same divine nature is clear and extensively illustrated. In 2.18 and 21-22 the
Son is presented as distinct, £teQog, from the Father,”? and this distinction resides in
the difference Vmmootdoels of the two. At the same time, both the Son and the Father
are God, and yet they are not two Gods.?® Origen, who posited two hypostases, or
better three if we take into consideration the Spirit as well, had to be careful not
to give the impression of positing two or three Gods. Thus, in 2.30-31 he sets out
to explain “in which respect the Father and the Son are two, and in which these
two are one and the same God.” And in 3.20—4.9 his explanation makes it clear
that his conception of two hypostases but one divine nature or essence countered
both a kind of pre-“Arianism” or “adoptionism,” which denied the divinity of the
Son, and what Origen himself calls povagyia, which postulated only one divine

2! Entretien d’Origéne avec Héraclide (ed. Jean Scherer; SC 67; Paris: de Cerf, 1960). In English:
Dialogue of Origen with Heraclides and His Fellow Bishops on the Father, the Son, and the Soul
(trans. Robert J. Daly; New York: Paulist, 1992).

2 "Etggog v tod Iotog 6 Yiog xal adtdg éoty Oedg.
3 2.24 and 26: yivovtow €v 000 Ogol; ... Opoloyoduev dvo Beols.
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hypostasis, that of the Father.>* The term povayio appears only here among all
extant works of Origen. It does not mean one single power or authority, but rather
one single principle, one single d@y. This “heresy,” indeed, denied the hypostatic
distinction between the Father and the Son, whereas Origen maintained three distinct
hypostases in the Trinity, coinciding with the three doyal of all. His very el
AQy®v, which opens with a treatment of the Father, the Son, and the Spirit, and
resumes this same treatment in Book 4 as a conclusion to the whole investigation,
probably refers in its title to these three doyai.” The three principles for Origen
coincide with the three hypostases of the Trinity, but God is one, and the distinct
hypostases share the same divine ovoia.

In a fragment preserved by Pamphilus, Apol. 50, from Origen’s lost commentary
on | Timothy, Origen criticizes those Christians who consider the Father and the Son
to be one and the same hypostasis in an effort to avoid the accusation of ditheism:

uti ne uideantur duos deos dicere neque rursum negare Saluatoris deitatem,
unam eandemque subsistentiam Patris et Filii adseuerant, id est duo qui-
dem nomina secundum diuersitatem causarum recipientem, unam tamen
VrdoTaowy subsistere (id est unam personam duobus nominibus subiacentem,
qui latine patripassiani appellantur).

What I have put in parentheses is a gloss by Rufinus, who first chose to translate
VIO0TOOLS With subsistentia, which is typical of him and already of Victorinus,?
and then to leave the very Greek term; finally, in his own gloss he translated
vmooTaolg with the Latin persona. Thus, Origen in this passage reaffirms that the
Father and the Son are two different hypostases.

Also, Umootaols is used by Origen to refer to the substance of each soul, for
example in Cels. 6.26.* Especially from Princ. 3.1.22 it is clear that for Origen,

20 ST MUV . . . 1o TOV IMatéoa nal Oedv TOV SAwV EoTiv . . . gig OdC. . . . TNEODVTEC
v dvdda . . . épmotodvTag [sic] TV £vdda . . . 00 gig TV YVOUNY TOV ATOOYLO0EVTOV A0
g éxxlnoiag eig dpavraoiov povoylag éumimropey, dvarpodviwy Yiov dno IMTateog ol
duvapel avoarotvimy kot tov Iatépa. Ovte eig dAAny doefn ddaoxaliav éumimropey, TV
agvoupévny v Bedtnta tot Xooto.

» Clement called God “first principle/cause” (Strom.4.162.5: &voQyog aoyn Tdv Ohwv; 5.71.5:
modTov aitov; 5.81.4: mpdn ®ai mpeoPutdn ayT); he was referring to the Father proper,
whom he identified with the One and the Good; as for the Son/Logos, he called him “second cause”
(dettegov attov, Strom. 7.16.5).

% Victorinus used it in Adv. Arianos 2.4 to indicate each hypostasis of the Trinity. See Werner
Beierwaltes, “Substantia und subsistentia bei Marius Victorinus,” in Hypostasis e Hyparxis nel
Neoplatonismo (eds. Francesco Romano and Daniela Taormina; Florence: Olschki, 2004) 43-58.
And Rufinus used subsistentia to indicate an individual substance, precisely in the sense that Origen
defined with UméoTOOLS, as opposed to the more general substantia which corresponds to ovoia
(see, e.g., his Hist. 1.26 and 10.30). On the use of substantia and subsistentia in Rufinus see also
Traité des Principes (eds. and trans. Henri Crouzel and Manlio Simonetti; 5 vols.; SC 252-253,
268-269, 312; Paris: Cerf, 1978) 2(SC 253) 23, 34, 46.

27 KolAoELS {mVEVOUEVWV, TOV AVOAAPOVIOV €ig TNV €0VTAOV THS Yuyhg VTOoTAGLY T
Ao noxiog.
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exactly as with the Trinity, rational creatures share in one and the same nature, but
each of them has its own individual substance or hypostasis.?® Rational creatures’
individual substances are all distinct from one another, but they all share in the same
nature. This parallel between humanity (or all rational creatures) and the Trinity on
this score—i.e., each individual of each of these two natures has its own hypostasis
or individual substance, but all individuals within the same nature share in one and
the same essence—is the basis of Gregory of Nyssa’s so-called social analogy,
which I deem inspired by Origen’s present conception.?” This is hardly surprising
if Gregory drew inspiration from Origen for his core Trinitarian conception of
uta ovota, Toels bmootdoels. The individuality of the substance of each rational
creature and, in the specific case of human beings, of each soul, is emphasized
in Sel. Ezech. PG 13.817.21: “Each soul has its own individual substance, which
consists in its own rationale, and not a different one.”** For Origen, this is true both
of each soul and of each Person of the Trinity.

Origen’s idea that all human beings, and even all rational creatures, each one
having its own VTO0TOLG, nevertheless share in one and the same nature or essence
(ovoia), was arguably formed and strengthened against the backdrop of his anti-
Valentinian polemic. Whereas the Valentinians divided humanity into three different
natures (ovo{oL, poelg)—i.e., material, animal, and spiritual, which also implied
different behaviors and different eschatological destinies— Origen insisted that all
humans and all rational creatures have the same ovota, and that their behaviors
and eschatological destinies depend on each one’s free will. Both the Valentinian
division of humanity into different ovcicw and Origen’s treatment of ovoio against
this conception are evident in Heracleon’s fragments and Origen’s criticism of his
work *! The same ovoia and ¢puog for all the souls is also asserted in a fragment
preserved by Pamphilus (Apol. 33, from Origen’s lost commentary on 1 Timothy),

B Mg ¢pvoews mdong Yuyis . . . £vog dpuedpatog Gvtog TOV Aoyr®v VTO0TACEWV
(= Philoc.21.21).

2 On the so-called “social analogy” between humanity and the Trinity, see Giulio Maspero, Trinity
and Man: Gregory of Nyssa’s Ad Ablabium (Leiden: Brill, 2007); I fully agree with him and with Sarah
Coakley that the “social analogy” of the Trinity (which implies the application of the technical notions of
ovoia and VrEOOTAOLS both to the Trinity and to humanity) should not give rise to psychologizing readings
of the intra-Trinitarian relationships, and at the same time with Maspero that the social analogy should not
be interpreted as one among the many analogies used by Gregory as a metaphor and mere rhetorical device.

30 "Exdotn Yoy idlay vrootaoty £xel, v Td 18im AMoyw iotapévn, xol obx &v GAe.

3'n fr. 24, from Origen, Comm. Jo. 13.25, Heracleon asserts that the “pneumatics” have the same
nature as God the Father and the Spirit and are OLOOUVGLOL TG AYEVVITO GUOEL KOl TAUUORAQICL.
Origen replies that, if the “pneumatic” nature is 6poo¥votog with God and yet commits adultery
(since the Samaritan woman is an adulteress but is taken by Heracleon as a representative of the
“pneumatic” nature), then the nature of God can commit adultery, which is blasphemous. For Origen,
only the Persons of God are 6poototor with one another, and likewise all human beings are 6poototo
with one another. This is why in fr. 44, from Comm. Jo.20.18, Origen corrects Heracleon in quoting Jesus’s
words: not “you belong to the nature [tfig ovoiog] of the devil,” but “your father [toD motedg] is the
devil.” Immediately afterwards, Origen refuses to define some human beings opoovotol with the devil,
endowed with a different oUoia than that of the “psychics” and the “pneumatics.”
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in the framework of an anti-Valentinian argument, which, as usual, shows Origen’s
concern for theodicy: “non omnes humanas animas unius eiusdemque dicunt esse
substantiae sed diuersas naturas animarum, inter eas haereses numerandi sunt quae
iniquitatem in Excelso loquuntur ac iniustitiam inaequalitatemque eius accusant.”

Thus, Origen’s distinct conception of VtO0TO0LS, as opposed to ovoia, emerges
manifestly both in his Trinitarian discourse and in his discourse on the rational
beings, or logika: both the divine nature and the rational nature are divided into a
multiplicity (respectively three or many) of individual substances or VTOOTACELS.

The Lack of a Technical Theological Meaning for VmdéoTaoLg in
the Writings of Theologians Prior to Origen (and Gregory of Nyssa)

Origen, as I have just shown, distinguished oUoto and VwOoTOOLS clearly when
speaking of the Trinity, thereby creating a technical terminology. In this, as I am
going to argue next, he differs from earlier theologians —and from Athanasius and
even the Fathers who issued the Nicene canons, who used the two terms rather
interchangeably; this interchangeable use went on as far as the Cappadocians’
mature thought. An eloquent example of such interchangeability from Clement
is Strom. 5.1.3.2; another from Irenaeus is Haer. 1.8.16.% In Irenaeus VmdoTO0LG
usually means substance in general, that of a whole category.®® Unlike Origen,
Irenaeus never uses V7OOTAOLS in the sense of “individual substance.” In
Athenagoras a combined expression, Tf] Tf|g ovotag VmooTdoeL, is even found
(Leg.24.5). Neither does Tatian seem to have any distinctive usage of VTOGTAOLG
as “individual substance.” He employs this term in the sense of “substance”* or
“foundation.” God is the foundation and principle of all that came into existence (Or.
5.1);* in Or. 6.2 Tatian is speaking of the resurrection, when the body’s substance
(VmooTaow), visible only to God after one’s physical death, will be restored to its
original state. In 15.3 UwO0TO.0LS seems to designate the category of the demons.*

But even after Origen, and before Gregory of Nyssa and the late phase of the
Cappadocians, the technical distinction between ovota and VdoTOOLS in the
Trinitarian field failed to be perceived by many. Athanasius provides an interesting
example in a remarkable quotation from Origen in Decr.27.1-2. While Origen’s own
text in this quotation displays the above-mentioned distinction, Athanasius’s words,

32 Clement: VGQyew aOTHYV . . . ovolay . . . xal oo xal VdoToow; Irenaeus: TNV ToUTOV
ovolav %al TV VITOoTAOLY.

3 Haer. 1.1.10: v Aoumv mGoov Ppuyxiv Vmd0Taoy, g Yuyds dAdyov Thwv, xol
Onolwv, nai avBommwv; ibidem: ToVg ayyELOVG, %Ol TA.OAV TNV TVEVHATIXY THS Tovneiag
vrooTaoty; 1.1.11: tv vevpotikiv booTaoty; see also 1.5.1; 1.8.3.

3 See, e.g., Or. ad Gr. 6.2: €v VTOO0TAOEL TG 0OQAUXT|G VANG VITHE)OV.

3 AUTOG Vrtdoywv ToD TOvTOg 1) VIOOTAOLS RATA HEV TNV UNOETM YeYEVNUEVNV TTONOLY
udévog Nv.

3 H 1V doupdvov DO0TO0LS 0V EXEL HETAVOIG TOTOV.
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which paraphrase Origen’s text, entirely overlooks that distinction, since VTOOTAOIS
is employed by him in the sense of ovoia:

Regarding the eternal coexistence of the Logos with the Father and its not
having a different essence or substance [ £tépag ovolog 1) Vootdoemwg],
but its being the Father’s own offspring . . . you can hear again also from
Origen the hardworker: “If he is the image of the invisible God, he is an
invisible image. I would even dare add that, being also similar to the Father,
there is no time when he did not exist. For, when is it that God did not have
the effulgence of his own glory, so that someone would dare posit a begin-
ning of the Son, while he did not exist before? When is it that the image and
impression of the ineffable and inexpressible substance [Vmootdoemc] of the
Father, the Logos who knows the Father, did not exist? The person who dares
say, ‘There was a time when the Son did not exist,” should consider that she
or he will also affirm: ‘Once upon a time Wisdom did not exist, the Logos
did not exist, Life did not exist.””

Athanasius quotes Origen verbatim, and in Origen’s own words (Tf|S . . . VTOOTAOEWS
o0 [Tateog einwv) vmdotaols means “individual substance;” for it is only
the Father who is ineffable and impossible to name, not the Son, who reveals the
Father. On the contrary, when in the introduction Athanasius says, in his own words,
0V0tog 1) VIO0TACEMS, he uses VOOTOOLS in the sense of “substance,” but not of
“individual substance,” which Origen distinguished for the three Persons of the
Trinity. In Athanasius’s own words, oUoio and VéoTAOLS are synonyms. Indeed,
he means that the Father and the Son have the same substance, and not the same
individual substance. Athanasius uses the two terms interchangeably in his Tomus
ad Antiochenos as well’” The same indistinctive use of ovcia and VOOTAOLS,
different from Origen’s tech-nical distinction, is found in the earliest Nicene document,
Eusebius’s Letter to his own Church, preserved by Socrates Hist. Eccl. 1.8 and quoted by
Athanasius himself (Decr. 33).3 In § 4 Eusebius quotes the first credal formula proposed
by the bishops. Then, he explains, Constantine introduced “6poovotog” (§ 7). Thus,
Eusebius quotes the second Creed issued by the bishops and the emperor, which, in
the passage concerning the Son, explains that he was generated from the very essence
or nature of the Father, and is of the same nature as the Father.* Then, anathemas are
appended against those who claimed that “there was a time when the Son did not exist,”
that “before being begotten, the Son did not exist,” that he “came into being from non-
being” as a creature (€5 oux Ovtwv), and, most interestingly for the present argument, that
the Son is “of a different hypostasis or ousia” from the Father (¢€ étépag Vmootdioemg
1] ovolog). Here vmootaolg does not indicate the individuality of the Father or the Son,
but the “substance’ or “essence” of all the Trinity —the meaning being that the Father
and the Son have the very same substance —and is a synonym of ovoio. Thus here, just

7 This is rightly noted by Thomas Karmann, Meletius von Antiochien. Studien zur Geschichte
des Trinitdtstheologischen Streits in den Jahren 360-364 n.Chr. (Frankfurt a.M.: Lang, 2009).

3% Athanasius Decr. 33; Socrates Hist. Eccl. 1.8; Theodoret Hist. Eccl. 1.12; Opitz 22.42.
¥ "Ex 1R ovolag tod ITatedg ... yevvnoévto ob mom0évia, opoototov t@ Iatol.
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as in Athanasius’s words and in Basil’s earlier usage,*® ovoia and VdoTOOLG are
treated as synonyms, differently from what happens in Origen’s works.

Lack of Acknowledgment of Origen’s Innovation and of
Investigation into Its Source(s)

Against the backdrop of the analysis conducted so far, the terminological and
conceptual specificity of Origen stands out all the more clearly. This specificity and
its import are due to the fact that Origen first introduced the use of VOOTOOLS as
“individual substance” into Christian Trinitarian terminology. This is a remarkable
innovation that laid the foundations of a consistent Trinitarian doctrine, and indeed
proves fundamental in light of its Wirkungsgeschichte (reception history), especially
in that it was inherited by Gregory of Nyssa and the orthodox Constantinopolitan
formulation. But scholars have often failed to realize this innovation and, what
is more, have left its intellectual background and roots in darkness. Even Jiirgen
Hammerstaedt’s foundational study does not pay to Origen and his sources of
inspiration the attention they deserve.*! Nor do many scholars who have studied
the development of the hypostasis doctrine in later Christianity acknowledge the
writings of Origen and his sources of inspiration—either in the past century** or in

40'See Stephen Hildebrand, The Trinitarian Theology of Basil of Caesarea (Washington: Catholic
University of America Press, 2007). The first phase of Basil’s Trinitarian theology (360-365) is
analyzed in ch. 2: Father and Son are 6poL000010t, not OpoovotoL, and VrtdoTaoLS is still used as
a synonym of ovota. Toward the end of the 360s (ch. 3) Basil used 6pootolog and distinguished
vrdotaolg and ovota. See also Stead, Divine Substance; Heinrich Dérrie, “Hypostasis. Wort- und
Bedeutungsgeschichte,” NAWG 3 (1955) 35-92, idem, Platonica Minora (Munich: Fink, 1976)
12-69; Reinhard Hiibner, “Basilius von Caesarea und das Homoousios,” in Christian Faith and Greek
Philosophy in Late Antiquity. Essays in Tribute to George Christopher Stead (ed. Lionel Wickham
and Caroline Bammel; Leiden: Brill, 1993) 70-91, 663-71; Volker H. Drecoll, Die Entwicklung
der Trinitdtslehre des Basilius von Cdsarea (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1996); Lucian
Turcescu, “Prosopon and Hypostasis in Basil of Caesarea’s Against Eunomius and the Epistles,”
VC 51 (1997) 374-95; Joseph T. Lienhard, “Ousia and Hypostasis: The Cappadocian Settlement and
the Theology of ‘One Hypostasis’,” in The Trinity (ed. Stephen Davis, Daniel Kendall and Gerald
O’Collins; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000) 99-121; Lewis Ayres, Nicaea and Its Legacy
(Oxford: Oxford University Press,2004) 187-221 on the development of Basil’s Trinitarian theology
and terminology. On the homoiousian doctrine I limit myself to referring to Winrich Lohr, Die
Entstehung der homdischen und homéusianischen Kirchenparteien (Bonn: Wehle, 1986); idem, “A
Sense of Tradition: The Homoioousian Church Party,” in Arianism after Arius (ed. Michael Barnes
and Daniel Williams; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1993) 81-100.

41 Jiirgen Hammerstaedt, “Hypostase,” RAC 16:986-1035; see also Rex Witt, “Hypostasis,” in
Amicitiae Corolla (ed. H. G. Wood; London: University of London Press, 1933) 319-43.

4 See Franz Erdin, Das Wort Hypostasis. Seine bedeutungsgeschichtliche Entwicklung in der
altchristlichen Literatur bis zum Abschluss der trinitarischen Auseinandersetzungen (Freiburg:
Herder, 1939); Severino Gonzdlez, La formula pio. ovoia t1oelg Vmootdoels en san Gregorio de
Nisa (Rome: Gregoriana, 1939); Louise Abramowski, “Trinitarische und christologische Hypostasen,”
TP 54 (1979) 38-49; Patrick Gray, “Theodoret on the ‘One Hypostasis.” An Antiochene reading
of Chalcedon,” in Studia Patristica 15 (ed. Elizabeth A. Livingstone; Berlin: Akademie, 1984)
301-4; Joseph T. Lienhard, “The ‘Arian’ Controversy: Some Categories Reconsidered,” TS 48
(1987) 415-37; Jean Galot, “Une seule personne, une seule hypostase: origine et sens de la formule

https://doi.org/10.1017/50017816012000120 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0017816012000120

312 HARVARD THEOLOGICAL REVIEW

the latest years.* The same is true also in connection with the Trinitarian concept
of essence/substance (ovota). Christopher Beeley takes a particular position
regarding the relationship between oV oo and VooTd0ELS in the Trinity according
to Gregory Nazianzen. Against a backdrop of causality and monarchy of the Father,
divine unity is located “in the monarchy of the Father, by which the Father fully
shares his being with the Son and the Spirit.”** As noted by Christophe Erismann,
John of Damascus posited 07tO0TO0LS as individual substance and ovota as the
essence of all members of a species. I observe this is Origen’s use; John inherited
it via the Cappadocians and Maximus the Confessor.*’

To my knowledge, only Alastair Logan has attempted to explain briefly what
might have inspired Origen on this score, and has hypothesized that “gnostics,*

de Chalcédoine,” Greg 70 (1989) 251-76; Lucian Turcescu, “Prosopon and hypostasis,” VC 51
(1997) 374-95; Hans Georg Thiimmel, “Logos and Hypostasis,” in Festschrift U. Wickert, Die
Weltlichkeit des Glaubens in der Alten Kirche (ed. Dietmar Wyrwa et al.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1997)
347-98; David G. Robertson, “Stoic and Aristotelian notions of substance in Basil of Caesarea,”
VC 52 (1998) 393-417.

4 Jean-Noél Guinot, “De quelques réflexions de Théodoret de Cyr sur les notions d’ousia et
d’hypostasis,” in Munera amicitiae (ed. Rossana Barcellona and Teresa Sardella; Soveria Mannelli:
Rubbettino, 2003) 213-27; Peter Gemeinhardt, “Apollinaris of Laodicea,” ZAC 10 (2006) 286-301; Kevin
Corrigan, “Ousia and Hypostasis in the Trinitarian Theology of the Cappadocian Fathers,” ZAC 12 (2008)
114-34, and Holger Strutwolf, “Hypostase und Ousia in Contra Eunomium des Basilius,” in Von Homer
bis Landino (ed. Beate Regina Suchla; Berlin: Pro Business, 2011) 403-34.

“ Christopher Beeley, Gregory of Nazianzus on the Trinity and the Knowledge of God (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2008), 207.

4 Christophe Erismann, “A World of Hypostases: John of Damascus’ Rethinking of Aristotle’s
Categorical Ontology,” StPatr 50 (2011) 267-300.

4 The often puzzling complexity of this category is underlined by Karen King in What Is Gnosticism?
(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 2003), with my review in Invigilata Lucernis 25 (2003)
331-34; Ilaria Ramelli, “Gnosticismo,” Nuovo Dizionario Patristico e di Antichita Cristiane 2:2364-80;
Zlatko PleSe objects to a total deconstruction of the gnostic category (“Gnostic Literature,” in Religidse
Philosophie und philosophische Religion der friihen Kaiserzeit [ed. Rainer Hirsch-Luipold et
al.; Tiibingen: Mohr, 2009] 163-98). Hans F. Weiss studies the reception of the New Testament in
“Gnosticism” and accepts this category (Friihes Christentum und Gnosis [Tiibingen: Mohr, 2010].
Ismo Dundenberg builds upon Williams’s and King’s arguments and regards the term “gnostic” as
misleading in particular for Valentinianism, on which he focuses (Beyond Gnosticism [New York:
Columbia University Press, 2008]). He sees the school of Valentinus, like those of Basilides and
Justin, as a philosophical school. Likewise, Philip L. Tite denies the accuracy of umbrella terms such
as “Gnosticism” and even “Valentinianism” (Valentinian Ethics and Paraenetic Discourse: Determining
the Social Function of Moral Exhortation in Valentinian Christianity [Leiden: Brill, 2009]). On the
other hand, Weiss regards Gnosticism as a religion of its own, consistent in itself, and opposed to
Christianity as a different religion (Friihes Christentum, 510); it used the New Testament only in
order to confirm its own, non-Christian, ideas (434, 456 and passim). An opposite view is held by
Barbara Aland, who thinks that Gnosticism (“Gnosis” in her terminology) is a Christian phenomenon,
relatively unitary, and unthinkable outside Christianity (Was ist Gnosis? [Tiibingen: Mohr, 2009]).
In Lester Grabbe, Gnosticism is described as a kind of inverted Judaism (An Introduction to Second
Temple Judaism [New York: T&T Clarke, 2010] esp. 109-27). David Brakke, besides providing a
useful history of scholarship on “Gnosticism,” adopts a middle position between the rejection of this
category altogether and its uncritical use; this category “must be either abandoned or reformed” (The
Gnostics: Myth, Ritual, and Diversity in Early Christianity [Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University
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especially “Valentinians,” first might have used this terminology in their Platonic
exegesis.*®

This is uncertain, however. First of all, let me point to Comm. Jo. 1.24.151,
in which, as I have shown, Origen criticizes adversaries who deny that the
Son has an individual substance (Vmoot00Lwg) different from that of the Father.
If these adversaries were “Valentinians,” as is likely, this would suggest that
there is more of an opposition than of a continuity between Origen’s notion
of an individual VmwooTaoLg for each Person of the Trinity and the Valentinian
conception. Moreover, I have already observed that Origen’s technical use of
ovota to designate a nature that is one and the same for all Persons of the Trinity,
and on the other hand one and the same for all rational creatures (whereas each
divine Person and each rational creature has an individual substance of its own),
developed in the context of his debate against “Valentinianism,” which divided
humanity into three different natures or ovciot. Thus, it is unlikely that there was
a Valentinian notion of one ovota and more vootdoelg for the divine nature
just as for the human nature. Also, there is no evidence of a gnostic technical use
of VooTOOLS as “individual substance.”® Marcellus of Ancyra may suggest this
in a passage edited by Logan,” but he uses the vocabulary of his post-Nicene
times, and we cannot be sure that Valentinus used it. Marcellus is criticizing the

Press, 2010] 19), but Irenaeus used it taking the designation yvwotwxot from the Sethians, who,
Brakke argues, first applied it to themselves. Mark J. Edwards, too, considers the term “gnostic” not
heresiological, but used by some gnostics whom exponents of the Great Church deemed “falsely so
called” (Catholicity and Heresy in the Early Church [Burlington, Vt.: Ashgate, 2009] 11-34). Hugo
Lundhaug avoids the “Gnosticism’”category for the Gospel of Philip and the Exegesis on the Soul
(Images of Rebirth [Leiden: Brill, 2010]), and Birger Pearson, keeps the label “gnostic” especially for
the Sethians (Ancient Gnosticism [Minneapolis: Fortress, 2009]). See also my “Apokatastasis in Coptic
Gnostic Texts from Nag Hammadi and Clement’s and Origen’s Apokatastasis: Toward an Assessment
of the Origin of the Doctrine of Universal Restoration,” Journal of Coptic Studies 14 (2012).

471 put the term in quotation marks. Within Valentinianism itself, different trends can be noticed,
as well as common features. See only Christoph Markschies, Valentinus Gnosticus? Untersuchungen
zur valentinianischen Gnosis mit einem Kommentar zu den Fragmenten Valentinus (Tiibingen: Mohr,
1992); idem, “Valentinian Gnosticism: Toward the Anatomy of a School,” in The Nag Hammadi
Library after Fifty Years (ed. John D. Turner and Anne McGuire; Leiden: Brill, 1997) 401-38;
Einar Thomassen, who rightly remarks on the term “Valentinian” as heresiological (The Spiritual
Seed: The Church of the Valentinians [Leiden: Brill, 2008] 4); Ismo Dundenberg, “The School of
Valentinus,” in A Companion to Second-Century Christian “Heretics” (ed. Antti Marjanen and
Petri Luomanen; Leiden: Brill, 2005) 64-99; idem, Beyond Gnosticism. On the distinction of a
Western and an Eastern Valentinianism (Hippolytus, Haer. 6.35; Tertullian Carn. Chr. 15) see Joel
Kalvesmaki, “Italian versus Eastern Valentinianism?,” VC 62 (2008) 79-89, and my Bardaisan of
Edessa (Piscataway, N.J.: Gorgias, 2009) 62-70.

4 “Origen and the Development of Trinitarian Theology,” in Origeniana IV (ed. Lothar Lies;
Innsbruck: Tyrolia, 1987) 424-29, esp. 424-27.

4 Logan is, however, right in seeing Origen’s usage as anti-Monarchian. On Origen’s anti-
Monarchianism, see above and Antonio Orbe, “Origenes y los monarquianos,” Greg 72 (1991) 39-72.

% Alastair Logan, “Marcellus of Ancyra (Pseudo-Anthimus), ‘On the Holy Church’: Text,
Translation and Commentary. Verses 8-9,” JTS 51 (2000) 81-112, at 95.
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Arians for their doctrine of three Vmootdoelg. This is, of course, the doctrine that
was eventually accepted by the church as “orthodox,” but Marcellus deemed it
heretical and preferred to adhere to what has been defined as a “monoprosopic”
view; in fact it was a “monohypostatic” view. In the passage under examination,
Marcellus assimilates the Arians’ “heretical” doctrine to Valentinus’s “heretical”
doctrine: the Arians “teach three hypostases [UTO0TAOELS], just as Valentinus the
heresiarch first invented in the book entitled by him On the Three Natures [¢UogLc].
For he was the first to invent three hypostases [Umootdoelg] and three Persons
[todomma] of the Father, Son and Holy Spirit, and he is discovered to have filched
this from Hermes and Plato.” Marcellus uses vmootdoelg and mpéowma, while
the only thing that he literally quotes from Valentinus is the title of his book, On
the Three Natures. This in fact referred to the three natures (oVoionw or GpUoeLg)
of human beings theorized by Valentinus, ca@xixol, Yuyixol, and mvevportirot,
and rejected by Origen. Marcellus, who ascribes to Valentinus the idea of three
divine hypostases, which he himself rejects, states that Valentinus took it from Plato
and Hermeticism. Remarkably, the association of Umootdoelg and mQOCWITQL is
not found either in “Gnosticism” or in Origen; it likely reflects Marcellus’s own
fourth-century terminology.

Indeed, Origen never used mQdéowmoOV as a synonym of UmwOOTAOLS in its
Trinitarian meaning to designate a Person of the Trinity (whereas this usage is found
in Hippolytus, roughly at the same time).”' In its many occurrences in his writings,
even when it refers to God, Christ, or the Spirit, TQOcwmOV means either “face/
sight/presence,”? or “character” in a rhetorical-literary sense (the character who is

5! Haer. 247.13 Nautin: 800 mpdowma £0e1Eev, dUvauy O¢ piov.

2 In Cels. 6.41 it is the face of God, according to the Gospel expression: oi dyyehoL TV &v
T éxnhnoiq uxedv . . . Aéyovron BAémely 1O medommov Tod év ovpavolg ITateodg; the same
scriptural reference is in Cels. 8.34; Or. 11.5; 28.3; Hom. Luc. 35 p. 198; Comm. Matt. 13.28; Exp.
Prov. PG 17.205.45; Sel. Ps. PG 1268.31, 1416.23; see also 1609.35. Other examples in the sense
of “face” or “presence” of God or Christ, often based on scriptural echoes, are found in Cels. 6.5:
"ELoppe To0Tto T0 GpOS ... TS S0ENG T0D B0 év oot Xetotod; Comm.Jo.32.27.338.3: m0g
GOTIOUOV TG YVdDoewg Thg 0OENS ToD Be0d v mpoohnw Tnood; 6.40.206: TOV dmootaévia
Gyyehov 0 mpoodmov oD Xouotod (= 6.23.124); 2.31.190: Toganh O &v mgoochmw Oeod;
6.19.104: T0 pdg ToD MEoommov cov, Kvote (= Or. 9.2; Hom. Jer.5.9 and 6.1; Sel. Ps. 1165.17);
13.4.22: 6pOfHoopat Td Mmoo tod 0e0D; Philoc. 15.7: pwTopdv tod evayyehiov thg d0ENS
oD Beo &v mpoodmw XQLotod; Princ. 4.3: Kdiv ¢éEe0youevog amod mpoommov Tod 0eod (see
also Or. 23.4; Schol. Apoc.21; Hom. Jer. 16.4); Or. 23.3: éxQUPnoav . . . A0 TQOCMHITOV ®Vlov;
5.11: o meoommov Tod 00D gvhafodviar . . . TO ‘mEOcWTOV ToD B0’ YIVOUEVOV £l TOVG
molodvtog T nond (likewise in Fr. Lam. 112; Sel. Ps. 1228.17); Hom. Luc. 10 p. 64.23: mpomoeon
YA QO TROTMITOV ®VE{OV étoLpdoat 0dovg avtod (likewise in Fr. Luc. 53a.3); Philoc. 15.19:
10 MEoowToV Oavudoels Tod Tnood petapoopwOév; Hom. Jer. 19.12: 10 mpdommov péyoL
oD 8eDo Inoodg ovx améoToeyev Ano aioybvng umtvopdtwy; Comm. Matt. 11.14: Tig
06ENG ToD Be0D £v mEoommy Tod Xolotob; 12.37: 10 mEdowIOV aiToD Adpper dg O fAog;
likewise in 12.43; Fr. I Cor. 66: €ig T0 mpdowmov tod 0eoD; Sel. Ps. PG 12.1061.24: éxifAeypov
£ig 10 mpoowmov tod Xoiotod; 1068.42: oi apnonuévor £éx mpoommov Kvplov; 1165.9: 1o
ovopalopevov mpdowmov Tot Oeol; 1165.47: 10 dphg tod mpoommov Kvpilov; 1188.25:
AamohotvTaL Ao TEoo®IoL Toh Oeod; 1188.31: TodTo ¢0yalopévou avTolg TOD TEOCHITOV
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speaking in a scene).® In Sel. Ps. PG 12.1424.12 Origen means that the Son is “the
face [mpbowmov] of the Father, as an impression of his individual substance,”*
and not “the Person of the Father.” He is the Father’s “face” in that he is the image
of the Father’s substance (Heb 1:3; see below) and thus reveals the Father.>> The
Son reveals the Father’s Person, but is not that Person. [Igoowsov in Origen never
means “Person” of the Trinity, at least never directly,> unlike VmwO0TO0LG, which
designates each Person’s individual substance.

Moreover, Marcellus had a somewhat polemically motivated view of Origen’s
Trinitarian thought, as is proved by his deeming Origen’s early works a basis for
“Arianism,” especially for his idea that the Son is begotten by the Father’s will as

T00 Oeod; 1217.12: €EéQyeTon €% mQOOMIOU TOD OcoD; 1224.28: dpONoeTAL O A0S TO
TOooMITY ToD OeoD; 1228.21: D ATO TEOOMIOV AUTOD RaTEGLOYLOEV; 1268.22: TnTOVVIWOY
10 TEOoWTOV Tod Oe0d. AML 00delg TNtV TEOCWROV TOoD Og0D, £v04de mTedomTOV O0D
Opetar OV Yo dpeTon AvOemITog MV TO TEOOMIOV Hou xai ChHoetal; likewise 1281.25 and 31;
1296.29: Améotoeag TO TEO0MITOV 00U, ®ai £YeviONV TeETOQUYUEVOS; 1296.37: TO TROOWMTOV
Tod Oeod; 1416.16: ol dylor 0pBNoovIoL T( TEOoMTY ToD Oeod; 1505.22: MEdoWmOV TOD
O¢eod threl apagTwrots; 1505.41: TagayHhoovral dmd TQOoMTOV alTtod ToD TUTEOS.

33 Cels.2.20: €V £éx0to0TQ ROl OYOOM AEYETOL €% TIQOOMITOV TOD OMWTHEOS YA . . . (= Philoc.
23.12): Origen means that the speaking voice is that of Christ; likewise Cels. 2.62: ITgoehéhexto
Y@ €% meoodmov Tnood &v td mpodnth; 5.6: Aéyovt éx mpoomov Beod; likewise 6.55 and
7.20; Comm. Jo. 1.2.146; émdéon éx mpoommov Beod; 6.39.196: doa éx mEoommov XQLoToD
£v Yahpoig avayéyoasrar; likewise 10.34.222; Engastr. 4 refers to the speaking character that is
the Spirit: Tivog mQO0MIOV £0TLV TO AEYOV . . . Q0. TO TEOCWITOV TOD Gylov TVehpaTog . . . 1)
1e60wTOV dAAOV TWVOG; Philoc. 13.2: 10 v 'EEOd® yeyuuuévov €x tgoohmov tod Beod; Hom
Jer. 17.4: 6 avtdg moodiing éheyev éx mQoodmov 100 Oeod; Comm. Matr. 13.18: ‘Hoolq éx
TQOCHTOV TOD GWTHEOE AéyovTt . . .; 16.3: ‘Hoatag éx mpocdmov tod Ogod dnotv; 16.22: 6g
éx mpoommov tod ITateog Aeyopévov mopodnteldv; Ep. Greg. 2: YEYQAUUEVOV €X TTQOOMITOV
100 0g0D; Sel. Ps. PG 12.1125.22: ¢x mpoodhmov Xouotod givon T émoryyehhopevas; likewise
1125.35; 1144.51: 4o mpoommov 100 Kuplou; 1168.17: éx mpoommov tod XQuotod O Poluog
amayyénTal; 1284.35: Méywv dg €x mpoommov tod Oeod; 1292.16: éx mpoo®mov Tod
Xowotod Aéyetan; likewise 1293.12; 1409.37: éx mpoommov Tod Swtipog elpflobar; 1444.23:
O0mIOV XQLoToD TO AéyoV; Fr. Act. PG 14.832.14: 10 ITvedpa 10 GyLov €% mQoomIov 1o
O¢od hahel; Comm. Jo. 19.16.102.3 T00TOV €QNUEVOV TOV TEOTOV €% TQOTHITOV TOD CWTAQOG;
32.23.296: 10V €inootov Extov Wakpov €x mpoommov toh owtijpog mpodntevecOar; Philoc.
7.2: 10 Gylov mvedpo €x TEOoMITOV TOD Be0D Aakel . . . 0V €0ty O XQLoTOG O MA@V, GAAGL
70 dylov mvedpa €x TEoomIov Tod XQLoToD.

3* TTodommov TTateog Mg YoQeaxrTiQ VITO0TAOEMS AUTOD.

> The same meaning (“face”) is also found ibidem 1600.17: ITpdowmov Oeod O yaaxTNQ Tig
VI00TA0EMS QUTo; 1204.15: medomwmov tod Iateog Yios.

% As I have shown, Origen refers to the Son or the Spirit with mpdowmov in the sense of
a character speaking in a scene, which is different from designating their individual substance.
According to Marie-Joséphe Rondeau, however, even this designation of the Son or the Spirit as a
mpbowrov or character speaking in a scene eventually contributed to the development of the idea
of the Trinity as composed of three Persons (Les commentaires patristiques du Psautier (I1I*-V*
siecles), I11: Exégese prosopologique et théologie [Rome: Pontificio Istituto Orientale, 1985]). She
especially focuses on the expression €€ mQOOMTOV, in situations in which the Psalmist is said to
speak “from the mouth” or the character of Christ. On Origen’s “prosopological” exegesis, see
Andrea Villani, “Origenes als Schriftsteller,” Adamantius 14 (2008) 130-50.
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a second hypostasis.’” On the basis of all the observations adduced so far, therefore,
Marcellus cannot be considered a reliable source on Origen’s Trinitarian doctrine,
its sources, and its aftermath. His assertion that it derives from “Valentinianism”
is at best suspect.

The Sources of Origen’s Notion of Vmwooto0ls: The
Philosophical Side

If the terminological and conceptual innovation of Origen in his notion of
VrdoTaols does not derive from Valentinianism, and given that no other suggestions
seem to have been offered by scholarship so far, it is necessary to direct the present
investigation elsewhere. On the basis of a systematic and complete examination of
the use and meanings of the term V7TOOTOOLS in authors anterior to or contemporary
with Origen, a Christian Platonist,” I deem it very probable that Origen’s Trinitarian
concept of vmOoTaoLg as “individual substance” of each Person derives from
Greek philosophy (besides the Bible, on which see below), and in particular from
philosophers of the first and second century C.E.

Indeed, a methodical analysis, based on all extant linguistic evidence from the
beginning of Greek literature to Origen’s time (first half of the third century C.E.),
proves extremely fruitful. I shall not take into consideration here several meanings
of VooTaoLg that are well attested both in classical and in Judaic and Christian
literature, but have only little to do with philosophical and theological concepts,
such as “basement, foundation” of a building;* “sediment” or even “excrement” or
“abscess”;* a kind of cloud (Diodorus Siculus, Bibl. hist. 1.38); the act of resisting or
settling down (Aristotle, Mete. 368b line 12), of supporting 5 or of lying in ambush
(Sophocles, fr. 719). Also, btdoTO.0LG means one’s wealth or property, especially in
the LXX® and in papyri (POxy 1274.15), where it also means a document attesting
property (POxy 237.viii.26). Other meanings are: “topic, subject” of a literary
work, speech, etc.;% “plan, intention” (Diodorus Siculus, Bibl. hist. 1.3,1.28,15.70,
16.32); “courage” (Polybius, Hist. 4.50.10, 6.55.2); or “hope” (Ezek 19:5; Ruth

57 The source of Marcellus’s accusation that Origen began to study Christian texts only after he had
become expert in Greek philosophy may be Porphyry (ap. Eus. Hist. Eccl. 6.19.7-8), according to Alastair
Logan, “Marcellus of Ancyra on Origen and Arianism,” in Origeniana VII, 159-63.

% As I have proposed in “Origen, Patristic Philosophy, and Christian Platonism,” VC 63 (2009)
217-63, and with further arguments in “Origen the Christian Middle/Neoplatonist,” JECH 22 (2011)
98-130, Origen could even have been the homonymous Neoplatonist mentioned by Porphyry in his
Vita Plotini and by subsequent Neoplatonists. This does not affect the present argument.

% Diodorus Siculus, Bibl. hist. 1.66; 13.82; Philo, Belopoeia 84.9.

% E.g., Hippocrates, De arte 40; Steril. 242; Coac. 146, 389; Aph. 4,69, etc.; Aristotle, Mete. 358a line
8; 358b line 9; 382b line 14; Hist. an. 551b line 29; Part. an. 647b line 28; 677a line 15; Theophrastus,
Hist. plant. 9.8.3; Galen, 6.252.

! Hippocrates, De arte 55; Aristotle, Part. an. 659a line 24; Ps 68[69]:3 [LXX].

2 Deut 11:6: Tdg oxNVOG 0OTAV ROl TTEOAY VTGV TV VwdoTtaoy; Jer 10:17.

% Polybius, Hist. 4.2.1, Diodorus Siculus, Bibl. hist. 1.3.
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1:12 [LXX]). Moreover, it was a technical term in Greek astrology and rhetoric, in
the latter indicating the full expression of a concept (Hermogenes, De ideis 1.11).

But let me turn now to the philosophical side. The primary meaning of
VrooTOoLg attested in philosophy is “substance,” which can be used in a generic
or a very specific way. This meaning can also apply to material substances, such
as a “dry substance” (Aristotle, Gen. an. 726a line 21: Tf|g ENQag VTO0TAOEWG),
or wood (Theophrastus, Caus. plant. 5.16.4), or any other substance.®* One of the
best attested meanings of VTOOTOOLS is “substance” as “existence,” even “reality,”
especially as opposed to “appearance” or “mental abstraction.” This is a relatively
generic meaning and occurs very often from Hellenistic philosophy to Origen’s
time (sometimes, as I have shown, this sense is used also by Origen himself).%
Notably, this is also the meaning attested for Gnosticism in the title of one of the
most famous treatises from the Nag Hammadi library (NHC 2.4): the Hypostasis
of the Archons, in which hypostasis (originally the Greek term, transliterated into
Coptic) does not mean “individual existence,” as in Origen’s Trinitarian usage,
but “reality” and “ontological consistence” as opposed to “fictitiousness.”*
The same meaning in Gnosticism is attested in Clement, Exc. 3.52.2: evil does
not admit of any substance or ontological consistence per se.®” According to
Hippolytus, Haer. 7.21.4-6, Basilides maintained that God, who is beyond being,
gave substance (VOOT|00C) to a seed of the cosmos, but he did not use VTOOTAOLS
in Origen’s Trinitarian sense. The seed, to which God “gave substance,” becomes
the “foundation” of the cosmos; it is identified with the Sonship, which is said to
have the same ovota as the Father.®® Hippolytus is certainly one of the authors
whom Eusebius had in mind when in his aforementioned Letter to his Church he,

[P

motivating the decision of the Nicene council, observed that “opoololog” was

% Polybius, Hist. 34.9.11: v d¢ mépmtnv vmdoTooL ywvevdeioay.

% Boethus, fr. 8: 1Q0Og TV Ppaviaciov vs. xatd TV VEOoTOoLV; Aristotle(?), De mundo 395a
line 30: not” Eudoowy vs. x00’ Vdotaowy; Posidonius, fr. 339 Theiler: xat’ éupaotv vs. nad’
mooTaow; fr. 267: duadéoewy 8¢ Ty ovolav Tig YAng TV oboav xatd Ty LrdoTACW T
gmvolg povov; fr. 311: nat’ émivoltov xol 00’ Vrtdotaowy; Critolaus, fr. 14, from Stobaeus, Ecl.
1.8, 40b: vonua 1} pétoov tov xdvov, oy, vdoTaowy; Placit. 3.6; 4.14; Artemidorus, Onirocr.
3.14: pavrtaoiov mholTtou vs. vdotaolv; Dio Chrysostom, Or. 26.4: mdv 10 OV VOOTOOLY
€yey; Lucian, Par. 27; Sextus Empiricus, Pyrrh. Hyp. 2.94; 2.176; Marcus Aurelius, 9.42; Diogenes
Laértius, 7.135: zai xat’ émivoray xai »a0’ vmdéotaowyv; 9.91; Clement, Strom. 7.17.107.5: »atd
Te OVV DIOOTAOW RaTd TE Emivolav; Alexander of Aphrodisias, In Metaph. p. 375.32: €i xai )
VOOTAOEL, GANG T® YE AOY®; p. 677.1: €v Vmootdoel vs. Tf émvoiq; In De sensu p. 55.7: v
doavtooiq vs. v UTOOTAOEL.

% See, e.g., Roger Bullard, “The Hypostasis of the Archons,” in The Nag Hammadi Library in
English (ed. James Robinson; Leiden: Brill, 1996) 162.

7 M) na8’ a0t TIvog vootdoemg Aafopevov . . . Todto ‘Tltdviov’ ovopdletor cupdpueg
T Yuxh, TO (ONOTD CTEQUATL.

%0 ol (v O0edg émoinoe nOG(L)OV 0V dv<ta> £E 0V GvTwV, <oV® Ov> naTaPaldOpevog
%ol VTOOTHOoAG OTEQUA TL €V, £XOV TATAV €V EQUTO TNV (T)0D (1)O0(L)oV (TTO)VoTEQAY . . .
“Yroxrepévou Toivuv Tod ®ooumnod oIEQUATOS . . . NV <OUV>, ¢NGlV, £V abT) TG OTEQUATL
VIOTNG TOLHEQNS, ®aTA TTAVTA TM 0U% GVTL Be<®d> OLO0VOLOG, YEV<V>NTI €€ 0V OVTWY.
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already used by some Christian bishops and writers,* although it is not found in
the Bible. In Irenaeus, Haer. 1.1.1,too, who is reporting gnostic ideas, the meaning
of vmdoTaOLS is “foundation of all,” not “individual substance.”’ The meanings
attested in Gnosticism for Vrt60T0.0LG do not include that of an individual substance
and seem to be different from the technical Trinitarian meaning that the term bears
in Origen.

The meaning “constitution” is also attested for VstOoTOOLG, for instance in the
first century B.C.E. by Arius Didymus, Phys. fr. 2, in which both matter and form
are declared to be indispensable “for the constitution of the body” (710g TV TOD
ompotog vdotaoty).” In the first century C.E. Cornutus allegorizes Zeus as the
cause of the constitution and coming into existence of all realities.” Likewise, in
the same epoch, Josephus C. Ap. 1.1 attests to the same meaning, by stating that
the Jewish people is very ancient and had an independent origin.”® The same sense
is testified to in the second century C.E. by Marcus Aurelius, repeatedly,”* and
Alcinous.” In Lucian, Par. 27, the meaning seems to be “coherent structure,” as is
that of philosophy as opposed to different kinds of rhetoric.”

In Nicomachus—a first- to second-century C.E. author whom Origen knew
very well, as attested by Porphyry —vmdotoolg means both “substance” and
“substratum, foundation™: “bodily and material realities imitate the nature of the
eternal material substance that exists from the beginning [Tf)g ¢§ doyTg dlidiov
VANG ®ol vwootdioewc]” (Intr. ar. 1.1.3). Here, VA1 ®0l DtOOTAOLS means “‘material
substance” or “material substratum” and designates the eternal, preexistent principle
of matter. In Exc. Nicom. 7 U60TOOLG seems to mean “structure, constitution”:
“it is threefold, in that it receives its structure [T1)v VmOoTOoLV] from the same,
the different, and the essence, and, similarly to its structure [oQamAnolng T

% Thv madard®v Tivag hoyiovg ral Empavels EmondOTOVs xal GUVYYQOPELS.

0 Agyéyovov Oydodda, ilav xai DIOGTUOV TOV TAVIWV.

I See also fr. 27: xotd TV TG 000G VIOOTAUOLY VS. ®ATA TNV TOD TOLOD.

2 Aittav yeyovéval Tiig To0TwV vmootdoems (Comp. 9 Lang; see also 33: v UmdoTaoLY
ropfavovat).

BTV med TNV VTOoTAOLY £0)EV LOlav.

™ Ad seips. 9.1.5: DT00TAOEMV T€ %OL PETOPOMDV 2oL dLadOyMV: “origins, transformations, and
successions”; 9.42.3: 10 8¢ xaxdV 00V . . . évtovba maoav v vIdoTaoL €xeL: “your evil has
here all its origin”; 10.5.1: 1} émmmwhoxt) TOV aitlov cuvéxhwOe ThHv Te 0Ny VdoTooLY £§ didiov
%ol TV TovTtov obpPaoty: “the concatenation of causes has established from all eternity both
your birth/origin and these events.”

> Did. 14.3: “When it is said that the cosmos is yevntov, this should not be interpreted in
the sense that there had been a time when the cosmos did not exist, but the fact that it is always
coming into being [€Vv yevéoel] shows that there is a principal cause of its origin/constitution [Tf)g
aVToD VITooTAoEWS].”

6 “Rhetoric and philosophy are different, first of all in respect to their structure [xotc TNV
vrdoTaowv]; for philosophy has a structure, the various kinds of rhetoric do not. Indeed, we do not
conceive rhetoric as one and the same thing, but some deem it an art, others, on the contrary, a non-
art ... Iclaim that what has no coherent structure [ oV E0Tv VOOTOOLS] is not even an art.”
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VooTAoeL], it receives a treble differentiation into the rational, the irrational, and
the physical part.” This applies to the soul and its threefold structure. The same is
the case with another second-century Middle Platonist, Alcinous, in whose work
I have already pointed out the meaning “origin” for VdéotTaoLs. In Did. 25.1, the
soul is said to be an incorporeal essence (ovoin), “immutable in its constitution or
substance” (GpeTAPANTOS RaTA THV VITOOTAOLY). Immutability is a constitutive
characteristic of the soul. On the contrary, “what is not” (to ) év) has no substance
and no existence: AvVOTAEARTOV ... undeptay éyov vdotaoly (Did.35.1). Again,
the same meaning of VOO TOOLS in relation to the soul is found in another second-
century Middle Platonist, Atticus, whose work survives only in fragments quoted
by Eusebius and Proclus. In fr. 9.10, in turn quoted by Eusebius Praep. ev. 15.9,
he claims that Dicaearchus in his psychology “has entirely destroyed the substance
(or the structure) of the soul” (Gvijonxe TV OAnV VOOTAOLY THG YUY TC). Origen
likely knew Atticus’s work, and I have argued elsewhere that Atticus and Origen
held the same concept of the soul of God the creator.”’

Now, among the meanings of VTOoTOOLS in early imperial philosophy, the closest
to Origen’s innovative application of VO0TAOLS to each Person of the Trinity is
“separate, individual existence” or “separate substance of its own.” This meaning
is found in several philosophical authors of the early imperial era whose works
Origen either certainly or probably knew. It is on this usage in these authors that my
research will now focus. The meaning “individual substance” for UmwOoTOOLG, With
the addition of the adjective idta, interestingly emerges in Democritus, fr. 156, but
one cannot be sure that it is not due to the early imperial source of the fragment,
Plutarch:” Democritus “called ‘something’ [0¢v] the body and ‘nothing’ [undév]
the void, as though the latter, too, had a certain nature and a substance of its own”
(Vo Tva rai VrwooTaoty idiav). In Eudemus, fr. 150.2, bwdotaolg seems to
assume the meaning of “individual substance”; it designates each of “the three
intelligible hypostases” (Tag Telg vonTag VmooTdoels), identified with Ether,
Eros, and Metis. However, the same proviso must be made: one cannot be certain
that this was Eudemus’s own wording. A noteworthy fragment from Chrysippus
(SVF 2.473) is reported by Alexander of Aphrodisias in De mixtione:” “the soul,
having its own substance [i0{ov VmOoTaOLY], just like the body that hosts it,
extends through the whole of the body, but, while mixing with it, nevertheless it
keeps its own substance [t1)v oirelov ovolav].” Here the notion of an individual,
separated substance of its own appears, but—differently from what can be seen

7 In “Atticus and Origen on the Soul of God the Creator: From the ‘Pagan’ to the Christian Side of
Middle Platonism,” Jahrbuch fiir Religionsphilosophie 10 (2011) 13-35.

8 The same methodological problem arises with Parmenides, fr. 1.20, in which, moreover, there is
no question of any individual substance, but only of UmtdoTaOLS as “substance” or even “foundation”:
“they posited a double foundation/substance [dttTrv VmOOTOOLWY VmeTiOevTo], the one of what really
is, i.e., the intelligible, the other of what becomes, the sense-perceptible.”

" 1. Bruns, ed., Alexandri Aphrodisiensis praeter commentaria scripta minora (Commentaria
in Aristotelem Graeca suppl. 2.2; Berlin: Reimer, 1892) 213-38, at 216.
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in Origen, both in his Trinitarian usage and in reference to the logika—it is not
distinctively conveyed by vmdotaoLg as differentiated from ovoia; indeed, idlov
vrootooLy and oixelav ovoiav seem to be synonymic here, all the more so in
that the same meaning is also conveyed, shortly after, by the third, equivalent
expression oixeiav ¢Uowv. All other uses of VmwéoTaOLg in Chrysippus mean
“substance” or even “structure” or “existence,” and do not refer to an individual
substance, proper to each representative of a species and different from that of
every other representative.’ Notably, the expression a0’ vmdéotaowv in SVF
3.305 (virtues, inseparable from one another, belong to the soul’s directive part
%0’ BrdoToow) again parallels xat” oUoiay in 3.306, where the same concept
is simply expressed with a different wording.

Philo’s use of UmwO0T00LG is worth considering carefully, all the more so in that he
is a philosopher-exegete with whose works Origen was notoriously well conversant.
In Aer. 88 and 92 Philo insists on the idea of “a substance of its own”: the light or
avyh “has no substance per se [®0.0’ €Ty VTOCTAOLY OV €YeL], but it derives
from what precedes it, the coal and the flame . . . it has no substance of its own
[VmooTaowy idlav oux €yel].” The light of the flame has no substance of its own.
The concept, which here is denied in reference to the aiyyf, is that of an individual
substance that originates from another but, from then on, is distinct from it. This is
not dissimilar from Origen’s concept of the generation of the Son’s UmdoTaOLS from
that of the Father; each of them has a VootaoLg of his own.*! What is different is
that Philo feels the need to add specifiers to VooTO0LS, such as ®a’ €éorvti)v and
0t to make it clear that he means the product’s individual substance, insofar as it
is distinct from that of the producer. Origen usually will not add such specifiers in his
Trinitarian terminology, since for him VOoTOO0LS already means “individual substance”
as distinct from ovoia, which is the common essence of all the Persons of the Trinity.
However, I have shown that even he sometimes adds idto, to emphasize the notion of
the individuality of a VTTOOTAOLG.

Plutarch’s use of VmdéoTAOLS, too, is worth exploring, being that of a Middle
Platonist chronologically not far from Origen. But his conceptualization of V7OOTAOLS
is, interestingly, quite different. I have already cited above Adv. Col. 1109a, line 8 as
a fragment from Democritus (fr. 156), which likely contains Plutarch’s own wording
rather than a literal quotation from Democritus: ¢pOowv Twva xai VrdoTaow idioy

8 E.g., SVF 2.503: Vacuum is unlimited “according to its substance or structure” (raTd TNV
avtod VmooTaowv); SVF 2.541: There must necessarily exist “a certain substance of the void”
(TLvaL VITOOTAOLY REVOD).

81 According to Radice, Philo is the first who considered the Logos a hypostasis, just as the
author of the prologue to the Gospel of John did. This concept simply did not exist outside the
Mosaic tradition. See Roberto Radice, “Philo’s Theology and Theory of Creation,” in The Cambridge
Companion to Philo (ed. Adam Kamesar; Cambridge, U.K.: Cambridge University Press, 2010)
125-45, at 137. As he remarks, this notion had no parallel in Middle Platonism. I observe that, on
the other hand, it has a parallel in the Epistle to the Hebrews, which, as I shall discuss later in the
present essay, might even have been influenced by Philo and was paramount to the formation of
the technical use of VOOTOOLS in Origen.
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€yovtog. Here the notion is, indeed, “a substance of its own”; however, VTOOTACLY
and ¢vowv are used as synonyms—there is no question of an individual having a
particular substance different from those of every other individual of the same species.
In Pseudo-Plutarch we find Utéoto0LC in the sense of “substance” both in reference
to bodily substance®? and in reference to things that “have a substance or subsistence
of their own” (td pév »00’ vdoTAOLY YiveTal), as opposed to others that “are
only apparent and have no subsistence of their own” (td 0¢ »nat’ E€udaoty idiav
ovx €yovto Vootaowy: Plac. philos. 894b, line 1). To specify this, the author felt
the need to add idia to VrrOOTOOLS. Moreover, here VTO0TAOLS is understood in a
material sense: an example of a thing that is ®at’ €ud ooy is the rainbow, one of a
thing that has a UtootaoLg of its own is hail. A rainbow is considered to be merely
apparent, while hail has material substance. The addition of idia. to VTOoTAOLS is
also found in the anonymous second-century C.E. Middle-Platonic commentary
on Plato’s Theaetetus 63: 000¢ T aiioONThoLa ExeLy idlav vdoTaowy, “Neither
do the organs of sense-perception have a substance of their own.” It is not clear,
however, whether an individual substance for each organ is meant. In 68 the notion
of individuality is again attached to the concept of VmtOOTOOLG, as is emphasized
by the addition of the expressions 0.0’ 00tO and »atd idlov

Numenius, the second-century Middle Platonist and Neopythagorean who was
well known to Origen, as is attested both by Origen himself and by Porphyry, uses
YEWUETOLHY] VTOOTOOLS as ens geometricum, a geometrical entity.®* Since each
geometrical figure is an entity of its own, the meaning of VrtOoTOOLS here seems
to get close to that of “individual substance.” One of the authors who deserve the
utmost attention in this connection is Soranus, a philosophical and medical author
from the first half of the second century C.E. In his work, a special reflection is
devoted to the constitution of a new individual substance from another individual
substance.® In Gyn. 2.27 Soranus observes that the new individual separates
(xwooBévta) from the parent and constitutes “an individual substance of its
own” (1QO¢ idiarv VITOOTOOLV), so that it “enjoys an existence of its own” or “has
its own individual substance” (idlg yonoduevov vmootdoel: Gyn. 2.57; see also
4.5). Since VmOoTOOLS previously meant “substance” or “existence” in general,
rather than “individual substance,” Soranus here felt the need to add idia to convey
the notion of a substance proper to a single being. In relation to Origen’s use of
VrooTooLs in reference to the Son and the Father, it is most interesting that here in
Soranus the matter is of a child in respect to his or her mother, and how he acquires

8 In Plac. 882e, line 10: Th)g COUATIXTG VTOOTACEWG.

8 000¢v 2a0’ o010 €xel TV VdoTAOoLY, TODT €0TLY, 0VOEV RaTA LO(AV.

8 Fragments, section 5 fr. 39: ol puév aQOPOV avTv eimdvieg €x HOvAdog ToLoVoLY, MG
auetotov, xal Thg aoeiotou duddog, Mg HEQLOTHG, Ol O’ (S YEMUETQLATV VITOCTAGLY OVCOV
€ onpelov ral dLaotdoems, Tod eV dueQods, T O¢ peQLoTi.

851.33: The conception is aimed “at the constitution of the living being” (gig VmtdoTAOLY TOD
thov).
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a substance of his own, different from that of his parent. Precisely this idea was
transposed by Origen to the relationship between the Son and the Father, although,
of course, Origen was concerned with the difference between the generation of the
Son and the biological generation of humans and animals %

Notably, Soranus, like Galen (who uses vVdéoTaolg 159 times!),¥ was also a
philosopher and wrote a book On the Soul *® now fragmentary, that was used by
Tertullian in which he denied the immortality of the soul. Soranus was active in
Alexandria and then in Rome, under Trajan and Hadrian, in the first four decades of
the second century C.E. Origen probably had Soranus’s writings available, at least
his work on the soul. Origen, too, as the Dialogue with Heraclides shows, discussed
the question of the immortality of the soul, which he also denied in respect to the
“real death” caused by evil. Origen was familiar with medical authors of his day,
and seems to have read and followed Galen, for instance, on good health as being
a result of a balance of humors, and the treatment of relevant disorders in Hom.
Luc. 1.¥° Another interesting parallel with Galen is the following: just as Origen had
his pupils study all the philosophical schools without becoming followers of one,
in order to preserve their intellectual critical capacity,” so did also Galen before
him: he had his pupils study all the medical schools without becoming followers
of one, in order to preserve their intellectual openness to rational argument.’!

Sextus Empiricus, too, the skeptic philosopher of the second/third century
C.E., in Math. 9.338 expresses the notion of individual substance by means of
V60Ta0LS. A whole (6Aov), such as a human being, a plant, an animal, or an object,
is “something else than the sum of its parts, and is conceived according to its own
individual substance and essence [zat’ idiov VrtOoTOOLY %0l ovciav].” Differently
from Soranus, Sextus seems to treat VéoTAOLS and ool as virtual synonyms
here. Sextus also uses VOOTOOLS in the widespread meaning of “substance” in

8 Thus, for instance, in Comm. Jo. 20.18.157 it is stressed that the generation of the Son did
not entail a diminution of the ovoia of the Father, as is the case with a woman who gives birth,
for this would imply that God has a corporeal nature.

87 The Corpus Hippocraticum has 110 occurrences, but none in the sense used by Soranus (and
Sextus). On Galen’s notion of the soul, the body, and the individual, see Christopher Gill, Naturalistic
Psychology in Galen and Stoicism (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2010).

8 On which see now Pietro Podolak, Soranos von Ephesos, Peri psyches: Sammlung der
Testimonien, Kommentar und Einleitung (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2010).

% That Galen was well known in Alexandria already to Clement is argued on the basis of good
evidence by Matyas Havrda, “Galenus Christianus? The Doctrine of Demonstration in Stromata
VIII and the Question of its Source” VC 65 (2011) 343-75. On Origen’s knowledge of Galen, see
Jonathan Barnes, “Galen, Christians, Logic,” in Classics in Progress (ed. Timothy P. Wiseman;
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002) 299-417.

% See my “Origen, Patristic Philosophy.”

%! This last parallel was acutely noticed by Jaap Mansfeld in his Prolegomena: Questions to be Settled
before the Study of an Author or a Text (Leiden: Brill, 1994) 165.
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general ”> But he repeatedly presents the notion of individual substance conveyed
by vrO0TOOLS, although usually with the addition of idia, for example in Math.
2.219. Here Sextus is dealing with genera and species, which, in a hypothesis, are
considered to be contents of thought (évvonuata), but in the opposite hypothesis
are considered to possess a substance of their own (idiav VOoTAOLY). In 3.99
Sextus reflects again on the relationship between the whole and its parts: if the whole
is merely the sum of its parts, it will have “no substance of its own” (VtOOTALOLY
i0tav), namely, no substance besides that of its parts. The same notion underlies
3.157: a number cannot be identified with the things that are numbered, but it
has “a substance of its own” (id{orv VTOoTAOLY) besides these things. If Sextus
thought that each number had an individual substance, this would be very similar
to Origen’s notion of an individual substance for each single representative of the
same species. In Math. 8.161 Sextus is distinguishing things that are opposed to
one another and things that are in a certain relation to one another; the former are
“all those which are conceived in their own substance in an absolute way [rot’
10lov VwdoTaoLy not amohiTtwc], such as white/black or sweet/bitter.” In Math.
1.137 Sextus seems to assign an individual substance to each part or member:
“parts are included in those things of which they are said to be parts, each of them
occupying its own place and having its own substance [{0L0vV TOTTOV EmEYOVTA ROl
0tav vdoTaowy €govta].” But the most interesting passage for its similarity to
Origen’s Trinitarian notion of VdéotTaoLS is Math. 10.335-336:

What generates something, if it changes into something else, either goes out
of its own substance [t|g i0lag VmooTdoewc], when it transforms itself and
generates, or it remains in its own substance [V Tf} oixelq Umootdoel] and
generates by means of assuming one form instead of another one. But if it
goes out of its own substance [Tf)g idlag VTooTdoEMC] it will perish into non-
existence. If, instead, it remains in its own substance [¢v Tf] 1d{q UooTdioel]
and generates by means of receiving one quality instead of another, it falls into
the same aporia.

This passage is crucial in that the issue is the generation of a substance from
another substance; therefore, the situation parallels the generation of the Son from
the Father and the problem of how to describe them in terms of their substances.
Sextus’s argument could be read as suggesting the conclusion that the subject
that generates remains in its individual substance, and the action of generating
does not produce any alteration in it, not even in its qualities. This is what Origen
maintained of the Father in the begetting of the Son. In Sextus’s discourse, it was
possible to understand the producer’s individual substance as different from the
individual substance of the product. This was certainly the way in which Origen
understood the relationship between the Father and the Son. Sextus was an earlier
contemporary of Origen; he lived circa 160-210 C.E., and he too, like Soranus and

2 E.g., Pyrrh. 3.58: 1] T®V mol0THTOV VTO0TOOLS €V Talg ovaialg €otiv, in that qualities can
subsist only in things, not in themselves.
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Galen, was both a physician and a philosopher. He seems to have lived in Alexandria.
He also uses ovota and vdéotaolg as synonyms, but, like Origen, not when he
means VwOoTaoLS as “individual substance.” Thus, in Math. 10.335-336, in which
VO0TOO0LS has this technical meaning, he never replaces it with ovolo or poLg.
This is because for him, just as for Origen, the generator and the generated have
the same nature, but different individual substances.

Alexander of Aphrodisias is another philosopher certainly known to Origen
(who very probably also inspired him in several respects)® who deserves the
utmost attention. In De Anima p. 19.19°* Alexander speaks of an independent
substance, with both the nominal and the verbal expression of an independent
substance. The soul and the spirit have different independent substances or
VIooTAoeLS, and therefore it is inferred that the spirit cannot be described as a
genus of the soul, since a genus has no independent substance of its own, but the
spirit does have a substance of its own.” This is not identical to Origen’s idea of a
sharing of nature (ovoia, poLg) and a differentiation of individual VootdoeLlg,
but it is remarkable for the notion of a differentiation of Ummootdoels. On p. 88.7
Alexander is saying that the forms subsist ontologically per se, even without being
conceived by an intellect;* this is what it means that they have a “substance of
their own” (natd TV oineloy VrwooTaow). It is unclear, however, whether here
Alexander is distinguishing the individual substance of each form. Alexander in De
mixtione (pp. 216—17) is speaking of the Stoics; indeed, this passage is the same
as Chrysippus’s fragment SVF 2.473, quoted above. I have already noticed that
in this passage idiorv VOOTOOWY is close to TNV oixelov ovotav, both indicating
the substance that is proper to the soul, in opposition to that of the body; these
substances remain separate. Indeed, in Comm. in Met. (p. 83.32), Alexander uses
VIOOTOOLY %ol GUOLY as a synonymic couple. The expression €v U100TAOEL (p.
110.13) probably means “in existence™” and occurs again (on p. 230.26): “If they
were beings and substances [OvTa »al oVoiot], they would be in sense-perceptible
bodies; for only these things are in existence [¢v Umtootdoel]; but if they were not,
they would not be substances [oUaoioun] either.” Only ovotat can be év vmootdoet,
which may mean that only substances can subsist; indeed, they are also said to be

% As I have posited in “Origen, Patristic Philosophy,” his ITegl "Agy®v may have inspired
Origen’s homonymous work. I found striking correspondences between Origen’s and Alexander’s
thought and terminology, but I shall have to treat them in a separate work. One is already detected
in my “‘Maximus’ on Evil, Matter, and God: Arguments for the Identification of the Source of
Eusebius PE VII 22,” Adamantius 16 (2010) 230-55.

% 1. Bruns, ed., Alexandri Aphrodisiensis, 1-100.

95 00 yap O YEVOG 01OV TE AEyew TR Yuyfig TO mvedua, £xov VITOCToLY %a0’ abTd. 0VdEV
YA YéVOg ToloDTOV, MG VPeoTavaL R’ avTo.

% On forms and their subsistence in Alexander, see Robert Sharples, “Alexander of Aphrodisias
on Universals,” Phronesis 50 (2005) 43-55, on De an. 90.2—-8 and Quaest. 1.11.

77 Gr. ¢éxd.otov TV év ooTtdoel TOwv = “each of the existing animated beings.”
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Ovta, existing beings. On p. 233.23, too, metaphysical form, nature, and substance
seem to be virtual synonyms.”®

On p. 1804, év oixelq vmwootdoel corresponds to €v dla Vmmootdoel and
indicates that the principles “have a substance of their own and exist per se” (év
oixelq Vmootdoel elol nal ®0B’ avTdg), just as each individual being (Tt 0.6’
Exaoto TV Ovimv) exists, unlike the genera and common species, which have
no substance of their own—an idea that I have already pointed out in Sextus
Empiricus —but exist only in being predicated. This passage is significant in that the
substance (V7tO0TO0LC) is conceived as proper to each principle and to each of the
beings, so that VTOoTaOLS here seems to be understood as “individual substance.”
This would be the same meaning as in Origen’s Trinitarian terminology: “individual
substance,” each being in a species having its own vmOcTOOLG, distinct from
that of the others. Genera and species do not have an individual substance (rot’
10l vrwdoTaowy), but individual beings (ta xa0’ €éxaota) do (p. 18.12). The
same concept underlies the following passage: “The principles become for them
substances, and substances on their own, different from the others [xa.0’avTdC
ovotot xot drapégovoal TOV GAhwV] . . . for the substance of common species
is not independent, [0V Y0 #a0’ VTNV 1] TOV ROWVDV VTTOOTAOLS]” (p. 234.33).
It is notable that each principle becomes a substance of its own, different from the
others. Again, however, ovota and VmOoTaoLg are close to each other, and the
expressions ®0.0’avtag ovoian and %00’ avTiv VOoTOOLS correspond to each
other. On p. 199.20 Alexander is speaking of people who conceive mathematical
entities by abstraction from sense-perceptible realities and do not ascribe to them
“a substance of their own” (idiav VrvOoTAOLY). It is not specified, but it seems to
be probable, that each mathematical entity, just like each principle (see above),
is considered to have its own individual substance.” Finally, in In Analyt. Pr. (p.
4.10-13)'% there is an interesting differentiation, close to that drawn by Origen,
between ovota and VrtOOTOOLS, the latter being paired with VrtaELg: some things,
such as matter and form, can be separated from one another only mentally and cannot
subsist without one another in their actual existence (Umootdoetr and VdEEEL),
but are different in their nature and essence (xat’ ovotav).'®! Here, therefore, the
case is of realities with different ovotlou, but inseparable in their UrtooTa0LS. In the
case of the Trinity, in Origen’s technical terminology, we find the opposite: three
different VmootdoeLg but one and the same ovotaL.

% T eldeL, fitol Aéywv T§) dpUoeL xal Tf VTooTdoeL.

% See also p. 263.16: avtd %00’ avtd Vv VdoTaowy Exovia; p. 561.23: ovx €otL nab’
aUTO €V VTOOTACEL OV.

10 Alexandri in Aristotelis analyticorum priorum librum I commentarium (ed. Maximilian Wallies;
Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca 2.1; Berlin: Reimer, 1883) 1-418.

10T Avogetv 6t aAMH v Td Aoy dvacOol Ta dtadégovto pev aAMAwv xot’ obotov, T
UEVTOL VITOOTAOEL TE %l VIGQEEL U Suvépeva ywolg GANAwY elvar . . . UAN Te xal eidog. . .
Ay OOWTa Y& Tf) VooTdoe TabTa AoV xal ob duvdpeva 04TEQOV ADTOV Elvon WOlg
Oatégov.
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A Revealing Comparison with Plotinus, and Porphyry’s Role:
Origen’s Influence on Porphyry?

On the basis of the analysis that I have carried out, the philosophical background to
Origen’s innovative notion of VwOOTOOLS appears rich, and it seems probable that
Origen did have at his disposal sources of inspiration in this respect in early imperial
philosophical and medical authors. Plotinus is also very interesting with regard
to the present investigation. He was a fellow disciple of Origen at Ammonius’s
school and is considered to be the “inventor” of the three Neoplatonic hypostases.'®?
Therefore, one might expect him to have a very innovative and specialized use of
the term VrtOOTO0LG in his protology, comparable to that of Origen in the Trinitarian
field. In fact, in Plotinus there are many occurrences of VT6oTOOLG, but, contrary to
what one might suppose, these have general, rather than technical, meanings; they
virtually never refer to the three hypostases of his triad of principles, the One, the
Intellect, and the Soul. It seems to me that it was rather Porphyry who ascribed to
Plotinus this technical meaning, as I shall argue.

Let me briefly analyze the use of VrtOoT00LS in Plotinus’s work. Sometimes it
is close in meaning to ovota and denotes “substance.” Indeed, Plotinus at times
seems to employ the two terms as synonyms, for instance in Enn. 6.4.9,in reference

12 See, e.g.,John Deck, Nature, Contemplation, and the One: A Study in the Philosophy of Plotinus
(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1967) 56; Belford Jackson, “Plotinus and the Parmenides,”
Journal for the History of Philosophy 5 (1967) 315-27, with a comparison between Plotinus’s
thought and Plato’s Parmenides and an examination of the relation of Plotinus’s third hypostasis,
the Soul, to the Parmenides; John Anton, “Some Logical Aspects of the Concept of Hypostasis in
Plotinus,” Review of Metaphysics 31 (1977) 258-71, who argues that the One for Plotinus is the
first hypostasis proper, and should not be regarded as a quasi-hypostasis; he appeals to Enn.5.1.10.1
and 2.9.33.1-2 to claim that for Plotinus the hypostases are only three; Jerome Schiller, “Plotinus
and Greek Rationalism,” Apeiron 12 (1978) 37-50, sees Plotinus’s three hypostases as solutions
to three problems that arise from Plato’s thought. The hypostasis One answers the question of
the justification of the ultimacy of reality; the hypostasis Intellect answers that of the certitude of
knowledge, and the hypostasis Soul answers that of the relationship between the realm of forms and
that of things; John Deck, “The One, or God, is Not Properly Hypostasis,” in The Structure of Being:
A Neoplatonic Approach (ed. Ramson Harris; Albany, N.Y.: University of New York Press, 1982)
34-39; John Dillon, “The Mind of Plotinus, III,” Boston Area Colloquium in Ancient Philosophy 3
(1988) 333-57; Ubaldo R. Pérez Paoli, Der plotinische Begriff der Hypostasis und die augustinische
Bestimmung Gottes als subiectum (Wiirzburg: Augustinus, 1990); Henri Crouzel, Origéne et Plotin.
Comparaison doctrinale (Paris: Téqui, 1991); Francesco Romano and Daniela P. Taormina, eds.,
Hyparxis e hypostasis nel Neoplatonismo (Florence: Olschki, 1994); Salvatore Lilla, “Neoplatonic
Hypostases and Christian Trinity,” in Studies in Plato and the Platonic Tradition (ed. Mark Joyal;
Aldershot: Ashgate, 1997) 127-89, who has examined the parallels between the hypostases of Plotinus
and Porphyry and the Trinitarian thought of Clement, Origen, and the Cappadocians, among others,
but without attention to the specific terminology of VmdoTaoLS and its presence or lack in Plotinus;
Stephen Menn, “Plotinus on the Identity of Knowledge with Its Object,” Apeiron 34 (2001) 233-46,
who analyzes Enn. 5.9.7, remarking that Plotinus does not mean that the knower is identical to the
object known, but that knowledge is identical to the object, and the hypostasis Nous is knowledge
containing all sciences and existing separately from souls, which participate in this knowledge.
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the production of a substance by the “first act.”!®® In 6.2 4, the reference is to “an
intelligible substance” (tvvo vonT v vdéotaowy) that Plotinus describes as “truly
being, or better One.” In Enn. 1.8.11 Plotinus is saying that privation is “not a
substance per se” (€77 UTi)g OVY VTTOOTAOLS), but is always found in something
else.'®In 1.8.3 the meaning is “reality” or “substance”; Plotinus is asking: Which is
the reality or substance in which aspects of evil are present without being different
from that reality, but being that reality itself?'*> In 2.9.1 Plotinus focuses on the
distinction between “in theory” and “in fact” (implying the distinction between real
existence and mere conceptuality or non-existence), speaking of the One, or the
Good, against the gnostics: “If the gnostics say that the distinction between various
Intellects is only theoretical [¢uvolq, and therefore not of substance, so that there
is no distinction between substances, but only one substance], first of all they will
have to renounce the plurality of substances” (T®v AELOVWOV VTOOTACEWY). In
Enn. 5.3.12 Plotinus is speaking of the procession of various operative powers or
activities (¢évégyewar) from the Intellect, which is one; these activities, remaining
forever, will be considered to be substances (0V7T00TAOELS); these substances,
precisely because they are substances and not simply modalities or qualities, will
be different from the Intellect, from which they derive.!%

Sometimes V7OOTOOLS is a synonym of VmmaELg, “existence,” for instance in
3.7.13, where Plotinus remarks that in case one should claim that time is “not in
existence or subsistence” (v oUy, Urt00Td0EL 1] €V 0Uy, VTAQEEL), it is clear that one
does not tell the truth in positing it, when saying “it was” or “it will be.” Likewise,
in 1.4.9 it is argued that if the existence (VTO0TOOLS) Oof Wisdom is “in a substance,
or better the substance” (¢v ovotq Twvi, pdhhov 8¢ év tf) ovoiq), this substance
(ovota) does not perish. Similarly in 2.5.5, speaking of matter, Plotinus observes:
“If you introduce actuality into those things that have being and substance [t elvou
%0l TNV ovoiov] in potency, you have destroyed the cause of their existence [Tfig
vmootdoewc], in that being [tO eivan] for them was in potency.” Here, just as in
the previous passage, “substance” is ov0(0., whereas VTOOTOOIS means “existence.”
The same is the case also in 1.8.15.17 In 6.4.9 VwO0TOOLG means again “existence”:
Tév TO 7’ dAlou TV VmdoTaoLy €xov means “all that which has its existence

193 "H dOvapug éxel Vidotaotg xai ovoia 1) petov ovotag; likewise 6.7.40: modT £véQyeila
VIOOTAOLY YEVVIOQOO €ig ovolay.

1% See also Enn. 3.5.7: Oi 8¢ mood ¢phowv oparéviov mdon Tadta xal ovdauf ovoio ovde
VOOTACELS OVOLMOELS 0V TTOEA YUy s £TL yevvaueva and 3.5.2: 1) Evégyelo aUTHg VTOOTAOLY
xal ovotov eigydoaro. In both passages, ovoia and VOOTAOLS are nearly synonyms.

105 Ty, 0OV BTOO0TACEL TADTA TAQEOTIV OVY ETEQA dVTaL Exelvng, GAL” Exelvn.

196 "Evog tod vod authod dvtog pficouot Tag évegyeiog mooellely . . . Eita tag évegyeiag
pevovoag del ol VooTdoelg Ofoovar VTooTdoels 08 ovoal £TeQal Exelvov, ad’ ou eioLy,
goovtal.

17 If one claims that matter does not exist, one must demonstrate to him or her the necessity
of the existence of matter: Ei 8¢ Tig mhv OAnv i) dnow elvar, deitéov avtd . . . Ty avéryxmv Tig
trootdoemg avtic. Here Umdotaoig corresponds to elvau, “tobe”; it is the fact of being, therefore existence.
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from something else,” and likewise in 6.6.11—-12, in which Plotinus is focusing on
the henad or unit.!® Here vrtootaolg does not designate the hypostasis of the One,
but means “existence’” much more generically. In 6.6.13, the meaning of VTOGTAOLS
is again “subsistence, existence,” not “hypostasis”: the One is necessary “for the
existence of every substance” (gig ovot0g ExAoTng VITOoTAOLY).[? A lexical hue
related to the meaning “existence” and found in Plotinus is “reality,” as opposed to
non-existence, fictitiousness, and the like.!'® Another meaning of UrtOoTaOLS attested
in Plotinus is “way of being,” exemplified for instance in 6.6.5, where VOOTOOLG
indicates the way of being of the number, which makes it not a substance (ovoia),
but an accident."! Another meaning of VOoTOOLS, Which was already found in
Greek beforehand, as I have documented above, is also attested in Plotinus, namely
that of “constitution, production,” in this case production of a substance (5.5.3).!"?

In 5.6.3, very interestingly, the notion emerges of an individual and autonomous
substance or existence, however not in reference to one of the supreme principles,
later called hypostases, but in a discussion concerning the parts of a compound:
“One thing that is simple cannot constitute by itself that which is a compound of
many elements, since none of these can have an individual substance or existence,”
a vooTaowy ®o0’€0utd.'"? The use of VOOTAOLS in relation to the Good (the
One) requires an especially careful consideration in order to establish whether
it can indicate the hypostasis of the One/Good. In tf) ToD dyaBoD Vmootdoel
(6.8.13), Plotinus takes up Plato’s expression 1) Tod dyofod ¢pvolg, “the nature
of the Good,” from Philebus (20d line 1, 54c line 10, 60b lines 4-10), changing
¢dvoLg into VOoTAOLS, and immediately after he also speaks of the ovotla of the

198 'Qc vao M pla Ty VmooTaow Exel, did Tl ob ol ai EAat; . . . o0 pia pOvov Evag Ty
vmooTaoLY £E€L val 0UTwg TAT00g EoTon £vAdmv, the question being whether only one henad has
existence, and why not the others, so that there would be a great number of henads; T0 €v ®ol TV
povada ) vrdotaoty Aéyol €xetv, the hypothesis being that the One and the Monad have no existence.

19 See also 6.6.16: dOLODVTOG Gua ®al GQLOMOV YeEVVMVTOG %ol &V T évegyelq DOoTOOLY
TOLOVVTOG TOCOD, HOTEQ 1AL £V TM Padilely VTOOTAGTY TVOG RIVTEMG.

119°6.1.29: The mode would have more reality (t6 mwg €xewv éviadBa VdoTaog udAhov); and
yet, if not even here there were reality (gi W ®dxel VTOOTAOLS).

1 H towahty Ymootaotg dpictnotl Tov dedudv Tod ovoiav eivar, cupPefnurog 88 puailov
notel. Likewise in 6.1.9, where the meaning may be either “way of being” or “substance” Ei pév
oUV yeVIRMg TV ToD TEOS TL oYEotv (g eldOC TIg OfoETOL, YEVOS BV %Ol DITOOTAOLS (g AOYOS TIG
qovtayo- if the relationship is deemed a form, then there will be one single genus and way of being.

12 Thv 10D TQOTATOQOC OlOV EVEQYELQV €l DITOOTACY ovolag. See also 6.8.10 where Plotinus
refers to the constitution, coming into being and creation of something, in order to deny that the
first principle was constituted by anything else: ADTHV oVV 1) Gvéyxn DIEoTNOEV; 1) 00O Véo
TOV MOV DTOGTAVTOV TOV pet’ adTd 8’ atd. TO 0DV med 1ooTdoemg hg dv i) U’ EAhov
1} V¢’ avTOD VIEOTN.

113 Rather than conceiving his three principles as individual hypostases, Plotinus may have thought
of the Ideas as individual forms or substances (as opposed to abstraction, genera, and species). The latter
thesis is supported by James Sikkema, “On the Necessity of Individual Forms in Plotinus,” International
Journal of the Platonic Tradition 3 (2009) 138-53, who argues that “had Plotinus not posited individual
forms . . . there would be no ground for appropriating each thing as intelligible” (152).
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Good; therefore, it seems that ¢pvoLg, oVoia, and VTOOTAOLS are almost synonyms
and indicate the substance of the Good. As a consequence, VtOoTOOLS, although
it refers to the Good, cannot be taken here as a technical term (“hypostasis™) as in
Origen, who has a clear distinction between ovolo and VTO0TAOLS in the Trinity.
Likewise, in 6.8.15 Plotinus uses Vtdéot00LS in reference to the Good, which he
describes as “first substance,” in the same way as in 6.6.10. ! However, not even
here can VOoTAOLG be regarded as the technical term “hypostasis,” being rather a
synonym of ¢poLg or ovotia. In particular, in 6.6.10 Plotinus is explaining that the
first substance/nature/being/essence (not “hypostasis”) is that of the Good, while the
others are those substances or beings that are not good by nature, but by accident.

Plotinus never uses bdoTAOLS to indicate a hypostasis in a technical sense, that
is, to indicate his three first principles. He does not employ this term in the way
Origen does, to designate the individual substance of one person different from the
individual substance of every other within the same nature (ovoto, pU0oLg), be the
latter the divine or the human nature, or the rational nature of the logika. Indeed, in
the case of Plotinus’s three principles, not only would it be improper to speak of Persons,
like those of the Trinity or of humanity or the /ogika, but the relationship between the
One, the Nous, and the Soul is not a relation of equality, whereas the Persons of the
Trinity (and those composing humanity and the whole nature of the logika) are equal.
This was already suggested by Origen'"® and was then emphasized by Gregory of Nyssa,
who knew Plotinus and was inspired by him in many respects (Gregory ascribed to the
whole Trinity the characteristics of Plotinus’s One). These distinctions between Plotinus’s
triad and Origen’s Trinity are clear, as are those between their respective ovoto. / pioLg
/ vrwdoTaoLS terminologies.

But Porphyry, paradoxically enough,'® would seem to be responsible for an
assimilation. For it is arguably Porphyry who ascribed the technical use of VrOoTAOIC
(as “hypostasis,” in reference to the three principles), very similar to Origen’s technical
use of the term, to Plotinus. In Vit. Plot. 25, indeed, Porphyry himself attests this usage
in his well-known redactional work'"” he entitled Enn. 5.1 “On the three Hypostases
that constitute the principles,” ITegl TV ToUOV AQYrMV Vrootdoewv. This title was
obviously not given by Plotinus. Likewise, in Vit. Plot. 4, Porphyry repeats the title of

114°6.8.15: Todto [sc. TO ayabdov] 8¢ oty & €0t »al povobuevov. Yrdotaolg 8¢ mom)
ovx &v apiym ovd’ év LR ahoY®; 6.6.10: el T TEGOTO AéyeL, DITOCTUOLV AEYeL TV QDTN V-
el 8¢ oig ovpPéPnune TO Ayadov, del eivar piow dyadod.

15 As I have argued in “Origen’s Anti-Subordinationism,” VC 65 (2011) 21-49.

116 It is paradoxical given his hostility to Christianity. Most recently, Mark Edwards offered that
his fifteen discourses Kata Xoiotavdv were discrete works (“Porphyry and the Christians,” in
Studies on Porphyry [eds. George Karamanolis and Anne Sheppard; London: Institute of Classical
Studies, 2007] 111-26). For a status quaestionis on this work, see the introduction and edition by
Enrique A. Ramos Jurado et al., Porfirio de Tiro contra los cristianos (Cadiz: Universidad, 2006)
and Robert M. Berchman, Porphyry against the Christians (Leiden: Brill, 2005).

117 On which see Henri Dominique Saffrey, “Pourquoi Porphyre a-t-il édité Plotin? Réponse provisoire,”
in Porphyre. La vie de Plotin (eds. Luc Brisson et al.; 2 vols.; Paris: Vrin, 1992) 2:31-57.
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Enn. 5.1; moreover, the title Porphyry has given to Enn. 5.3 reads again: ITegl tdhv
YVOLOTIHDV Vtootdoewy. It is especially in the famous title of Enn. 5.1 that the
technical meaning of VOOTAOIS as “hypostasis” emerges. The One, the Intellect, and
the Soul are the three principal (Gywat) Hypostases. This is much more Porphyry’s
terminology than Plotinus’s.

But why did Porphyry introduce this innovation? Which examples or sources of
inspiration did he have for such a conceptualization of VrtOOTOOLS as “hypostasis™?
I'suspect that he may even have been inspired by Origen, whose work he knew quite
well, and by his technical use of UOoTOOLS, Which Porphyry transposed from the
Trinity to Plotinus’s triad of first principles."® In fact, both the “hypostatic” meaning
of Vmootdoelg, which Porphyry ascribed to Plotinus, and the identification of the
three hypostases with the digy ot or first principles of all that exists, make me suspect
that Porphyry may have had in mind Origen’s Trinitarian technical terminology
of Vrtbotaolg and his philosophical masterpiece ITegl iy ®v.!® For here Origen
presents God the Trinity as the principle of all, and more specifically the three
vrootdoelg of the Christian Trinity as the dya of all reality.!?

In ITepi doy @V, Origen declares that he wants to work on and complete what
is revealed in Scripture, and to apply to the latter the philosophical research and
parameters of Greek philosophy (Princ. 1 pr. 9-10)."! Thus, he begins by dealing
with the first &y, God, and in particular with the Father, the first VrtooTo0LG;
the Son, who is presented as Wisdom and Logos, the seat of the Ideas; and the
Spirit. Origen constantly bases his argument on Scripture and proceeds via
rational deduction throughout his ITegt dy®v. He immediately adds a treatment
of the rational natures’ participation in the Good, that is, God, the fall, and the
apokatastasis.'”? Thanks to such an application of philosophy to Scripture, Origen

118 According to Radice, “Philo’s Theology,” 144, Plotinus depends on Philo for the conception
of the Ideas not only as thoughts of the divine Intellect, but also as intelligent powers. If Plotinus
could depend on Philo, then Porphyry could certainly depend on Origen.

19 Tt is probable that Origen in turn was inspired especially by Alexander of Aphrodisias in
conceiving the very structure of his masterpiece, as I have argued in “Origen, Patristic Philosophy.”

120 This notion is so deeply rooted in Origen’s thought as to return in Comm. Jo. 1.102: d.oy1 viod
O TOTNQ ®al Ay ONWOVEYNUAT®OV O dNWOVQEYOS %ol AITOEATAMS Aoy TOV dvtwv O Oedg.

121 “We shall see whether what the Greek philosophers call incorporeal is found in Scriptures under
another name. It will be necessary to investigate how God should be considered: whether corporeal
...or having a different nature . . . it will be necessary to extend the same investigation also to Christ
and the Holy Spirit, then to the soul and every rational nature . . . to order the rational explanation
of all these arguments into a unity . . . with clear and irrefutable demonstrations . . . to construct a
consistent work, with arguments and enunciations, both those found in the sacred Scripture and those
thence deduced by means of a research made with exactitude and logical rigor.”

122 Origen treats God, the rational creatures, the world, and eschatology systematically in the first
two books; the rational creatures’ free will, providence, and restoration, in the third; and in the fourth,
Trinitarian matters (in a sort of Ringkomposition with the beginning) and Scriptural exegesis. This is
perceived as belonging to the exposition of metaphysics in that Origen’s philosophy is a Christian
philosophy, grounded in Scripture and facing, by means of rational arguments, questions that are
not defined by Scripture and tradition.
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won for the Church the most culturally-demanding and philosophically-minded
people, who often were attracted by various forms of Gnosticism. He made it
impossible to accuse Christianity any longer of being a religion for simpletons
and unlearned people. Therefore, he was esteemed as a philosopher by several
non-Christian philosophers, such as Porphyry himself. Porphyry also wrote a
TTegt doy@®v,'* in which he demonstrated the eternity of the second hypostasis,
the Intellect. He surely knew both the homonymous work by Longinus, who was
his teacher, and that by Alexander of Aphrodisias, whose writings were regularly
read at Plotinus’s classes, which he attended. But he certainly knew Origen’s ITegt
aQydv as well.

Indeed, Porphyry knew Origen’s thought and philosophical sources in depth.
In a pvijun of his, preserved by Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 6.19.4-8, from the third
book of Porphyry’s writing against the Christians,'** he described Origen as an
excellent philosopher who reasoned as a Greek in metaphysical matters, although
he lived as a Christian, therefore “against the law.” In this fragment Porphyry, after
disapproving of the application of philosophical allegoresis to the Bible, states
that the initiator of this hermeneutical method was Origen, whom he depicts as
nevertheless illustrious for his writings. Porphyry states that he met Origen when
he was young,'® that Origen’s parents were Greek, and that he received a Greek
education, but then he embraced a “barbarian way of life.” Porphyry indeed draws
a sharp opposition between Origen’s way of life (Blog), which was Christian, and
Origen’s philosophy, which was Greek. In metaphysics and theology, according
to Porphyry, Origen was a Greek philosopher, and he interpreted Scripture in the
light of philosophy.'?¢ A noteworthy list of Origen’s favorite philosophical readings
follows (Hist. Eccl.6.19.8), largely coinciding with the authors read by Plotinus and

123 Suda, s.v. Ilop¢pvorog; Proclus, Theol. Plat. 1.51.5.

124 On this passage, see Pier F. Beatrice, “Porphyry’s Judgment on Origen,” in Origeniana
Quinta (ed. Robert J. Daly; Leuven: Peeters, 1992) 351-67; Theodor Béhm, “Origenes—Theologe
und (Neu-)Platoniker? Oder: Wem soll man misstrauen: Eusebius oder Porphyrius?” Adamantius
8 (2002) 7-23; Marco Zambon, “Paranomos zen: la critica di Porfirio a Origene,” in Origeniana
Octava (ed. Lorenzo Perrone; Leuven: Peeters, 2003) 553—-63; Anthony Grafton and Megan Williams,
Christianity and the Transformation of the Book (Cambridge, Mass.: Belknap, 2006) 63—65; Ilaria
Ramelli, “Origen and the Stoic Allegorical Tradition,” InvLuc 28 (2006) 195-226; eadem, “Origen,
Patristic Philosophy”; eadem, “The Philosophical Stance of Allegory in Stoicism and its Reception in
Platonism, Pagan and Christian,” [JCT 18 (2011) 335-71; on Porphyry’s attitude toward Christianity,
see Jeremy Schott, “Porphyry on Christians and Others: ‘Barbarian Wisdom,” Identity Politics, and
Anti-Christian Polemics on the Eve of the Great Persecution,” JECS 13 (2005) 277-314.

125 See also Athanasius Syrus’s preface to his Isagoge: “Porphyry was from Tyre and was a
disciple of Origen,” and Eunapius V. Soph. 457. Porphyry was born in 232/3 C.E., and Origen died
around 255. Therefore Porphyry was no older than twenty-two when he met Origen. It is unclear
whether he was a Christian at that time, as Socrates and Porphyry’s knowledge of Scripture may
suggest, but he is certainly not mistaken when he identifies our Origen with a disciple of Ammonius,
and therefore a fellow-disciple of Plotinus.

120 Kortdl 8¢ TG meQl TOV meaypdtwv xai Tod Oelov d6Eag EMANviCwv te xol td EAMvov
Toig 00velolg Vmofaridpevog nvbolg.
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his disciples: Plato, Middle Platonists and Neopythagoreans, and Stoic allegorists.
Porphyry regarded Origen as a convert to Christianity, a Christian in his life but a
Greek philosopher in his metaphysics and theology.

Precisely because he considered Origen’s metaphysical principles to be Greek,
Pophyry felt a profound continuity between Origen’s discourse on the three Gy ol
of all (that is to say, the Trinity) and Plotinus’s discourse on the three diQyai of all
(i.e., his protological triad: the One, the Intellect, and the Soul). And, since Origen
used VmooTAOELS in a technical sense for his own three dgyai, Porphyry may
indeed have applied this term to Plotinus’s three Goy . as well, although Plotinus’s
triad presents considerable divergences from Origen’s Trinity, and although
“vmooTaolg,” as I have pointed out, was not a technical term in Plotinus for an
individual substance different from the other individual substances that share in the
same essence or oVoto, nor was it used by him in the sense of “hypostasis” proper,
to designate specifically his three principles. The present supposition would gain
even more strength if Origen the Christian and Origen the Neoplatonist, mentioned
by Porphyry in his Vita Plotini and by later Neoplatonists, were in fact one and the
same person. Interestingly, Porphyry attributes his own description of demonology
in De abstinentia to “some of the Platonists”; indeed, this work is based on Origen’s
work on the demons, which Porphyry mentions in his biography of Plotinus as a
work of Origen the Neoplatonist.'?’

My suspicion that the technical use of Aypostasis in Plotinus’s titles, created by
Porphyry and inspired by Origen, is further strengthened by the fact that Porphyry
himself, in his own linguistic use, did not employ Vd0TAOLS in the aforementioned
technical sense. For, in Porphyry’s own writings, UT00TOOLS means “existence,
way of existence,” or seems to be nearly a synonym of ovoia.'”® These are the
same meanings I have detected in Plotinus. Thus, in ascribing the technical notion
of “hypostasis” to Plotinus’s three principles, Porphyry seems to have drawn, not
on his own or Plotinus’s terminology, but on some other source of inspiration. I

127 Beatrice, “Porphyry’s Judgment,” 362 and Heidi Marx-Wolf, “High Priests of the Highest
God: Third-Century Platonists as Ritual Experts,” JECS 18 (2010) 481-513, at 498 accept that this
work was by Origen the Christian. I have argued for the identification of the two Origens in “Origen,
Patristic Philosophy,” and, with further proofs, in “Origen the Christian Middle/Neoplatonist.”

128 See Sent. 4: “Incorporeal beings have a substance of their own and do not mix with bodies [ta
%©ah’ aOTA AoOUOTA VITOOTAOEL ROl OVO(Q OV TAYEGTLV 0VOE GUYRIQVATOL TOIG COUAOL]”; 40:
“The question is of an eternal substance”: dévvaov ovotay . . . LTOOTAOLY AUGUATOV . . . OVdOUA
pev éldetmovoav; here ovota and VdoTOOLS are synonyms. In Ep. ad An. 2.4b, too, VtOOTOOLG
means “substance”: WATOV TL YiveTal DTOOTEOEMS E100C, £E NUOV Te ThHS Yuyfc #ol EEwdev
Oelog émavoiag; Comm. in Parm. 1: 10 dyov éENMayuéVOV THS AVETLVOTTOU VITOOTACEWS,
11: Tig idL0TNG VITooTdoEWS EVELrOVILOUEVT UEV TV AmAOTNTO TOD €VOG. Sent. 33: Oy UATMV
movteh®g exPePnrodtov A’ dAAwv zat’ iddTnTa Vootdosws; 43: OvOpOTOS dLadodg
mpootedeiong T Tod vob Vmootdoel nal Thg dpavraoiag: the attribution of vdoTAOLG Not
only to the intellect, but also to pavtaoia excludes that it means the “hypostasis” of the Intellect.
On Porphyry’s hypostases, see John Dillon, “Intellect and the One in Porphyry’s Sententiae,”
International Journal of the Platonic Tradition 4 (2010) 27-35; and Bernard Collette-Ducic, Plotin
et I’ordonnancement de 1’étre (Paris: Vrin, 2007).
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have argued that this source is probably Origen’s technical, Trinitarian meaning
of vdoTOOLg, which Porphyry then transposed to Plotinus’s triad of principles.
Of course, Porphyry would never have admitted that he had taken such a

fundamental conception from Origen (given that Origen, albeit an excellent
philosopher in his opinion, was nevertheless a Christian); he rather endeavored
to refer Plotinus’s three hypostases back to Plato, as is revealed by the following
passage from Book 4 of Porphyry’s History of Philosophy:'*

TTopdUolog Yae dnot, ITAdtwvog extidéuevog dOEav- “dyoL Yoo ToLdv

vmootdoewy, épn Mhdtov, v tod Otiov meoeldelv ovoilov- eival

0¢ TOV p&v avotdtm 0eov Tayabov, net’ avTov 08 TOV deVTEQOV 1Al

onoveyov, Toltov xTh.”

Porphyry, reporting a thought of Plato, says: “The essence of the divinity

—Plato said—proceeds up to three hypostases: the highest God is the Good;

after it there comes the second God, the Demiurge, and the third, etc.”

Thus, Porphyry claims that Plato posited the three principles that were later theorized
by Plotinus, and called them “hypostases,” and not only this, but that Plato even
ascribed to these three principles one and the same divine ovolo. Remarkably,
this was not Plato’s own theological doctrine,'* nor even Plotinus’s interpretation
of Plato (in Enn. 5.1.8 he does refer to the Second Letter and its “three kings” as
a basis for his own three principles, but with no mention of hypostases!), nor any
Middle Platonist’s doctrine or exegesis of Plato proper, but it rather resembles much
more closely Origen’s view of the Trinity: God is the Good, the Son is the agent of
creation, and the Spirit is the third principle; they all share the same divine ovoioa.,
but they are three different Umtootdoels. I am further confirmed in my suspicion by
the fact that in his Katda Xoiotiavdv Porphyry criticizes the Johannine presentation
of Christ as God’s Logos by reading it through the lenses of Origen’s understanding
of the Son having the same ovoio as the Father but a different VwéoT00LS. The
fragment is reported by three Byzantine authors, but only one version was included
in Harnack’s collection'! as fr. 86;'*? the two other versions come from Psellus.'??
The most complete and relevant to the present argument is Psellus’s first quotation:

12 Preserved by Cyril, C. [ulian. 8 p. 271a: yod¢eL tolvuv ITopdpiolog €v PifAimt TeTdoTmL
DLhoodPov ioTogiag . . .

130 On Plato’s theology, about which scholarship does not enjoy a basic consensus, I limit myself
to referring to Michael Bordt, Platons Theologie (Freiburg: Karl Alber, 2006), who advocates the
presence of a coherent and constant theology in Plato and offers an overview of past scholarship.

131 Adolf von Harnack, Porphyrius, “Gegen die Christen,” 15 Biicher. Zeugnisse, Fragmente
und Referate (Berlin: Konigliche Preussische Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1916).

132 About which see John Granger Cook, The Interpretation of the New Testament in Greco-
Roman Paganism (Ttibingen: Mohr, 2000) 148-49.

133 They have been added to Pophyry’s fragments by Richard Goulet, “Cinq nouveaux fragments
nominaux du traité de Porphyre Contre les Chrétiens,” VC 64 (2010) 140-59, esp. 141-44.
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If [the Son] is a logos, it is either expressed [TQopoErOC] or immanent
[évOuaOeToc]. But if it is expressed, it is not substantial [0V0LDONG], because
at the same time as it is uttered, it has already gone. If, on the other hand,
it is immanent, it will be inseparable from the Father’s nature [pOoewc]; in
which case, how is it that it has separated and from there has descended to
life?'3* (Op. theol. 75.107-10)

Now, Porphyry was reading John 1:1 with Origen’s interpretation of Christ-Logos
in mind; therefore he argued that, if the Logos is mpodoirdg, it cannot have an
ovoia, let alone a divine ovota, and if it is €vOid0etog, it cannot have a VIOOTOOLG
of its own, separated from the Father. Porphyry’s parallel fr. 86 is also telling, in
that it shows that he argues that Christ-Logos, being neither mpo¢oQirndg nor
évoudiOetog—exactly what Origen claimed (see below)!— cannot be a Logos
at all."® This conclusion is diametrically opposed to Origen’s and, I suspect, is
aimed at refuting it. Indeed, among Christian authors, Theophilus, Autol. 2.22 had
presented the Logos of God as a Logos £vOud0etog that never separates from the
Father, but he had no Trinitarian notion of V7TO0TAOLS as individual substance. But
Origen had it, and Origen, precisely in a polemic with another imperial Platonist,
Celsus, discussed John 1:1 in the light of the categories of logos €évdLé0etog and
opoowrds. In Cels. 6.65 Origen refuses to apply the notions of logos évdidOetog
or mRodporog to Christ-Logos, since these can only be applied to human logos,
whereas the divine Logos is superior; the divine Logos-Son can grasp God, and
even reveal God, whereas the human logos cannot.!*® In the same way, in fr. 118
on John, Origen applied the concept of logos €éviiaBetog, not to Christ, but to
the human rational faculty or fyyepovindv, over which Christ-Logos presides.'?’
Likewise in Comm. Matt. 11.2.12 Origen, interpreting the multiplication of loaves
and fishes, speaks of logos €vOLd.0etoc and mmpodordg in reference to human
reason: after equating the bread with the rational faculty that Jesus can expand
in each person, he interprets the two fishes as the two kinds of this faculty, logos
¢voLdiBetog and logos moopoowrdc. In Schol. Apoc. 9, too, Origen refers the idea

134 Michaelis Pselli Theologica (ed. Paul Gautier; Stuttgart-Leipzig: Teubner, 1989) 1:301.

13 "Hrot moopoeurdg 1) £vorddetog, dALd wiyv obte Todto, 0iTe éxeivor ol doa ovde
AOYOG €0TL.

136 Bl pev Aoy t@ €v Mulv, eite évolabéto eite nol mQodpound, xai fuels poopev dTL
ovx fotv GrTog TO MOYw O Oedc £l 8¢ vofoavteg T “Ev doyf) v 0 hoyog, nal 6 Aoyog
NV TQOG TOV BedV, 2al Bedg NV 6 AdY0g,” dodpavoueda 8T To0T® TH MOy EdLretdg E0TLV O
0e0g, 00 pOVE AT noTahapfavouevos AL ol @ Gv alTog dmoxalbyn TOV matéa. On
the notions of Adyog €voLdbetog and mpodoixdg in Origen, see also David Robertson, “Origen
on Inner and Outer Logos,” StPatr 46 (2010) 201-6.

137 @edg MOYOg NV 0VTOG 88 TAVTL AoV TAQEOTL. TO OF SLAVONTIHOV O AUl TYELOVIXOV
roheltol, pecaitatov Nudv €oTiyv: exel Ya €0ty 0 £voudfetog Aoyog, »ad’ Ov Loywrol éopev,
OV zal emoxomel g 0e0g O XOLOTOS %Ol AOYOS.
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of logos oIS to the human logos, and not to the divine Logos.'* Again,
in Exp. Prov. PG 17.252.12 Origen applies the same notion of logos 1po$pooixdg
to the human rational faculty, and not to the divine Logos.!** The same line was
followed by three Origenist theologians: Eusebius, who refused to apply the notions
of logos €vOLéBetog and popoLrds to Christ-Logos and blamed Marcellus for
doing so;'* Athanasius, who even had the assimilation of Christ-Logos to the logos
€voLdOetog and mpodoeirdg included in anathemas (Syn. 27.3.8); and Gregory
of Nyssa, who, like Eusebius, found this assimilation “Sabellian,” in that it denied
the separate hypostasis of the Son.'*!

Porphyry likely knew at least Origen’s Tlegl "Agy®v and Contra Celsum,
and probably even his Commentary on John, which included many philosophical
treatments. Porphyry’s polemical fragment did not simply address John 1:1, but
implied Origen’s notion of Christ-Logos as having the same oUoia as the Father
but a VrtOoTOOLS Of his own.'*> When Porphyry claimed that Christ-Logos, if it is
neither £€vOLa.0eTog nor mpodorde, is not even a logos, he clearly had in mind

13 Speaking of “one who turns one’s intellect to the true light,” he remarks that, in order to
be useful to other people, “who have not yet had a chance to be illuminated by the true Sun,” this
person should teach them by means of his or her logos mpo¢pogirds.

13 “The spindle is a pure intellect . . . or a logos mpopoeLrdg that pulls spiritual contemplation
from the intellect.”

0 In Eccl. Theol. ten passages prove this. In 1.17.7 Eusebius avers that the assimilation of
God’s Logos to the human logos €votd0gtog and moopooirndg (unde mote pev evolddeTov mg &’
AvOQMOIY LOYOV TOTE O& ONUAVTILROV (OGS TOV €V ULV TROPOQLKOV ROl €V TG Bed VmoTiBEoHL)
is not Christian, but “Jewish” or “Sabellian,” in that it denies the Son of God as a distinct substance;
see also 2.14.20: xotd 8¢ 1OV ZaféAMov Eva nol TOV abTOV ElVaL GITOGAVOUEVOS VIOV %al
TOTEQO HOL TTOTE UEV QVTOV £VOLABETOV ElodymV AOYOV TTOTE 08 ROdoELrdV. Two chapters in
Book 2 are devoted to countering Marcellus’s presentation of God’s Logos as similar to human logos,
sometimes £vOLd0eTog and sometimes mpoPpoELxrOg (title of ch. 11: TOTE pev adTOV TEOPOELLOV
o0 60D LOYOV, ToTE O¢ £vOLABETOV OHOiMG TQ £V AvOQMIOLS Edaonev; of ch. 15: ovelto TOV
VIOV 10D 0£0D CaPOS TEOPOILOV AOYOV %Al EVOLAOETOV dEoxmY elval avTov). In 2.15.2-3,
indeed, Eusebius paraphrases Marcellus on this point, and in 2.11.1 levels the same charge against
him: zatominret € v 100 dvBowmeiov Adyou OpotdTTA . . . €7 08 TOD AOYOU ONUAVTLROV
avTOV ddWOLY xal Spotov T( AvOQMTIVE: Ag TOTE PEV Aéyely ahTOV Novydlewv év T@ Oed
mote O¢ mooiéval tod 0god . . . x00’ opoldTnTa TOD M’ Nuiv Adyou, Tob TE évAlabétou
V.a}\ovuévov %ol ToD %ot TEOPOQAV At Pwvilg ¢Earovopévou. Idem in 2.15.4: évouébetov
koyov ® dodoyitetal Tig nol ngoqaogmov O Stahéyetar TQOOTPEY TG OEd, TOLODTOV TIVEL
0loV TOV %00’ NUAC %ol TOV &V 1) 0ed eivon Aoyov Dmo0éuevog. 2.17.6: 6 Tod moufacthémg
0e0D téhetog AdYog, OV ®OTA TOV TEOPOQLXOV AVOQMOTWV AOYOV.

41 Ady. Ar. et Sab. (ed. Friedrich Mueller; Gregorii Nysseni Opera; vol. 3.1; Leiden: Brill,
1958) 71-85: 81.10-25.

142 On which see Joél Letellier, “Le Logos chez Origéne,” RSPT 75 (1991) 587-611; Joseph
Wolinski, “Le recours aux epinoiai du Christ dans le Commentaire sur Jean d’Origene,” in Origeniana
Sexta (ed. Gilles Dorival and Alain Le Boulluec; Leuven: Peeters, 1995) 465-92; Joseph O’Leary,
“Logos,” in The Westminster Handbook to Origen (ed. John A. McGuckin; Louisville: John Knox,
2004) 142-45; my “Clement’s Notion of the Logos ‘All Things As One’: Its Alexandrian Background
in Philo and its Developments in Origen and Nyssen,” in Alexandrian Personae: Scholarly Culture
and Religious Traditions in Ancient Alexandria (ed. Zlatko PleSe; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2012).
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Origen’s thesis that Christ-Logos is neither £évouéi0etog nor moopooLrdg, since
Origen was the only Christian supporter of this thesis then. Precisely Porphyry’s
polemic and Origen’s interpretation were known to Eusebius—the author of an
extensive refutation of Porphyry —who reflects them in Eccl. theol.2.9.1. Here he
posits the same problem of the individual subsistence of the Son-Logos as raised
by Porphyry, and even uses the same notion and vocabulary of Christ-Logos
Ay weLotog from the Father as found in Porphyry’s objection; he turns it against
Marcellus, but not to claim that Christ is a logos mpo$poQurdc; he rather asserts
that Christ-Logos is similar to it.'*

One last hint is found in the title and content of Eusebius’s Praep. ev. 11.21. Its
title, chosen by Eusebius himself, exactly coincides with that chosen by Porphyry for
Enn.5.1: TTegl tyv TQLOV GOy Vmootdoewv.* This cannot be accidental, all
the more in that here, on the basis of the Platonic Second Letter 312d—e (the same that
Plotinus cited in Enn. 5.1.8 to provide a basis for his doctrine of the three principles,
but notably without speaking of hypostases, unlike Porphyry), Eusebius argues that
Plato’s triad depends on the “Jewish oracles,” the Sapientia Salomonis. This theology
was interpreted by “the exegetes of Plato,” i.e., Plotinus and Porphyry, as a reference to
the three hypostases (“first god,” “second cause,” and “third god” or world soul), and
by the Christian tradition as a reference to the Trinity. This tradition was represented
by Clement, who interpreted the “three kings” of the Second Letter in reference to
both the Trinity and the Platonic principles. But Eusebius knew that it was Origen
who first spoke of the Persons of the Trinity in terms of hypostases, probably inspiring
even Porphyry, who read Plotinus’s principles as individual substances in Origen’s
sense, and who further tried to ascribe this novelty, not to Origen, but to Plato, who
in fact did not anticipate it. Porphyry had the Second Letter in mind, that to which
Clement, Origen, Plotinus, and then Eusebius referred. Clement, Origen, and Plotinus
may have derived the interpretation of that letter from Ammonius; Eusebius was well
acquainted with their, and Porphyry’s, exegesis of that letter. Now, Plotinus did not
speak of hypostases in his exegesis of it, but Porphyry, inspired by Origen, did so in
his history of philosophy and in the title he chose for Enn. 5.1, and Eusebius’s choice
of his own title suggests that he was thinking precisely of Origen and Porphyry. Did
he suspect any influence of the former on the latter?

On the basis of the analysis of the VOoTOOLS terminology in Plotinus and
Porphyry that I have conducted, and of all the considerations I have expounded

143 “If it has a hypostasis of its own [xa0’ éavTOv VPeotdg] and thus is a different being than
God [£tegog ToD Oeot], Marcellus’s labor is in vain, and if, although it proceeded from God similarly
to our logos moopoLrdg, it remained inseparable [dydELotog] from the Father, then it has always
and uninterruptedly been in God, even while it was working.”

14 Eusebius knew Plotinus through Porphyry’s edition (this is the conclusion of Marie-Odile
Goulet-Cazé, “Deux traités plotiniens chez Eusebe de Césarée,” in The Libraries of the Neoplatonists
[ed. Cristina D’ Ancona; Leiden: Brill,2007] 63-97). According to Paul Kalligas, “Traces of Longinus’
Library in Eusebius’ Praeparatio Evangelica,” CQ 51 (2001) 584-98, Eusebius knew Plotinus, as
well as most of Porphyry, from Longinus’s library.
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in the course of the present section, I do suspect a possible influence of Origen
on Porphyry in respect to the technical meaning of VmOoTAOLS as “hypostasis.”
Porphyry might have even ascribed it to Plotinus under the influence of Origen, an
influence that, however, he would have never acknowledged. This is why Porphyry
attempted, rather, to trace this innovation back to Plato. This would not be the only
example of Origen’s influence on Porphyry. For instance, Robert M. Grant has
maintained that Origen’s Stromateis inspired many exegetical quaestiones in his
work against the Christians.'*

The Scriptural Side: Hebrews 1:3

In addition to the philosophical side, Scripture must necessarily be taken into
consideration in an investigation into the sources of Origen’s technical conception of
vrootaols. For, besides Greek philosophers, Origen’s thought was informed by the
Bible, both the LXX and the New Testament, and he always buttressed his rational
arguments, even in his philosophical masterpiece, with scriptural quotations and
interpretations. In the New Testament, the meaning “confidence” for VdéoTOOLG
is found in Paul’s authentic letters, especially 2 Corinthians.'*® But the most
interesting passages for the present investigation belong to the Book of Hebrews.
Here the sense “confidence” is found again, at least in 3:14; while in 2 Corinthians
the connotation is always negative, here it is very positive, and VTOOTAOLS as
“confidence” assumes a meaning that is very close to “faith.”'*’ Indeed, in 11:1
VIOOTOOLG appears in the very definition of “faith”: £otiv 0¢ miotig EAmlopévmv
vrootaols. The expression is difficult to translate; the RSV, like the ASV, renders:
“Faith is the assurance of things hoped for”; the KJV, like the Webster, is closer
to Dante’s rendering, less ethical and more ontological: “Faith is the substance
of things hoped for” (Dante had: “Fede ¢ sustanza di cose sperate,” Par. 24.64).
Likewise the Darby Bible: “Faith is the substantiating of things hoped for.” In his
Latin version of Origen’s Commentary on Romans (4.6), Rufinus, adhering to the
“ontological” line, translated VwO0TOOLS in a quotation of Heb 3:14 as substantia.
The same translation is found in the Vetus Latina and the Vulgate.'*

But the passage from Hebrews that most of all seems to have influenced
Origen’s Trinitarian use of VTOéoTAOLS is surely 1:3, in which the Son is described
as amoiryoopo Thg 00ENG ®al Y0QaxrTh TS VT0oTAcEmS aUToD (sc. of the

145 “The Stromateis of Origen,” in Epektasis. Mélanges J. Danélou (ed. Jacques Fontaine and
Charles Kannengiesser; Paris: Cerf, 1972) 275-92.

146 9:4: ehowOLV VUGG GITCQUOAREVAOTOVG XATALOKVVODUEY TUELS, ivor pn Aéyw Vuelg, &v TH
vmootdoel TavTy; 11:17: Aod® ... O €v ddooaiv, &v TahTn T} VmooTdoel Thig ®ovyoewg.

147 Métoyol tod XQLotod yeyovopev, £dvieg v AoV Thg Vrootdoems uéyol Téhovg
Pepaiav ratdoywpev: “we have become participants in Christ, if only we keep our initial confidence
steadfast until the end.”

148 For this passage we have Origen’s Greek, preserved in P. Cair. 88748 and cod. Vat. gr. 762:
001L0pevog 1) Voyedpwv 6 Moyog év 7 meog ‘Efeaiovg émotold) Ty miotwy ¢pnoiv- "Eotwy
d¢ mioTig EAmiopévay VdoTAOLS, TEAYHAT®Y EAEYY0G OV FAeTOpéVOV.
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Father).'* The Son is the effulgence of the Father’s glory and the expression, the
express image, stamp, imprint, or exact representation, of the Father’s own substance.
It is remarkable that this is precisely the passage on which Origen commented while
asserting the coeternity of the Son with the Father in the aforementioned fragment
quoted by Athanasius, to which I shall return in a moment. And in Heb 1:3 Origen
found that a Person of the Trinity, in this case the Father, has a VdéotaoLg of its
own. The Son is like the impression of the individual substance of the Father; thus,
he must in turn have a Vmootaolc of his own, different from that of the Father.
The notion of VrOoTOOLS that emerges in Heb 1:3 is similar to that which I
have pointed out in Philo. Indeed, there exist interesting convergences between
Hebrews and Philo, whose works, according to some scholars, were known to the
author of the letter."*® Most recently, Folker Siegert has claimed that, among New
Testament writings, “the clearest evidence of at least indirect Philonic influence are
the Epistle to the Hebrews and the Gospel of John.”!>! The former was addressed
to Jewish Christians in Rome and, according to some scholars, its author may be

149 Already Clement commented on Heb 1:2-4, in Strom. 7.3.16: the Son is the character of
the universal King and almighty Father, and character of the Glory of the Father. See James W.
Thompson, “The Epistle to the Hebrews in the Works of Clement of Alexandria,” in Transmission
and Reception: New Testament Text-Critical and Exegetical Studies (ed. Jeff Childers and David
C. Parker; Piscataway, N.J.: Gorgias, 2006) 239-54, esp. 240-42.

150 The main comparative studies of Philo and Hebrews are: Ceslas Spicq, L’Epitre aux Hébreux
(2 vols.; Paris: Lecoffre, 1952-1953), who contends that the author of Hebrews was a Philonian who
converted to Christianity; Sidney Sower, The Hermeneutics of Philo and Hebrews (Ziirich: EVZ,
1965); Ronald Williamson, Philo and the Epistle to the Hebrews (Leiden: Brill, 1970); Kumar Dey,
The Intermediary World and Patterns of Perfection in Philo and Hebrews (SBLDS 25; Missoula,
Mont.: Scholars, 1975), who does not see specific contacts between Philo and Hebrews, but admits
that they probably had a common cultural background; Lincoln Hurst, The Epistle to the Hebrews:
Its Background of Thought (SNTSMS 65; Cambridge, U K.: Cambridge University Press, 1990),
according to whom it is not proven that Hebrews had Philo and Middle Platonism in its intellectual
background (which is admitted by Harold Attridge, The Epistle to the Hebrews [Philadelphia: Fortress,
1989] 29, and David Runia, Philo in Early Christian Literature: A Survey [Minneapolis: Fortress,
1993] 78); Kenneth Schenck, A Brief Guide to Philo (Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2005) esp.
in the chapter “Philo and Christianity,” 73-96, advocates close similarities in the conception of the
Logos, the interpretation of the Tabernacle, and the representation of angels (see 74—86, esp. 82—84 for
convergences with Hebrews); idem, “Philo and the Epistle to the Hebrews: Ronald Williamson’s Study
after Thirty Years,” SPhilo Annual 14 (2002) 112-35, notes that the main difference is that Hebrews is
eschatologically oriented, while Philo is not, and that the latter allegorizes Scripture, while Hebrews
does not, but the similarities are more remarkable; he calls attention to the quotations from the OT that
are uniquely common to Hebrews and to Philo. See also Gert Steyn, “Torah Quotations Common to
Philo, Hebrews, Clemens Romanus, and Justin Martyr,” in The New Testament Intepreted (ed. Cilliers
Breytenbach, Johan Thom, and Jeremy Punt; Leiden: Brill, 2006) 135-51, who thinks that the author
of Hebrews was acquainted with Philo’s works, and wrote from Alexandria to Christians in Rome.

151 “Philo and the New Testament,” in The Cambridge Companion to Philo (ed. Adam Kamesar;
Cambridge, U.K.: Cambridge University Press, 2009) 175-209, at 175. For the presence of
Platonism in Hebrews, see Peter J. Tomson, “Le Temple céleste: pensée platonisante et orientation
apocalyptique dans I’Epitre aux Hébreux,” in Philon d’Alexandrie. Un penseur a 'intersection des
cultures gréco-romaine, orientale, juive, et chrétienne (eds. Baudouin Decharneux and Sabrina
Inowlocki; Turnhout: Brepols, 2011).
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Prisca, one of the first apostles and heads of churches; Siegert dates it before 68
C.E. and, while admitting that there is no evidence that Roman Jews possessed
Philo’s writings at that time, he deems it safe to assume that the author of Hebrews,
like other Jews in Rome, “may have learned of Philo’s teachings orally, even from
hearing him directly.”'** To the convergences already highlighted by scholars (for
instance, in the conception of the Logos, in that of angels, in the interpretation of
the Tabernacle, etc.) I add the present one concerning the concept of VTOOTAOLS.
Even more specifically, just as Philo in the aforementioned passage in which he
used VOOTOOLS in the sense of “individual substance” was speaking of the aiyn,
so is the author of Hebrews here speaking of the Son as an dmatyaopo of the
Father’s glory; and as such he also defines him as the expression of the Father’s
individual substance. In the light of this previously unnoticed close parallel, I
wonder whether the author of Hebrews even had Philo’s passage in mind while he
was describing the Son in such terms. The correspondences are indeed striking, to
the point of suggesting a dependence on Philo’s passage:
aUYT = AT yooua;
VrdoTaoLS idio = VITOoTOOLS as individual substance;
derivation of the ovy" from its producer = derivation of the Son— doriryoopo from
the Father.'®

In this passage of Hebrews, whether or not influenced by Philo, Origen found a
concept of VrwOoTaOLS as individual substance, furthermore one specifically applied
to the Father and the Son. He then interpreted what he found in the New Testament
concerning the vtootdoels of the Son and the Father in light of the philosophical
use of VOOTAOLS, in particular that found in the early imperial period.

In order to demonstrate that Origen’s Trinitarian notion of VrtdotaoLg developed
in connection with his exegesis of Heb 1:3,let me briefly analyze all extant passages

152 Siegert, “Philo,” 177-78.

153 Moreover, another passage of Philo could lie behind Heb 1:3: Opif. 145-146, in which the human
being is described as akin to God (0(Tely ToVg TOTOVG THS TEOS TOV TYOTATOQN CVYYEVELNS)
and an amoayaopa of God because of its affinity with God’s Logos: mtag dvOommog »atd pev
™V ddvoray Grelmtar Adyw Belw, The poragiog pvoews . . . dmadyoopo yeyovog. Here,
however, Wis 7:25-26 could have worked as a common source of inspiration, while this cannot be
the case for the striking parallel I have pointed out in the text. Again, the characterization of the
Son as yapaxtnQ T Vmootdoews of the Father has a parallel in Der. 83: 1) 8¢ [sc. dUvajug] éx
TG Aoywrfg GmoeEueloo. TNYNS TO TVEDUA . . . TOTOV TLVA ®ail yapaxtioa Oeliog duvauewg
(see also, but less relevant, Plant. 18: tijg Aoyurfig Yuyfg . . . xoooxtio 0Ty O AldLog Aoyog:
Williamson, Philo,80,and Thompson, “The Epistle to the Hebrews,” 240—42, underline the continuity
between Philo, Hebrews, and Clement in this description of the Logos as yapaxtfQ). In respect to
my main argument, however, and to Origen’s understanding, Heb 1:3 is different, since it describes
the Son as the express image of the Father’s individual substance, and not of the divine power
in general. The latter, in Origen’s view, is shared by the Son, whereas the Son does not share the
Father’s individual substance.

https://doi.org/10.1017/50017816012000120 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0017816012000120

340 HARVARD THEOLOGICAL REVIEW

in which he interprets this biblical verse.'™ In Hom. Jer. 9.4 he quotes Heb 1:3
joined to Wis 7:26 in support of the eternal generation of the Son from the Father,
just as the light always produces its splendor;'*® he only quotes the first part of the
verse, not the subsequent phrase containing Vw6ot0.0LS. Likewise in Comm. Jo.
13.25.153 he quotes the first part, combining it with Wis 7:25-26, and again in
32.28.353, within a reflection on the glory of God. The same theme occurs again
in Comm. Rom. 2.5.59-63, in which Origen quotes the second part of the verse
as well: Rufinus translated Vmootaowg as substantia, and Origen interpreted the
verse in reference to the generation of the Son as the irradiation of the glory of
the Father, who is its source.'3 The mediating role of Christ-Logos is clear in this
description, in which Christ-Logos is the seat of all Ideas, therefore of all virtues,
all capacities, etc. Rational creatures do not possess these virtues, capacities,
and so on, but participate in them insofar as they participate in Christ-Logos.'?’
Likewise, in 4.8.111-117 the definition of Christ in Heb 1:3 is quoted entirely
and bdoTooLg is rendered as substantia.'® In Princ. 1.2.5, too, Origen joins Heb
1:3 to Wis 7:25-26: the Son’s individual substance is here rendered subsistentia
by Rufinus as a translation of VOoTAOLS, in line with his technical rendering
(shortly beforehand, in the quotation from Heb 1:3, vmdotaolg is rendered by
Rufinus as substantia, but probably under the influence of the Vetus Latina)."®
This is confirmed by Princ. 1.2.2, in which Origen speaks of the Son’s individual
substance, identifying the Son with God’s eternal Wisdom. Origen thus counters
a “monarchian” view of the Trinity, which denies that the Son had an individual
substance; on the contrary, he claims that the Son-Wisdom is not “anything
without substance” (aliquid insubstantivum), but “something that makes people
wise: the Son of God is God’s Wisdom which subsists as an individual substance”
(res aliqua quae sapientes efficiat: Filium Dei sapientiam eius esse substantialiter
subsistentem). The last two words are of the utmost importance; the underlying
Greek here likely was Umtoototind®g VmdQyovoay; in any case, VITOGTAOLS OF &

154 In addition to those I shall discuss, Origen quotes Heb 1:3 also in a number of other passages
among those preserved —and we have lost a great deal —such as Sel. Ps. PG 12.1424.12-13; 1600.17;
1204.15 and 978; Cels. 8.12: Tov viov dvta dmadyaoua ths 00Eng xal xooantioa Thg VooTtdoewg
0D Be0D, and 8.14: dmabyoopd ott ThHg 0OENG %Al X0QUXTNQ TG VTOOTAoEWS 0UTOD.

155 Arovyaopa dOENG, dmabyaoua ¢otog didiov.

156 Quia sit splendor gloriae et imago expressa substantiae eius. Perque haec declaratur ipsum
fontem gloriae Patrem dici ex quo splendor gloriae Filius generatur, cuius participatione omnes
creaturae gloriam habere dicuntur.

157 See, for instance, Cels. 6.64: “Our Savior does not participate in justice, but is Justice itself,
and the just participate in him.”

158 Haec autem gloria quae speratur . . . numquam destruitur; est enim talis de qua idem apostolus
dicit loquens de Christo: “qui est,” inquit, “splendor gloriae et figura expressa substantiae eius.”

159 Splendor gloriae et figura expressa substantiae eius. Invenimus nihilominus etiam in Sapientia
quae dicitur Salomonis descriptionem quandam de Dei Sapientia . . . . Vapor est enim, inquit, virtutis
Dei et amdpooto (id est manatio) gloriae omnipotentis purissima . . . Sapientiam vero Dei dicimus
subsistentiam habentem non alibi nisi in eo, qui est initium omnium, ex quo et nata est.
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derivative was surely present in Origen’s syntagm. Origen clearly insists on the
notion of the Son’s individual, independent, and real substance, his VTéOTOOLG,
and develops this precisely while reflecting on the definition of the Son in Heb 1:3.

In Princ. 1.2.8 Origen focuses specifically on the explanation of the meaning of
YOO TIQ VTTO0TAOEMS 0 UToD in Heb 1:3. In Rufinus’s translation, he comments
on Heb 1:3, “figura expressa substantiae vel subsistentiae eius,” trying to determine
“how the figure of the Father’s individual substance is said to differ from the
individual substance or existence of God the Father” (quomodo alia praeter ipsam
Dei substantiam vel subsistentiam . . . figura substantiae eius esse dicatur). Here
Rufinus rendered UO0TOOLS as substantia et subsistentia, twice, probably feeling
that substantia alone — as VTOOTOOLG Was translated in the Vetus Latina and then
the Vulgate—could also render ovota (indeed, Socrates, in a time very close to
Rufinus’s, in Hist. Eccl. 3.7 noticed that “the more recent philosophers” used
VmOoTOOLS in the sense of ovoia, therefore “substance, essence”); Rufinus wanted
to avoid ambiguity in the light of Origen’s focus on VmOoTOOLS as “individual
substance.” It is noteworthy that in the passage under examination Origen
conceives the Son as a VtdéotaoLg that is different from the Father’s Umooto0LC:
“alia praeter ipsam Dei substantiam vel subsistentiam” (here, Rufinus first quotes
the Vetus Latina’s translation of UrtOoTO0LS, substantia, then adds his own, more
technical, version: subsistentia). The Son’s individual substance differs from that
of the Father; however, it is an image of it and reveals it: “secundum hoc ipsum,
quod intelligi atque agnosci facit Deum, figuram substantiae vel subsistentiae eius
dicatur exprimere.”

The same is confirmed in Princ. fr. 33, from Athanasius Decr. 27, which 1
have quoted above in extenso and which supports my idea that Origen developed
his Trinitarian notion of VmwOoTOOLC as “individual substance” in the context of
his exegesis of Heb 1:3. In this core passage, Origen observes that the Son is the
image, or expression, of the Father’s individual substance or hypostasis, which is
ineffable,'** and furthermore insists on the coeternity of the Father’s and the Son’s
individual substances. Here Ummootaolg indicates the individual substance of the
Father, not the common substance/nature of the Father and the Son, which Origen
calls ovoia, and this meaning, as I argue, was suggested by Origen’s reflection
on Heb 1:3. Also, in Hom. Gen. 1.13 Origen is saying that the human being is
made in the image of God, that is, Christ, who is “splendor aeterni luminis et
figura expressa substantiae Dei,” that is to say, of the individual substance of the
Father. Here substantia translates vootaolg (Rufinus kept again the translation
of the Vetus Latina, since this is a biblical quotation; this is why he did not use his
technical subsistentia) and Origen interprets it as the Father’s individual substance,
as is confirmed by the equation Deus = Pater in the immediately subsequent lines.

An interesting corroboration comes from a change in terminology in Cels.
7.17. Here, Origen paraphrases Heb 1:3, but transforms v7déotaolg, which in his

19 H 1fjg NTou %ol dratovopdotov xal ddpOéyntov mootdoewe.
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own Trinitarian terminology is technical (the Father’s or the Son’s “individual
substance”), into ¢pVoLg, which is more apt to the debate with a Middle Platonist.
Thus, the concept here is no longer the Father’s individual substance, of which
the Son is the express image, but the nature of God altogether.!*! Indeed, Middle
Platonic theology did not contemplate three Persons being one God, but a first and
a second (and sometimes a third) God, the second functioning as a mediator.'®?
But in the same work, when his argument requires this, Origen does introduce his
Trinitarian terminology and distinction, interestingly again in connection with
a discussion and quotation of Heb 1:3, in Cels. 8.12. Here Origen distinguishes
between the individual substance (VtO0TO0LS) Of the Father and that of the Son:
in their respective individual substance, the Father and the Son are two distinct
beings, but in their concord they are one and the same thing.'®*

One of the most important attestations of Heb 1:3 in Origen, and one of the most
relevant to my present argument, is found in Princ. fr. 33 quoted by Athanasius
(Decr. 27), which I have already cited, since here Origen’s reflection on Heb 1:3
leads him to assert the coeternity of Christ-Logos with the Father (indeed, this is
one of the main attestations of Origen’s use of the formula 00% Z0TLv 6Te OV 1|V,
anti-“Arian” ante litteram; Origen himself imported it from the Greek philosophical
debate into the christological field, as I hope to have demonstrated elsewhere!®).
Here, indeed, Origen argues that the Son, being the image of the individual substance
of the Father, which is entirely ineffable, must necessarily exist eternally and have
existed ab aeterno.'” That Origen attached the argument for the coeternity of the

11 TRg Belag pvoemg dmavyaopa xal YaQuxTiE TIg évaviommolon Yuyf ieod tf Tod
‘Inood ovvemudnuioet év td Biw, tva omelon Aoyov oixetodvra 1 TV Shwv Oed.

12 In Comm. Cant. prologue, unfortunately preserved only in Rufinus’s Latin translation, Origen
paraphrases Heb 1:3 by saying that the Logos is the image and splendor of the invisible God; no
equivalent of UtdéoTO0LC, however, appears here, given that “the image of God” simplifies the phrase
“the express image of the Father’s individual substance.” We do not know whether the simplification
is due to Rufinus or was already present in Origen’s prologue. But Vrtéotaols appears at Comm.
Cant. 2: the Son of God, the Logos, is “the splendor of the glory and of the individual substance of
God” the Father: the simplification here involves the elimination of yapoxtio from the quotation
of Heb 1:3. In Comm. Cant. 3 Origen explains that the left hand of the Logos represents its passion
and the healing of humanity, by the assumption of the human nature; its right hand represents its
divine nature, “the nature that is all right, and all light, and splendor, and glory.” Here Origen is
focusing on Christ’s human and divine nature, not on the individual substance and common nature
of the Persons of the Trinity.

19 Tov matéoa tiig dAndeiag xal Tov viov v dAnBeiav, dvta d0o tf) Vootdoel medypata,
gv 0¢ T opovolig xal Th cvpdwvig xal Tf) TavTdHTHTL TOD POVANUATOS . . . TOV VIOV dvta
amotyoopa thg 06ENS Tod Oeod.

164 Ramelli, “Maximus.”

195 TTote 8¢ 1) Tig GpoNTOoU %Ol axarovouaorov xal adpOEyrTov VITOOoTACEWS TOD na‘cgog
‘elnav’, O xa@owm]g O AOYOG . . . OU% TV; ROTAVOE(T® YOQ O TOAUMY %ol AEYwvY: “TV oTE
8te 0% MV O VIO, BTL £0el Ol TO- ooq)ta 7TOTE OVX NV %TA.
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Father and the Son to his reflection on vV7t6oTOOLG in Heb 1:3 is also confirmed
by Princ. fr. 32.1%

Two other passages are revealing. They come from Origen’s lost commentary
on Hebrews,'” are preserved by Pamphilus, a reliable source, and focus on Heb
1:3. The first indicates that Origen was accused of positing two equal principles,
precisely for his Trinitarian reflection on the relationship between the Father and
the Son, each one endowed with an individual substance of his own, and exactly
in connection with his exegesis of Heb 1:3 and Wis 7:25-26 and his postulation
of the coeternity of the Son with the Father:

How else should the “eternal light” be understood than “God the Father”?
For there was no time when the light existed, but its effulgence did not ex-
ist along with it. . . . If this is true, there was no time when the Son did not
exist. Now, he existed not as innate, as we have said concerning the eternal
light, to avoid the impression of introducing two principles of the light, but as
the effulgence of the ingenerated light, having that light as its principle and
spring, since it is born from that light, to be sure, but there was no time when
it did not exist.'® (Apol. 50)

Origen was charged with the introduction of two equal and innate principles, as
is also confirmed by Pamphilus Apol. 87: “they say he described the Son of God
as innate” (dicunt eum innatum dicere Filium Dei). Such an accusation is easily
understandable in the light of his distinction of two vmootdoelg or individual
substances, one of the Father and one of the Son. Marcellus of Ancyra, fr. 37,
from Eusebius C. Marc. 1.4, accused Origen of regarding the Logos as a second
substance, clearly because of Origen’s characterization of the Logos as a distinct
hypostasis, different from that of the Father. Marcellus misunderstood Origen
because he did not grasp the difference between VmtO0TO0LS and ovoio drawn by
Origen in his technical terminology.

The second passage, too, Apol. 95-99, comes from the section on Heb 1:2—4 of
Origen’s lost commentary on Hebrews. And it clearly shows —strongly confirming
what I have argued —that it was precisely in commenting on Heb 1:3, in connection

16 "Ex OeAjpatog 1o matog £yevion . . . eindv oD 00D Tod dlogdTov ®ai drabyooua
Tig 8OENS ahTod YaaxTNE TE THS VTOOTACEMS aTOD . . . oU% 0TIy &Te 0U% Tv: p. 349.12
Koetschau, from Justinian’s Epistula ad Mennam. This is per se a deeply unreliable source, but
here it is trustworthy as for the relation of the coeternity of the Son with the Father, their individual
substances, and Heb 1:3, since in this respect it is confirmed by Athanasius Decr. 27. See also
Pamphilus Apol. 47-48, from Book 1 of Origen’s lost commentary on Genesis: De eo quod non sit
Pater ante quam Filius, sed coaeternus sit Filius Patri, in primo libro de Genesi haec ait: Non enim
Deus, cum prius non esset Pater, postea Pater esse coepit . . .

17 Apol. 49: ex libris epistulae ad Hebraeos.

198 Lux autem aeterna quid aliud sentiendum est quam Deus Pater? Qui numquam fuit quando
lux quidem esset, splendor vero ei non adesset . . . quod si uerum est, numquam est quando Filius
non fuit. Erat autem non sicut de aeterna luce diximus innatus, ne duo principia lucis uideamur
inducere, sed sicut ingenitae lucis splendor, ipsam illam lucem initium habens ac fontem, natus
quidem ex ipsa, sed non erat quando non erat.
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with Wis 7:25-26, that Origen reflected on, and established, the technical Trinitarian
usage of the terms Umdotaolg and ovaotia, and possibly also 6poovoL0g. In
Apol. 95 Origen supports the doctrine that the Son of God is God against “eos
quos piget confiteri Deum esse Filium Dei,” and observes that human nature has
nothing of divine substance (substantia) in itself. Here “substance,” translated
substantia by Rufinus, does not mean the individual substance of each Person of
the Trinity, but divine nature or essence; it must have been ovoia in Greek. In the
same passage, substantia, subsistentia, and natura probably render, respectively,
ovota, Vrootaols, and puoils. In Apol. 99 Origen focuses on the generation of
the Son from God’s substance, the divine essence or ovoia;'% hence a communio
substantiae between the Father and the Son. Here substantia clearly reflects Greek
ovota. The Father and the Son are two distinct individuals who share in the same
ovota. Therefore, the Son is Opoovolog (id est unius substantiae, as Rufinus
glosses, thus giving the impression that the Greek term was indeed in Origen’s text)
with the Father. Pamphilus’s conclusion in Apol. 100 summarizes: Filium Dei de
ipsa Dei substantia natum dixerit, id est 6poovoLov (quod est eiusdem cum Patre
substantiae, Rufinus glosses again).!™ Soon after, in Apol. 102, the term V7tOOTOOLG
was surely introduced in the original Greek in Origen’s technical Trinitarian sense to
designate the Son’s individual substance and existence, in a quotation from Princ.
1.2.6: “The Father’s will must be enough for the existence of what the Father wants
[ad subsistendum hoc quod uult Pater] . . . the individual substance of the Son [Filii
subsistentia] is generated by him.” Here subsistentia renders Vmootaolg, and ad
subsistendum renders €ig/mOg VOoTAOLY or a form of VPioTNLL.

It is clear, therefore, from all T have argued so far, that Origen’s reflection
on the individual substances or Vmootdoelg of the Persons of the Trinity (for
which Origen does not use the term mgdowmov, as I have demonstrated) and
their common divine nature and essence (0VO((L) rests upon two main sources
of inspiration: one philosophical and one scriptural, the latter mainly consisting
in Heb 1:3. These sources should be considered to be intertwined, in that Origen
read Scripture in the light of philosophy (especially Middle Platonism and proto-
Neoplatonism). Moreover, Scripture itself was far from being impermeable to
philosophy; in particular, Heb 1:3 reveals striking correspondences with Philo,
as I have pointed out.

A remarkable confirmation of the importance of Heb 1:3 for the understanding
of intra-Trinitarian relationships comes from a theologian who was deeply inspired
by Origen, especially in his Trinitarian doctrine: Gregory of Nazianzus.'”' For he

1% Secundum similitudinem uaporis qui de substantia aliqua corporea procedit . . . sic et Sapientia
ex ea procedens ex ipsa Dei substantia.

170 Compare Fr. in Ps. 54.3—4 (dubious, but not necessarily spurious) in which the Son is called
opoovotog with the Father: 6 Yiog tod ITatpog 6 6poovotog Paocthevs, dALc doUAOV HodpV
déowv.

17! See for instance, Anne Richard, Cosmologie et théologie chez Grégoire de Nazianze (Paris:
Institut d’études augustiniennes, 2003) and, more specifically and with a survey of previous

https://doi.org/10.1017/50017816012000120 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0017816012000120

ILARIA L. E. RAMELLI 345

surely had in mind Origen’s reflection on Heb 1:3 and his theory of Christ’s €mivoion
when he listed dmoiyaopa and yooantie, the two characterizations of the Son
in Heb 1:3, among those €mtivoton of Christ that reveal the divinity of the Son (Or.
29.17), and again yoQoxtie among the émivoiaw of Christ that imply that the Son
has the same nature (ovoia) as the Father (Or. 30.20).

Apart from Heb 1:3 and the New Testament, Origen of course knew the use of
VmooTaoLg in the LXX. Here, like in early Christian authors who were influenced
by the Greek Bible, vtooTaolg means the existence of an individual, thus the
duration of his or her life, or its beginning, its origin, for instance in Ps 88(89):48;
Ps 38(39):6;'* Ignatius Phil. 12.3: “God is the cause of my birth and the Lord and
preserver of my existence” (TOV Th|g €uUfiC . . . VmooTdoemg pOAaxra). This is a
meaning that actually has to do with the notion of individual substance or existence;
I deem it probable that Origen, who knew the Septuagint practically by heart, in
addition to knowing many Greek philosophical sources, was indeed influenced by
this usage as well.

From the examination I have conducted in the present section, it emerges that
Origen’s specific notion of VO0TAOLS in the Trinitarian field developed not only
on the basis of the influence of early imperial philosophy, but also in connection
with his Scriptural exegesis, especially of Heb 1:3, whether or not the notion of
VOoTOoLS in this passage was inspired in turn by Philo, another author well
known to Origen.

Conclusion: The Clement Problem and Origen’s Role in the
Trinitarian Use of vmwO0TO0LG

Besides joining the biblical use with the philosophical use of his day, Origen surely
knew the use of V6oTOOLS in earlier Christian philosophers, at least in Clement
and Pantaenus, and possibly Justin. Regarding Pantaenus, we know nothing about
his notion of VTOOTOOLS from his scattered fragments, but we have enough material
on Clement. And this raises a remarkable question that must be, at least briefly,
addressed.

In most cases, Clement’s use of VrtOoTO0LS is in line with the most widespread
meanings of this term I have outlined. In Strom.2.35.2 Clement means that Paul says
that the Law manifested the knowledge of sin, but did not produce the substance
of it; knowledge of a thing is opposed to the thing itself."”® But in another passage
knowledge is said to become a living substance in the ‘gnostic’ (Strom. 4.136.4—

scholarship, Joseph Trigg, “Knowing God in the Theological Orations of Gregory of Nazianzus:
The Heritage of Origen,” in God in Early Christian Thought, 83—104.

1”2 TTahawotag €00v tag HUEQUS LoV, ®al 1] VTOOTAC(G LoV MOEL OVOEY VOOV OOV; see
also Ps 38(39):8: tig 1) vwopovi) pov; ovyt 6 ®0ELOG; ®ol 1) VTOOTAOIS LoV TP 6o €0TLv; Ps
138(139):15; Ezek 19:5: dmdheto 1 VOOTAOLG OUTHG.

130 dmOOTONOG . . . YOOIV elteV GpaTiog did vOpou mepave®odat, ovyl VdoTUoLY
eiindévar.
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5);™ here ovoio and VTOOTOOLS appear to be very close, just as in Strom. 5.3.2,
in which ovota, pvolg, and VOoTOOLS are mentioned on the same plane.!” The
general meaning “substance” is also found in Ecl. 2.2,'7¢ where id{ov VwdoTOOLY
does not indicate the individual substance of each member of the same species,
but the substance of the abyss, which is unlimited in its own substance per se but
limited by the power of God.

The most interesting passage is Strom. 2.96.2. The interpretation of V760TAOLG
in it is controversial, but it must be tackled, because it depends on whether Clement
anticipated Origen in the application of this term to each Person of the Trinity.
Clement is speaking of the four cardinal virtues theorized by Plato and by the Stoics:
“The tetrad of the virtues is consecrated to God; the third stage already connects
to the fourth hypostasis of the Lord [tfig Toltng $)dN poviig ocvvamtovong &m
™V ToU ®VEiov TETAQTNV VIOOTAOLV].” Some scholars interpret VTOOTOOLG
here as “step,” a rare meaning, never attested elsewhere in Clement;'”” Van den
Hoek follows Prestige in interpreting UmO0TOOLS as “station” or “stop,” paired
with “abode” (povt)), which occurs more frequently in passages in which the
ascent to ‘gnostic’ perfection is referred to.!”® The number four refers to perfection.
The only problem with this exegesis is that the stages or povai of the spiritual
ascent occur again in Strom. 7.40.4 (see also 4.26.3), and a relation between the
notion of “abode” in spiritual ascent and the number three is found throughout
Strom. 6.105-114, and again in 6.107.2, but only three abodes are mentioned; no
question of a fourth bwdoTOOLS Or even povi). According to Mortley, who follows
Potter,'” the fourth Vrw6oTa0LG is Christ as “second Logos,” the “fourth” Person
of the Trinity. This would entail a meaning of VrtOoT00LS as individual substance
applied to each person of the Trinity, exactly as in Origen. However, it is far from

74 TS ugv yaQ VOELY €% CUVAORNOEWG €L TO (el VOELY ExTelveTaL, TO O¢ Gl VOELY, 0Vaia TOD
YIVOOROVTOG RATO AVAXQOOLY AALAOTATOV YEVOUEVT vail AldLog Beweia, COOM VTTOOTAUOLS PEVEL.

175 On this see Matyas Havrda, “Some Observations on Clement of Alexandria, Stromata, Book
5,7 VC 64 (2010) 1-30, at 5-7.

176 APvocog Yo TO dreQdtwTov %ot THV idlov VdoTaoLY, Tegauotuevov 8¢ Tf) duvdpel
T0D Oeod.

177 See C. Leonard Prestige, “Clem. Strom. II 18 and the sense of vwéotaog,” JTS 30 (1929)
270-72, who interprets this fourth step or stage as baptismal initiation; also Clemente, Stromati
(intro., trans., and comm. Giovanni Pini; Milan: Paoline, 1985) 308-9; Pini renders: “la tetrade
delle virth & consacrata a Dio e gia la terza tappa del resto confina col quarto gradino, che ¢ quello
del Signore.” This interpretation is rejected by Witt, “Hypostasis,” 333, and Camelot in a note in
Clément, Stromate II (ed. and trans. Claude Mondésert; SC 38; Paris: Cerf, 1954) 179.

178 Annewies van den Hoek, Clement of Alexandria and his Use of Philo in the Stromateis
(VCSup 3; Leiden: Brill, 1988) 100-1.

179 Raoul Mortley, Connaissance religieuse et herméneutique chez Clément (Leiden: Brill, 1973)
84-85; John Potter, Clementis Alexandrini opera quae extant omnia (Oxford, 1715; Venice, 1757),
reproduced in PG 8-9. Another theological explanation is offered by Karl Priimm, “Glaube und
Erkenntniss im zweiten Buch der Stromateis des Klements,” Scholastik 12 (1937) 17-57, at 50.
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certain that Clement himself maintained a conception of a double Logos,'® and I
think Van den Hoek is right not to see a reference to the Trinity (or a Quaternity!)
in the aforementioned passage.'®!

This idea of two Logoi, rejected by Photius,'s? was also ascribed to Clement
by him. Photius is a witness who must not be overlooked, since he was still able
to read the whole of Clement’s Hypotyposeis, where Clement spoke of the Logos
within the framework of his iblical exegesis. But Photius may easily have been
mistaken in his interpretation.'® Edwards argued that Clement never supported the
view that the Logos was embedded from eternity in the Father and became a second
hypostasis when the Father brought it forth, before the ages, as an instrument of
creation.'® T agree that Clement probably never maintained a doctrine of two
Logoi and rather conceived several aspects of the Logos, but without necessarily
conceptualizing them as successive stages of the Logos’s existence (which rather
fits in with a “Valentinian” view, with which Clement was familiar and which he
also reported in Exc. 7). Photius’s aforementioned fragment refers—according
to Edwards—to Clement’s conception of A0yog moodpooirdg, which coincides
with human logos and which Clement kept distant from divine Logos (Strom.
5.6.7). This is one reason why Photius may have been mistaken, and I note that a
concern for the distinction of Adyog mpodoeirds and évdldOetog from Christ-
Logos is evident in Theophylactus, who lived a little later than Photius and was
a disciple of Psellus;'® the same concern may thus have been at work in Photius.

180 Paden interpreted the Logos in Clement in the light of Nicene theology. This approach was
deemed unhistorical by several scholars, who found two or three Logoi in Clement. One of these
scholars was Robert Casey, “Clement and the Two Divine Logoi,” JTS 25 (1923) 43-56. Other
scholars, such as Eric Osborn, Clement of Alexandria (Cambridge, U.K.: Cambridge University
Press, 2005), followed recently by Oleh Kindiy, Christos Didaskalos: The Christology of Clement
of Alexandria (Saarbriicken: Miiller, 2008), find only one Logos in Clement, identifiable with the
Son of God.

!81 This is also why she has not included it in her treatment of Clement’s theology in “God Beyond
Knowing: Clement of Alexandria and Discourse on God,” in God in Early Christian Thought, 37-60.
182 Photius, Bibl. cod. 109 = Clement, fr. 23, III 202 Staehlin.

183 Piotr Ashwin-Siejkowski, Clement of Alexandria on Trial: The Evidence of ‘Heresy’ from
Photius’ Bibliotheca (VCSup 101; Leiden: Brill,2010) analyzes, one by one, the eight “heresies” that
Clement’s Hypotyposeis contained according to Photius, Bibl. cod. 109, considering the differences
between Photius’s post-Nicene theology and Clement’s. My review is forthcoming in GNOMON.

184 Mark J. Edwards, “Clement of Alexandria and His Doctrine of the Logos,” VC 54.2 (2000)
159-77; Ashwin-Siejkowski, Clement on Trial, has devoted a chapter to this Photian fragment
(57-74); he also favors the unicity of the Logos in Clement and suspects a misunderstanding on
the part of Photius (63—65). Cf. Fabienne Jourdan, “Le Logos de Clément soumis a la question”
RE 56 (2010) 135-72.

185 Enarr. Joh. PG 123.1141: “God’s Logos is neither mpodpogirdg nor £voldOetoc. For those
characterizations are proper to natural realities and according to us (humans), but since the Logos
of the Father is superior to nature, it is not subject to inferior subtleties . . . . The evangelist [sc.
John] destroyed in advance this subtle argument by stating that évdiG0etog and mpodpoQLrdg are
predicated of human and natural logoi, but nothing of the sort can be predicated of the Logos that
is above nature.”
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Another possible reason, I find, may be that Photius was quoting from Clement’s
quotation or paraphrase of some gnostic interpretation of the incarnation. This is
Photius’s passage:

According to Clement, the Logos did not become flesh, but did so only in
appearance. In his monstrous arguments, he posits two Logoi of the Father,
between which it is the inferior one that manifested itself to the human be-
ings, or rather not even that one. For he says: “The Son, too, is called Logos,
by homonymy with the Father’s Logos, but it is not this the one that became
flesh, nor indeed the paternal Logos, but rather a kind of power of God, like
an emanation of God’s Logos, became intellect and inhabited the minds of the
human beings”'® (Bibl. cod. 109)

I suspect that Clement was reporting a “gnostic” conception, misunderstood by
Photius—hostile to the assimilation of human logos to divine Logos—as his own
doctrine. For that conception strikingly resembles Valentinian ideas preserved
precisely by Clement, especially in Excerpta ex Theodoto. The very notion
that several realities are called “Logos” according to a principle of homonymy
(Opmvipme) is typically gnostic, and more specifically Valentinian, as Clement
himself attests in Exc. 1.25.1, where he asserts that the Valentinians called the acons
Logoi by homonymy with the Logos."®” Moreover, exactly like in Photius’s passage,
they distinguished a Logos proper (0 ¢v tattotntL Adyog, Exc. 1.8.1;1.19.1,2.4),
which is the Father’s Logos, and the Son, i.e., the offspring of that first Logos; the
Son, therefore, which is also the creator/demiurge, is not the highest Logos (Exc.
1.19.4)."® The Valentinian fragmentation of the Son-Christ-Logos-creator is also
clear in Clement’s account in Exc. 1.6.2-3."% Tellingly, Clement, far from endorsing
the aforementioned fragmentation, criticizes it and opposes to it another doctrine,
which he describes as supported by the Christian group he belongs to (“we, on the
contrary, maintain . . .”) and which identifies the highest Logos that is God with
the Logos that is in God and with the Logos that is the creator of all realities—

186 M1 ooprmBijvar Tov Adyov, ahhd d0Eq. Adyoug te ToD Tlateodg dV0 TeEQUTOAOYMV
AmeléyyeTaL, OV TOV fTTova Toig AvOodmols Emdavivar, pdilov 8¢ ovdE éxelvov: dpnol ydo:
“Aéyetar pgv #al 6 Yiog Adyog, Omviuws T matoutd Adym, dAL’ ovy ovTdg £0Tv 6 0CE
YEVOUEVOGS, 0UdE IV O mate®og Adyog, dAAd dlvapic Tig Tod oD, olov AmdeoLe ToD
AbYov aToD VoG YeEVOUEVOS TAG TOV AvOohmmv »adiag diamedoitnre.”

18701 amto Ovokevtivoy . . . Méyouot xol Tovg Aidvag Opmviumg T Adym Adyoug.

188 <A 00ATOV . . . @£0D gindva” TOV ViV MéyeL Tod Adyou Tod év TavtdtnTL “TIgwTdToNR0V
9¢ mdong xtioems,” 6L yevvnOelg Amaddg, #Tlotng noil yeveoldoyng Thg OAng €yéveto ntloemg
Te nal ovolog “év att®” ya o IMotne ta mdvta émoinoev.

189 “Agymv” uev yae tov Movoyevi) Aéyouoty, Ov rai ©gov mpooayopebeadan . . . Tov 6
Abyov Tov “év T Agyfi” —TodT’ €0Tiv £v T Movoyevel, v 1@ N@ zai tf) AAnOeig— pnviet
T0v XQLoTdVv, TOV AdYOV %Ol TV Zonv. See also Exc. 1.20.1: To ydQ “moo émodogov eyévvnod
og” oUtwg ¢Eanovouey €m Tob mowToxTioTOU OO0 AdYOU.
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spiritual, intelligible, and sense-perceptible—in Exc. 1.8.1."° Furthermore, the
distinction between the Father’s Logos and the Son, who is the offspring of that
Logos, is related, exactly as in Photius’s passage, to an alternative interpretation of
the Logos’s incarnation, in Exc. 1.19.1-2, which again reports Valentinian ideas.'!

The concept of a docetic incarnation and the interpretation of the Logos’s
incarnation as the presence of the rational faculty in the minds of human beings,
which are found in Photius’s fragment, are also Valentinian rather than Clementine.
That docetism was a feature of “Valentinianism” does not need to be argued. As
for the “incarnation” of the Logos in human minds, the vivifying function of the
Logos-rational faculty on human souls is attested by Clement himself in several
passages in Excerpta ex Theodoto in which he reports Valentinian ideas.'*? Instead
of an incarnation once and for all, we have here a continual vivification of humans
on the part of the rational faculty. This coincides with the interpretation of the
incarnation of the Logos that Photius ascribes to Clement, but may refer to the
Valentinian(s) he was citing.

Notably, the notion of a duality or multiplicity of Logoi that Clement found in
his adversaries seems to me to be the same that Origen found in his adversaries as
well —probably Valentinians, again—and refuted in Comm. Jo.20.6.43-44,in which
he emphasizes the unity of the Logos against those who “want to kill the Logos and
to break it to pieces . . . to destroy the unity of the greatness of the Logos.”

Therefore, Origen, as it seems more probable from my argument so far, did not
find in Clement an anticipation of his own use of VmOoTaOLS as individual substance

1% "Huelg 8¢ tov €v tadtotnT Adyov Oedv év Oed dapev, Og nal “gig TOV ®OMTOV TOD
Matdg” eivar Méyeton, addotatog, GuéoLotog, eig @eodg. “Idvta O’ avTod 2yéveto” natd
™V meooey ) £végyelay Tod év TovTOTNTL AOYOV, TA TE TIVEVHOTIXA XOL VONTA %ol 0icONTA.

91 “Kai 0 Adyog 000E éYEVeTo,” OV #ATA TNV TAQOVOIAY pOVOV GvOQmIog YeVOUEVOG,
MG ad “év AQyR)” 0 £v TahToTNTL AGYOG, RATA TEQLYQUPTYV %Al OV %AT’ OVGOV YEVOUEVOS
Yiog. Kat iy 00QE €yéveto 0Lt mopodpntdv €vepynoas. Téxvov 8¢ tod €v TahtdtnTL AdYOoU
0 oo elontat. Ak todTo &v Agyf NV 6 Adyog, xal 6 Adyog NV TS TOV Oedv: O yéyovey
£V a0T®, Zo1 gotiv: Zwn) 0¢ 6 KOorog. Ashwin, Clement on Trial, 70, following Sagnard, thinks
that these words are Clement’s. I rather suspect that this passage expresses “Valentinian” ideas.
That it does not reflect Clement’s own thought is also suggested by Mark Edwards, “Gnostics and
Valentinians in the Church Fathers,” JTS 40 (1989) 26-47. Ashwin-Siejkowski himself notes that
“Photius found Clement’s erroneous theology of the Logos in the Hypotyposeis, but he did not
mention any errors on the same subject in the Stromateis” (Clement on Trial, 73): this is, I think,
because in the latter he did not find “gnostic” quotations or paraphrases that he could mistake for
Clement’s own thought, since in the Stromateis those quotations were fewer and their markers very
clear, whereas the opposite was the case in the Hypotyposeis and in the Excerpta ex Theodoto.

12 See, e.g., 1.27.3: 7| vyt . . . ELPUKOVUEVT MG ELTtELY VIO TOD AOYOV TROoeYMS. “The soul
is continually vivified by the logos.” On the vivifying function of the logos in respect to the soul for
the Valentinians, see also 1.2.1: Oi 8’ o Ovaievtivov, mhacOévtog Gpaot Tod Yuynod chOuatog,
T éxhent) Yuyf obon v Hmve évredfvar O Tod Adyov oméQua AEEVIROV, dEQ 0TIV
AmdooLe ToD Gryyelxod, tva ui) totégnua 1) (note also the concept of dwdgoLa, which appears
in Photius’s quotation as well); 1.1.3: T éxhextov oméopa dpapey xai omvOfoa Cwomorotpevov
V710 To0 AdYyov. On the higher plane of the three races postulated by the Valentinians, the whole
elect race (that of the “pneumatics”) is a sparkle vivified by the Logos.
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applied to the Trinity. Indeed, Clement himself reflected on Heb 1:3 in Strom. 7.6.15,
but he abbreviated the quotation and even dropped the word VmdoTOOLg from
it, thus speaking of the Son as 6 Tf|g T0D TOPPACIAENS Ol TAVTORQATOQOS
00Eng yaaxtie. Now, if Origen did not find in Clement an anticipation of his
own Trinitarian use of hypostasis as individual substance, he was more closely
influenced by philosophical and medical authors of the early imperial age, and by
Scripture, especially Heb 1:3. Subsequently, it was mainly under the influence of
the Cappadocians that the terminology was clarified and standardized, with the formula
plo ovoia, Teels VooTdoels, which will be used and ascribed to them still by the
Origenist John the Scot Eriugena.'® But they, and especially Gregory of Nyssa, in fact
depended on Origen. With the present research I hope to have clarified the genesis
of that formula, the scriptural and philosophical roots of the Trinitarian concept of
V7100T00LS, and the outstanding role of Origen in its definition, to the point that he
might have even influenced the characterization of the Neoplatonic three principles —
against Plotinus’s use —as three Hypostases: ai TQetg doyinol VTooTdoeLs.

19 In his Adnotationes in Marcianum 77.8 (Ramelli, Tutti i Commenti a Marziano Capella:
Scoto Eriugena, Remigio di Auxerre, Bernardo Silvestre e anonimi, Essays, improved editions,
translations, commentaries, appendixes, bibliography [Milan: Bompiani—Istituto Italiano per gli Studi
Filosofici, 2006] 226) God, the threefold One, is beyond all: Eriugena uses énéxeivo. to indicate
divine transcendence and interprets Gma§ xai dlg in Martianus’s phrase dmwo& zai dig méxerva
in reference to the Father and the Son (6ma& Pater, dic Filius), who are different in their Persons
or individual substances (Utootdoelg) but one in their essence or nature (ovota), according to the
distinction that originated with Origen and was maintained by the Cappadocians, Ps. Dionysus, and
Maximus the Confessor. Eriugena explicitly cites them as sources for the difference between ovoia
and VTOOTOOLG in Periphyseon 2.34: “Sanctus quidem Dionysius Ariopagita et Gregorius Theologus
eorumque eligantissimus expositor Maximus differentiam esse dicunt inter oVciav, id est essentiam,
et VdOoTAOLY, id est substantiam, oVoiav quidem intelligentes unicam illam ac simplicem divinae
bonitatis naturam, VEOOTAOLY Vero singularum personarum propriam et individuam substantiam.
Dicunt enim piov ovoiov €v ToLolv Vtootdoeoly, hoc est unam essentiam in tribus substantiis.”
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