








28 Dermot Moran

question remains, however, whether Eriugena was deliberately evoking
the memory of Origen’s ITepi apy®v, by calling his work, ITepi pboemv.
Cappuyns believes that he was, and indeed I believe the supposition
to be correct. Eriugena did know the title of Origen’s work since he
refers to it at Periphyseon’ V 929a as Ilepi apydv in Greek. This is typical
of Eriugena who likes to display a knowledge of the original Greek
terms.

During the Middle Ages also the names of Origen and Eriugena
came to be continually confused with one another. This confusion,
Cappuyns suggests, is the reason why the Homilia (Vox spiritualis) of
Eriugena was frequently mistaken for a work by Origen; indeed the
Homilia is collected as an authentic work of Origen in the Paris 1516
edition of his Opera. Cappuyns says that the earliest manuscript of the
Homilia, bearing the name of Origen as author, dates from the 12th
century. The manuscript Troyes 890 bears the title Tractatus Origenis
super lIohannem. Cappuyns concludes that the name “Origen” here is a
corruption of “Eriugena”. Jeauneau, however, in his edition of the
Homilia, is unconvinced. He argues that it is not a question of mistaking
the word “Origen” for “Eriugena” but of mistaking the genitive
“Origenis” for “Eriugenae” or “Eriugene”, which is most unlikely.®
Furthermore, the name “Eriugena”, which Johannes Scottus used for
signing his translations of Dionysius, did not become current until the
seventeenth century, whereas the name “Origen” for the authorship
of the work dates from the twelfth century. Jeauneau concludes that
we simply have no idea how the confusion took place, but rules out
the attribution of the Homilia to Origen as chronologically impossible,
given the references to Arians and other later Christian movements in
the text. Jeauneau feels that since Dionysius the Areopagite is referred
to in the text, it may have suited those who wished to argue for the
authenticity of Dionysius as a disciple of Paul to have this homily date
from the 2nd century Ap! As we shall see, the close similarities between
Origen and Eriugena on points of doctrine may be the best reason as
to why the two authors were confused during the later Middle Ages. Of
course, Origen was frequently credited with the authorship of
manuscripts on the most diverse themes during the Middle Ages.

2. THE INFLUENCE OF ORIGEN IN THE MIDDLE AGES

As Origen had been declared anathema by the Edict of Justinian in
543, and again at the Council of Constantinople in 5537 it is frequently

4 E.Jeauneau, Jean Scot. Homélie sur le Prologue de Jean, SC 151, Paris, 1969, 56 n.2.
5 The texts of the declarations of 543 and 553 are printed in H. Gérgemanns and H.
Karpp, eds., Origenes, Vier Biicher von den Prinzipien, Darmstadt, 1976, 822-31.
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assumed that Origen did not have much influence on the Latin West
during the Middle Ages except through the translations and sympa-
thetic editing of Rufinus (though authorities allow that he did have
significantly more influence on the Christian East and especially on
Photius, who is particularly significant in terms of the survival of the
text of Origen).® The real revival of Origen is thought to have come
during the period of Italian Humanism, with Pico della Mirandola at
the end of the fourteenth, and Erasmus in the fifteenth century.”
Hans Urs von Balthasar, however, claims that Origen is omnipresent
in Christian thought.®

If it is true that Aquinas and many of the writers of the high Middle
Ages had little time for Origen, this is certainly not accurate for the
period leading up to the twelfth century, nor indeed among writers of
the Cistercian tradition. St Bernard, Isaac of Stella and Aelred of
Rievaulx all admired Origen and made use of the De principiis as well
as the homilies. Origen was always revered as a great authority in
matters of Scripture, as is evidenced by Henri de Lubac in his study of
the levels of interpretation in medieval exegesis, which owe an enor-
mous debt to Origen’s formulations.® Origen is the source for an
enormous amount of the medieval interpretations of Old Testament
and New Testament events, especially the allegorical interpretations.

The ninth century in particular witnessed a strong interest in
Origen. In the words of de Lubac, “un renouveau origénien” took
place during the Carolingian renaissance. Alcuin, Sedulius Scottus,
Pascasius Radbertus, Hincmar, Gottschalk and Hrabanus Maurus all
cited Origen frequently and with an easy familiarity, and did not seem
at all perturbed about his questionable orthodoxy.!? Johannes Scottus

6 See Gustave Bardy, Recherches sur 'histoire du texte et des versions latines du
De principiis d’Origéne, Paris, 1923. Rufinus in his prologue to the De principiis
refers to the de principiis vel de principatibus. Rufinus defended his editing of
Origen by claiming that the text had been adulterated. He believed that Origen
could not have contradicted himself, so he excised passages which appeared to
do so. He also cleared up what he regarded as obscurities in the text. According
to Bardy, 120-1, Rufinus had no philosophical training and does not translate
technical philosophical terms in a consistent manner. In many cases Rufinus
merely presents a synopsis of Origen’s views.

7 On Pico’s interest see H. Crouzel, “Pic de Mirandole et Origéne,” Bulletin de
littérature ecclésiastique 66 (1965) 81-106. On Erasmus, sece A. Godin, Erasme
lecteur d’Origéne, Geneva, 1982, The De principiis was first published in a
printed edition in 1512.

8 H. U. von Balthasar, Origen: Spirit and Fire, trans. R.]. Daly, Washington, D.C,,
1984, 3-5.

9 H. de Lubac, Exégése médiévale I, Paris, 1959, 198-238.

10 Hrabanus Maurus cites Origen’s Commentary on Paul’s Epistle to the Romans
three times in a letter to Hincmar, Epistola 44, MGH, Epistolae Karolini Aevi,
Tom. III, 493-4, concerning the errors of Gottschalk. Sedulius Scottus copies

large sections of the same commentary in his own work on St. Paul, In Rom., PL
103, 124d.
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comes from Origen’s Commentary on Romans V 8 (PG 14, 1038a—c).2°
Eriugena is commenting on Jesus’ words “I say to you no one who is
not born anew will see the kingdom of God” (amen, amen, dico tibi, nis:
quis natus fuerit denwo, non polest videre regnum dei, John 3:3; Commen-
tarius 315a). Eriugena comments that in the Greek manuscripts (in
codicibus grecorum), the word @vwbev is found whereas in the Latin
codices denuo is used. "Avobev means “from above” (desursum); denuo
means “anew”. Eriugena accepts both meanings because for him they
convey the notion of two births (duae nativitates, 315b)—one
terrestial, the other celestial. Here Eriugena is invoking Augustine’s
notions of a double nativity as expressed in his Commentary on John,
tract. XI 6.2 Man is born again from above in a celestial birth, but he
is also born again on earth. In a typical move, he then goes on to
invoke the four nativities of Gregory Nazianzen as recounted in the
Ambigua of Maximus Confessor.?? This is linked to the cosmic cycle
whereby humans are created from nothing by God in the divine
image, are divided into sexes through sin, are restored through grace
to their spiritual essences and then through grace and nature acting
simultaneously they are returned into the eternal life. Eriugena hangs
all of this on a single word denuo in the Latin text. It is unlikely that he
drew the two meanings of dvwfev from his own knowledge of Greek.
The meanings are already expressed by Origen (the Greek word
appears in the translation of Rufinus) in his Commentary on St. Paul’s
Epistle to the Romans:

Quod enim nos latini habemus “denuo”, Graeci dvobev dicunt,
qui sermo utrumque significat, et “denuo” et “de superioribus”. In
hoc ergo loco, quia qui baptizatur a Iesu in spiritu sancto bapti-
zatur, non ita “denuo” dicitur, ut “de superioribus” intelligi
conueniat. Nam “denuo” dicimus, cum eadem quae gesta sunt
repetuntur. Hic autem non eadem nativitas repetitur vel iteratur
sed, terrena hac omissa, de superioribus suscipitur noua nativitas.?

It is evident that Eriugena is relying on Origen here, and it would
appear that he has direct familiarity with Rufinus’ translation which

20 E. Jeauneau, Jean Scot. Commentaire sur l’livangile de Jean, SC 180, Paris, 1972,
201-3.

21 Augustine, In Iohannis evangelium, XI 6 , CCCL 36, 114; PL 35, 1478.

22 The four births are: the creation of man in the image of God; the division of
human nature into two sexes after the Fall; the rebirth of humans according to
the Spirit; the resurrection of all things into eternal life. Eriugena sees the four
births as following this pattern: the first is according to nature, naturalis; the
second is due to sin, propter peccatum; the third is according to grace, per gratiam;
and the fourth is due to the combination of nature and grace, secundum naturam
simul et gratiam.

23 PG 14,1038 b.
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Origen” and as “great Origen”, (magnum Origenem, V 929a),% which
de Lubac tells us was a common title for Origen.?® He is also referred
to as diligentisssimus rerum inquisitor, a term which suggests Eriugena’s
appreciation of him as metaphysician and seer into the nature of
things.

The texts to which Eriugena refers are the Ilepi apydv (at V 929a)
and the Liber in epistolam ad Romanos (V 922c), works drawn from both
ends of Origen’s rich life. It is generally assumed that the ITepi apydv
is an early work and the Liber in epistolam ad Romanos was written when
Origen was over sixty. Both had been translated and summarised by
Rufinus.

Eriugena refers to the Commentary on Saint Paul's Epistle to the
Romans at Periphyseon V 922c in the context of a commentary on the
meaning of the Pauline words “ye shall be as gods and sons of Him
who is on high.”?” Origen’s view is that God will destroy man and
refashion him again as a god, and Eriugena uses the opportunity to
argue that man’s destiny is more than the restoration of its former
perfection, since it really involves a self-transcendence which will
reunite humans with God in deification. All humans are one with God
in the image: “For if the Divinity in Whose Image humanity is created
is one and indivisible, it must follow that the latter also is indivisible,
and that all men without exception are one in it” (V 922b). It is at this
point that Eriugena invokes the “blessed Origen” as one of the Holy
Fathers with authority in these matters. Origen holds that all men
without exception will be reunited with God in the return, and Eriu-
gena agrees. This doctrine of the restoration of all was condemned in
Origen yet Eriugena evokes it as a magnificent authoritative truth.

In Periphyseon Book IV Origen is named three times: at IV 815c¢,
818b-d, and 832d. At IV 815c Eriugena is discussing Ambrose’s
treatise De paradiso and its theory that there are two paradises.
Eriugena quotes Ambrose as saying that into paradise God placed not
man as made in the image of God (secundum imaginem Dei) but man in

25 References to the Periphyseon will be given as follows: for Books One, Two and
Three the editions are Scriptores Latini Hiberniae, for Books Four and Five, the
text in PL 122; the English translation is that of I.P. Sheldon-Williams, edited by
J.J. O'Meara, Montreal, 1987.

26 De Lubac, Exégése médiévale, I, Paris, 1959, 241 n.7.

27 Aside from extensive Greek fragments of Origen’s Commentary which were
discovered at Toura (see Jean Scherer, L.e commentaire d’Origéne sur Rom.
IL.5-V.7 d’aprés les extraits du papyrus No. 88748 du Musée du Caire, Cairo,
1957), the work is known only in Rufinus’ translation; see PG 14, 925c-926a.
Actually Origen explicitly rejects the conversion of the Devil in this text, PG 14,
1185b, nevertheless Origen was accused of preaching this doctrine, and indeed
Eriugena quotes him on the notion that the Devil is not evil in substance but
only in will,
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considered a local place or is to be thought of as a spiritual state.®?
Eriugena says it is not his intention to quarrel with those who believe
there are two paradises, “the one spiritual, the other corporeal,
answering to the double nature of man” (propter duplicem hominis
naturam, 818a). His reason is that scriptural accounts may be read in
both a “historical” and in a “spiritual” way. For Eriugena the corporeal
is a “symbol of the spiritual” (IV 818b). He then invokes Origen:

And we know that Origen, that supreme commentator of
Scripture, declares that Paradise is nowhere and nothing else
than that which is established, as he says, in the Third Heaven,
into which St. Paul was rapt. Butif it is in the Third Heaven, then
it is certainly spiritual. For the spiritual nature of the Third
Heaven into which St. Paul was rapt is not doubted by the best
authors in either tongue: for they all agree in calling it
intellectual (illud intellectuale vocantes) .

Here Eriugena uses Origen to clinch an argument between the Latin
and the Greek Fathers, and cleverly interposes the authority of St.
Paul to finish the discussion. In this section of Book IV Eriugena has
been protesting that he does not intend to set the authorities against
one another. But in fact he marshals his sources so that Ambrose,
Origen and Gregory of Nyssa all agree that paradise is intellectual,
and so also does Augustine according to Eriugena’s interpretation of
passages in the De civitate Dei (XIV 11) and in De vera religione.®* The
authority who is left out on a limb is Epiphanius, who holds that
paradise is corporeal and on earth—in fact, the common view of
paradise in medieval times.%

Immediately following, at IV 818¢, the context is the discussion of
the kinds of bodies which humans will have in paradise. Epiphanius
is cited as reproving Origen for holding the view that the “tunics
of skin” of Genesis 3: 21 signify the mortal bodies put on by humans
after the Fall. Origen sees the phrase as a figure (figura); Epipha-
nius thinks that these tunics of skin must be understood literally
(historialiter, 818c). Eriugena says that most Greek and Latin auctores
on the other hand follow Origen in his interpretation, and he praises

32 Augustine raises the question in his De Genesi ad litteram, Book VIII 1, 1;
Eriugena quotes from this text at IV 814b.

33 Periphyseon IV 818b—c, Sheldon-Williams® translation.

34  Periphyseon IV 814b—d. Eriugena is clearly distorting Augustine’s words. Augustine
is not arguing that there are two paradises—one corporeal and the other spiri-
tual, but rather that paradise must be at least corporeal and spiritual to truly
cater for human beings; see B. Stock, The Philosophical Anthropology of
Johannes Scottus Eriugena, Studi Medievali, ser. 3a, 8, 1967, 28-32.

35 See for example Honorius Augustodunensis’ De imagine mundi.
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resurrected body. For Origen it seems absurd that this body will be of
flesh and blood, rather it will be changed and transformed.* Elsewhere
Origen distinguishes between the material body (c@®po bAlkoév) and
the spiritual body (oc®po nvevpatikév). Humans progress from one
body to the other. In the De principiis Origen offers the image of a
seed which when sown must die and be transformed in order that the
new life emerge. Origen maintains that the body possesses a certain
“principle” (insita ratio, De principuis 11 10, 3; Ab6yog, also in Contra
Celsum, V 23) or “seminal reason” which is not corrupted and which
survives in the new state.?’ In general, Origen refers to the body as the
garment of the soul, and sees this as changeable depending on the
location of the soul—the soul needs a garment suitable to it. Eriugena
makes use of the notion of a seminal reason—drawn partly from
Augustine’s De Genesi ad litteram and also from Maximus’ Ambigua.*!
For Eriugena these seminal reasons mediate between the universal
primary causes and the individual effects (see for example Book V
887a). Clearly Origen had difficulties expressing the precise nature of
this spiritual body and was reproved by Jerome, Methodius and others
for misunderstanding the Resurrection. Eriugena, however, holds a
view very close to that of Origen. The physical body is transformed
into the spiritual body, the whole body is absorbed into the whole soul
(V 880a). Following Maximus, Eriugena says that the soul and body
will be unified without destroying their individual natures, but he is
clearly more comfortable with the idea of a spiritualization of the
physical and a dropping away of the carnal, so that human beings will
become minds contemplating the divine One. Alumnus, in the
dialogue, is unhappy with what he regards as two different explana-
tions being given by Nutritor. On the one hand, it is asserted that
humans after the Resurrection will have both souls and spiritual
bodies; on the other hand, it is asserted that body will be absorbed
into soul, and soul into mind. Alumnus has put his finger on the differ-
ence between the Latin and the Greek authors. He cites Ambrose (for

38 Gorgemanns and Karpp, 419-431.

39 See also Origen, Contra Celsum V 17-19, trans. by H. Chadwick, Cambridge,
1965, 277-279.

40 See H. Chadwick, “Origen, Celsus and the Resurrection of the Body”, Harvard
Theological Review XLI, 1948, 83-102. Origen refers to the seminal principle
(Moyog onépparog) of the body at Contra Celsum VII 32. See Origéne. Contre
Celse, tome IV (Livres VII et VIII), introduction, texte critique, traduction et
notes par Marcel Borret, SC 150, Paris, 1969, 84-85, esp. 85 n. 3. See also Contra
Celsum V 23, 5 and De principiis II 10, 3. This echoes the Stoic notion, and also
is reminiscent of Eriugena’s concept of the ratio seminalis. See also René Cadiou,
Introduction au systéme d’Origéne, Paris, 1932, 120.

41 Augustine at De Genesi ad litteram VII 22, 32 refers to the causales rationes of a
thing.
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passage in question deals with the Pauline claim that God will be all in
all (in omnibus omnia esse).

The context of Eriugena’s discussion in Book V is a debate on the
nature of the evil attached to demons. At V 927b Alumnus suggests
that demons can never be without the evil that attaches to them, such
that even when human nature is restored in the return of all things,
the demonic natures will retain their evil natures. Nutritor, on the
other hand, cites Augustine and Ambrose to the effect that the evil of
demons is not eternal. The natures of demons are eternal but these
natures, since they have been created by God, are actually good. First
Nutritor quotes from Augustine’s De Genesi ad litteram X1 20, 27-28,
where Augustine argues that all things in so far as they are created are
good, and the evil which is produced in some things is not a conse-
quence of the nature of those things but is rather the result of their
evil wills.** In the divine cosmic order evil cannot unbalance the good,
and so limits are set to the efficacity of evil in this life (V 928a).
Nutritor supports this passage of Augustine with a quotation from
Ambrose’s Commentary on Luke, which deals with the demons who are
sent into a herd of swine. Ambrose argues that the demons were not
sent into the swine but went there of their own free wills because
“each is the author of his own punishment” (V 928b). Nutritor then
quotes Origen in support of Augustine and Ambrose, lest anyone
should think that the devil will be destroyed not only in his evil ways
but also in his own nature. Origen is quoted on the nature of the end
of the world. Origen is commenting on the scriptural phrase “God
shall be all in all.” Origen interprets this to mean that even in
individuals God will be all things (929a):

Let us ask ourselves what is meant by the “all things” which God
shall become in all. My own opinion is that this phmsc “God is
said to be all things in all things”, means that even in individuals
(in singulis) He is in all things. In individuals (per singulosy He will
be all things in such a way that whatsoever the rational mind,
purged from all filthiness of sin and utterly cleansed from the fog
of evil, can either feel or understand or think will be God, nor will
that mind behold any more anything else but Him, nor cleave to
any but Him, and God will be the mode and measure (modus et
mensura) of every one of its motions. Thus God will be all things.
For there will be no more any distinction (discretio) between good
and evil because evil will be no more: and in him who no longer
has contact with evil God is all things: and he who resides
evermore in the Good and for whom God is all things no longer

44 La Genése au sens littéral en douze livres, VIII-XII, traduction par P. Agaésse et
A. Solignac, Ocuvres de Saint Augustin 49, Paris, 1972, 270-3.








































