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(Re)Constructing Paul:  Origen’s Readings of Romans in Peri Archon
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I.  Introduction

The title of this paper, “Reconstructing Paul:  Origen’s Reading of Romans in Peri Archon” aligns my presentation with recent approaches in Pauline studies that make clear the fact that the Paul whom we have inherited is the product of centuries of synthesis and theological reflection.
  In Origen’s writings, and quite clearly in Peri Archon, we can see the synthesizing process at work, as well as the consequences of that synthesis for subsequent theologies and praxes of Christian biblical interpretation.


The starting point for this investigation is a prior inquiry into Origen’s use of Jewish interpretation in his exegetical procedure.  Origen invokes two opposing rhetorical constructions of Jewish interpretation.  On the one hand, he utilizes explanations of Philo, readings of Greek biblical versions other than the Septuagint, and contemporary rabbinic traditions as authoritative supporting materials for his own explications of the “literal” sense of the biblical text, which he uses as the basis for “spiritual” (allegorical) exegesis.  On the other hand, at the level of “spiritual” explanation he caricatures and castigates Jewish interpretation as impossibly literalist, using “examples” drawn from Christian anti-Jewish polemical exegesis to create a foil for the beauty and fitness of his own approach.


The theoretical foundations for this exegetical “rhetorics of Jewish interpretation” are laid already in Peri Archon.  Here, Origen’s reading of Paul plays a crucial role in shaping his construction of proper Christian biblical interpretation and its relationship to Jewish interpretation.  Crucial texts in this task are:  Rom 2:28-29; 9:6, 8; 1 Cor 10: 11, 18, Hebr 8:5, 10:1 and 2 Cor 3:14-17.  Origen’s reading of Romans in this project is interesting as much for what he does not draw on as for what he does use and how he construes it.

In this paper, I illustrate how, in Peri Archon, Origen constructs his theological opposition between “fleshly Jews”/“Jewish literalism” and “spiritual Christians”/ Christian “spiritual” interpretation by transformative readings of its Pauline building blocks, with particular attention to texts from Romans.  I end with a discussion of Origen’s use of key Romans texts in several sermons, to illustrate the complex interaction between rhetorical context and exegetical emphasis in Origen’s writings.  
Origen was born in ca. 185 ce in Alexandria.  He seems to have begun his work as a writer of biblical commentary some time after 220 ce, following a trip to Rome during which he may have encountered Marcionite text criticism and Valentinian commentary, as well as the work of Hippolytus.
  In about 234 ce, as a consequence of increasing conflict with the Alexandrian bishop, Demetrius, Origen moved to Caesarea in Palestine, where he organized a school of advanced biblical studies with the blessing of the bishops of Caesarea and Jerusalem.  Origen remained active in Caesarea until the outbreak of the Decian persecution.  He died some time after 250 as a result of imprisonment during the persecution, though not as an actual martyr.  The bulk of Origen’s extant exegetical works, including, it seems, most of his sermons, date from his Caesarean sojourn.


Two related Pauls appear in Origen’s collective works.  One, the exegeted Paul, is the complex writer who stands forth in Origen’s commentary on Romans and in fragments on other Pauline letters.  The other Paul, the constructed or exegetical Paul, to some extent precedes and informs the exegeted Paul.  This is the authoritative Apostle to whom Origen appeals constantly in Peri Archon.  This Apostle emerges through Origen’s reading across the Pauline corpus, which in Peri Archon includes the deutero-Paulines, the Pastoral Epistles and the Letter to the Hebrews, as well as the letters accepted by modern scholars.
  This Paul appears frequently in Origen’s exegesis of non-Pauline material, as the source and grounding for Origen’s own exegetical insights and in contradistinction to the Paul of Valentinus and Marcion.

II.  Peri Archon (On First Principles):  The Theory of a Praxis

Peri Archon was written in ca. 229 CE in Alexandria.  It presents a systematic exposition of the basic tenets of the Christian faith, in an essentially neo-Platonic framework, the first real Christian systematic theology.  By the time of its composition, Origen had been established as a Christian teacher, connected to the Alexandrian church, for perhaps ten years.  One precipitating cause of the writing of Peri Archon seems to have been worsening relations with Origen’s bishop, Demetrius.  This worsening of relations appears to have arisen through a combination of factors:  Demetrius’ bid to centralize the teaching authority of the Alexandrian church;
 Origen’s growing reputation as a teacher; his use of non-literal interpretation of biblical texts.
  Unfortunately, Peri Archon itself seems merely to have crystallized opposition to Origen within the Alexandrian church; following its publication he made his first trip to Palestine, which later became his permanent home.

Peri Archon defends an intellectual approach to matters of faith, while at the same time arguing against Marcionite and Valentinian exegesis and assertions.  Its climax in Book IV is an articulation of the theory behind Origen’s allegorical method of exegesis.  Book IV has been substantially preserved to us in the original Greek as well as in Rufinus’ Latin translation.
  Peri Archon represents a mid-point in the shaping of Origen’s exegetical practice.  It follows the completion of commentaries on Psalms 1-25, Lamentations, and Genesis, and precedes the Commentary on John, the first five books of which were completed in Alexandria.  It precedes as well Origen’s move to Caesarea and first substantial encounters with contemporary Judaism.
  The theology of interpretation which crystallizes in Peri Archon becomes formative for the later period, but the move to Caesarea prompts other developments as well, particularly in terms of the way Origen begins to value and use rabbinic interpretation.


Paul appears in the very first paragraph of Peri Archon’s Preface.
  Origen begins the treatise as a whole by setting forth the theological foundation of his hermenutical method.  He asserts that the “words and teaching of Christ” are the only source for the knowledge (scientia) which leads human beings towards a “good and blessed life.”  However, says Origen, these words encompass not only Christ’s earthly teachings, but also the “words and deeds” of Moses and the prophets, who prophesied about him.  As proof that the spirit of Christ spoke through Moses, Origen quotes “this one testimony of Paul, taken from the letter which he writes to the Hebrews,” Hebr. 11:24-26.
  He then quotes a second Pauline passage, 2 Cor 13:3 to show that Christ continued to speak with his apostles even after he ascended into heaven.
  From the very beginning, then, it is Paul’s apostolic authority that underwrites Origen’s fundamental principle of the unity of the scriptures:  Moses, the prophets, the Gospels (the historical record of Jesus’ own teaching) and the other apostolic writings (produced after Jesus left the scene) all equally record the “words and teachings of Christ.”  This construal stands in direct opposition to the Marcionite use of Paul to oppose Law and Gospel.


The remainder of the Preface sets forth in brief what Origen calls the “apostolic teaching” on the nature of God, Christ, the Holy Spirit and the other several topics to which Origen will apply reasoned scrutiny in the ensuing books.  In paragraph eight, he returns again to the subject of scripture.  Church teaching, says Origen, includes the doctrine that the scriptures, composed via the Spirit of God, have both an obvious meaning and another that is hidden from most readers.  Without naming Paul, Origen alludes to Rom 7:14 to assert the unanimity of the whole church on the point that though the “whole law is spiritual,” the spiritual meaning is grasped only by a few, who are especially gifted by the Spirit with wisdom and knowledge.  Thus, Origen uses Rom 7:14 to cast his assumption of multiple levels of scriptural meaning, a cornerstone of his own controversial method, as a universally acknowledged truth.
  In the process he both positions himself as spokesman for the whole church, and robs Valentinian interpretation of its claim, based on its own reading of Paul, to be the mediators of the true spiritual meaning of the Law.

A.  Origen’s Exegetical Procedure:  From the literal meaning to the spiritual

Book IV of Peri Archon lays out a tripartite schema of scriptural meaning.  Origen designates these levels the “bodily” “soulish” (psychic) and “spiritual” senses of scripture.  The designations correspond to Origen’s descriptions of the modes of human existence.  The soul is the original “estate” of a rational being.  The body encloses the soul as punishment for original rebellion against God and fall from his presence (Peri Archon I.8), and every soul possesses at least the potential to raise itself back to a spiritual state.(Peri Archon II.8).  As applied to scripture, these terms denote that “scripture meets the needs of rational creatures at different levels of progress:”
 the “simple man” is helped by the body of scripture, those who have made some spiritual progress are enlightened by its soul, and one who is “perfect” in the sense of 1 Cor 2:6-7 may be taught by the spiritual sense.  Neither in their anthropological sense nor in their spiritual sense do these terms represent static modes of being.
  The possibility of movement between more “bodily” and more “spiritual” states of being contrasts with the static and predetermined divisions between psychic and spiritual Christians in Valentinian thought.

In Peri Archon IV.2, Origen develops a contrast between the spiritual meaning of scripture and the “fleshly” or “bodily” meaning (h(7sa&rc th~~~j grafh~~~~j, 2.4; to_ swmatiko&n, 2.5, passim).  The designation of the literal meaning as the bodily sense of scripture denotes its theological distance from the spiritual meaning; the appellation “fleshly,” drawn from Paul, increases the rhetorically negative casting thus given to the literal sense.
  It is true that the “bare letter” (to_ yilo_n gra&mma; IV.2.4) contains much in itself to edify the multitude (2.8); however, the proper task of Christians is to try to penetrate at least to the “soul” of scripture (roughly speaking, in this exposition, the moral or doctrinal level), and for those who are able, to pursue the yet higher spiritual meaning (2.6).  Scripture contains deliberate “stumbling blocks” (ska&ndala), “hindrances and impossibilities,” in its bodily sense, to ensure that the perceptive reader is not lulled by the usefulness of much of the narrative sense into forgetting to seek the higher, truer meanings toward which all the words of scripture point (2.9).  Thus, if it is held in too high a regard, the bodily sense in itself becomes a stumbling block to the Christian, because it prevents the reader from pursuing this more essential quest.


In Origen’s sermons and commentaries, the literal meaning takes on different terminology and a more positive cast.  Karen Jo Torjesen has described Origen’s de facto exegetical method as a series of four steps that Origen employs consistently across the variety of biblical literary genres.
  The first step is to establish the “grammatical” reading and sense of the text; the second is to describe the “concrete and/or historical reality to which the grammatical sense refers.”  Origen associates both of these steps with the “literal” meaning of the text here denoted by the grammatically technical term, pro_j to_ r(hto&n;
 I designate this the “philologically literal” sense of the text.  The third step explicates the meaning(s) beyond this historical or literary meaning which the Logos wishes to convey (h( a)nagwgh&, to_ bou&lhma, o( skopo&j).
  The fourth and final step applies these universal spiritual meanings to the reader (the contemporary sense, described by such terms as [pneumatikh&]didaskali&a, no&hma,do&gma, ta_ pneumatika&).
  In practice, then, the philologically literal sense has only positive connotations, providing as it does the basis for the hermeneutical movement to discover the spiritual meaning of the text and its contemporary application.  The proper activity of the exegete is to read through this philological or “historical” meaning of the text to activate its spiritual sense, the teaching activity of the Logos in the soul of the contemporary reader/hearer.

However, even though the literal sense has a positive hermeneutical function in Origen’s exegetical practice, within the theological context of Peri Archon, literal reading remains nearly synonymous with literalism, that is, with reading practices which muffle the voice of the Logos speaking through the text.
B.  Literalism on the Spiritual Plane:  Peri Archon IV.2-3

At the beginning of Peri Archon IV.2, which opens his discussion of the proper interpretation of scripture, Origen describes three groups of erring, ‘literalist’ readers:  Jews, “heretics,” and many simple Christians.  The Jews have missed the fact of the coming of Christ, because Jesus’ actions and the historical circumstances of his life did not fulfill historically and in literal detail the words of the prophets.  The errors of heretics and simple Christians spring from a different fault of literalism which they hold in common with each other:  taking at face value every word that the scriptures say about the divine.  The heretics deal with scripture’s incongruous statements by postulating an inferior creator god who is the source of all unsavory traits; simple Christians believe notions about God and/or Christ which are unworthy of the holy (IV.2.1).  Furthermore, says Origen, even some sophisticated Christians understand that the words of Scripture clothe mysteries and point through types toward higher realities; but they either fail to understand how to derive the mystical meaning, or they apply the notion of typology unsystematically, and in this way fail to derive scripture’s true meanings (2.2).  These “true meanings” are pre-eminently “the doctrines about God and his only-begotten Son” (2.7).
  If one fails to discover these doctrines, no matter what one’s intention or method, one is reading only the “bare letter.”


“The Hebrews” have previously achieved a negative spotlight in Peri Archon IV.1.3-4, where Origen sets out proofs for the divinity of scripture.
  At IV.1.3, he reads Gen 49:10 as a prediction linking the contemporary destruction of the Temple, cult and political entity of Israel to the advent of Christ.
  IV.1.4 brings together Rom 10:19 (Dt 32:21) and 1 Cor 1:26-29 with 1 Cor 10:18, to show that “God’s former people,” “Israel according to the flesh,” have been replaced by a “foolish nation,” chosen through the advent of Christ.  Paul’s opposition between the “foolish things of the world” (1 Cor 1:27) and the “wise according to the flesh” (1 Cor 1:26) is transformed into an opposition between the new and former people.  Origen concludes the section:  “So let not ‘Israel according to the flesh,’ which is called by the Apostle, ‘flesh’ ‘glory before God.’”


This replacement of Israel by the “foolish nation” sets the stage for a discussion (IV.1.4) of specific prophecies.  In IV.1.6, Origen restates in part his opening argument, that the coherence between the scriptures and the life of Jesus demonstrate both his divinity and the divine inspiration of the scriptures themselves.  However, he says, it is only since the advent of Christ that these scriptures can be clearly seen to be divine.  The section closes with a composite allusion to 2 Cor 3:15-16 and Hebr 10:1:  Until the coming of Jesus, the light contained in the law of Moses was hidden under a veil, but with its removal came the knowledge of those good things of which the law held a shadow.
  Chapter 1 closes (IV.1.7) with an exhortation not to be fooled into disbelief by the obscurity of the scriptures.  A concatenation of Pauline passages, drawn primarily from the Corinthian literature, justifies the “earthen vessels” in which the divine teaching is contained, and urges the reader to “leave behind the first principles of Christ” and “press on to perfection” so that the wisdom of the scriptures “may be spoken also to us.”


Origen’s use of the writings of Paul in the remainder of Peri Archon IV.2 and 3, to illustrate the contrast between spiritual interpretation and literalist reading, serves to make the reading practices of “those of the circumcision” (as distinct from the gnostics or the simple Christians) synonymous with improper, literalist reading.  At IV.2.6, after allowing that one may be edified by the bodily meaning of scripture, Origen cites 1 Cor 9:9-10 as an example of an explanation “which penetrates as it were to the soul.”  In this passage, Paul interprets Deut 25:4 not as applying to oxen but as meant metaphorically “for our sake.”


Origen then continues:

But it is a spiritual explanation when one is able to show of what heavenly things the Jews according to the flesh served (e0la&treuon) a copy and a shadow, and of what good things to come the law has a shadow.

The language of this sentence is drawn from Heb 8:5, Heb 10:1, and 1 Cor 10:18.  “Spiritual explanation,” is posed here not strictly in opposition to the “bodily sense” in itself, but rather in opposition to the cultic observance (latrei&a) of the “Jews according to the flesh,” that is, in opposition to the cultic practices resulting from their reading of scripture.  These two verses from Hebrews appear at least twelve times in Peri Archon, occasionally together; at times, as in this context, they are used not only to make a statement about how to understand scripture, but also to assert that the worship offered by the Jews was neither true nor spiritual.


A series of examples follows, to illustrate what “the Apostle” means by spiritual interpretation.  First Origen quotes 1 Cor 10:11 and 10:4 as “the Apostle’s” statement of the hermeneutical principle that the biblical narratives were written “for our sake,” and were to be interpreted figuratively (tupikw~j).  He briefly cites Hebr 8:5, which itself quotes Exod 25:40 and its allusion to the “figure” (tu/poj) shown to Moses on the mount.  He then discusses Gal 4:21-24, in which Paul uses the technical term a)llhgore/w; Origen reads the passage as Paul’s assertion that observance of the law is not synonymous with “understanding and knowing” (noei=n kai\ ginw&skein) the law.  It is those who desire to be under the law, not those who are under the law, who should be able to comprehend (a)kou/ein) the meaning of the law, “the allegories in the scriptures” (allhgoriaj . . .e0n toi=j gegramme/noij).  Next comes Colossians 2:16-17, which speaks of food laws, holidays and the Sabbath as a “shadow of the things to come.”  The “shadow” language of Col 2:17 reminds Origen once more of the beginning of Hebr 8:5, which he now quotes more fully.  Thus the sense of “serving a copy and a shadow” is extended to encompass not merely the temple cult, but Jewish religious observance in general.  These examples reinforce the section’s opening definition of spiritual interpretation as understanding the meaning of the biblical text in opposition to the way that Jews read scripture. 


Peri Archon IV.3 provides exegetical demonstrations of the theoretical statements about interpretation outlined in Chapter 2, and develops a general framework of biblical typology from which to proceed to the analysis of specific biblical texts.  The chapter begins with a broadside against persons who take literally certain types of ridiculous or unworthy statements in the creation accounts and likewise in the gospels as referring to the actual nature of God and Christ.
  The discussion then moves (3.2) to the “Mosaic legislation,” concerning which Origen brings forth several examples that are “irrational” (to_ a!logon) or “impossible” (to_ a)du/naton)
 to obey literally.  It is not coincidental that the examples are drawn from the areas of circumcision, dietary laws, and Sabbath observance, the three realms of distinctive behavior for which Jews had long been widely known to non-Jews in the Hellenistic world, and which are already controversial topics in the New Testament writings.


In his references to circumcision and dietary laws, Origen contents himself with pointing out inconsistencies or “impossibilities” in the reading of the biblical text; he faults “those of the circumcision” for ignoring these difficulties when they prove too difficult to explain away.  In referring to Sabbath observance, however, Origen brings forth two instances of derived (halakhic) rules for behavior
 as examples of the “copious babbling” (fluarou~sin eu9rhsilogou~ntej) and “ceaseless talking” (a)perantologi/a) of the “teachers of the Jews” who bring forth “frigid  traditions” (yuxra_j parado&seij) to try to turn literal impossibilities into practice.
  This caricatured portrait of voluble contemporary Jewish misinterpretation proves to be the climactic example of literalist reading of the (Old Testament) scriptures.


Chapter 3.3 proceeds with more brevity to list some instances in the “gospel” and the “apostle” which are likewise impossible, says Origen, to understand literally.
  The next section reiterates the argument that scripture contains both problematic and obviously edifying or historically true statements.  Section 5 discusses how the careful reader can distinguish between the literally true and untrue elements of scripture, and makes the transition to delineating the method of its interpretation.


This method begins with the observation that the historical narrative of the scriptures contains the story of a nation chosen by God and the country God gave to them (IV.3.6).  The key to the spiritual meaning of this historical narrative is found in the words of the Apostle, “Behold Israel according to the flesh” (1 Cor 10:18), “as though there is an Israel according to the spirit” (w(j o!ntoj tino_j kata_ pneu~ma).  Origen then adduces a string of further Pauline verses (notably Rom 9:8, 9:6, and 2:28-29) to demonstrate that it is “not the children of the flesh [the Jews] who are the children of God” (Rom 9:8), but rather those who are “Jews inwardly,” whose circumcision is of the spirit, not the letter (Rom. 2:28-29).  It is this Israel, “a race of souls,” to whom belong the promises of scripture, which are spiritual, albeit clothed in material imagery.  Thus (IV.3.8), even the promises of the New Testament addressed to “Israel” (Origen’s example is Mt 15:24) refer to the spiritual Israel, that is the church, not “fleshly” Israel.


Origen closes the section by first quoting “the apostle” (Gal 4:26) to show that references to Jerusalem indicate a heavenly city and then by saying that in order to understand these biblical references we must “listen to Paul’s words as the words of God and the utterances of Wisdom.”
  It is pre-eminently Paul who tells the Christian 1) to read the scriptures spiritually; and 2) that the true, spiritual promises of scripture point not to contemporary Jews and contemporary Jerusalem, but to “Israel according to the Spirit” and the “Jerusalem above.”


Origen’s deployment of 1 Cor 10:18 as the hermeneutical key to the reading of scripture is a unique exegetical move in relation to both his predecessors and immediate contemporaries; however, the opposition between “Israel according to the flesh” and “Israel according to the spirit,” drawn somewhat tentatively in Peri Archon, becomes a taken-for-granted assumption in Origen’s later exegetical writings.  This revolutionary reading of 1 Cor 10:18 emerges from the way Origen has read across the Pauline corpus.  Because he brings together diverse texts which pose differently nuanced oppositions—flesh/spirit, letter/spirit, shadow/heavenly things, above/below, life/death, “outward”/ “inward” Jews, circumcision of the flesh/circumcision of the heart, within the law/ without the law, slavery/freedom--all these oppositions come to stand for one another.  In Origen’s reading, “flesh” must always exist in opposition to “spirit,” so that “Israel according to the flesh,” by whom Paul means the biblical Israelites, must exist in opposition to “Israel according to the spirit,” a phrase Paul himself never uses.


The combination in Peri Archon IV.3.6-8 of 1 Cor 10:18 with Rom 9:8,6, and 2:28-29, rhetorically echoes and extends the contrast between spiritual interpretation and Jewish literalist interpretation posed in 2.6.  By the authority of “the Apostle” himself, Peri Archon IV.2 and 3 establish not merely that Jewish biblical interpreters are wrongheaded because they fail to recognize the Christ/Logos, but that in fact the true promises of scripture have always been intended for the followers of Christ, and have never applied to “those of the circumcision.”

The Paul who disinherits the “Jews according to the flesh” is the Paul most frequently seen in Peri Archon.  Citations from Romans and elsewhere that indicate the priority of Israel in Paul’s thinking (e.g., Rom 11:1-2, 26) are conspicuous mainly by their absence.  Romans 3:2, which on the surface would seem to indicate the priority and privilege of the Jews as those who first received the “oracles of God,” comes in the course of Origen’s discussion of the “race of souls” in sections nine to twelve.  It follows close upon another citation of Rom 9:6 (“they are not all Israel who are of Israel” [IV.3.11]), to illustrate that it is only spiritual Israel, through whom all other souls are to be enlightened, who possesses the oracles of God and whose name means “to see God” (IV.3.12).
  The etymology is drawn from Philo, who uses it as a foundation for his own reading of the biblical “history” as an allegory for the journey of the soul in which gentiles as well as Jews may participate, but in Origen’s context of Pauline oppositions the etymology comes to exclude Jews.

Significantly, the “positive” cluster that appears most prominently is Rom 7:12-14, on the goodness of the law.  In Peri Archon II.4-5, Origen presents a sustained argument against Marcionite criticisms of the Jewish scriptures.  In chapter four, after enlisting various sayings of Jesus which indicate that the God of Jesus is the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob (e.g., Mt 22:31-32), Origen invokes the words of the Apostle himself, citing in this order 2 Tim 1:3, 2 Cor 11:22, Rom 1:1-4, 1 Cor 9:9-10, Eph 6:2-3, and Col 1:15.  Chapter five refutes the Marcionite distinction between the just and the good.  The culminating paragraph, Section 4, enlists Rom 7:12-13 to show that Paul himself aligned the just with the good and called the law “holy and just and good.”  We have already noted the critical junctures at which Rom 7:14 itself takes on the role of a hermeneutical principle.  However, as we have already seen, anti-Marcionite appreciation for the “spiritual” law does not extend to the contemporary practitioners thereof.

This “disinheriting” trend seems to be an intentional rhetorical strategy.  John McGuckin has documented that Origen most often cites Pauline passages that are critical or condemning of Jews and Judaism, and censors “Paul’s doctrine of the priority of Israel”
  McGuckin relates this tactic to contemporary Caesarean Christian polemic against Jews.  Our exploration of Peri Archon suggests, however, that this “censored” Paul preceded Origen’s move to Caesarea.

In fact, the constructed Paul of Peri Archon resurfaces almost immediately in Alexandrian exegetical dress.  The Preface to the Commentary on John (CJn I.1-89) begins with the hermeneutical statement that just as “the people once referred to as ‘of God’” (Num 27:17) were divided into tribes, so “the whole people of Christ, entitled Jewish in secret and circumcised in spirit [Rom 2:28-29], has, in a very mysterious way, the properties of the tribes.”
  Much of the preface is devoted to explaining the name “Gospel” and exploring the connection between the gospels and the rest of the Scriptures.  In I.32-43, Origen tries to clarify further the relationship between the law and the prophets and the gospel, drawing on the Pauline complex we have already seen at work.  From 2 Cor 3:15 to Heb 8:5 to 1 Cor 10:11 (with John 4:24), we see that only Christ at his coming showed the truth of what was veiled, of what was previously only hinted at in copies and shadows and figures.  Hos 10:12 combines with Rom 7:6 (I.36) to bring a new element into the complex, the contrast between “new covenant” and “old letter.”  In the remainder of the section, Hebr 8:5 and 10:1 appear along with references to Galatians 4, Prov. 8:9 and Rev 14:6, primarily to make the argument that just as the law contains shadows of good things to come, so the gospel itself contains both easily intelligible teachings and mysteries towards which the believer needs to advance.  The section finishes with a citation of Rom 2:28-29, where the assumed distinction between Jews and “Jews in secret” (i.e. Christians) is used to explain a distinction between Christians at more elementary and more advanced levels, as a basis for Origen’s assertion that like Paul (1 Cor 9:20, Acts 16:3), it is necessary to “act as a Christian both spiritually and bodily,” for the benefit of more “fleshly” believers.  In this context, although the oppositions are intact, the explicitly disinheriting emphasis is in abeyance.  This difference may be due to the change in rhetorical setting; CJn, unlike Peri Archon, was written for supporters, not detractors, who were fully in sympathy with Origen’s aims and method.
 

In sum:  I suggest that, in Peri Archon (and subsequently in CJn), “real Jews” are not in view.  The disinheriting Paul is a by-product of Origen’s central task:  building a coherent Christian philosophy in opposition both to detractors within the more conventional Alexandrian church, and to the assertions of heterodox Christians, primarily followers of Marcion and Valentinus. The insistence that spiritual and not fleshly Israel are the true inheritors of the promises of scripture, the “spiritual law,” functions together with the establishment of Paul as the apostolic authority for Origen’s allegorical method of reading, in this rhetorical task.  On the one hand, Origen claims the (Jewish) scriptures as the legitimate property of Christians (not Jews), against Marcionite rejection; on the other, he enlists Paul as spiritual reader against differing Valentinian and Marcionite images of the authoritative Apostle, while at the same time countering the anti-Pauline sentiment of other groups by casting Paul’s words (and method of understanding the Jewish scriptures) as like the words of God.  As the Commentary on John illustrates, however, this constructed Paul can stand independent of the polemical necessity which brought him to life; in CJn, “Israel according to the spirit” has become the accepted and expected substitute for “Israel according to the flesh.” 

III.  “Jewish Literalism” in the Caesarean Homilies

In CJn VI.76, written soon after his move to Caesarea, Origen makes the programmatic statement that when interpreting “the history” (that is, the philological meaning of the [OT] text), the Christian interpreter should first inquire regarding the teaching known “among the Hebrews.”  This statement should be noticed as a significant addition to (if not departure from) Origen’s earlier programmatic statements about interpretation in Peri Archon.  Both his Caesarean commentaries and his sermons make clear that he followed his own advice, as his philological interpretations from this period contain frequent references to teachings known “among the Hebrews.”  It seems clear that this designation in the Caesarean works indicates interpretations gleaned from rabbinic scholars.


Origen invokes interpretations “from the Hebrews” at the exegetical stage that Torjesen designated the first and second exegetical steps. Thus, like the biblical versions and Philo, rabbinic readings can also be brought to clarify the meaning of the text, and occasionally to expand the platform of the literal meaning for spiritual interpretation.  Origen often grounds his authority for citing “Hebrew” interpretations in personal encounters with Jewish interpreters, positioning himself as an authoritative tradent of “Hebrew” traditions.
  Occasionally the weight of the Hebrew tradition is deployed explicitly against heterodox exegesis.


However, at the transition to exegetical step three, the establishment of the spiritual meaning, the constructedApostle of Peri Archon re-enters the picture.  Rom 7:14 and 1 Cor 10:18 recur frequently, usually in combination with another verse such as I Cor 10:11, Heb 8:5 or 10:1, Rom 2:28/29.  These verses may be used to ground a statement to the effect that ‘these things were written (also) for us,’ without the explicit corollary that they were not written for the Jews.
  On occasion, however,  the verses are used with the full negative rhetorical regalia that we saw in Peri Archon.  Such is the case, for example, in Gen. hom. III.4-6, which treats the circumcision of Abraham.
  Section 3 of the homily establishes the text to be considered, first by citing in brief the significant events (for this sermon) of Genesis chapters 12-17 (exegetical step one), and then by discussing the significance of the narrative sequence (exegetical step two).
  


Section III.4 makes the transition to the meaning beyond the literal by asking a rhetorical question:  Could it really be that the omnipotent God, ruler of heaven and earth, in making a covenant with the holy Abraham, really intended that the central meaning of this covenant should be circumcision of his foreskin?  The exegetical problem, acknowledges Origen, is Gen 17:13:  “My covenant shall be upon your flesh.”  Origen’s implied answer is “No, of course not!”--it would be beneath God’s dignity to be so obsessed.  However, says Origen, “these indeed are the only things in which the masters and teachers of the synagogue place the glory of the saints.”
  The phrase “masters and teachers of the synagogue,” associates contemporary Jewish interpreters with the literalism we have already seen excoriated in Peri Archon.

The remainder of sections 4-6 are construed as a dispute between the Jews and the Church. The Church’s “honorable” spiritual understanding of true circumcision as circumcision of the heart, built upon Paul’s teaching in Phil 3:2-3 and Rom 2:28-29, is brought as a “more appropriate” (dignius) understanding of circumcision among the “saints and friends of God” than “a pruning of the flesh” (carnis obtruncatio).
  At III.5, Origen begins his spiritual interpretation in earnest.  Asking for the prayerful help of his hearers, he states that the exegetical task at hand is that of refuting not only “the Jews” but also some Christians (such as the Ebionites) who continue to insist on observance of physical circumcision.
 He then brings forth further scriptural passages which use circumcision/uncircumcision in a figurative sense.
  At each juncture he expresses and refutes supposed objections by “the Jews” and sets out the difficulties these passages would cause the Jews if they read them the way they read this story of Abraham.


Interestingly, when Origen discusses Jer 6:10, he refuses to “permit” the Jews to “take refuge in our allegories which Paul taught.”
  The construction acknowledges that Jewish interpreters would read the passage figuratively, but it claims figurative interpretation as the exclusive prerogative of the Church, originating with Paul.  At the end of this anti-Jewish-interpretation section, Origen again acknowledges that Jews would read these passages figuratively:  “But if you refer circumcision of lips to allegory and say no less that circumcision of ears is allegorical and figurative why do you not also inquire after allegory in circumcision of the foreskin?” (quomodo non et in circumcisione praeputii allegoriam requiritis? Baehrens I, 45.19-20).  In this argument, Paul appears as the originator of the right and reasonable method of reading such texts, at the same time as Origen admits that his opponents on their own initiative would adopt such right and reasonable (and non-literalist) techniques.


The remainder of section 5 and section 6 give “more fitting,” figurative and moral interpretations of circumcision of the ears, lips, flesh and heart, based primarily on texts from the Jewish scriptures.  At the end of section 6, Origen again attacks his rhetorical Jewish opponent:

Compare, if you please , this our account with your Jewish fables (cf. Tit 1:14) and disgusting stories (Confer, si placet, haec nostra cum vestris Iudaicis fabuils et narrationibus foetidis) . . . .  Do not even you yourself perceive and understand that this circumcision of the Church is honorable, holy, worthy of God; that that of yours is unseemly, detestable, disgusting, presenting a thing vulgar both in condition and appearance?  “And,” God says to Abraham, “circumcision and my covenant shall be in your flesh” (Gen 17:13).  If therefore, our life has been such that, properly joined together and united in all its members so that all our movements are performed according to the laws of God, truly “the covenant of God will be in our flesh.” 

The switch between second and first person is revealing, here, along with Origen’s closing appeal to a church “united in all its members.”  The “disgusting” rhetoric is most likely aimed, again, not at “real Jews,” but this time at the “Ebionites and others” who practice physical circumcision as Christians.  The sermon’s conclusion, section 7, presents an exhortation, drawn mainly from Paul, to let the covenant of Jesus Christ be “in our flesh,” and so returning to and dispensing with the problematic Gen 17:13.
  Thus, similar to what we found in Peri Archon, the rhetorical thrust against the Jews is sharpened precisely in a situation when the real target is opposing views within the church.


However, the disinheriting Paul can easily be turned directly against contemporary Jews, as this passage from the twelfth homily on Jeremiah illustrates.  Fairly early in the sermon, we meet 1 Cor 10:11, as Origen reassures his readers that these words are meant spiritually for them (section 3).  However, this spiritual meaning is related to an unfortunate literal sense directed at the Jews as well.  In section 6, we learn that Israel’s punishment brings about the salvation of others (invoking Rom 11:11); therefore, since God is good, he says, “I shall not spare, and I shall not have pity on them [Israel] in their destruction” (13:14).  Section 13 (the final section of the homily) interprets Jer 13:17:  “If you do not listen in a hidden manner, your soul will wail before the face of violence”): 

 . . .If I listen to the Law, either I listen to it in a hidden manner, or I do not listen to it in a hidden manner.  The Jew does not listen to the law in a hidden manner.  Therefore he is outwardly circumcised, not knowing that “he is not a Jew, who is one outwardly, nor is circumcision that which is outward, in the flesh” (Rom. 2:28).  But he who listens about circumcision in a hidden manner, is circumcised in secret (Rom 2:29) . . .The ordinary Jew (O( de\ polu\j ou[toj I0Ioudai~oj) therefore killed  the lord Jesus and is today responsible for the murder of Jesus because he did not listen to either the law or the prophets in a hidden manner. . . .  

Here, the citation of Rom 2:28-29 comes to describe the reading practices that led to and continue to lead to the murder of Jesus.  Later in the section, Origen goes on to relate this insight on sinful Jewish reading to the “Jewish condition” of his day, compared with that of former times:  “and your eyes shall drop tears because the Lord’s flock has been crushed” (Jer 13:17, end).  If the Lord’s former flock has been crushed because “they judged themselves unworthy” (cf. Acts 13:46), how much moreso should the”wild olive branch” (Rom 11:17) fear being crushed if it fails in love and faith.   The rhetorically presumed permanent destruction of the Jewish people provides the object lesson to the “lukewarm” among Origen’s flock.  Although Origen is not the first to level the charge of murdering Jesus,
 this passage contains an ominous concatenation of the themes of past and continuing responsibility for that murder, permanent disinheritence from being God’s flock, and consequent lowly political estate, all founded here on Jewish inability (or stubborn refusal?) to interpret scripture properly.

IV. Conclusions

Origen’s synthetic reading of Paul in Peri Archon succeeds beyond Paul’s own intention, in aligning the Jews as a people with “the letter that kills” (2 Cor 3:6).  In Peri Archon’s theological picture, the Jews distort even the legitimate meanings of the “bodily sense” of scripture; what is more, since the true promises of scripture deal with spiritual and not historical realities, the Jews never have been the true heirs to these promises.  The true heirs are “Israel according to the spirit.”  In the more complex cultural situation of Caesarea, Origen learns to value traditions “from the Hebrews” as tools toward clarifying the philological sense of the text.  Nevertheless, his hermeneutical method, which ultimately controls his deployment of exegetical materials, continues to be driven by the polemical and Paul-based opposition between literalist (Jewish) and spiritual (Christian, Logos-centered) interpretation.  Scholarly contacts with rabbis and the usefulness of rabbinic interpretation notwithstanding, the “masters and teachers of the synagogue” continue to appear as Origen’s interpretive arch-enemies, and “Jewish interpretation” remains synonymous with literalist reading, alienated from and deleterious to the spiritual sense when mistaken for the deepest meaning of scripture. 


Origen’s positive/negative “rhetorics of Jewish interpretation” has a dual rhetorical function which serves a single hermeneutical aim.  In Alexandria, especially in Peri Archon, the rhetorical opposition between Israel according to the flesh and Israel according to the spirit functions primarily, I have argued, to rescue the “Old Testament” from Marcionite dismissal and Gnostic distortion.  In Caesarea, this rhetorical construction comes to serve a different primary purpose.  The Caesarean works presume the hermeneutical replacement of fleshly Israel by spiritual Israel, a replacement which is only tentatively proffered in Peri Archon.  Origen’s invocation of “Hebrew” exegetical authorities, domesticates “useful” Jewish interpretation, by making him the authoritative tradent of “Hebrew” exegesis to his Christian flock.  His dismissal of the “masters and teachers of the Synagogue” as proponents of “Jewish literalism” at the same time delegitimates contemporary rabbinic interpreters (and “the Synagogue” as their locus of operation) as authorities whose teachings and practices his congregants might follow.  In both cultural situations, Origen’s rhetorics of Jewish interpretation: 1) creates the theological basis for a unified hermeneutical approach to the Old and New Testaments; and 2) functions to control the appeal of external beliefs and practices for insiders, for those within Origen’s church.

The authoritative Paul who emerges both in Peri Archon and in subsequent exegetical works is more consonant with (and probably influential in shaping) the emerging patristic perspective of the early third century than with the first century Apostle.  The Paul who disinherits literalist “Israel according to the flesh” in favor of “Israel according to the spirit” provides a consistent (if unfortunate!) theological platform for the attempts of later Christian writers to come to terms with the refusal of the Jews to stay disinherited.
































































































































































































































































































































































































� To cite just three examples, Krister Stendahl, Final Account:  Paul’s Letter to the Romans (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1995);  Stanley Stowers, A Rereading of Romans: Justice, Jews and Gentiles (New Haven:  Yale University Press, 1994); John Gager, Reinventing Paul (Oxford and New York:  Oxford University Press, 2000).  I want to offer a special note of thanks here to Professor Stendahl, from whom I have long benefitted as student and as reader, and whose Paul Among Jews and Gentiles first articulated for me the urgency of the task of rethinking Paul (Paul Among Jews and Gentiles and Other Essays [Philadelphia: Fortress, 1976).  


� This schema is laid out in chapter two of my dissertation, “Peri Pascha: Passover and the Displacement of Jewish Interpretation Within Origen’s Exegesis,” Harvard, 1997.


� Origen went to Rome in ca. 215, for perhaps two years.  For the chronology of Origen’s life and works see Pierre Nautin, Origène: Sa vie et son oeuvre (Christianisme Antique 1; Paris: Beauchesne, 1977);   Joseph W. Trigg, Origen: The Bible and Philosophy in the Third- Century Church (Atlanta: John Knox, 1983; London: SCM, 1985) essentially adopts Nautin’s chronology for the English-reading public.  While in Rome, Origen may have heard Hippolytus speak (cf., Jerome, Vir. ill. 61).  Aside from that, we know no specifics of the visit.  However, during the second century, Rome became the home of both Marcion and Valentinus and important successors of theirs.  It was also the home, at the turn of the second century of a feisty group of “adoptionist” Christians who, among other things, admired the text-critical practices of Galen and produced numerous and contradictory editions of biblical texts (see Eusebius, EH, V.28)  R. M. Grant, Heresy and Criticism,:  The Search for Authenticity in Early Christian Literature (Louisville:  Westminster/John Knox, 1993) devotes the bulk of his book (chapters three through seven) to heterodox critics based in Rome.  All of Origen’s Alexandrian commentaries--on Psalms, Genesis, Lamentations, the Gospel of John—as well as his text critical apparatus, the Tetrapla/Hexapla, can be cast as responses to the heterodox critical challenge Origen might have met on this trip.


� Nautin, Origène, has argued on the basis of internal evidence that Origen preached all of his sermons during one three-year stint in Caesarea, which he dates to about 239-242.  This contradicts the picture presented by Eusebius, who has Origen preaching throughout his career but only allowing his sermons to be recorded during his last years in Caesarea (after about 245; EH VI.36).  Nautin’s reconstruction is in the main persuasive, and seems to accord well with various developments in Origen’s exegetical practice.


� Eusebius says that in his Homilies on the Letter to the Hebrews, Origen expresses doubt that the letter was actually written by Paul himself, and suggests that a close disciple was the author (EH VI.25).  However, Peri Archon contains no such reservations.  Here, Origen explicitly cites Paul or “the Apostle” when quoting passages from Hebrews.  I use the term “Paul” in this paper to refer to Origen’s literary construction, rather than the leaner Paul of modern scholarship.


� See Trigg, Origen (London and New York:  Routledge, 1998), 15.


� Nautin, Origène, 420, 423-24, summarizes indications within Origen’s writings of growing opposition to his multi-level hermeneutic within the Alexandrian church.  At the same time, his reputation was such that Origen began to be summoned to other parts of the Empire to consult with interested secular authorities; not long before writing Peri Archon, he travelled to Arabia at the behest of the provincial governor (cf. Origène, 420-21 and the chronological table, 410).


� The fact that Origen was invited to preach there by the bishops of Caesarea and Jerusalem only made matters worse.  See Nautin, Origène, 427-431 for a summary of the events, charges, and counter-charges which eventually led to Origen’s banishment from Alexandria, spearheaded by Demetrius.


� English translations are drawn, with occasional modifications, from G. W. Butterworth, Origen: On First Principles (Introduction by Henri de Lubac; New York: Harper and Row, 1966; repr. Gloucester, MA: Peter Smith, 1973).  Butterworth gives separate translations of the available Greek fragments alongside the Latin.  These are most extensive for Books III and IV; I cite the Greek and its translation whenever possible.  I refer to the critical edition of Henri Crouzel and Manlio Simonetti, Origène:  Traité des principes, 5 vols. (SC 252, 253, 268, 269, 312; Paris: Cerf, 1978-1984); vol. I contains the text of Books I and II, vol. III the text of books III and IV.


� It seems unlikely that the Alexandrian Jewish community, which had been essentially destroyed in the Jewish revolts under Trajan, had become a strong presence once more by Origen’s day.  The only allusions to contemporary Jews in Origen’s Alexandrian writings are references to his “Hebrew teacher,” who seems to have been a Jewish convert to Christianity, transplanted from Palestine to Alexandria.  (The biographical detail is supplied by Origen’s later mention of this figure in Jer. hom. 20.2).  Only in the Caesarean works do “Hebrews” and “Jews” receive frequent mention.


� Peri Archon contains more references to Origen’s Paul than to all the other New Testament writings combined.  Within these references, the most numerous are to 1 Corinthians, with Romans a close second.  See the scripture index in Butterworth, First Principles, 340-342.  Biblica Patristica (Biblia Patristica:  Index des citations et allusions bibliques dans la littérature patristique (6 vols and supplement; Paris:  CNRS Editions, 1975–1995) has a few more citations, but not enough to change the general trend.


� Peri Archon I.Preface.1.16-17:  Vnde sufficere aestimo uno hoc Pauli testimonio debere nos uit ex epistula, quam ad Hebraeos scribit. . .  The Hebrews passage speaks of Moses, and closes with the words, “accounting the reproach of Christ greater riches than the treasures of Egypt.”  Obviously, Origen uses this quote because of the direct link between Moses and Christ.


� Peri Archon I.Preface.1; Butterworth, 1; Crouzel and Simonetti, I, 76-79.


� In Peri Archon II.4-5, Origen develops at some greater length this Paul who defends the unity of the law and the revelation in Christ; see discussion below.


� Rom 7:14 appears only in allusions in Peri Archon, (I.Preface.8; IV.2.4 in alliance with Hebr. 10:1).  Occasionally in later works it appears in full Pauline dress as an authorizing statement, e.g. Ex. hom.  II.1-2.  In CMt. XI.14 (on Mt 15:10-20), Origen juxtaposes Rom 7:14, 12 with 2 Cor 3:6 to contrast Jesus’ spiritual interpretation of the law with the Pharisee’s death-bringing one; he extends the Pharisees’ practice to the mistaken notions of “the Jews” on holiness.


� Cf. Ptolemy, Letter to Flora; critical edition: Gilles Quispel, Ptolémée, Lettre à Flora: Analyse, texte critique, traduction, commentaire et index grec, (2nd ed.; SC 24 bis; Paris: Cerf, 1966); English translation  in Bentley Layton, The Gnostic Scriptures:  A New Translation with Annotations and Introductions (Garden City: Doubleday, 1987), 306-315.  Layton speaks of the role of Paul as a foundational authority for Valentinian tradition (p.303).  Ptolemy offers a multi-level hermeneutic for the books of Moses, based on multiple authorship, (for which he first names “the Savior” as primary authority).  He asserts that the ritual laws have only a symbolic meaning now, naming Paul as the source of this teaching and citing 1 Cor 5:7. Then he notes that Paul also taught the threefold division of the law: Eph 2:15 speaks of the part of the law which is now to be abolished and Rom 7:12 denotes the part of the law which is “not interwoven with the inferior” and continues to stand, “fulfilled” by the Savior (Mt 5:17; see Letter 33.5.8-15, 33.6.4-6).


� Trigg, Origen, 33.  See Peri Archon IV.2.4.  Origen gives Prov 22:20-21 as his scriptural basis for the threefold division of the levels of scriptural meaning.


� See Karen Jo Torjesen, Hermeneutical Procedure and Theological Method in Origen’s Exegesis  (Patristische Texte und Studien 28; Berlin:  De Gsgruyter, 1986), 43, with notes, who argues that these terms represent stages rather than fixed states, against a background of mixed opinion in prior scholarship.


� Annewies van den Hoek, “The Concept of sw~~ma tw~n grafw~n in Alexandrian Theology” (StPatr 19 [1989]: 250-254), traces to Philo the application of the term sw~ma to the scriptures, but observes that it is Origen who transforms the concept of the “body” and “soul” of scripture into a hermeneutical construct central to (Christian) interpretation of scripture.


� Hermeneutical Procedure, 68-69, with a clearer summary statement on 138.  It should be noted that all of the texts analyzed by Torjesen were written following Peri Archon and after Origen’s move to Caesarea.  The paucity of Alexandrian period writings mitigates against drawing firm conclusions, but it appears that the basic exegetical framework was already in place in the earlier Alexandrian works, although perhaps less rhetorically elaborate than in those written after Peri Archon.


� In Contra Celsum VII.20, Origen invokes Philo (as “some of our predecessors”) as the source of his own hermeneutical premise that “the law has a twofold interpretation, one literal (pro_j r9hto&n) and the other spiritual (pro_j dia&noian).”  Philo uses these technical terms as rhetorical markers throughout his work; see Spec. I.287 for a statement of the hermeneutical relationship between them.  For Contra Celsum, see Marcel Borret, ed., Origène:  Contre Celse (5 vols.; SC 132, 136, 147, 150, 227; Paris:  Cerf, 1967–1976); ET:  Henry Chadwick, Origen: Contra Celsum (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1965).


� Ibid., 144.  These are the terms, suggests Torjesen, by which Origen distinguishes the spiritual sense in general from the literal meaning of the text.  The transitional marker a)nagwgh& is particularly important, as indicating “meaning which leads the soul upward;” she notes that it is not used to describe an exegetical procedure prior to Origen:  “This implies that Origen developed and introduced a term to express the theological character of exegesis because the available hellenistic terms were inadequate” (144, n. 107).  


� Ibid., 145.  We might understand ta_ pneumatika& as deriving from Paul; in addition to Rom 7:14, note the use of this exact term in 1 Cor 2:13, another favorite authorizing prooftext.


� Hermeneutical Procedure, 41-43.  Pagan grammarians likewise understood their task as moving from textual criticism to the “lesson” of the text; Origen has transformed the pagan procedure by casting it in a Christian theological framework.  For a study of Origen’s exegetical practice within its Hellenistic context, see Bernhard Neuschäfer, Origenes als Philologe (2 vols; Schweizerische Beiträge zur Altertumswissenschaft 18; Basel: Friedrich Reinhardt, 1987).


� Cf. IV.2.4, where Origen quotes 1 Cor 10:4 to prove that Christ is the spiritual reality of which the Septuagint’s historical narratives are the figures. 


� Origen’s disparaging use of “Hebrews” here is an anomaly.  In his Caesarean works, he consistently uses “Hebrew/s” as a term of exegetical authority, generally to introduce a rabbinic interpretation, while “the Jews” and other circumlocutions signal polemical contexts.  In Peri Archon, this rhetorical distinction has not yet been worked out.


� This is a standard polemical Christian reading of this verse, found also, for example, in Justin (see, e.g., Dialogue with Trypho 52-54; 120.


� 1 Cor 1:29, the text under transformation, reads:  o$pwj mh_ kauxh&shtai pa~sa sa_rc e0nw&pion tou= Qeou=.  “No flesh,” meaning no human being, becomes “no Jew.”


� In Peri Archon I.1.2, Origen quotes 2 Cor 3:6 and 15-17, in opposition to Christians who understand literally biblical metaphors that describe God.  Cf. also III.5.1, where Origen calls the letter itself a “veil for profound and mystical doctrines.”  Neither of these contexts is directed explicitly against Jews.


� Peri Archon IV.2.6:  pneumatikh_ de\ dih&ghsij tw|~ duname/nw| a)podei=cai, poi/wn epourani/wn u9podei/gmati kai\skia|~ o(i kata_ sa&rka I0oudai=oi e0la&treuon, kai\ ti/nwn mello&ntwn a)gaqw~n o( no&moj e1xei skia&n.  The translation is slightly altered from Butterworth.


� At its first appearance, in Book I.1.4, Hebr 8:5 is combined with Jn 4:21-24 to show that “those who worshiped in Jerusalem” worshiped neither in spirit nor in truth.  See also II.6.7.  At IV.3.12 Hebr. 8:5 is used more strictly as a hermeneutical principle.


� Origen gives one further example, Rom 11:4, quoting 1 Kings 19:18, to show that not only the books of Moses, but also “the rest of the history” may be subjected to the same kind of figurative interpretation.


� As we recall, this is the type of error for which Origen has faulted the gnostics and simple Christians, although they are not here identified by either label.  Grant cites this passage as reflecting some of the criticisms set forth by the Marcionite Apelles (Heresy and Criticism, 76).


� These labels surface frequently in Origen’s broadsides against “Jewish interpretation” (e.g., Lev. hom. IV.7, where he applies them to the “Jewish teachers’ ” literal reading of Lev 6:8; and through the remainder of this section of Peri Archon).  It seems, too, that they figured in Marcionite criticism of the Jewish scriptures themselves; cf. Origen’s Gen. hom. II.2, where he invokes a Jewish tradition in answer to Apelles’ criticisms of the story of Noah’s ark,and expresses the hope that his argument will suffice “against those who endeavor to impugn the Scriptures of the Old Testament as containing certain things which are impossible and irrational” (. . .adversum eos dicta sint, qui impugnare scripturas veteris testamenti nituntur tamquam impossibilia quaedam et irrationabilia continentes).  Note that, on the one hand, Origen exculpates the scriptures of charges of irrationality brought against the text itself, by making such passages the “stumbling blocks” which point to the higher meaning; on the other hand, he retains these terms for his own polemic against the reading practices of the Jews.


�These are the setting of a boundary for travel on the Sabbath, and a discussion of what constitutes carrying.  Rulings related to both of Origen’s examples can be found in mishnaic sources (on boundaries, m.Sotah 5:3; m.Eruvin 4:3, 5, 7, 8; 5:7, 9; on carrying, m.Shabbat 6:2, 10:3).


� Translation slightly altered from Butterworth.


� It is not likely that Origen learned these interpretations from actual Jewish teachers.  Both the polemical designations (“those of the circumcision,” “the teachers of the Jews”) and the inclusion of the teaching of Dositheus the Samaritan on the Sabbath, to say nothing of the historical setting of Peri Archon, make it likely that Origen has inherited this set of examples, with the rest of his examples, from traditional Christian anti-Jewish polemic.


� Most of the examples are taken from the gospels, from sayings of Jesus (Mt 5:28-29, 39; Mt 10:10/Lk 10:4)  The single example given for the Apostle is Paul’s directive in 1 Cor 7:18, that one who is circumcised should not try to “remove the marks of circumcision” (e0pispa&omai).  Origen finishes his discussion of this “impossibility” (and closes section 3) with reference to the “shame” (a)sxhmosu/nh) which is felt by most people to attach to “having been circumcised” (peritetmh~~sqai).  Thus, the rhetorical implication of the section is that in the New Testament itself, problematic aspects of the literal meaning are somehow connected to the shameful practices of “those of the circumcision.”


� Origen sets his interpretation of this verse explicitly against that of the Ebionites, who “suppose that Christ came especially to the Israelites after the flesh” (IV.3.8).  It appears from his manner of highlighting the verse that this was a key prooftext for some “Ebionite” Christians to validate their (continuing) assumption of Jewish practices.


� IV.3.8:   . . .ei0 Pau&lou w(j qeou=a)kou/wmen kai\ sofi&an fqeggome&nou.


� The lengthy remainder of chapter three goes on to suggest the typology implied by other historical place names and persons in scripture (sections 9-11), as well as the Exodus from Egypt (sections 12-13).  The concluding sections 14-15 offer some remarks on the awesome task of trying to fathom the highest spiritual meanings of scripture.  These sections assume and do not further develop the substitution of “Israel according to the spirit” for “Israel according to the flesh.”


� The extant Greek text stops at the end of IV.3.11, which means that this discussion and etymology exist only in Rufinus’ translation.  The same etymology appears earlier in Rufinus’ translation in section eight, in place of the citation of Rom 9:8 (“it is not the children of the flesh that are the children of God”) which is found in the Greek.  The form of the citation in IV.3.8 mirrors that of Num. hom. 11.4.  Whether or not the earlier allusion has been added, it is interesting that both contexts make or presume a connection between the negatives of Rom 9:6, 8, and the Philonic etymology.  In Philo’s works this definition is often associated with the notion of descent into and exodus from Egypt as an allegory for the journey of the soul, as it is here in Peri Archon IV.3.12.


� “Origen on the Jews,” in Christianity and Judaism, ed. Diana Wood (Studies in Church History 29; Oxford: Blackwell, 1992), 1-13; see pp. 10-13, esp. p. 12. McGuckin draws attention to Origen’s theological construction of anti-Judaism by highlighting Origen’s reshaping of New Testament polemical passages on Jews and Judaism.  He concludes that Origen has “edited out” positive NT references to Jews, particularly in his appropriation of Paul, 


� Blanc , C., ed. and trans.  Origène:  Commentaire sur Saint Jean, 5 vols (SC 120, 157, 222, 290, 385.  Paris: Cerf, 1966–1992.  Translations of Book I are taken from Trigg, Origen, 104-149.


� The commentary was commissioned by Origen’s patron and student Ambrosius, “truly a man of God and a man in Christ, hastening to be spiritual and no longer fleshly ” (CJn I.9, translation slightly altered from Trigg).  Ambrosius, who considered himself to have been rescued by Origen’s thoughtful Christianity from the lure of gnosticism, requested Origen to write the commentary for his students, in refutation of the commentary recently written by the Valentinian Heracleon.


� Most of Origen’s exegetical works (commentaries, treatises, scholia (exegetical notes on individual biblical verses) were aimed at scholarly readers amd students.  His sermons were delivered orally to the more intellectually mixed audience of the Caesarean congregation; stenographers took notes of these oral performances, which then were (more or less) edited into the form of the written homilies that remain to us. Thus the homilies had a double rhetorical life as oral presentations (to potentially widely diverse audiences) and as study documents. See Trigg, Origen:  The Bible and Philosophy, 176-177.


� The most complete recent discussion of the connections between Origen’s citations and known rabbinic traditions is found in N. R. M. De Lange, Origen and the Jews (publ).  De Lange discusses the connotations of the term “Hebrew” as used in Origen’s exegetical works, on pp. 25-32.


� In, e.g., Ex. hom. V.5; Ez. hom. IV.8; Isa. hom. IX.1, he said he has “heard a Hebrew expound a particular tradition; in Gen. hom. II.2; Sel. in Ex. 10:27; Sel. in Ps. (PG XII.1080 C) he says “has learned” from a Hebrew, or that a Hebrew has transmitted a tradition to him.


� A textbook example is Gen. hom. II, on Noah’s ark where interpretations “from the Hebrews” are brought against the criticisms of the Marcionite Apelles.


� For, example, Ex. hom. II.1, using Rom 7:14 and 1 Cor 10:11; Ex. hom. 8:2 using 1 Cor 10:18 and Rom 2:29.  It is interesting that in the latter context, Origen does not make an explicit negative statement about the “Jews according to the flesh.”


� Critical edition: W. A. Baehrens, ed., Origenes Werke 6, Homilies zum Hexateuch in Rufins Übersetzung, I: Die Homilien zu Genesis, Exodus, und Leviticus (GCS 29; Leipzig:  Hinrichs, 1920). The English translation is taken, with modifications as noted, from Origen: Homilies on Genesis and Exodus, trans. Ronald E. Heine (FC 71; Washington:  Catholic University of America Press, 1982).


� Origen pays special attention to the fact that after leaving his father’s house (Genesis 12) Abram merits being called both “Abraham”(Gen 17:5) and “presbyter” (Gen 18:11), and notes that these appellations coincide with his acceptance of the covenant and of circumcision.


� Baehrens I, 43.7-15: . . . requirere volo, si omnipotens Deus, qui coeli ac terrae dominatum tenet, volens testamentum ponere cum viro sancto, in hoc summam tanti negotii collocabat, ut praeputium carnis eius ac futurae ex eo sobolis circumcideretur. . . . Hocine erat quod »coeli ac terrae Dominus« ei, quem e cunctis mortalibus solum delegerat, aeterni testamenti munere conferebat?  Haec enim sunt sola, in quibus magistri et doctores synagogae sanctorum gloriam ponunt.


� Origen supports his citations of Paul by quoting Ezra 44:9 and Jer 9:26, both of which contrast uncircumcision of the flesh and uncircumcision of the heart. 


� The Latin verbal form translated as “refuting” is revincendi; Origen construes the exegesis throughout in disputation mode.  Twice in the very short space of this transitional passage, Origen alludes to some Christians, as well as the Jews, as those whose exegetical understanding he must refute.  At the end of section 6, Origen indicates that his preceding figurative interpretation should serve to confound all those (both Jew and Christian are implied) who trust in circumcision of the flesh, as well as edifying the Church.


� Specifically Jer 6:10 (uncircumcised ears); Ex 4:13,10, conflated with 6:30 (uncircumcised lips). 


� Baehrens I, 45.3-4: Confugere enim tibi ad allegorias nostras, quas Paulus docuit, non permitto.


� The exhortation presents a string of quotations recast as appropriate in the first person singular or plural: 1Jn 4:2, 1 Cor 4:20, Col 3:5, 2 Cor 4:10, 2 Tim 2:12, Rom 6:5, 19; Gal 2:20, 6:17; Rom 8:35, 10:9-10; Mt 5:16, Gal 1:5 (doxology).  The next to last sentence mentions distinguishing “ourselves” from the Jews, “who think they confess God with the mark of circumcision alone, but deny him with their deeds.”


� LXX:  e0a_n de\ mh_ a)kou&shte, kekrumme/nwj klau/setai h( yuxh_ u9mw~~n a)po_ prosw&pou u3brewj.  Origen reads the kekrumme/nwj as going with a)kou/shte, but the sense of LXX is “if you do not listen, your soul  will wail in secret . . . .


� Cf.  Melito of Sardis, Peri Pascha, par. 96, where deicide is specified.





