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Zusammenhang MmMıt Orıigenes, w1ıe ıhn Lorenz (Arıus judaizans? tür die
rlıaner dargestellt hat, nıcht ausreichend diskutiert. Apollinarıs ertährt eıne behutsame
Deutung, dıe sıch VO Grillmeier (Jesus der Christus 1mM Glauben der Kırche I)
m. E mıiıt Recht unterscheidet. An Kyrıll wırd gezeıgt, da: eın rechtgläubiger Theologedie anthropologische Analogie benutzen kann, weıl sıch ıhrer Begrenztheit bewußt
1St und SOMıIt die „Christusparadoxie“ letztlich bewahrt. Als weıteres Ergebnis wiırd
deutlıich, da; rechtgläubige Christologie wenıger VO eiınem estimmten anthropologi-schen Modell sel mehr latonısch der mehr arıstotelisch ausgerichtet abhängıg1St, sondern VO  —3 seiınem Stel enwert als Erläuterun Joh 1,14

Die Kurzübersicht über das besprochene Materıa aßt erkennen, welches Ausma(fi
Detailkenntnissen VOTaus ESEKZT werden MU: Im allgemeinen wırd Inan dem Vt
bescheinigen können, da sıch ausreichend intormiert hat Eın Lapsus wı1ıe dıe
Unkenntnis, da des Basılius VO  3 der Forschung einhellig dem Evagrıus ZUSC-schrieben wiırd (vg fällt nıcht 1Ns Gewicht. Anspruchsvoller och 1St die
Arbeitsmethode. Jeder Text, der sıch Zur Begründung seınes Christusverständnisses auf
eın anthropologisches Modell beruft und Zur Mlustration heranzieht, wiırd übersetzt;
seine Begrifflichkeit wird VO den Anfängen griechischer Philosophie bıs hin ST Neu-
platonısmus verfolgt, die 1m Text gemeınte Anthropologie philosophisch einNzZuU-
ordnen. Abschließend wiırd der Ausgangstext 1m Zusammenhang interpretiert und

CWEeTTEL, natürlich 1mM Hınblick auf seınen Abstand der seıne Nähe ZU Dogma VO
Chalkedon Hıer findet sıch 1el Interessantes zusammengestellt, me1lst auch Zutref-
tendes, zuweiılen aber pauschal un: historisch wenı1g sensiıt1v beurteilt. Denn die
dogmengeschichtliche Überschau elıngt NU: der Voraussetzung, da{fß die Bischöte
ın Chalkedon ıne Glaubenswahr elit ber die Einheit des Christus aus Wel aturen
tormulı:eren wollten, wobei ıhnen auch och zugestanden werden mufß, dafß s1e VO

Personbegriff eigentlıch nıchts wußten.
Der Ertrag eın durchaus lesenswerter nd orıentierender 1St also letztlich die

dogmatische Analyse eiıner Denkfigur mMiıt Hıltfe historischen Stofftfes. Nıchrt sıchtbar
wird, welches die Zentren der christologischen Ausführungen bei den herangezogenenutoren sınd So tehlt 1m Sach- un Begriffsregister nıcht zutfällig „Adam“:; für Kyrıllaber dürfte die Adamthematik nıcht tehlen Dogmatisch un! nıcht theologiegeschicht-ıch gedacht 1St z B diese Analyse Kyrall: „Die Passıonstheologie stellt, scheint CS
ıne Zerreißprobe für das rechte Verständnis der Natureneinheit dar Kyrıll 1St nämlıch
eingezwängt zwıschen WEel theologischen Kernsätzen, einmal MU' die Leidlosigkeitdes Göttlichen un: Geıistigen, Zzu andern jedoch die Einheit der Person Christı und
des Menschen wahren“ (5.403) Der zweıte Kernsatz 1St ıne theologiegeschichtlicheUngenauigkeıit; enn Kyrıll sprach nıcht VO' Person, schon Sar nıcht VO der Person
des Menschen, VO dem dıe Person Chrristi unterschieden sel, und „Einheıt der Person“
1St keine beı Kyrıll belegbare Begrifflichkeit. Fuür die altkirchliche Christologie sollte dıe
Arbeıit nıcht konsultiert werden, sondern als Untersuchung eiınem einzelnen Pro-
blem, das ın der Geschichte des Dogmas VO Chalkedon 1mM un: 7: Jh mehr 1ns Zen-
tirum rückte.

Sehr unpraktisch sınd dıe Querverweıse ausgezeichnet. Eıne Übersicht ber die
besprochenen Haupttexte tehlt

Göttingen ERkehard Mühlenberg

Henrı Crouzel: Orıgene, editions Lethielleux, Parıs 1985, 3492 D, 115franes.
Henrı Crouzel IMUST be acknowled ed the foremost scholar ın the study of Orıgenalıve today. He has lıterally devote*5 life-time the study of Orıgen, a hıs Man Yyworks that subject testify. Unlike hıs predecessor ın wrıting general book

Orıgen, devoted NOL One aSpECL of thıs Man, but comprehensive AaACCOUNT of
hım, Jean Danıelou, Crouzel has NnOT, NOL often, een tempted into other fields ot
scholarshıip. He 15 the Origenist par excellence. Hıs paınstaking and outstandıngly usetul
Bıbliographie crıtique d’Origene an ıts sequel torm ot scholarshıp for
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which Ial y succeedıing generations ll be grateful. Wıith Manlıo Sımonetti he has pro-
duced magister1a]l edıtıon of that MOST difficult and exacting ot Orıgen’s works, the
Per: Archon, wiıth French translatıon and noO  9 which 111 NOL be superseded tor vE

retore EXDEIT ell iınforme he produces book Orıgen,long time. When the
and sımply Orıgen, thıs 15 ımportant tor students ot the hıstory ot doctrine 1n
the early Churc

The book 15 of almost three hundred an fıfty It 15 divided 1ınto tour parts, the
tirst dealing wıth Orıigen’s lıfe, the second wıth hıs exeges1s of Scripture, the third wırth
hıs spiritualıty, the tourth wıth hıs theology. It 15 wriıtten ın style which 15 tirm and

wıth ONn welcome flash of humour, when the author describes the SyStem otflowıing,
Valentinu Les Malheurs de Sophıe As thorough exposiıtion of Orıgen’s
Carcc«ClI, thought an achıevement, ther has een nothıng ıke 1t sınce Eugene de Faye
Orıgene, Vıe, ON Qeuvre, Pensee wriıtten Ver fifty agO, and it 15 much better
than de Faye's book (useful though that Was) because IT 15 written by somebody who

lete master otf the subtle treacherous subject wiıth which he 15 dealıng.15 COMMP work, only mentıons other authors when theCrouzel,; 15 quite PpropcCI in SUC

thınks ıt He takes 1ssue WIıt much though NOL all) ot the chronology SUuS-
gested recently tor Orıgen’s ıte by Nautın, and always wıth zood reason He deals
competently wıth the difficult quest] of ‚Orıgen the pagan' G9-30D): He makes
interesting suggest1on hat Orıgen’s IrSt VvIisIıt Palestinjan Caesarea should be placed

NOL AL the tıme ot the CI1SIS otf hıs affaırs 1ın Alexandrıa BG6=3early in hıs Carcc«ClI, and
He disentangles in IMOST lıghtening WaAYy the complicated subject ot Orıgen’s CONCEPTL
of ‚double creation‘: the first creatiıon 15 ot soul wıth bodies of etherial,; non-fleshly
nature; the second (described in Genesı63 the Z1ving of ot skins) 15 the conter-
ment the original material ot that body (materıal ftormless substratum needing

after the (pre-mundane) Fall Neıther of these ‚creati1ons‘torm) of terrestrial qualıty,
Is 1nto chıs world iın ıncarnate torm wıth fleshly bodiescorresponds the birth otf SO

(132 4 (Methodius entirely misunderstood Orıigen). He rightly SCOUT$S the ıdea that
Orıgen believed ın metempsychosıs HO3 220) Hıs chapter Orıgen’'s anthropology
315 positively rıllıant and IMUStE be held almost settle thıs complex subject.
Hıs ACCOUNT ot Orıgen's eas the resurrection body 93 15 another pıece of

And hıs treatment of the much-discussed point of Orıgen'scaretul and lucıd exposıtion.
doectrine of apocatastasıs 15 alr and Jud1ıc10us 13  , though he oes nNOL deal wıth
the question (raısed by nOL tew STudents ot Orıgen) whether Orıgen believed in
eternal recCcurrenCC«e, that everythın started agaın atter the apocatastasıs do nOtL think
that he did) In short, thıs 15 tine 0OO. wrıtten by eXpEert, and it ll long remaın

standar: work which scholar Call afford ıgnore.
Crouzel 15 VE aNX10US vindıcate Orıgen’s orthodoxy. Now, ın OoOnNne thıs

15 erfectly understandable aım and Oone nOtL iırrelevant thıs book Orıgen W as

ed AL the Lurn of the IV:th the Vith centurıes (to pPass VTr earlhier criticısms of
hım) by the Jerome and the hypoeritical Theophılus of Alexandrıa. An in
the mıddle of the Icth CENTLUFY hıs VIEeEWS were amned heretical by General Councıl

Justinian. Crouzel has difficulty iın sho-directed at Constantinople by the Em C IOFF:

wın that these attacks wWerTC unfaır, the accusatıons made agalnst hım were based
ImMSYy grounds, and that the doetrines attrıbuted hım and condemne WEeIC nNnOL

hıs By the standards of the thırd Century Orıgen certaınly w as nOL heretical,; and ın the
thiırd centurYy, though SOINC of hıs teaching raised opposıtıon, nobody seri0usly thought

Wn through the book wishes furtherthat he W as heretic (cap. 9) But Crouze
hıs teachın sound and hısHe that Orıgen’s VvIeWSs wer«e orthodox,

indeed, of themethods allowaJe by the standards of Aan’Yy CenturYy, Dy the standar 5y

contemporary RoINan Catholic Church He belıeves that only the mMOStL INNOCUOUS Cr1-
ticısm otf Orıgen, that he w as lıttle tOO much influenced by Platonısm, that he W as

15 justified. All else 15 misunderstandıng prejudıce.rather LtOO ready use allegory,
4a55 without COMMENT. Crouzel, torThese t10NS CannoL be allowed ofinstance, 15 Teca defend Orıgen’s method allegorızın Scripture only rather

extreme example of discovering the ‚spiritual sense‘ the iteral textL which has
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always (he argues) been otCatholic exeges1S; thıs he 15 UunN  1 and ind!
uncntical dıscıple ot de I ubac (1 18) Crouzel, ınd SCcCCcs Scriptural doctrine
Urgen places where MOSI tlagrantiy departs trom Scripture: Say thar Orı-
S  gen s trıchotomous anthropology IS Scrı because ul Thess. reters
‚body, soul and spırıt ({EZI— 130) 1S absurd. The anthropology of the 18 NOT tricho-
LOMOUS anythıng hlıke the hıch Orıgen reads into It (vide Bultmann Theologyof the New I estament). Ongen’s anthropology tact only touches the Bıble

Ints. Hıs ot allegory NOT sımply pardonable exaggeration ot the Church’s
iındeteasıble rght ınterpret the Biıble (‚un taıt de culture, s{8) ıllegitime, maıs CCDCN-dant etranger‘ It W: ıntellectual dısease whiıch, rather than enablıngche ot Scripture, distanced regularly $trom the possıbilıty ot
ser10usiy understandıng the and enabled hım read iınto It whatever he lıked Hıs
usSsec at allegory W as NOLT merely unhiıstorical. It W: posıtıvely antı-historical. It enabled

ıgnore the sıgnıtıcance ot hıstory dangerous exXient and It 15 NOT merelymodern scholars whi observe chıs In hıs OW day and through Christıan antıquıitywrıters wh: themselves do NOT hesitate uüsSec allegory complaın ot Urıigen’s usec ot It.
Indeed, ın hıs detence ot Orgen’s eXeDESIS Crouzel reaches pomt hıich Can only be
called ultra-Protestant (though doubt unwıttingly so) the readıng ot Scripture 1s
sacramental aCtı Urihgen’s CONCEDL ot the Word ‚inscrıipted‘ the Bıble parallelhıs Incarnatıon (whıch cthe Protestants have maıntaıined, and which

vIew VEISCS blasphemy) 1s recorded ıthout COmMmMeENTL
Perhaps ıT 1s possıble detend Urıgen agaınst ‚arıstocratısme‘ he was certaınly

nOLt .NOStIC. But the whole bent ot hıs thought Was rotundly ıntellectual, and NOTL
enough precjıatıon ot chıs 18 evıdent ın Crouzel’s boo He constantiy dıstınguishedbetween educated and the ordınary Chrıstıan, though he admıtted that the latter w as

capable ot salvatıon the tormer. Yes, everything tor Orıgen W as symbolıcbut 18 It satısfactory CXCUSEC thıs DYy sayıng that everythıng tor Orıgen W as Ia-
mental;, ıncluding the Church, ıncludıng Christ hımself 1 > 111) and that he lost
sıght ot the incarnate Lo (157, He accepted the necessIty ot belıeving ın
hıstorical callıng ot the Osen People, anı! historic. Incarnatıon, certamly. But he
DPUut weıght the ınterpretation of thıs hıstory, tne arabolic symbolicsignıfıcance ot ıt, that he ın ettect depreciates the historical. The AaCTt that he constantlyhıs hearer and students transcend the hıstorical, beyond the incar-
are Logos, 15 sımply nOt TOUu OUuUtTt ın thıs book Orıgen spirıtualızes the eucharist,
nOtTt in the Zwinglıan that gh  he Says that It 15 of purely symbolic sıgnıficance, but iın
that he INOVEC beyond the matter oft the Sacrament 1ts PCS, in tact tar as
possıble leave the matter behind He iıntellectualises the Atonement: hıs maın ACCOUNT
of thıs doectrine, what de Faye called ‚dieu educateur‘, 1S scarcely mentioned ın thıs
book He iırıtualıses the ministry; there are SOMNEC who A bıshops who AdIiIC NOT LCCO-
onızed by Church, and SOIMNEC bishops recognized by the Church dr NOLT bıshops;He spirıtualizes the body of Chrrist. Atter the AÄscensıion (as Crouzel admıts
33 there 1S, ın Urıigen’s theology, INOTEC terrestrial body of Jesus. It has een COoOM-
pletely etherialised and dıyıniısed. hıs 15 quıte consıstent wiıch the rest of hıs doetrine.
r1C
The intellectual spirıtual, mystıcal) MuUuUStTt NOr merely CONVEY, it IMUST absorb the hısto-

It 15 dıtticult avoıd agreeing wiırch Bıanchi an Gıulıia Gas ATrTO that tor Orı there
Was ınk between existence in the human tlesh and SIN (see atter’s Stud: ı anthro-
pologıa dı $tOrT14 della Tradızıone, cap. V; Crouzel deals wıth the poımt 29280What oes It Imean Say 224) that Orıgen produces several 1n hıs Christologyequivalent homoousios applıed the Son? What dıd homoousios Inecan in 3725
An what dı it 1ın 381? Generalizations ıke these are tOO Cas y Origen’s doectrine
that had One before It, but INanYy scholars ll continue hold that he believed ın
of the Trinity W as sophisticated, carefully thought-out and advance anything
ograded, ough NOL created, Trinity, even after readıng Crouzel (see 262263} The
suggestion 358) that the personalıty an dıvınıty ot the Holy Spirıt ha: always een
recognızed and cherished ın the Church, but only happened OImINEC into the limelight
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in the yVCal 360, 1s highly disputable. The achıievement ot orthodoxy PrOCECSS ot
trial an! 9 ıke the achievements ot human thought, and che LTTOT was by

confine: tew heretics.
Finally, Crouzel’s Ote Orıgen’s style lacks Oone observatıon which has, A tar as

know, een made before, but which 15 quıite ımportant. It 1S nNOL enough Sa V
(quite correctly) that Orıgen Oes nOL ıke School rhetoric: he w asSs wholly blind
rYy and lıterary merit. He enNCOUNT1:3 SOMIC oft the MOSET trıkıng and beautiful and
etfectıve examples of Hebrew lıterature, and especially oty He transpOSC>S them

| am andpainstakıngly iınto riıd allegory. IN}  3 who could read the CEXT,
man and COMMEeNtT that as do nNnOL reproduce by sexual ıntercourse thıs IMUSEI be

reterence the Vırgıin Birth of Jesus 15 scarcely COmpetenNtL understan: lıte-
rature Ambrose sc5 allegory freely Orıgen; he ranscC>S VTr the whole Bıble,
plucking indiscrimınately ere there, but he oes wiıth , wıth poetic

Bıble, blind ıtSs mer1ts, deaf Its MUuSIC, ıkeapprecılatıon. Orıgen plods through the
rmulae from Shakespeare. Both Ambrose andscıentıst tryıng distiıl chemical to

Orıgen AT often alkıng But Ambrose least Z1VES us charmıng
HansonCheshire

beı Syn-Samuel Vollenweider, Neuplatonische und christliche Theologıe
hichte, Band35),S10 5 VO Kyrene (Forschungen ZUr Kırchen- und Dogmengesc

Göttingen 1985, Vandenhoeck RKuprecht; 234 Seıten, kart DM48,-—
Die Begegnung 7zwisch Christentum Platonısmus 1St eiınes der großen Themen

der alten Kirchengeschich un bleibt damıt uch weıterhin eın umfangreiches For-
ren untersuchte Bernhard Brons 1ın seıner Abhandlung „Gottschungsgebiet. Vor 10 Ja

un! die Seienden“, (FK 28) das Verhältnis VO neuplatonischer Metaphysik un!:
christlicher Tradıtion bei Dionysıiüus Areopagıta. 11 VO der Theologischen Fakultät ın
Zürich ans Dissertation VO Vollenweider (Referenten dıe Profes-

Altendort un Schindler) behandelt eıne Ühnliche Problemstellun die jedoch
eLtwa 100 Jah VOT Dionysıiüs den unmittelbaren FEinfluß VO Plotin ektiert. Das
Grundschem der Arbeıt ergibt sıch deshalb direkt aus der tragenden Struktur seiner
Philosophie, in der das Werden der Welt aus der Gottheıt als Abstieg und ıhre ück-
beziehung Gott als Aufstieg erscheınt. In seıner Einleitung skızzıer Vollenweider,
w1ıe die humanistisch-rhetorische Biıldung, die Philosophie un! die christliche Religion

ıt bilden Philosophiegeschichtlich 1St ın die ewegungtür Synes10s eıne ınnere Einhe
des Neuplatonısmus VO Plotın Pophyrıios und den spateren Platonikern eiInNZuU-
ordnen. „Uberall kreıst SynesıOS irgendwie dıe Idee eınes göttlichen Abstiegs, dem
der Aufstieg der Seele korrespondiert“ (23 Vollenweider sıch ZU Ziel, christ-
lıche Intentionen 1n dieser Konzeption {zuspüren. Der vergleichende Blıck aut eıne
ähnliche Problemla beı den Kappadokıiern, Marıus Victorinus und Augustinus soll
dabei ZUr Klärung ıenen.

Der Hauptteıl (29—68) ist dem I>Autfstieg ZUT: Gottheıt“ gewıdmet, wıe 1n den
Hymnen ın Erscheinung trıtt, die als Inspiration un!' ter VO Synes10s verstanden
werden. FEıne besondere Rolle spielen die Motive des au eren Rückzuges, der inneren
Reını ung und des Schweıgens ebenso 1aber auch die VO eiınem göttliıchen Miıttler

den Plotin nıcht kennt und der erst VO seiınen Schülerngewiır Erlösung, eın Aspekt,
dıe Motiıve der Unerkennbarkeıt (sottes und des ück-Sprache gebracht wırd uch

talls auf dem Wege FA Transzende treten 1n diesem Zusammenhang ebenso w1ıe beı
Gre VO Nazıanz, Gregor VO Nyssa, Johannes ChrysoStOMOS un! Augustinus in
Ersc einung. ährend für Plotin das Eıne Nnur erkennbar 1St 1ım ber-sich-selbst-Hın-

des eılstes, vollzieht sıch für Synes10s 1m Sohn der gottgeschenkte Aufstieg.ausgeh
Idies tührt Z Hauptteil des Buches ber „dıe göttliche Irıas“ 69=129). Zuerst

werden 1er dıe triadischen Partıen der ymnen vorgeführt miıt eiınem ınteressanten
FExkurs ber „Mutter heiliger Geıist“. Es folgt die Darstellung der Lehre Plotıns VO der
Noogenese, die gekennzeıichnet 1Sst SOW O VO dem posıtıven Aspek der göttlichen


