
What WAdsSs God oing before He created
the eavens and the Earth?*)

Throughout hıs ong ıfe d Christian hınker and teacher,
Augustine often returned the openıing VEISCS of Genes!I1s, INOTIC often,
and ıth greater sophıisticatiıon than Aalıy wrıter before hiım *) ome of
the passıon wıth 1C he expounded enesI1is surely Camec from hıs first
recorded encounters wıth Scripture, when under Manıchaean dırection
the problems of the L[WO genealogıies of Christ, the enes1is ACCOUNLT of
creation, anthropomorphiısm, and the siınful lıves of the partrıarchs had
iverte hım from hıs search fOor wısdom and hıs inıtıal identification of
wısdom ıth the Aallc of Jesus*). TIhe ACCOUNT of hıs Conversiıon
philosophia and hıs first turnıng Scripture In Confessions 4-5,

Earlıer Versions of hıs study WCIC VETIY kındly read by IN Y colleagues Ann atter.,
James O’Donnell, Judah Goldın, and lan Charles KoOorTs. VE grateful fOor theır
suggest10ns and assıstance. TIhe Was read al the Patrıstic-Medieval-Renaissance
Conference of Vıllanova Universıity In September, 983 Iso grateful Thomas
LOSONCY for havıng gıven the opportunıty partıcıpate.

ere 1S areful aCCount in Aıme OLIGNAC, ‘“ Exegese ei Metaphysıique. Genese
F3 chez saınt Augustın ””, in In principio. Interpretations des premıers verselts de la Genese,

Centre udes des relıg10ns du lıvyre (Parıs, LA On Augustine’s CONCEIN ıth
ese VEISCS, SCC Jacques BLIC, L O DIOCCSSUS de creation d’apres saınt Augustin ”, ın
Melanges fferts Ferdinand Cavallera (Toulouse, 1/71-189; Wıllıam
(CCHRISTIAN, ‘“ Augustine the Creation of the Ofld:. Harvard Theological Review
(1953), 1-25; Gilles PELLAND, Cinq etudes d’ Augustin SUur le debut de la Genese ( Toulouse-
ontreal, Joseph MOREAU, ” Le m el la creation selon Augustin ”, ın
MOREAU, S5L0ICISME, Epicurisme, Tradition Hellenique (Parıs, 167-181;
MEMNERING, ugustin ber Schöpfung, Ewigkeit un eıt Das elfte uch der Bekenntnisse
(Leıden,

ese inıtıal stumblıng-blocks in Scripture AIC recorded in Sermo 51 IV I4 De
Gen CONILFra Man 11 3  9 and 27-8; Conf. I11 A See the Introduction of
OLIGNAC Confessions, Livres F VII, Bıblıotheque Augustinienne, Vol 13 (Parıs,
28-9 On Augustine’s developıng knowledge of Scripture, SCC ONNER ın The
Cambridge Hıstory of the Bible, ed  9 CKROYD and VANS (Cambrıdge,
Vol L From the Beginnings Jerome, 541-562, and, Scriıpture generally, etier ROWN,
Augustine of 1DDO (Berkeley and Los Angeles, 162-3, 180-1, 262-9 On Ambrose,
from whom Augustine ave received hıs apprecılatıon of Scripture which had een
aborted by the Manıchaeans In 3/3, SCC Jean EPIN, Theologie CoSmlque el theologie
chretienne (Parıs, 1964) Eugene J ESELLE, Augustine the Theologian (New York., 197/-
223 ranks Augustine’s enes1is theology ıth that of Phılo and ÖOrıgen.
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introduces, not only hıs discovery of w1ısdom, but hıs immature
probe the veıled mysterles of Scripture fırst hıs OW inıtlatıve, and

then al the instigatıon of the vaın and words of the
Manichaeans °). The hıstory of Augustine’s first experlence wıth
Scripture, partıcularly the Casc wıth whıich he Was misled Dy the
Manıiıchaeans, INdYy help explaın hıs continual return the texXtL, and
partıcularly hıs COMNCEITIN OVCI the PTODCI interpretation of the creation
StOTY, hıs that these VOISCS WEeTIC, as they had een for 11o, the key

wisdom *). Havıng rejecte them ONCC, Augustine kept returnıng
them, est others fall nto the 6CITOIS that had OUHNGE entrapped hım

Thus, not merely PTFroODCI exegesI1s, but improper eXegesISs AdSs well,
characterized Augustine’s approac Scripture In eneral and (jenes1is
ın partıcular. Much of Book XI of the Confessions, the first of the three
exegetical 00 (jenesI1is hat conclude that work, 15 framed, in
[ACL. Dy example of ONC of these improper exegetical questlions. In
XI Augustine cıtes the example of SOIMNC people, pleni vetustatıs SUAEC,
who ask

What Was (J0d oıng before he created the heavens and the
earth? If he W ds resting, they SaVY, and Was not makıng anythıng,
why NOTL continue do nothing d he had one iın the past?

Augustine repealts the question in A al the beginnıng of the long
meditation eternıity and time which OCcupIles the rest of Book AT
repeating the question for the ast time al 1: The question, then,

St Augustine’s interest specıfically in Manıchaean interpretations of the openıng
VEISCS of enesI1is 18 NnOTL always noted See El UECH, Le Manicheisme (Parıs, 69-
1 and CSP E3l 281 See Iso (Ie0 WIDENGREN, Aı SdapCSSC ans le Manıcheihkssme ”
elanges d’histoire des religions fferts Henri-Charles Puech (Parıs, 501515
Conf. GE 13 and De NO  x cel 18 34; De util. red. K BROWN, Augustine, For the
Manıchaean myth, SCC Francoıi1s DECRET, Aspects du Manicheisme dans l’Afrique romalne
(Parıs, 185-252, and idem, "Afrique manicheene (IV-V siecles). Etude historique el

doctrinale, ols (Parıs, CS {& 239-352; ] ARDIEU, T rois mythes Znostiques
arls, 49 f; John AHER, ‘*“Saınt Augustine and Manıchean Cosmogony ,
Augustinian Studies (1979), idem, Saint Augustine s Defense of the Hexaemeron
agaınst the anichaeans (Rome-St Meınrad, Ind.,

HILO, De opif. mundl, > cf. Arnold EHRHARDT, The Beginning : Study of the
Greek Philosophical Approaches Creation from Anaxımander St John (Manchester,

202:; GOODENOUGH, By Light, Light The M ystiıc Gospel of Hellenistic Judaism
(New Haven, 121-126, 326-7, 345-7; WOLFSON, Philo Foundations of
Religious Philosophy IN Judaism, Christianity, and slam, Vol (Cambrıdge, Mass.,
180, 295-324; Pıerre GEOLTRAIN, ‘““Quelques lectures Ju1ves et chretiennes des premiers
versets de la Gene$e, de Quomran OUVEAU JTestament ”' In DFINCIDIO, 47-60, S1255
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constıtutes somethıng of leitmotıf of Book XE important ıIn iıtself and
also A4AS example of the WaYy approach ser1ıpture, thıs ONC

question standıng d S synecdoche fOr all quest10ons.
The AaNSWEeI that Augustine SayS that others sometımes o1Ve, but that

he ıll noTt g1ve alta scrutantibus gehennas parabat appeale John
Calvın and has delıghted sceptics CVGE Ss1nce. Martın Luther, in hıs
characterıstically explıcıt fashıon, ONCC cast the AaNSWeTI A4AS *G0od Was

sıtting ın HFE WwOOd., makıng rods eat people who ask impertinent
quest1ons

Augustine offers {[WO ANSWEeTIS the question: eıther, that princıpium
refers the verbum, Jesus, OI that the question 1s Improper because time
itself Was created and therefore 1s nOoTL predicable of the creator al all hıs
second AaNSWeEeTI Was probably deriıved from Plotinus NNEAdS {1I1
ultımately from Plato’s T imaeus d-38 and Parmenides®©). In ıts
Augustinian-Christian form, the doectrine became the orthodox Christian
dıistinetion between eternıty and time. Was sed by Eriugena
agaınst Gottschalk the possı1ıbılıty of predestination and Occuples
promınent place iın the Summa theologiae of Aquinas (1:9 art 13) and
Was echoed Dy Dante (Paradtiso XVI1I. 18) Its phılosophical SOUTITCC,

(CHRISTIAN, ‘“ Augustine The Creation of the World””, 5-9, discusses Conf. XI
10-13, cıtıng the ater interest of Calvın (Instıtutes I4r Commentary enes1ıs and
ant See 1Iso Rıchard TAUFFER, :L’Exegese de (jenese E hez IL uther CCalvan: . In
DFINCIDIO, 245-256, and MEMNERING, Calvin wider die Neugierde (Nıeuwkoop,
CSD 5750 ere 1$ meditatıion the question in ROSS, ‘*Continuatıion ” ın
CICERO, On the Nature of the Gods, tirans MCGREGOR (Harmondsworth,
246-7, hypothetical continuatiıon of Velle1i1us’ lıne of Epicurean argument.

Augustine’s rejection of (eEMDUS ın favor of ternal UNdC fOr God and hıs
qualıtatıive dıstinction between SUCCESSION ın infinıte time and non-durational eternıty WEIC

NECCCSSaAT Y correlates of hıs er VIEWS of creatiıon, partıcularly those which [al Counter

wıdely-held phılosophical doectrines, such the deus (Or demiurgos) artifex (wıth ıts
corrolary of super10r mode]l from whıch create), the pre-existence of formless atter
(Gf. De div quaestT. the recurrıng cycles of creatıon and destruction, and the problem
of immaterıal, ımmutable being creating materı1al, mutable COSINOS The relevant
materıals from classıcal phılosophy ATC discussed below, On princiıpium and Verbum,
SCC De Gen ad. litt ere ATIC extensive discussions ın GUITTON, Le Mel V’eternite
chez Plotin el Saın ugustin (Parıs, Werner BEIERWALTES, Plotin ber Ewigkeit und
eıt (Frankfurt, TNS K ANTOROWICZ, The Ing S 71 wo Bodies (Princeton,
VETDE The iıdea of non-duratıional eternity ın earlıer Greek thought has een reated by
John WHITTAKER, God Time eing T1 wo Studies IN the Transcendental Tradition In Greek
Philosophy, Symbolae Osloenses Fasc. Supplet Oslo, EPIN, Theologie
COSMIqUEe. Maost recently, SCC (35 Q’DALY; ‘“ Augustine the Measurement of Tıme:
Ome Comparısons ıth Arıstotelıan and O1C JTEXlS“, In H. J BLUMENTHAL and
MARKUS, eds., Neoplatonism and Early Christian Thought: ESSays INn Honor of
Armstrong (London, ITE
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althoug not ıts doetrine of creatıon, thus dDPCAaIS ave been Neo-
Platonist, and Neo-Platonısm marked much of Augustine’s hought
between hıs separatıon from Manıcheıi:sm and hıs assumption of the
bıshopric of Hıppo ’). Neo-Platonist crıtical technıques SCCIN, d others
ave noted and ASs hope cshow elsewhere in connection wıth
Augustine’s early SCS of the term CUFLOSILAS, tO ave been important
instrument In Augustine’s savagıng of the Manıchaeans and princıpal
ehiıcle of hıs OW: intellectual and spiırıtual return OrthOodoxX
Chrıistianıty

Book AI of the Confessions W ds$ not, however, Augustine’s first
cıtation of the ‘‘ Manıchaean ” question. The TICason that NOW that
the Manıchaeans dIC those wh DOSC the question in Confessions XI 1S
given in pasSsagc in the De genesi CONIFTAa Manichaeos But
CVECN ıf the Manıchaeans sed the question, AS Augustıine mplıes that
they dıd, they dıd not invent ıt, NOT WeTC they the first appIiy it
enesI1s. The SAaImnec question and sımılar objection O ıts impropriety) 1S
cıted by Irenaeus (Adversus haereses I1 and 1ts ralsers ATC nOTL
Manıiıchaeans, but (imnostics. The role of Manıcheıism AS ıIn SOINC WaYySs the
eIr of nost1ic approaches Chrıistianıty and udaısm 1S, of COUISC,
generally accepted, and ıt 1S understandable that the question m1g
appeal the former In much the Samnlec WAaYS ds ıt had appeale the
Jatter”). Between Irenaeus and Augustine, the question AaDPCAaIS ONCEC In

Ihe Varıous specıfic neo-Platonists, whether Plotinus Porphyry, ave een
discussed and consıdered from [ HEILER and LFARIC ADOT and O’CONNELL ; the
bıblıography 18 arge In addıtion, MS OLIGNAC, ‘ Doxographıies ei anuels ans la
formatıon phılosophıque de saınt Augustın ”, Recherches Augustiniennes (1958), 113-148:;

HENRY, Plotin l’Occident (Louvaın, 78-95, and, mMoOst recently, Robert RUSSELL,
ole Neoplatonism ın St Augustine’s De (ivitate Dei.., In Neoplatonism an

Early Christian T’hought, 160-170
De G(renesi CONIFra Manichaeos rıimum CISO librum Veteris Testasmenti qul

insecribitur ENESLS SIC solent Manichael reprehendere. Quod scriıptum A In Princıipio Ffecit
Deus raelum lerram, erunl, INn QUO DrincIpIo, e| dicunt.: S57 INn DFINCIDIO aliquo tempor1s
fecit Deus caelum lerram, quid agebatafeceret caelum el terram? As ll be SCCMN

iımmediately below, earlıer cıtations of thıs question in Irenaeus and Orıgen. Was 1t
stil] being asked, NO DYy Manıchaeans, In the ate fourth century? Augustine certamly
mplıes that it Was In thıs text (as in that of Irenaeus, cıted below). the erıtics HSS the term

quid agebat; In Conf. , e they ask quid faciebat. Thus, ere miıght be slıght varıatıon In
meanıng between what WAdS G0d domg ” and ‘“What W dsSs (G0d makıng ” between Irenaeus’
Gmnostics and Augustine’s Manıiıchaeans, a  oug thıs possıbılıty oes NnOTL alter the
sıgnıficance form of the question. If the question W as In fact being as DYy
Manıchaeans ate ın the fourth CeNLUuTY, mıght it ave een question that the Manıchaeans
invıted the Augustine hımself ask about enes1ıs ,

On Manıchaeans and Gnostics, SCC urt RUDOLPH, Die GNnosLSs ( Göttingen,
349-365, ıth urther references: Frend, Gnmostic-Manıchaean Tradıtion In
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the writings of Orıgen, and it INa Yy be useful consıder these [WO earlıer
Christian uSagcSs before searchıng fOor the questi1on’s ultımate SOUICE

11

Book of Irenaeus’ Adversus haereses consısts of ser1es of
descr1ptions of Gnostıc belıefs In Book 11 Irenaeus then refutes these
doctrines ONC by ONC, criticızıng nost1ic psychology and method As ell
A Gnostic In I1 he takes the problem of nostic
numerology Perhaps exasperated Dy thıs time OVeTI nostic methods of
explanatıon, Irenaeus then devotes four chapters (II 5-2 the
problem of the DTODCI and improper SCS of the human intellect ıIn
of knowiıing God Sınce INan 15 ınfınıtely infer10r (G0d (I1 25 he
therefore aCcC the capacıty NOW all about God Violatıng the PropCrI
order of human knowledge ea INnan rse agaınst God Hımself and
fall into madness:

15 better and INOTEC useful that INneNnN of lıttle 0)8 learnıng ex1ist
and become hrough charıty alone the riends of (30d than for Iinen

assert that they know much, and much about God, and become
blasphemers, makers of another God the Father Wherefore Paul
SayS COr Knowledge puffeth Ü, hut charity edi 1eS8sWhat was God doing before the creation  57  the writings of Origen, and it may be useful to consider these two earlier  Christian usages before searching for the question’s ultimate source.  II  Book I of Irenaeus’ Adversus haereses consists of a series of  descriptions of Gnostic beliefs. In Book II Irenaeus then refutes these  doctrines one by one, criticizing Gnostic psychology and method as well  as Gnostic error. In II. 24 he takes up the problem of Gnostic  numerology. Perhaps exasperated by this time over Gnostic methods of  explanation, Irenaeus then devotes four chapters (II. 25-28) to the  problem of the proper and improper uses of the human intellect in terms  of knowing God. Since man is infinitely inferior to God (II. 25, 3.) he  therefore lacks the capacity to know all about God. Violating the proper  order of human knowledge leads man to rise up against God Himself and  fall into madness:  It is better and more useful that men of little or no learning exist  and become through charity alone the friends of God than for men  to assert that they know much, and much about God, and become  blasphemers, makers of another God the Father. Wherefore Paul  says (1 Cor. 8. 1) Knowledge puffeth up, but charity edifies ... because  he knew that some people, lifted up by their supposed knowledge,  fell away from the love of God ... there is no greater puffing up than  to think that one is better or more perfect than his Creator who  shaped him and gave the breath of life and granted him the power  To Be itself ... It is better, as I said, to know nothing at all, not even  one cause of why any of the things that have been made have been  Roman North Africa”, Journal of Ecclesiastical History 4(1953), 13-26; Peter BROWN, ““ The  Diffusion of Manichaeism in the Roman Empire”, in BROWwNn, Religion and Society in the  Age of Saint Augustine (New York, 1972), 94-118. A good recent survey of early  Gnosticism is that of Edwin M. YAMAUCHI, Pre-Christian Gnosticism: A Survey of the  Proposed Evidences (Grand Rapids, Mich., 1973), and RUDOLPH, Die Gnosis, 291-311. On  the Christian encounter with these problems, see the sources cited above, n. 1, and J. C.M.  VAN WINDEN, ‘‘In the Beginning: Some Observations on the Patristic Interpretations of  Genesis 1.1”, Vigiliae Christianae 19 (1963), 105-121; idem, ‘“ The Early Exegesis of  ‘Heaven and Earth’ in Genesis 1. 1”, in Romanitas und Christianitas. Studio Iano Henrico  Waszink (Amsterdam-London, 1973), 371-382; idem, ‘ Terra autem stupida quadam erat  admiratione: Reflexions on a Remarkable Translation of Genesis 1.2a”, in R. VAN DEN  BROEK and M.J. VERMASEREN, eds., Studies in Gnosticism and Hellenistic Religious  Presented to Gilles Quispel (Leiden, 1981), 458-467; Pierre NAUTIN, ‘“Genö6se 1. 1-2, de  Justin ä Origene”, In principio, 61-94. The best introduction to the general subject is  Gregory T. ARMSTRONG, Die Genesis in der alten Kirche. Die drei Kirchenväter (Tübingen,  1962), which considers Justin, Irenaeus, and Tertullian.because
he knew that SOINC people, lıfted Dy theır sSuppose: knowledge,
fell AWAaVY from the love of GodWhat was God doing before the creation  57  the writings of Origen, and it may be useful to consider these two earlier  Christian usages before searching for the question’s ultimate source.  II  Book I of Irenaeus’ Adversus haereses consists of a series of  descriptions of Gnostic beliefs. In Book II Irenaeus then refutes these  doctrines one by one, criticizing Gnostic psychology and method as well  as Gnostic error. In II. 24 he takes up the problem of Gnostic  numerology. Perhaps exasperated by this time over Gnostic methods of  explanation, Irenaeus then devotes four chapters (II. 25-28) to the  problem of the proper and improper uses of the human intellect in terms  of knowing God. Since man is infinitely inferior to God (II. 25, 3.) he  therefore lacks the capacity to know all about God. Violating the proper  order of human knowledge leads man to rise up against God Himself and  fall into madness:  It is better and more useful that men of little or no learning exist  and become through charity alone the friends of God than for men  to assert that they know much, and much about God, and become  blasphemers, makers of another God the Father. Wherefore Paul  says (1 Cor. 8. 1) Knowledge puffeth up, but charity edifies ... because  he knew that some people, lifted up by their supposed knowledge,  fell away from the love of God ... there is no greater puffing up than  to think that one is better or more perfect than his Creator who  shaped him and gave the breath of life and granted him the power  To Be itself ... It is better, as I said, to know nothing at all, not even  one cause of why any of the things that have been made have been  Roman North Africa”, Journal of Ecclesiastical History 4(1953), 13-26; Peter BROWN, ““ The  Diffusion of Manichaeism in the Roman Empire”, in BROWwNn, Religion and Society in the  Age of Saint Augustine (New York, 1972), 94-118. A good recent survey of early  Gnosticism is that of Edwin M. YAMAUCHI, Pre-Christian Gnosticism: A Survey of the  Proposed Evidences (Grand Rapids, Mich., 1973), and RUDOLPH, Die Gnosis, 291-311. On  the Christian encounter with these problems, see the sources cited above, n. 1, and J. C.M.  VAN WINDEN, ‘‘In the Beginning: Some Observations on the Patristic Interpretations of  Genesis 1.1”, Vigiliae Christianae 19 (1963), 105-121; idem, ‘“ The Early Exegesis of  ‘Heaven and Earth’ in Genesis 1. 1”, in Romanitas und Christianitas. Studio Iano Henrico  Waszink (Amsterdam-London, 1973), 371-382; idem, ‘ Terra autem stupida quadam erat  admiratione: Reflexions on a Remarkable Translation of Genesis 1.2a”, in R. VAN DEN  BROEK and M.J. VERMASEREN, eds., Studies in Gnosticism and Hellenistic Religious  Presented to Gilles Quispel (Leiden, 1981), 458-467; Pierre NAUTIN, ‘“Genö6se 1. 1-2, de  Justin ä Origene”, In principio, 61-94. The best introduction to the general subject is  Gregory T. ARMSTRONG, Die Genesis in der alten Kirche. Die drei Kirchenväter (Tübingen,  1962), which considers Justin, Irenaeus, and Tertullian.there 15 greater puffing han
ın that ONC 1S better OT INOIC perfect than hıs Creator wh

shaped hım and gaVC the breath of ıfe and granted hım the W
3O Be ıtselfWhat was God doing before the creation  57  the writings of Origen, and it may be useful to consider these two earlier  Christian usages before searching for the question’s ultimate source.  II  Book I of Irenaeus’ Adversus haereses consists of a series of  descriptions of Gnostic beliefs. In Book II Irenaeus then refutes these  doctrines one by one, criticizing Gnostic psychology and method as well  as Gnostic error. In II. 24 he takes up the problem of Gnostic  numerology. Perhaps exasperated by this time over Gnostic methods of  explanation, Irenaeus then devotes four chapters (II. 25-28) to the  problem of the proper and improper uses of the human intellect in terms  of knowing God. Since man is infinitely inferior to God (II. 25, 3.) he  therefore lacks the capacity to know all about God. Violating the proper  order of human knowledge leads man to rise up against God Himself and  fall into madness:  It is better and more useful that men of little or no learning exist  and become through charity alone the friends of God than for men  to assert that they know much, and much about God, and become  blasphemers, makers of another God the Father. Wherefore Paul  says (1 Cor. 8. 1) Knowledge puffeth up, but charity edifies ... because  he knew that some people, lifted up by their supposed knowledge,  fell away from the love of God ... there is no greater puffing up than  to think that one is better or more perfect than his Creator who  shaped him and gave the breath of life and granted him the power  To Be itself ... It is better, as I said, to know nothing at all, not even  one cause of why any of the things that have been made have been  Roman North Africa”, Journal of Ecclesiastical History 4(1953), 13-26; Peter BROWN, ““ The  Diffusion of Manichaeism in the Roman Empire”, in BROWwNn, Religion and Society in the  Age of Saint Augustine (New York, 1972), 94-118. A good recent survey of early  Gnosticism is that of Edwin M. YAMAUCHI, Pre-Christian Gnosticism: A Survey of the  Proposed Evidences (Grand Rapids, Mich., 1973), and RUDOLPH, Die Gnosis, 291-311. On  the Christian encounter with these problems, see the sources cited above, n. 1, and J. C.M.  VAN WINDEN, ‘‘In the Beginning: Some Observations on the Patristic Interpretations of  Genesis 1.1”, Vigiliae Christianae 19 (1963), 105-121; idem, ‘“ The Early Exegesis of  ‘Heaven and Earth’ in Genesis 1. 1”, in Romanitas und Christianitas. Studio Iano Henrico  Waszink (Amsterdam-London, 1973), 371-382; idem, ‘ Terra autem stupida quadam erat  admiratione: Reflexions on a Remarkable Translation of Genesis 1.2a”, in R. VAN DEN  BROEK and M.J. VERMASEREN, eds., Studies in Gnosticism and Hellenistic Religious  Presented to Gilles Quispel (Leiden, 1981), 458-467; Pierre NAUTIN, ‘“Genö6se 1. 1-2, de  Justin ä Origene”, In principio, 61-94. The best introduction to the general subject is  Gregory T. ARMSTRONG, Die Genesis in der alten Kirche. Die drei Kirchenväter (Tübingen,  1962), which considers Justin, Irenaeus, and Tertullian.1s better, ASs sald, to know nothıng al all, nOT CVEn
OIMC of why Aally of the thıngs that have een made ave een

RomanorAfrıca , Journalof Ecclesiastical History 4(1953), 3-26 eter BROWN,
Dıffusion of Manıchaeism ıIn the Roman Empıire , ın ROWN, eligion AAan Society IN the
Aygye of Saint Augustine New York, 4-1 g00d recent SULVCY of early
Gnosticısm 1$ that of Edwın Y AMAUCHI, Pre-Christian Gnosticiısm.: Survey of the
ropose. Evidences (Grand Rapıds, Mich., an! RUDOLPH, Die GnoSsISs, On
the Chrıistian nNCOUNTter ıth ese Droblems, o the SOUICCS cıted above, E} and
VAN WINDEN “an the Beginning: ome Observatıons the Patrıstic Interpretations of
enes1ıs p Vigiliae Christianae 19 (1963). 105-121 ; iıdem, arly Exegesı1s of
"Heaven an: arth'’ enes1is E In Romanıtas Un Christianitas. S tudio ano enrIco
Wasziınk (Amsterdam-London, 371-382; ıdem, &. Terra stupida quadam al

admiratione: Reflexions Remarkable Translatıon of enes1is 24° in VAN DEN
BROEK and M. J VERMASEREN, eds., Studies IN Gnosticism AaAn Hellenistic Religious
Presented Gilles Quispel (Leıden, 458-467; Pıerre NAUTIN, ‘“ Gjenese 1-2, de
Justin Origene ”, In PFINCIDIO, 61-94 The best introduction the general subject 1S
Gregory ARMSTRONG, Die enesis IN der alten Kirche. Die drei Kirchenväter (Tübıngen,

which consıders Justin, Irenaeus, and Tertullıan.
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made, and rather sımply belıeve (G10d and PEISCVECIC ın the love
of Hım, than be puffed by knowledge and fall from Hıs
love, 1C o1ves INan ıfe 18 better tO learn nothing EXCepL that
Jesus Chriıst 15 the Son of (J0d wh W as crucıfi1ed for Uus, rather than
Dy subhtle questi1ons and quıbbling miınutlae fall nto impılety.
Irenaeus then SOCS to deal ıth the PTITODCI method of interpreting

parables, emphasızıng that SInCEe G0d has placed SOINC thıngs squarely
wıthın the W of humans understand (II ıt behooves
humans interpret parables rather ıIn accordance wıth the rest of theır
Knowledge han toward ambıgulty. Moreover, ambıgulty ea dıver-
sIty of Op1n10n, and the example of the phılosophers’ disagree-

ouUg {O cauti1on Christians irom theır experlence. Such method
WOUuU ead Christians of always inquıirıng but findıng
Ma i key texXti In early heres10l10g2y), and seekıng ın INanNnnNeI

CONLFarYy the INCSSaRc of creation and revelatıon that the {WO AIC in
harmony (IL Sınce God has revealed enough of the truth ead
N salvatıon (II ıt 15 sultable hat cshould usc the DOWCLIS He
DaVC us increase love, rather than diviıde ın dısaffection.

We snould eave dıfficult altters God and we instead upON
those thıngs hat lıe ‘‘before OUT feet 4 Irenaeus ere cıtes number of
examples of earthly mysterI1es, beginnıng ıth the rsıng of the ıle (I1

2), 1n agreement has not yel een eached 10) Some thıngs AIcC

{O be earned later, In of perfection, ..  sSo that (GJ0d should forever
teach and INan cshould forever learn .

At thıs poınt (IT Irenaeus brings the question under
discussion:

If, for instance, AaNYyYONC asks, What Was G0od domg before He
made the world?” repIY that the A4NSWECI such question 1eS$
ıth God Hımself. For that thıs WOT Was formed perfect by God,
rece1ving beginnıng in tiıme, the Scriptures teach uS, but
Scripture reveals us what (10d Wäas employe about before thıs

The ANSWCT, therefore, to that question remaıns wıth God.,
and it 1S noTt PTODCI for us a1m al ringıng or foolısh, rash, and
blasphemous supposıt1ions58  E. Peters  made, and rather simply to believe God and to persevere in the love  of Him, than to be puffed up by knowledge and to fall from His  love, which gives man life. It is better to learn nothing except that  Jesus Christ is the Son of God who was crucified for us, rather than  by subtle questions and quibbling minutiae to fall into impiety.  Irenaeus then goes on to deal with the proper method of interpreting  parables, emphasizing that since God has placed some things squarely  within the power of humans to understand (II. 27. 1), it behooves  humans to interpret parables rather in accordance with the rest of their  knowledge than toward ambiguity. Moreover, ambiguity leads to diver-  sity of opinion, and the example of the pagan philosophers’ disagree-  ments ought to caution Christians from their experience. Such a method  would lead Christians to a state of always inquiring but never finding  (Matt. 7.7, a key text in early heresiology), and seeking in a manner  contrary to the message of creation and revelation — that the two are in  harmony (II. 27. 2). Since God has revealed enough of the truth to lead  us to salvation (II. 28. 1), it is suitable that we should use the powers He  gave us to increase love, rather than divide in disaffection.  We snould leave difficult matters to God and dwell instead upon  those things that lie ‘‘before our feet. ”: Irenaeus here cites a number of  examples of earthly mysteries, beginning with the rising of the Nile (II.  28. 2), on which agreement has not yet been reached!°). Some things are  to be learned later, in a state of perfection, ‘‘so that God should forever  teach and man should forever learn”.  At this point (II. 28. 4) Irenaeus brings up the question under  discussion:  If, for instance, anyone asks, ‘‘What was God doing before He  made the world?” we reply that the answer to such a question lies  with God Himself. For that this world was formed perfect by God,  receiving a beginning in time, the Scriptures teach us; but no  Scripture reveals to us what God was employed about before this  event. The answer, therefore, to that question remains with God,  and it is not proper for us to aim at bringing forth foolish, rash, and  blasphemous suppositions ... !!).  10) Irenaeus’ use here of a philosophical handbook for his list of examples has been  discussed by GRANT and SCHOEDEL. The problem is considered extensively in VAN UNNIK,  “ Theological Speculation and Its Limits”” (see next note).  11) Adv. haer. II. 28. 4: Ut puta, si quis interrogat, Antequam mundum faceret Deus,  quid agebat ? dicimus quoniam ista responsio subiacet Deo. Quoniam autem mundus hic factus  est apotelesticos a Deo, temporale initium accipiens, Scripturae nos docent : quid autem ante  hoc Deus sit operatus, nulla Scriptura manifestat. Subiacet ergo-haec responsio,Deo. Arthur10) Irenaeus’ USC ere of phılosophiıcal handbook for hıs 1st of examples has een

discussed Dy (JRANT and SCHOEDEL. TIhe problem 18 consıdered extensıvely In VAN NNIK,
‘ Theologıcal Speculatıon and Its Limıits ” (see ext note

11) Adv aer. I1 28 DUTAG, S71 QULS interrogat, ntequam mundum faceret Deus,
quid agebat dicLimus quoniam Ista reSspoNnsl1O subiacet Deo Quoniam MUNdus hic factus
est apotelesticos Deo, temporale Inıtıum accıpiens, Scripturae HOS docent quid ntie
hoc Deus SıfF nulla Scriptura manifestat. Subiacet ergo:-haec responsto Deo. Arthur
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The remaıinder of 184 28 continues thıs theme, wıthout, however, bringing
up either of the ANSWEIS hat Augustine later offered the

quest1on.
Orıgen SCS the tex{i ın considerabily dıfferent ManneTr Book 111

Chapter of the Periı archon treats the ubject of the beginnıng of the
world ın time. 111 and deal ıth the scrıptural cıtations of the
world beginnıng and end, and 111 cıtes the question:

But they aT®e accustomed meetl us ıth thıs objection: 5 5 the
WOTr had beginnıng in tiıme, what WdsS God oıng before the
world began? ” For it 1S alı Imp10Us and absurd SaVY that
nature 15 be al C4SC and MOVC, OI suppose that there
Was time when goodness dıd noTt do g00d and omnıpotence dıd nOoTt
exerc1ıse 1ts W They ralse thıs objection when say .that the
world egan al definıte time and when in accordance wıth OUT

belıef in scrıpture also calculate how Man Yy old it 1S)

Darby OCK SCCS ın Irenaeus’ handlıng of the question example of the saınt’s *"robust
COININONMN sense . See ‘ Gnosticısm ”, In NOCK, ESSAYyS Religion and the Ancıent World,
ed Zeph STEWART, Vol I1 (Cambrıdge, Mass., 94 7-8 959 Wıllıam ‚ CHOEDEL,
‘“ Phılosophy anı efiOrıc ın the Adversus haereses of Irenaeus ”, igiliae Christianae 13
(1959), OE 37 hat Irenaeus’ efusal ANSWEI the question iındıcates h1s ack
of interest In, and actıve hostilıty s phılosophy. VA  7 NNIK, ‘““Theological
Speculatıon and Its Limits , 1ın Wıllıam SCHOEDEL and Robert WILKIN, eds., Aarty
Christian Iiterature An the Classical Intellectual Tradition IN Honorem Robert Grant
(Parıs, 33-44, properly cıtes thıs DaASSapc AS A example of Irenaeus’ dıstınction
between thıngs knowable DYy INnenN and thıngs NOWwAaDIle only God, wh created hem
Only thıngs set forth ın scrıpture and thıngs plaınly observable ın the world of experiıence
deserve consıderatıion. God has reserved the rest Hımself. On thıs aspect of Irenaeus’
hought, SCC Iso D SAGNARD, La valentinıenne et le temolgnage de saınt Irenee
(Parıs, 278-282; BENOIT. Saint Irenee. Introduction l’etude de theologie (Parıs,

Norbert BROX, Offenbarung, GNOSLS und gnostischer M ythos hei Irenaus Von Lyon
(Salzburg-Munıich, 196-199:; URBE, Parabolas evangelicas San Ireneo, Vol
(Madrıd, 34-74, PTODOS Matt TE ARMSTRONG, Die GenesIiS, 59279

12) OÖRIGENE, Traite des princıpes erl archön), trad Marguerite HARL, (nlles
DORVAL, aın OULLUEC (Parıs, 98-9; LE OULLUEC, Yıa place de la
polem1ıque antignostique ans le Perı archon’, ın Origeniana (Barı, 47-61 Sınce the
work of Irenaeus W d known V early In gYpU, the question MaYy ave een borrowed by
Orıgen irom Irenaeus rather han from the actual polemical quest10ns of contemporary
third-century Alexandrıan Cmostics. OULLUEC makes strong fOor Orıgen’s
readıng Irenaeus In atfer study, A E a-t-ıl des LTaCces de la polem1que antıgnost1que d’Irenee
ans le Perı archon d’Origene? ” artın KRAUSE, ed., GNOSIS an Gnosticism, Papers read
al the Seventh Internatıional Conference of Patrıstic Studıes (Oxford, September 8th,-13th,

(Leıden, KL He O€es not mentıon Orıgen’s usSsec of Adv Haer. I1 Z
which strengthens hıs Casc, but o€es nOot solve the problem of the SOUICE of Orıgen’s UsSsec of
the question. See Iso Marguerıte HARL, ‘“ Pointes antıgnost1ques d’Orıgene: le questionne-
ment impıle des Ecritures””. In VAN DDEN ROEK and VERMASEREN, Studies In Gnosticısm and
Hellenistic Religions presented O Gilles Quispel, 205-21/, who makes ASC that Orıgen 1S
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Unlıke Irenaeus, however, Origen undertakes ANSWCT there WeTC

other worlds before thıs ONC exıisted, Just 4S after the destruction of thıs
WOT there ıll yel be others. Clearly, a  oug noTt undertakıng the
phılosophical approaches of Gregory of yssa and Augustine, Orıgen 15
wiıllıng (here elsewhere) much urther than Irenaeus, for example,
WOUuU ave permitte

Both Irenaeus and Orıgen, then, SCCIN question that
(imostics dıd in fact ask Whether Origen took the question from
Irenaeus 15 not clear, a  oug the texti In Peri Archon 111 COU be
eriticısm that Orıgen had hımself ear‘ from er1ıtics.

Besıdes the problem of the transmıissıon of the questl1on, there 1s a1lso
the question of ıts SOUICE Assuming that Irenaeus and Augustine, if not
rıgen, accurately reporte cContemporary nost1ic and Manıchaean
polemical eritic1ısm of Genes!Iis, ONC INa Yy ask whether OT NOT the (mostics
orıginated the question. (Gmnosticısm certaminly TEW upDOoN wıde varıety
of ancıent thought, and in the Casec of COSIMO£ONY, at least, ıt TEW uUuDON
elements that eached far back in Greek and Latın phılosophical
polemic

respondıng earlıer polemical arguments from the second half of the second cCentury. In
hıs strikıng aNSWeT the quid uUaAM question, Orıgen INAaY ave had haggadıc tradıtions
In mınd. See the work of VAJDA, Cıite: below, On the dBC of the WOT. SCC arl-Heınz
SCHWARTE, +Die Vorgeschichte der augustinischen Weltalterlehre onn, 65-70, 260-
290 The problem of transmıssıon from Irenaeus Augustine 15 nOL clarıfıed Dy aners
important studıes of earlıer patrıstic influences Augustine, partıcularly those of Phılo,
rıgen, Irenaeus, Ekusebilus, Gregory of yssa, and Basıl See ALTANER  .9 Kleine
patristische Schriften (Berlın, 181-334

13) Further discussions of thıs and sımılar problems In the thought of the Tee
Fathers INa Yy be found ıIn Monique ALEXANDRE, L/ Exegese de Gen 1-2a ans IIn
Hexaemeron de Gregoire de ySSe; Deux approches du probleme de la matıere””, ın
Heıinrich DÖRRIE, ef al., eds., Gregor VONn VSSa und die Philosophie (Leıden, 159-182
In the SaIne volume, SCC Iso Davıd ‘ Eternity and Tıme ın regory of Nyssa’s
Contra Eunomium , 128-155, CS 143, for dıscussıon of Eunomius’ charge that God
begins be Demiurgos from the tiıme of creation ”. On 147 Balas argues for Gregory’s
priority VT Augustine the first Christian thinker adopt the ıdea of eternity in ıts 11ONMN-
durational The continulty of thıs lıne of thought ın the OntextT of the dıvine 1S
note: in Stephen GERSH, From TIamblichus Eriugena (Leıden, 56-7, an! In erms
of dıvine wısdom 64- On the Syrıan Fathers, SCC Abraham LEVENE, The Aar[Vy
Syrian Fathers enesis London, HANSMA, ‘““Investigations into the arly
Syrıan Fathers Genesı1s ””, In GGEMSER, ei al., eds Studies IN the nok of ENESLS
(Oudtestamentische Studien, ee] XII (Leiıden, 69- CS 91-95; Antoıiune
(GGUILLAUMONT, ‘“ Genese D selon les COmMMentLateurs syrı1aques ”, In principio, FTA
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Any search for fterminus DOST QUEPN must take into account such
problems d the nature of the gods, tıme, eternity, creation and DrOVI-
dence ın early Tee thought **). The FrOOLS of such CONcepts ıe in
Anaxımander’s doectrine of the apeiron and hıs and Melissus of Samos’
usec of the term arche, Xenophanes’ de-anthropomorphizing of the gods,
and hıs and Parmeniıides’ iıdea of the ONC, ıth Parmeniıides’ ıdea of
duratıionless eterniıty. But these elements WeTC uncombıned ıIn ogma and
not CVCMN systematıc in the dBC of ati0o and Arıstotle. TeEEC thinkers,
$ WeIC reluctant crıtize theır predecessors’ and COIMN-

temporarıes’ opınıo0ns such subjects, often ın the spiırıt of raıllery hat
WOu appall all but the moOost pugnacı10us modern phılosophers.
enophanes’ sılloi and Heraclıtus’ cryptic insults AIC but {[WO examples of
early stages of the PTOCCSS. The plays of Epicharmus and Arıstophanes
often deal VeEIY roughly indeed wıth CONlteMpOrarYy phılosophıcal and
theologıca ideas. Yet nowhere in thıs early polemical lıterature O€es
there SCCIHN be example of the question consıdered here.

Some aspects of early Tee theologıca polemic do SCCIIN

antıcıpate the question. enophanes erıticızed Hes10d fOor belıeving hat
the gods COUu ave COIMNNC into existence, and Epıcharmus attacks the
notion that aos should al ONe time nNnOoTt ave existed * >). Dıogenes of
Apollonıia’s ıdea of purposeful crea({tor, eternal and all-wıse, and the
eneral transıtıon from apeıron tO NOUS 4{60 Jaeger LraCces hrough the
Hellenistic per10d all pomt ın sımılar diırection 16) The appeal of such
approaches Jews and Christians 1S obviıo0us, and SOMMNEC aspects of
Jewısh and Chrıistian COsmogonIles also SCCIH ave appeale Greeks

Longıinus ”, in hıs discussıon of that AaTC fitting be attrıbuted
the gods, pralses °“ the lawgıver of the Jews, ordınary PCISON, havıng

14) The followıng remarks depend heavıly uDON EHRHARDT, The Beginning, and
Werner JAEGER, The Theology of the Early Greek Philosophers rptl estport,

ere 1S convenient SUMMATY of phılosophical thought SOINC of ese
pomlnts ın Jaap ANSFELD, ad World and Demiurge: (mostıc Motıf from Parmeniıides
and mpedocles Lucretius and Phılo””, iın VA  Z DEN ROEK and VERMASEREN, Studies In
Gnosticism and Hellenistic Religions Presented Gilles Quispel, 261-314 Oome of ese
quest10ns, of COUISC, eed not ave orıginated In theologıca dıscussıon. SEXTUS EMPIRICUS,
Pros Logikous 68 discusses iıdeas of eyxıistence and non-exIistence, terna|l VEeISUS reated
thıings In purely ogıcal ontext grateful lan ORS for suggesting that ook
Sextus

15) JAEGER, Theology, 67/-  0
16) Ibıd, 204-6, the long ofte tO Theion.
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formed hıgh conception of the W of the IDıvıne eing, and DgaVC
CXPTIESSION 1l when al the VeEIY beginnıng of h1ıs aws he “CJ0d
sa1d’ what? °Let there be 1g and there Wds 1g let there be and
and there Was d93 17)

Yet the development of 165 eology, the OSMO£ZONIC mMY of
ato and theır Crıticısm Arıstotle De caelo do noTl SCCIMN theır turn

ave generated the qu Objections VaTr1]lOus theologıes COMN-

tinued of COUISC tO be made often loudly and vocıferousliy TOom 110
Augustine thınkers wh posıted the Judaeo-Christian narrat-

1VC had tO deal wıth objections that had become virtually endemıiıc
TeC hought SOINC datıng from the DPIC Socratıics and SOMNC from
contemporary 1ıddle Platonists 1ıke Celsus T the SUCCESSOIS of
Xenophanes de anthropomorphizıng of the gods the sounded all
LOO0O bluntly 1ıke another tale of Hes10d COSINO£ON achleving only the
introduction of ONC INOTEC eıty flourıshıng techne IC sed the
Crasses of materı1als for the MOST gnoble of the bındıng of
immater1al SpIrıts 1INnLO materı1al O those wh had spen
nearly d ong the dıvıne from the and the DUIVICW of
INan il revived echoes of the CeUSs for 1Cc the Epıcureans had
ong colded the StO1CS FTO the StO1CS il imposed Iınear 8
and ına Jjudgement Dy transcendent eıty place of the OTSAaNıc
cyclıca. TEeCUTITTENCE of ıfe and COSI1O0S all 10 the interlocutors of
Mınucıus ellxX Octavius 1{ offered the paradox of eıty ar
NCC interferiıng and transcendent that 1T combıned the eUS of
the StO1CS ıth the ECeUsS solitarıus ef destitutus of the Jews 18)

Of all theologıca polemiıc the ancıent WOT the ONC school which
mMOoOst lıkely ave concerned iıtself wıth these problems 15 that

1C contended mMOst vigorously wıth theologıca dogmata of all 1n
that of the Epicureans E.pIcurus dramatıc reject1on noTt merely of dıvıne
provıdence but of the Ve possı1ıbılıty of dıvıne of the COSI110OS 15

C'lassical ıterary Critieism (Baltımore 11017) DDORSCH
(LONGINUS, De Sublimitate, 1X) ALEN NCEC note: that the Jewısh cConception of dıvıne

creatgr Was INOTEC attraciıve than Epıicurus’ doetrine of creatio Dy chance hıs On the
Parts of the Human Body 11 but he found 1L incompatıble ıth the Platonıiıc and
Arıstotelıan Demuiurge, wh: ‘““brings realıty only hat [CasOonN EVINCECS being possıble,
and from al possıbılıtıes he always chooses the best ONC rec DDIHLE The Theory of
Will IN C'lassical Antıquıit y (Calıfornıia f WALZER Galen Jews and Christians
Ox{ford

18) Octavius cf De Nal deorum 1 1 54
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firm and categorical : Epıicurean physıcs rejecte the possıbılıty of
divıne creation since nothıng Call COMNNC iınto existence from non-existence
and since all con (including that of d COSmMOS) derıve from evidence
of the SCNSCS and the mınd, and then only when the SCNSCS and the mınd
ere aqalso consıdered d sense) ATC applıed ex1istent objects,
argumen simılar Plato’s insıstence upON 9} of hıgher order
needed rıng into existence thıngs of lower order ( / imaeus 29a)
Hence, <°15 nothıing existed. CONcept of WOT. WOU be oun in the
mınds of the sods ‘ )).: In An Y CasSC, d Lucretius malıcıously remarks, ıf
the WOT had een made Dy gods it WOU nOoT ave ManYy thıngs

ıth ıt S7al praedita culpa (De re  — nalt 199; cf. I1; GE

81) Thus, Epıcurean physıcs and eology, both deny not only dıvıne
creatiıon, but provıdence, teleology, and dıvıne retribution. The gods
ave nothıng do wıth earth, NO (agaınst ato, the early Arıstotle, and
the astral relıgıon of Stoi1cısm and others) wıth the appyY and
untroubled ın the intermundia, the gods seek fOor neıther INOTEC happıness
NO rouble ıIn the COSMOS, and they certainly dıd noTt make ıt

As un1ıque and idiosyncratıic ASs Epıicurus’ posıtıon WAas, the
matiier of divıne creatiıon hıs posıtıon Was consıstent wıth hat Joseph
Moreau has called “la tradıtion la plus Constante de la philosophıe
BTECQUC, representee notammen par Arıstote, quı professe l’eterniıte du
monde. La doectrine de la creation, l’ıdee d’un COomMmMmMmencement du monde.
entendue superficiıellement, heurte 1a ralson philosophique et suscıte des
railleries des esprits forts

Epicurus and hıs followers COU of COUTSC, and often dıd adap
existing cosmological arguments whenever they agreed ıth SOINC p —
sıt10n of theır OW 0)8 attacked posıtıon they themselves wıshed

19) TIhe classıc study 1S hat of FESTUGIERE, EDICUFUS and HIS Gods, an:
C(CHILTON (Cambrıdge, Mass.., See Iso nut LEVE, GNOSLS Theou. Die Lehre der
natürlichen Gotteserkenntnis IN der epikureischen Theologie, ymbolae Osloenses, Fasc.
Supplet KK slo, and, LINOTEC recently, Dietrich EMKE, Die T’heologie Epikurs
(Munich, FOor the Ontext of Epıcurean thought generally, Nl RIST, Epicurus :
An Introduction (Cambrıdge, number of ımportant Epıicurean the topıc
ATC convenıiently gathered ın ( OGEL, Greek Philosophy, Vol IL, 2Ind ed (Leıiden,

DB See Iso N T’heologie COSMIUE, 103-124, KL On sımılar quest10ns ın
Sto1cısm, whiıich do nOoTt OM«EC into thıs apCrI, in OGEL, I1I1 64-85, and yrto
RAGONA-MONACH The StO1LC Arguments for the FExıistence AAan he Providence of the
Ods Athens, arguments from desıgn, 8RR-06

20) RIST, EDICUFUS, 145 ®: MACROBIUS, Sat am grateful James
() DONNELL for thıs reference.

21) OREAU, ba o ei la creation ' 168
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attack. ASs they dıd wıth Arıstotle’s er1ıt1ic1ısm of Plato’s T imaeus (De caelo
281 b Z f But Epicurus Was artıculate and ready polemıicıst, and the
evidence for hıs orıginal er1ıticısm of hıs predecessors and contemporarıes
1s abundant and persuasıve. MaYy be accıdent of reference- and texi-
transmıssıon d ell AS testimonYy the rel1g10us character of
cContemporary TeB phılosophy that makes Epicurus aDpCaT often AS

the first phılosopher CXDICSS hıs doetrines chiefly iın polemi1c and
invect1ive, but hıs SUCCESSOTS sustaıned and kept date the master’s
polemical assaults other dogmata Metrodorus, Hermarchus, and the
meretricula Leontium continued the master’s tradıtion and style, and
Colotes preserved the somewhat older lıterary tradıtıon of satıre and
polemic that went back Aenophanes and Epıcharmus. Recent studıes
ave cshown hat 11IC  S theorıies WCIC readıly taken nto account ın thıs
post-Epicurean polemic In spıte of SOTINC scholarly opınıon the
CONLFAaTY, CVCnNn Lucretius OCccupIles promiınent place ıIn thıs, d ın other
Epicurean tradıtions 22)

In the first CeENTLUTY the MOS promınent Largels of Epıicurean
polemic SCCINMN have been 1ddle Platonic cosmology and the COSMO£O-
nıcal EOTY of Sto1c1sm, A postulated creatiıon, provıdence, and
TOCUHTTENGE AS fundamental cosmologıcal princıples. Sto1c creatiıon and
provıdence doectrines seemed d wrong-heade Epıcureans A dıd
Arıstotle’s doetrine of the eternity of the unıverse. Festugliere long AgO
pomlnted Out hNOW, Epıcurean plety, the 16  S astral relıgıon seemed ıf
anythıng INOTEC dangerous han the er cCosmogonIes and theogonı1es 23)
It 1S In thıs 1g hat must seek the earlıest time OUT question Was

lıkely ave een formulated and the earlıest shape it Was lıkely take
In Book of the De NALUr«a Lucretius takes hıs attack

the doectrines of the eternıty and dıvinıty of the materı1al un1ıverse. The
g0ods do not 1ve in any part of the COSI110S (Epicurus posıted the
intermundia ASs the ome of the gods, description of i @ Lucretius
promıises In LA but 0€Ss noTt In fact g1Ve), NOT do they 191028 ave they
CVeETI one anythıng for the benefit of INan quidve NOVI potult DOst
Ante quietos Inlicere ul vıtam ulare priorem? Indeed, NECWIICSS

15 impossıble for the gods Lucretius SUOCS ask

22) The best recent aCCount of the lıterature 1S hat of nut LEVE.  9
Phılosophical Polemics iın Lucretius. udy of the Hıstory of Epıicurean Critieism ”
Lucrece, Fondatıon ar Entretiens SUuT l ’antıquıte classıque, XIV (Geneva, 30.

23) FESTUGIERE, Epicurus and Hı1ıs Gods, 73
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exemplum gignundıs rebus ei 1psa
notıties dıvıs homınum nde est insıta prımum,
quıd ellent facere ut scırent anımoque viderent,

modost UumMyUuamı VIS cognıta princıp1orum
quı1dque inter SCSC permutato ordıne pOossent,
61 NOoN 1psa specımen natura creandı?

81-186)
TOmM whence dıd the example, patitern, and notities (concept, prolepstis)

the gods that they su  enly had the dea of creating, and
where dıd they gel the pattern of what it W ds they WeEeIC go1Ing create”?
* Creation ” 1S sımply the result of collısıons of random ALOMS ıIn theır
eternal fall ese lınes, which echo other of the DOCIN ©.B.., IL,
16 / l: L, 1024-1028), AIC Lucretius’ prıme expression of hıs rejection of
the doectrine of creation, d 310f CXDICSS hıs rejectıon of the world
eternity. N accept the idea that eXCEDL for the Jews iınkers before
the StO1CS held such VIEWS In WaY that requıred polemical dısmantlıng
Dy Epıicurean EIiCS, Cal perhaps locate ıIn these VEISCS of Lucretius
the approac hat produce the question whose Or1g21nNs ave een
seekıng. eve Su strongly hat ‘ Lucretius’ attack the VIEW that
the WOT 1S created for the sake of InNnenNnWhat was God doing before the creation  65  exemplum porro gignundis rebus et ipsa  notities divis hominum unde est insita primum,  quid vellent facere ut scirent animoque viderent,  quove modost umquam vis cognita principiorum  quidque inter sese permutato ordine possent,  si non ipsa dedit specimen natura creandi?  (V. 181-186)  From whence did the example, pattern, and notfities (concept, prolepsis)  occur to the gods so that they suddenly had the idea of creating, and  where did they get the pattern of what it was they were going to create?  “Creation ” is simply the result of collisions of random atoms in their  eternal fall. These lines, which echo other parts of the poem (e.g., II,  167f; I, 1024-1028), are Lucretius’ prime expression of his rejection of  the doctrine of creation, as V. 310f express his rejection of the world’s  eternity. If we accept the idea that except for the Jews no thinkers before  the Stoics held such views in a way that required polemical dismantling  by Epicurean critics, we can perhaps locate in these verses of Lucretius  the approach that produced the question whose origins we have been  seeking. Kleve suggests strongly that ““ Lucretius’ attack on the view that  the world is created for the sake of men ... cannot be found in any extant  writings from Epicurus and his time”’?*). They are found, however, in  Philodemus and Cicero, and although it is possible that they attack views  similar to those held by Plato (Cic. De natura Deorum |. 8) and therefore  once attacked by Epicurus, no such text of Epicurus survives, and the  topic is not taken up between Epicurus and Lucretius. Kleve further  suggests that the whole Epicurean attack upon doctrines of eternity and  creation was assembled in parts from Epicurus to Lucretius and his  contemporaries, but in any case, ‘“not fully assembled’ until Lucretius  and Philodemus?>).  Lucretius’ attack on creation and eternity theories is, on the whole,  somewhat more restrained than those of other Epicureans, and far less  restrained that some charges of Philodemus. In his discussion of the  gods, Philodemus asks whether they have furniture or use the lavatory. If  a case has been made in our search for a terminus post quem, it is unlikely  that our question will have been asked (or, possibly, could have been  asked) much before the time of Lucretius. It remains to link Lucretius  ?4) KLEVE, “ The Philosophical Polerhics"‚ 66.  ?5) Ibid. 69. Some of these survived into Neoplatonic works. For PLOTINUS, see Enn.  IL. 9. 8-9.cannot be Ooun ın anı Y extiant

wrıtings from Epicurus and hıs time ’ **) They AIC oun: however, ın
Phılodemus and Cicero, and a  oug it 1S possıble that they attack VIEWS
simılar those held Dy ato (Cic De NAtTUFra Deorum and therefore
ONCEC attacke: Dy Epicurus, such texi of Epicurus SUFVIVES, and the
topıc 15 nOotL taken between Epicurus and Lucretius. GVE urther

that the ole Epıicurean attack upDON doetrines of eternıity and
creation Was assembled ıIn from Epıicurus Lucretius and hıs
contemporarıIes, but in Al Y CaASC, ..  not uly assembled’ untıl Lucretius
and Phılodemus

Lucret1ius’ attack creation and eterniıty theorlies 1S, the W  Ole,
somewhat INOTC restraıned than those of other Epicureans, and far less
restraiıned that SOMIMEC charges of Phılodemus In hıs discussıon of the
g0ods, Phılodemus asks whether they ave furnıture OI use the avatory If

CdsSCc has een made ıIn OUT search fOor fermıinus pOost QUEM, ıt 15 unlıkely
hat OUT question ıll ave een as (Or, poss1ıbly, COR ave een
asked) much before the time of Lucretlius. remaıns ınk Lucretius

24) KLEVE, Phılosophical Polerhics”‚
25) Ibıd Oome of these survıved into Neoplatoniıc works. FOor PLOTINUS, SCC Enn

I1 S
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and Augustine, OT, rather: Lucretius and Irenaeus and the CGinostics
whom Irenaeus ACCUSCS of havıng as the question.

One possıble connection 1S, of COUISC, Book of Cicero’s De NAtur«a

Deorum, 1ın 1C elle1us the Epıcurean offers both Epıcurean doctrine
and Epıcurean polemic In CadSsSuie In Book ® of De Nal
deorum Velleius ralses the question: why dıd the makers of the WOT
wake Su  enly after havıng slep for INallıy centuries*)?
Succeeding sect10ons of the first book deal, In the CUSLOMATY INanneTr of
Epıicurean polemic, i the OpInı10ns of others, from Thales
Dıogenes of Babylon, ralsıng such quest10ons d what 1s the WadYy of ıfe of
the gods and how do they spen theır time? ese quest10ns, sharıng
wıth De NATlUura V, the general character of Epicurean
polemic, dAICc sharper and INOTITC dramatıc, SINCE they AIC raısed AdSs part of d

lıvely jalogue and thus lack the restraıint that Lucretius’ somber
discourse o1Vves hıs OW treatment of the question.

Epicurean polemic, then, focuses uUDON certaın aspects of creation
and the nature of the dıvinıty that had long egen erıticızed In everal
maJjor ireams of Tee apophatıc eology 16 in Gnostic, Jewiısh,
and Chrıistian eology took the form of emphasıs uDON the unknow-
abılıty, unnameabılıty, and incomprehensıbilıty of the dıvinıty, de-
veloped argely ASs negatıve eology. Any er1ıtic1ısm of anthropomorph-
1SmM WOU ave appeale such thıinkers wıthout entallıng theır
acCceplance of the rest of Epicurus’ eology. The syncretistic character of
ate antıque thought ın the first and second centurIies opened the latter
Platonic influences. Farlıer anthropomorphısm had {O be argued AWaY
by Jewısh and Chrıstian thınkers alıke, allegorıze and made sultable
the apophatıc approac taken Dy MmMOSstT er10us relıg10us thınkers of the
per10d.

In OUT consıderation of Epıcureanısm thus far, ave noted that
the CUr anlte HON form of the 1S indeed Epicurean, and the quid

form INAY De, a  oug it 1S NnOT in Lucretius, other Epıicurean
polemic, 0)8 the De NALUFra deorum“”). Perhaps the MOST likely Epıcurean

26) For other SCS of the image of the sleeping gods, SCC ÖRIGEN, Contra Celsum VI
78 (ed CHADWICK, 391); EHRHARDT, The Beginning, 163, E The Ciceronıan
texi 1$ annotated In EASE, Tulli (‚ 1cCeronis De NALlur«a deorum (Cambrıdge, Mass.,

ad (pp 8/-191)
27) MEWMERING, In hıs extensive annotatıons Book of the Confessions

(Schöpfung, Ewigkeit UN Zeit, 40-45, 105-108) AI SUCS unequıvocally that ‘“ dıese rage 15
ursprünglıch VO  — den Epıkureen aufgeworfen worden, für dıe S1E ıne wichtige In der
Polemik dıe Stoilker spielt cıting the De NATIUra deorum, De NAalura, and
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SOUTCEC for it WOU be Phiılodemus, partıcularly when consıder the
tone and character of SOINEC of hılodemus other questi1ons In siımılar
velin. But Cicero Was famılıar wıth the work of Phılodemus and WOU
probably ave had hesıtatiıon about usıng the quid form ıf
he had found it apud Phiılodemus Thus, Phılodemus hımself remaıns A

unlıkely SOUTITCE

Epıicurean polemic ave een satısfıed ıth ıts notion of
sleeping gods, OL, ıIn the polemiıc of hılodemus and Colotes, of gods
usıng furnıture and lavatorIies. ere 1S really TeCAaSoN why
Epıicurean polemicıst WOU ave thought ask what the gods WeTC

oıng before they created heaven and earth because Epicureans WeTIC

perfectly satısfıed wıth the random events that the descent of the sStiream
of aLOMS produced. Epıcureanısm approached creatiıon from the pomnt of
VIEW of provıdence and retrıbution, nOT COSIMO£ON The quid
question, however, tO indıcate not sSımply another approac
polemic, but er10us interest precısely ıIn the nature of creation iıtself.

oug Epıcurean polemic Was certamly known the CGnostics
who as Irenaeus the quid question, there 1S certaınty hat
the quid form Was Epicurean. In order turn the ONeC nto the
other and there 1S much suggest that Epıcurean polemic shaped the
orıgınal form of the question, EVCNMN ıf ıt dıd nOoT transform 1t), there must
have een scenarı1o of pre-creation actıvıty In whose interest it W ds tO
do ere WEIC, In fact, L{WO scenarTI1OSs. The first of these Was Jewish,
the second nostic.

The Jewısh SOUICEC Was nolt 1lo, SINCEe Phılo’s extensive discussıon
of enes1is and elated top1cs do not nclude the quid form of

AETIUS, Placita in SuppoTrt. However, A here, the Epicurean CUFr Nnie AON form of
the questionn In Epıcurean polemic becomes the quid form The dsSCc for
Epicurean orıgın of the [ype of question 1s much INOIC solıd MEDUERING 0€es NnOT ote
Irenaeus’ Orıgen’s cıtatıon of the question. The orıgın of the quid antequam form In
gnost1Ic cırcles clear. The question hen becomes why dıd (inostics modıfy the
Epıicurean polemical question? The followıng suggest ONC possıble ADNSWETI. ere aIc,
of COUTSC, er aspects of early Genesis-questi1ons that thıs 0€s noOot discuss. FOr
Augustine and Epicurus, SCC HAGENDAHL, Augustine and the Latın CIassics, Studıa
Graeca ei Latına Gothoburgensıa, (Göteborg, ıth sıgnıfıcan addıtions In
James O’DONNELL, ‘“ Augustine’s (Yassıcal eadıngs ”, Recherches Augustiniennes S
(1980), -1 al (
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the question “®). But Mıdrashıiıc testimonı1es do in fact discuss DIC-
creation Sscenarl10, noTt to be SUTIC, nostıic LYype, but ONC which invıted
consıderation from an yONC interested ın the creation TIhe
Mıdrashıiıc ACCOUuNT of creation, ase': upON enes1s 1: rather prolongs
the E separatıng the creation of the first thıngs ora the
dıvıne throne, Paradıse, Hell, the ame of the Messıah, the celest1ial
,and the Voice that crles alou: Return, yYC chılaren of men  27

from the creation of the heavens and the earth [WO thousand
later ıthın thıs [WO Ousan YCal per10d, G0d took counsel ıth
ora (ıdentifie ıth the dıvine 1sdom, a  oug Tertullıan, Adversus
Praxean 16, indıcates Jewısh tradıtıon of consulting ıth angels
in order avo1d TIrinıtarıan iımplıcatıons), created several] worlds before
the present ONC, W as petitioned Dy the etters of the alphabet {O permit
each ONC be the of creatıon, and empere Justice wıth in
order permit the WOTr survive“?). In ONC9 then, Miıdrash o0€s
er ACCOUNT of ..  what God Was oıng before He created the heavens
and the earth—  27 but it 15 nOTt aCCount that violates Genes!1s, rather
prolonging and expandıng the aCTt of creation ıtself.

Assuming 4S lıkely, that the C ante AON form of the question
Was ONC basıs fOor the quid form, and that Mıdrashıc COIMNN-

mentary offered much INOIC prolonged scenarı1o fOor creation than dıd

28) Besıdes the studıies lısted above, 4’ SCC Arnold HRHARDT, * C'reati1o nıhılo ””,
Studia Theologica (1950), 13, rpt In EHRHARDT, The Framework of New Testament
Studies (Manchester, 200-233: ıdem, The Beginning, 162-171; (Gjerhard MAY,
Schöpfung AUS dem Nichts (Berlin-New York, WOLFSON, 110, 1, 204 if, 303:; aVl
WINSTON, ‘“Phıiılo’s eOTY of Cosmogony , In Bırger PEARSON, ed., Religious
Syncretism IN Antıquity : ESSAyS IN Conversation with Geo Widengren (Missoula, Mon..,

18A12 As WINSTON pomnts Out 1062), PHILO oe€es remark hat ‘“ time ere W dAsSs

not before ere W das world ””, in De opif. 26, 67/: Leg all. DG Sacr. 65 but 110 18
speakıng of time, NnOTL the deıty, See Iso below 7 B O

29) Lou1ls GINZBERG, The Legends of the Jews, Vol (Phıladelphıiıa, 3-8, and
Vol (Phıladelphıia, J grateful Judah (JOLDIN for thıs reference. On the
background, RS John OWKER, The T argums and Rabbinic Literature : An Introduction
Jewish Interpretations of Scripture (Cambrıdge, 95-109, and Geza VERMES, *Bıble
and Miıdrash: arly Old lestament ExegesIis , in VERMES, Post-Biblical Jewish S tudies
(Leıden, 59-91 For Christian adaptatıon of SOINC of ese Miıdrashıiıc acCCounis, SCC
Lou1s GINZBERG, Die Haggada hei den Kirchenvätern Un In der apokryphischen Literatur
(Berlın, 58  S On the continulty of ese problems in Judaısm, SCC URBACH, The
ages Their Concepts and Beliefs, ols (Jerusalem, 19), 9, 161-189 grateful
Michael PANITZ for thıs reference. See Iso Sau!l IBERMAN, Hellenısm in Jewısh Palestine
(New Y ork, grateful Miıchael Kaplowitz for thıs reference. See Iso below,
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Genes1s ıtself, ıt becomes possible ask how, and by whom, dıd the CUFr

anie HON form of Lucretius, elle1us, and Phiılodemus become the quid
form of Irenaeus’ nostıic and Augustine’s Manıchaean

opponents ” How dıd the Epicurean eus dormiens become the CeUsSs (or
demiurg20s CUFLOSUS of the Gnostics How WOU. Gnostics ook at enes1is

ıIn the 1g of both Epıicurean CUr Nnte NO  - antı-creation polemic and
the Miıdrashıc doectrine of the pre-existence of the things*°)?

Both Gnostics and Manıchaeans NEW VC ell hat the 1vinıty
and ıts enemıtes WeIC oıng before the creatlion. The nostic yth of
materı1al creation d ına in the fallıng-away of the Archons ASs

described iın the Apocryphon of John 0)J8 the untıitled In the Nag
Hammadı collection commonly called “On the Orıgin of the Orla
both provıded ample scenar10s of dıvıne and sem1-divine actıvıty 1Cc
attacke the princıple of creation d oOun 1n Genesis **). TIo ask the
question “What Was G0od oıng before He created the heavens and the
earth ‘ Was indıct enesI1is for faılıng aCCoun(i(, fırst, for the irue
natiure of God iın the gC Before ” and, second, of faılıng recognıze

30) The best study of (Gmostic polemic 1S NO Klaus KOSCHORKE, Die Polemik der
Gnostiker das kirchliche Christentum Leıden, Koschorke O€s noL,
fortunately, ote the question discussed ere Ihe dıfferences between Epicureanısm and
Gnosticısm AIC outlıned Dy ARMSTRONG, °“ Gnosıs and ree Phılosophy ”, ın
LAND, ed.; GNnoOsSIS. Festschrift fur Hans Jonas (Göttingen, U1  D ere 15 SOINC

discussion of Gnostiıc usec of Epicurean polemiıc in MEWMERING, God eing History, 31-8
RENAEUS, much concerned ıth the phılosophical Or1g1ns of heresy (Adv aer I1 2-6)
dıd not ınk OUT question Epicurus (Or Anaxımander, whom he ave
mistaken for Epicurus); SCC GRANT, “ karly Chrıistianıty and Pre-Soeratıc
Phılosophy ”, arry Austryn Wolfson Jubilee Volume (Jerusalem, F 35/7-384, at 366
FOor SOTINC Gnostıc quest10ns, LEMENT ALEXANDRIA, SC E Theodoto 78 One of
the staunchest Christian Opponents of Epicureaniısm ave een Dıonysius of
Alexandrıa, USEBIUS, Praeparatio Evangelica XIV 23 Besides such wrıters
Arnobius and Lactantıius, Eusebius ave een ONe of the chıef SOUTICECS for the
fourth-century athers informatıon concerning ancıent phılosophy. For cosmologıcal
INQqUITY, SCC Pr v 7-8; BA 6427 On Christian ıdeas of creatiıon, SCC VII, 11- y A 31

31) On Gnostics’ finding the Demiurge in Old Testament exX(is, SCC TVa
WINTERMUTE, * udy of Gnostic Exegesı1s of the Old Testament , ın James FIRD,
ed:. The Use of the Old Testament In the New and Other ESSaAysS Studies In Honor of William
Franklın Stinespring (Durham, Cr cıtıng partıcularly the untıtled IB the
Orıgin of the orld””, eX I1 of the Nag Hammadı lıbrary. On the COSMO£ONIC
iımportance of the SadIne texXL, SC Michel J] ARDIEU, TIro1is mythes gnostiques (Parıs,
49 ff. See Iso SEGAL, 1 wo Powers IN Heaven: Early Rabbinic Reports about
Christianit y and Gnosticiısm (Leıden, ıls DAHL, rrogant Archon and the
Lewd Sophıa: Jewısh Iradıtions ın Gnostic Revolt””, in Bentley LAYTON, ed., The
Rediscovery of Gnosticısm, ols (Leiden, 1L, 689-/712; thamar (GRUENWALD,
” Aspects of the Jewısh-Gnostic Controversy , bıd 78 3123
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creation d flaw rather than 4S sıgnıfıcant and benevolent ACT In
short, {O both (mostics and Manıiıchaeans enesI1s provıde A CITO-

and misleadıng aCCount of hıstory, the understandıng of
which Was crucılal irue (inmosı1ıs.

The ong debate the relatıon between Jewısh hought and early
Gmosticısm 1S not OVCILI, NO 1S there general CONSCHNSUS the question
of the influence of nostic polemic rabbıinıc lıterature ıIn the first three
centurlies of the COMMMON era %ı The varıety of rabbinıc opınıon such
atters AS creation nihilo, the emanatıon of 1g pre-existent mat(iter,
ora and the angels shows Lraces both of nostıc influence and antı-
nost1ic polemic. In the 1g of the hıstory of discussions of gods and
creatiıon, nost1ic approaches the openıng VOISCS of enes1s SCCH, ıIn
fact, be the moOost lıkely OCCasıon for the transformatıon of the
Epicurean Aante HON polemical question the later quid
form. That the question W dS ın fact nost1ic adaptatıon of the
Epicurean form INAaY be urther indıcated Dy the absence of the quid

question from later Mıdrashıc lıterature: that 1S, ıt Wds

probably not question that orıginated wıthın Jewısh hought
nost1ic CosmogonI1es ALC well-enough known tO scholars that

they do NnOL ave be recounted ere TOmM arcıon 0) CGnostıic den1ıal
that the creator god of the Old Testament Was the hıgh god forced
Christian thınkers evaluate and re-evaluate the place of the Old

32) TIhe argumen ere 1S separate from the MOST vexing question of the Jewısh
Org1ns of Gmosticısm. FOor the latter, SCC Y AMAUCHI, Pre-Christian GnostIicısm, 143-162.
ıth references: the MOSstT recent Case has een made Dy Bırger PEARSON, ‘“ Jewısh
ements In Gnosticısm an! the Development of Gmostıc Self-Definıition ”, In
SANDERS, ed., Jewish and Christian Self-Definition (Phıladelphıia, 151-160, ıth
urther references. Arthur arby NOC has ınked Gnostic speculatıon ıth partıcular
scrıptural which Jewısh thınkers prohiıbited Ose ıth immature mınds, for
example, Fzekıel’s Visıon of the harıot and the enes1ıs aCCOuNT of creation : “ Gnosticısm ”
(above, 11), 94 7/-8 Ihe E7ekıel LEXT, of COUISC, Iso gol ETER BELARD into SOINEC

dıfficulties INan y centurıes ater In addıtion the tudıes C1Ite: ere and ın Oote 28, ere
Ad1iC important observatıons ın ALTMANN, ‘“ Cinostic Themes In 1N1C Cosmology ;°

EPSTEIN, ei al., eds., EsSSays IN Honor ofthe Very Rev Dr Hertz (London,
321 ıdem, ote the 1N1C Doetrine of Creatıon ”, Journal of Jewish Studies
(1956), 195-206, rpt In Alexander ALTMANN, Studies IN Religious Philosophy Anı M ysticısm
Ithaca, 128-138 Georges AJDA, ‘“ Notice Sommaıire SUult i’ınterpretation de
(GGenese 153 ans le jJudaisme post-bıblıque ””, In PFINCIDIO, 23-35, 32, has pomnted OUT the
function of anterlor worlds In the Haggadıc antı-gnost1ic polemic. See Iso Davıd WINSTON,

Book of Wısdomi’'s eOTYy of Cosmogony  I2  F History of Religions (19715% 185-202,
ıth urther cıtatıions from rabbinıc discussions of Creatıio nihilo, anı WINSTON, ed., The
Wisdom of Solomon, I he Anchor Bıble (New Y ork, 38A7
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Testament ın relatıon the New, indeed, LO create the New The
lIınked ın (CjenesI1is K Proverbs 22-31 Ps 110 3 and Isaıah 53 offered
plenty of L[OOIM'N for hıs debate arcıon and the development of hıs antı-
creationiıst doectrine became the fundamental Largelts of later eccles1iastıcal
thınkers analyzıng heresy. Such argumen(ts, especılally when Oocused
upOoN the nature of Christ, became the foundatıon for later Christological
heresy AS well, and contrıbuted the zetema-quaest1o ın
lIıterature

33) Some. but n OT all of ese polemical quest10ns SCCII] ave become part of the
zetema-quaestio In fourth-century Chrıstian lıterature egun by Eusebius and
CAaCI1us of Caesarea an earlıer., Dy Phılo, In Jewısh exegesI1s. NSee ARDY, La 11  erature
patrıstıque des Quaestiones responsiOoNnes SUT l’Eeriture saınte ””, Revue biblique (1932).
210-236, 341-3609, 515-537; 472 (1933), 4-30, 211-229, 328-352:;: cf. CS Vol 41, 347,
cıting the quaestiones of AMBROSIASTER OQuid ODUS DEr Moysen, el HO  > an  A, exordium
mundı el ordinem Natlurae exponere? cf. 55355 for A UGUSTINE’S QOuaestiones, 5142537
In the work of JEROME, the QOuaestiones hehraicae IN Genesim, rabbiniıc quest1ons enter the
, an fOr Augustine’s COMMENTIS ese, SCS S I0)- On the ater treatment
an conception of ese and sımılar quest10ons, SE Bardy’'s cıtatıon of the Ouaestiones of the
fifth-century I HEODORET UCYRRHUS, Vol 42, M} ‘“ Above all, must realıze that
nolL al] wriıters ave the sAdamlllc DUIDOSC in undertakıng theır InquıirIies. ome DOSC theır
quest1ons ıth implety and seek ıth Seripture, sometimes Dy arguıng hat
Scripture O€es not eaC the truth, sometines insısting that Scripture contaıns contradıc-
t10ns. er wriıters inquıre Out of love for knowledge and the desıre find hat it 1$ they
seek. Wıth the of God 1l shut the blaspheming mouths of the ırst, and
ll demonstrate the harmony of Holy Scripture and the truth of ıts teachıng. TO the
second, 111 bring, far A able, the solution eIr dıfficulties ” (PG 76)
The L[WO problems ıth Bardy’s work AIC hıs neglect of and heretical polemiıCc the
OTMIC hand, and the tradıtıon of rabbıinıc quaestiones the er TIThe problem of the
relatıons between earlıer polemic, whether all, Jewish, Christıan, an the CINCISCHCEC
of zetemata, quaestiones disputatae, 1S complex, involvıing the Testimonies of early Christian
lıterature ell A and Jewısh polemic. On the evidence ofthe T estimonies for SOIMNC

of the questi1ons consıdered here, SCC, for example, James Rende!l HARRIS, T estimontes, Vol
(Cambrıdge, 71-74, DIroODOS RENAEUS, Apostolical Preaching, 43 (ed Joseph

SMITH | Westminıister, 1952]1) See Iso Jaroslov PELIKAN, he Emergence of the
Catholic I radition n  5 Vol of h1s The Christian Tradition: Hıstory of the
Development of Doctrine (  1CagO, /8-81, 175-195, and Leo SCHEFFCZYK, Creation
an Providence, Tans Rıchard STACHEN (New ork-London, CSpP Pıerre

antıchretiens saınt RecherchesCOURCELLE, A Propos rapportes par Augustın ®
Augustiniennes (1958), 148-186; idem, ““Crıt1iques exeget1ques ei arguments antıchretiens
rapportes par Ambrosıaster ”', 1gillae Christianae 13 (1959); 135-169; iıdem, AT -
Christian Arguments and Christian Platonısm : Irom Arnobius St Ambrose , In
MOMIGLIANO, ed., The Conflict Between Paganısm and Christianity In the Fourth Century
(Oxford, 151-192, all ıth extensive NnOTtESs and references. In the second of ese
studıes, Courcelle cıtes erıitic1ısm en Dy AMBROSIASTER Oou the date of Moses’
wrıting: (p 139) uaest10 I1 1171  What was God doing before the creation  Testament in relation to the New, indeed, to create the New. The texts  linked in Genesis 1. 1, Proverbs 8. 22-31, Ps. 110. 3, and Isaiah 53 offered  plenty of room for this debate. Marcion and the development of his anti-  creationist doctrine became the fundamental targets of later ecclesiastical  thinkers analyzing heresy. Such arguments, especially when focused  upon the nature of Christ, became the foundation for later Christological  heresy as well, and contributed to the zet&ma-quaestio genre in  literature??).  33) Some, but not all of these polemical questions seem to have become part of the  zet&ma-quaestio genre in fourth-century Christian literature begun by Eusebius and  Acacius of Caesarea and earlier, by Philo, in Jewish exegesis. See G. BARDY, ‘“ La litterature  patristique des Quaestiones et responsiones Sur l’Ecriture sainte”, Revue biblique 41 (1932),  210-236, 341-369, 515-537; 42 (1933), 14-30, 211-229, 328-352; cf. esp. Vol. 41, p. 347,  citing the quaestiones of AMBROSIASTER : Quid opus erat per Moysen, et non antea, exordium  mundi et ordinem naturae exponere? cf. p. 555; for AUGUSTINE’s Quaestiones, pp. 514-537.  In the work of JEROME, the Quaestiones hebraicae in Genesim, rabbinic questions enter the  genre, and for Augustine’s comments on these, see pp. 356-69, 520-1. On the later treatment  and conception of these and similar questions, see Bardy’s citation of the Quaestiones of the  fifth-century THEODORET OF CYRRHUS, Vol. 42, p. 220: ‘“ Above all, we must realize that  not all writers have the same purpose in undertaking their inquiries. Some pose their  questions with impiety and seek to argue with Scripture, sometimes by arguing that  Scripture does not teach the truth, sometines insisting that Scripture contains contradic-  tions. Other writers inquire out of love for knowledge and the desire to find what it is they  seek. With the grace of God we will shut up the blaspheming mouths of the first, and we  will demonstrate the harmony of Holy Scripture and the truth of its teaching. To the  second, we will bring, as far as we are able, the solution to their difficulties’” (PG 80: 76).  The two problems with Bardy’s work are his neglect of pagan and heretical polemic on the  one hand, and the tradition of rabbinic quaestiones on the other. The problem of the  relations between earlier polemic, whether pagan, Jewish, or Christian, and the emergence  of zet&mata, quaestiones disputatae, is complex, involving the Testimonies of early Christian  literature as well as pagan and Jewish polemic. On the evidence of the Testimonies for some  of the questions considered here, see, for example, James Rendel HARRIS, Testimonies, Vol  I (Cambridge, 1916), 71-74, ä propos IRENAEUS, Apostolical Preaching, c. 43 (ed. Joseph P.  SMITH [Westminister, Md., 1952]). See also Jaroslov PELIKAN, The Emergence of the  Catholic Tradition (100-600), Vol I of his The Christian Tradition: A History of the  Development of Doctrine (Chicago, 1971), 78-81, 175-195, and Leo SCHEFFCZYK, Creation  and Providence, trans. Richard STACHEN (New York-London, 1970), esp. 97-104. Pierre  antichretiens  saint  Recherches  COURCELLE,  ‘“ Propos  rapportes  par  Augustin ”,  Augustiniennes | (1958), 148-186; idem, *“Critiques exegetiques et arguments antichretiens  rapportes par Ambrosiaster””, Vigiliae Christianae 13 (1959), 135-169; idem, ““ Anti-  Christian Arguments and Christian Platonism: from Arnobius to St. Ambrose”, in A.  MOMIGLIANO, ed., The Conflict Between Paganism and Christianity in the Fourth Century  (Oxford, 1963), 151-192, all with extensive notcs and references. In the second of these  studies, Courcelle cites a criticism taken up by AMBROSIASTER about the date of Moses’  writing: (p. 139) Quaestio II ... Quid opus erat per Moysen, et non ante, exordium mundi et  ordinem creaturae exponere? Cf. the parallel question cited in the first study (p. 159 n. 54):  Quare non ante venit Christus? The non ante objection seems related to the antequamQuid ODUS TAal per Moysen, el HNO  > anlte, exordium mundı el
ordinem Creaturae exponere? CF the paralle question cıted in the 1rs study 159 54)
Quare AON nNnTe venıt Christus ? TIhe HNO  - nIie objection elated the



Peters

For Gnostics, the Old Testament recounted the creatiıng actıvıtles of
inept and ev1] demiurge, lower form of eing than the hıghest eity;

wh Was transcendent, passıve, in fact rather Epicurean. rÖ such
school of hought, such ideas as benevolent creation niho, the PIC-
existent 0£g0S, and the dıgnıty of materı1al creatıon iıtself WeEeIC anathema.

Thus, unlıkely though it MaYy ave een for Epicurean polemicıst
{O ask the quid form of the question, there 1s 1CAason tOo eXpect
that nostıic probably not Marcıon, but possıbly Valentinus OT

Ptolemaeus OT ONC of theır followers WOU ave found that Dy
turnıng the CUFr anlte AON Epicurean question into quid form he
COU. indıct the Old JTestament creation SLOTY and the Chrıstian doectrine
of Christ ASs Og0S and al the SdI1llCc time secret knowledge of
exactly what it Was hat God Was oıng before he created the heavens
and the earth WOU be 1CcCe fiınd such texti In nostic lıterature
rather than in Irenaeus. partıcularly Ssince histori1ans casually desıgnate
the question A4Ss and ..  stock ” question, but such text has
far een OUuUnNn: But Irenaeus’ testimony 1s weıghty, and if he cıtes the
question in CGinostic context, he had perhaps better be ei1eve: And

MaYy only suggest that that Was where it orıginated ın the quid
form.

1s readıly understandable how the question in such form m1g
appeal Manıchaeans dS readıly d it evidently had CGmnostics. The
heresi10logısts of the early church had theır complex work Cut Out for
them, and they emMploye doctrine, DIELY, rhetorıic, and the Sdmnlec tone of
satırıcal invective 1 T they had encountered in theır opponents. They
also oOun quick-wiıtte the question. For a  oug
Augustine hımself dıd not g1ve the ANSWCTL, *God W as makıng hell for
those wh presumptuousliy scrutinıze hıs SECIEIS . and ıf he hımself dıd
not invent it; others had, and Augustine COUu al least remıiınd hıs readers
of that AaNSWET Common 1S ONC of the least noted, but not ONC of
the least important and appealıng qualıties of the early Latın athers

question ea ıth ere Antı-Christian Arguments ” K 5
‘‘ Ambrosıaster ”, 136 139 See Iso Robert WILKEN, Pagan Criticısm
of Christianıity : TeEe Relıgion and Christian aıth ”” iın Wıllıam SCHOEDEL and Robert

WILKEN, eds., Aarty Christian Literature and the C'lassical Intellectual Tradition : In
ONnorem Robert Grant (Parıs:; rar E D 3



73Na WAaS God doing before the creatıon

Against these scenarl10s, Augustine later turned the VeEIrY talents that
had ONCC led hım astray. Criticiziıng the Manıiıchaean term Father
of the appYy Enlıghtenment ”, Augustine dısıngenuously as Ouibus
CrZO eral Tle aul CUIUS eralt9UE moOdo patrem nNnOMINAVIL? 7
enım nihil enueral, A AON poteralt Fel 18 82) The AaNSWEeTISs

of ellX and Faustus dıd not stand {O such questlioning, 1C WAäaSs, in
fact, Augustine’s skıllful turnıng of Manıchaean rhetorical and pole-
miıcal technıque agalnst the Manıchaeans themselves. ose wh depend
upOoN metaphor must be prepare defend metaphorıcal language INOIC

skıllfully than dıd Augustine’s Manıchaean opponents and teachers. In
fact, the technıque works far better A polemiıc than AS dogmatıc
assertion, Augustıine realızed ıth increasıng certaınty and SUCCCSS,
when he finally artıculated hıs dıisıllusıonment ıth the once-enchantıing
myth of Manıcheism: fabula Tla es1 longa el VaNnd Faustum 1881

The AaNSWEeTI 1 Augustine Say> that he 111 nOL g1Ve, a  oug
others do alta scrutantibus gehennas parabat deserves concludıing
COMMeNntT In Augustine’s vocabulary, altus generally eıther
attrıbute of God 0)18 the improper object of human attention?°). In
Confessions (a DAaAsSsagc later made famous Dy Francesco Petrarca)
Augustine that INenN o0ok al hıgh mountaıns montium) and
forget hat 1s in themselves. In Faustum MD 3 he

Occultum est, altum esL , Inaccessabili secrelo ab humanada Cogl-
atıone seclusum A IueMAdMOdUmM Deus ef damnet IMD1IUM, ef
Justificet Implum.

34) Here and elsewhere, Augustine charged the Manıchaeans ıth understandıng
neıther the function of language NO the natiure of realıty. Thus, hıs cıtatiıon of thıs question
dAS leiıtmotif of Book 1S part of hat Marcıa (’OLISH has called Augustine’s
"redemption ” of language. COLISH, The Mırror of anguage : Study IN the Medieval
Theory of Knowledge (New Haven, 24872 | A grateful Ann ATTER fOor hıs
reference. On Chrıistian polemic, SCC 10 Illona PELT, Die Polemik IN der christlichen
lateinischen Literatur VON Tertullian his ugustıin (Heıdelberg,

35) Davıd LENFANT, Concordantiae Augustinianae (Parıs, 1666; rptl Brussels,
altus. Several exceptions thıs generalızatıon ave kındly een pointed Oout Dy

James ()’ DONNELL : Conf. VI Ü B 4, but ese do not affect the generalızatıon
ıtself.

36) For PETRARCH, the [O0CUS 1$ Rerum familiarum See Martıinelllı,
“ L’ascensione q} onte Ventoux’””, Studi INn dı Alberto C'hiari rescla, 369-
C WirE and John RIGLEY, ‘“ Petrarch, aın Augustine, and the Augustinians”,
Augustinian Studies (LE 71-90 Interestingly, the Petrarchan texti makes it clear that
Petrarch opened hıs CODY of the Confessions | 5 “by chance . another Augustinıan
OuC
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Scrutare (Or, perhaps INOIC commonly, perscrutare) alta WAas, of COUISC,
classıcal and hellenıstic commonplace, condemnıing all human intel-
ectual seekıng after the unattaıinable, echoed ıIn Scripture and in patrıst1ic
lıterature. It appeare famılıarly In Ecclus altiora quaesier1S,
and Romans n noli altum SUDETE., The phrase became attached
the ate antıque condemnatıon of (DEG kınd of intellectual cCurlosıty and
therefore plays long and interesting role in later intellectual history * ’).

In Augustine, however, the commonplace had perhaps second
meanıng, INOIC ıteral 0)81  m TIhe Manıchees had attracted hım ın the fırst
place wıth theır claıms of explaınıng alta, and, 1ıke theır nostic
predecessors, laımed be hıgher than other beings themselves, hıgher
indeed than the demiurge of the Old Testament. Augustine ere 1S nOoTt

criticızıng Just aNnyONC who serutiniızes the heavens OT asks questi1ons
about the meanıng of Genes!I1s, but specıfically those who scerutinıze alta,
those realms from whıich the CYVC of the flesh 1S excluded For Augustine
had discovered the trap into IC such delusıons m1g lead, and he
NECW the dangers they entaıled. As he saıd elsewhere (Ep 89
Expedit ab LMO SUFSEVE, U AF alto cadere.

EDWARD PETERS

37) ere 1S arge lıterature the subject In the ontext of CUFLOSLLAS alone, SCC

Hans BLUMENBERG, Der Prozess der theoretischen Neugierde (Berlın, Heiko
Augustinus OÖBERMAN, Contra eurlositatem (Zurich, arlo GINZBURG, ‘ Hıgh
and LOow TIhe eme of Forbidden Knowledge ın the Sixteenth anı Seventeenth
Centuries A 'ast an resent f (1976), 28-41, and the work of MEWUERING, C’alvın wıider die
Neugierde (Nıeuwkoop, Rıchard NEWHAUSER and ATC presently a work INOTEC

thorough study of the ideas of Curl10sity and forbıdden knowledge; cf. Rıchard
NEWHAUSER, *L owards Hıstory of Human Curlosıty: Prolegomenon ıts Medieval
Phase”. Deutsche Vierteljahrschrift 56.4 (1982), 559-57/75; FEdward ETERS, °° Libertas
inquirendi and the VıLLUM CUFLOSILALLS In medieval Thought”, In eorge Makdısı, ed., La
notıon de la liberte V age.Islam, Byzanze, Occident (Parıs: forthcomıing) and iıdem.
“ Aenigma Solomonts: Manıchaean antı-Genesı1is Polemic and the Vıtıum ( urlositatis In
Confessions, 111 G Augustiniana: forthcoming. FOr ater medieval ınterest ın SOIINC of the
quest10ns raised here, Y Rıchard ALES, °“ IDiscussions of the Eternity of the World
durıng the Fırst alf of the TIwelfth Century  3:  » Speculum (1982), 495-508: M.-
HEN Platonısms of the 1 welfth Century ””, ın ITTLE and Jerome JTAYLOR,
Trans., Nature, Man an Societ y INn the T’welfth Century 1Cago, ıth SOTNC

addıtional COMMEeNntTS in Stephen GERSH, ‘*Platonısm Neo-platonısm Arıstotellianısm
Twelfth Century Metaphysıcal 5System and Its Sources ”, in ENSON and ıles

(CONSTABLE, eds., Renaıissance and Renewal IN the Twelfth Century (Cambrıidge, Mass..,
512-536 The larger role of creation In welfth Century thought 1$ discussed In

VANS, Old Arts and New Theology (Oxford, 16/-192 Our question 1S echoed In
BEDE  2  s Augustinıan cCcommentary enes1is (In pentateuchem commentarıl Yl1; 1 89-
190); and Bede MaYy ave the ına word Utique AON IN DFINCIDLO temporI1s, Deus Nım facit
empora. ideo Deus faceret lEMDOFA, HON eran empora Non CYSO
dicere quomodo Deus nondum aliquid fecerat.,


