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Foundations 

 

The Great Virtue of Desert Life: To be of the desert was, as they knew, a doom to wage unending battle with an 

enemy who was not of this world, nor life, nor anything but hope itself; and failure seemed God’s freedom to mankind. 

We might only exercise this our freedom by not doing what it lay within our power to do, for then life would belong 

to us, and we should have mastered it by holding it cheap. 

 

The Great Virtue of Desert Life brings to us humility, discretion, and single mindedness. 
 

The Great Virtue of Common Life: The appearance of the R+C has been but a dream, a lost vision veiled by the 

confusion manifested in the minds of prophets. As such, that appearance has yet to manifest, has yet to be born because 

those who should have had the power to create, rather instead, chose by virtue of their God given freedom to hold it 

cheaply giving us only the key by way of a symbol. 

 
The Great Virtue of Common Life which states that we must never pass judgment upon others. 
 

 

ἄναρχος γνŵσις 
 

 

The Creed 
 

 

1. God exists, ἀγέννητος (agennetos) and is known to exist in memory where God is first sought. 

 

2. It is from the language of God that we know of God’s existence. That knowledge comes to us by virtue of what 

God does (contentual) and not by what God is or is not (contextual). 

 
3. The epistemology of God is circuitous and cataphatic (defined positively), not linear and apophatic (defined 

negatively). 

 

4. At the instant of first life, the memory of God and God Language is known by everyone perfectly, but not necessarily 

completely. One must pursue that art of knowing individually and assertively. 
 
 

The Rosicrucian Creed 
 

 

1. It is the directive of the brothers that the Creed of the R+C, the rightness of thinking, of which much has been 

hidden, be brought to mind, presented, and remembered. 

 

2. Our Path is that of intellection as presented and set forth by Alcinous and later made demonstrable in the Philokalia 

in the Western lands and al-Kindī in  ̔Irāq. 

 
3. Our technique is the language of intellection which was learned by Plotinus; passed to Eunomius who interpreted 

it correctly; preserved by Theophilus the Indian in Arabia Felix, Ulfilas in Europe, the Muʻtazilites (within which 

there were those who professed the existence of a state between belief and unbelief); documented in the Rasāʼil of the 

Brotherhood; and learned by our Father in Damcar (Dhamār). 

 
4. It is from our use of figurative language, metaphorical logic, and symbolism which, in accordance with learning, 

such language ceases to be elusive to the Rosicrucian and thereby becomes a vivid and convincing picture, sufficient 

in itself, to be accepted as such. 

  

Make of this what you will. 
 

 

Sibb’ ǣfre ne mæg wiht onwendan þām ðe wel þenceð. 



The Creed Addendum 

 

1. ἀγένητος (agenetos): uncreated, unoriginated. The root of the word comes from ‘beginning to be’. 

see Pl. Phdr. (Plato, Phædrus) 245 c-e: “… So it is only what moves itself that never desists from motion … in fact, 

this self-mover is also the source and spring of motion in everything else that moves; and a source has no beginning 

… there is no source for this, since a source that got its start from something else would no longer be the source. And 

since it cannot have a beginning, then necessarily it cannot be destroyed … while a body whose motion comes from 

within, from itself, does have a soul, that being the nature of a soul … then it follows necessarily that soul should have 

neither birth nor death.” 

2. ἀγέννητος (agennetos): causeless, unbegotten, unborn. The root of the word comes from ‘to bear or beget’, i.e. 

causeless. 

see Pl. Ti. (Timæus) 52 a-b: “… keeps its own form unchangingly, which has not been brought into being and is not 

destroyed, which neither receives into itself anything else from anywhere else, nor itself enters into anything else 

anywhere, is one thing. It is invisible – it cannot be perceived by the senses at all – and it is the role of understanding 

to study it. The second thing is that which shares the other’s name and resembles it. This thing can be perceived by 

the senses and it has been begotten (γεννητός). It is constantly borne alone, now coming to be in a certain place then 

perishing out of it. It is apprehended by opinion, which involves sense perception. And the third type is space, which 

exists always and cannot be destroyed. It provides a fixed state for all things that come to be. It is itself apprehended 

by a kind of bastard reasoning that does not involve sense perception, and it is hardly even an object of conviction. 

We look at it as in a dream when we say that everything that exists must of necessity be somewhere, in some place 

and occupying some space, and that which doesn’t exist somewhere, whether of earth or in heaven, doesn’t exist at 

all.” 

*** 

Agennetos vs. Agenetos and why the Creed uses agennetos to reference God in contradistinction to Christianity, 

mystical and ordial societies who use agenetos: 

These words come from different roots and, in principle, mean different things. Certainly, Athanasius and those of the 

Nicene Church argued as such and adopted that distinction when developing Church dogma just as extant today as it 

was in the 4th c. ‘Agennetos’ (ἀγέννητος) comes from γεννἀω, to bear or beget (i.e., causeless), while ‘agenetos’ 

(ἀγένητος) originates from γίγνομαι, to cause to be or become (i.e., caused). Therefore, applying this to an example 
using biblical context, Adam could be described as agennetos because he had no father, but not as agenetos because 

he began to be (i.e., he would necessarily be described as genetos and not agenetos). Whereas Athanasius and the 

Nicenes drew a distinction between the two words as a said distinction permitted an appearance of logical validity to 

the rational mind, Eunomius and the non-Nicenes considered the words equivalent in context with the Divine. The 

reasoning behind Eunomius’ thoughts in this matter are because in much Greek thought the universe is considered to 
be divided into things that are caused and have no beginning (genetoi), and other things that are uncaused and do not 

have a beginning, things that never came into existence at all (agenetoi). Pagan authors could include among the latter 

not only souls as self-moving entities, but even the universe itself. Whereas Christians and Jews would restrict the use 

of this word to God, the unbegotten Creator of all things, the Nicenes who said the Son and Spirit were agenetos were 

saying that these entities were somehow connected ontologically with the agenetos (and agennetos) origin of reality. 

For Eunomius and non-Nicenes, this was as blasphemous as it was illogical because only a God who was ontologically 
simple and utterly unique could possibly be agennetos. The issue between Nicenes and non-Nicenes, therefore, was 

that the Nicenes needed to distinguish between the general sourcelessness of the persons in the Trinity and the 

unbegottennes proper to the Father. On the other hand, the non-Nicenes had to guarantee the unique causelessness of 

a single Divine source, and to distinguish between a general and a specific causelessness as the Nicenes did would 

make that impossible. Therefore, for Eunomius, ‘agennetos’ and ‘agenetos’ necessarily had to be identical. 

 


