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ABSTRACT
THE TRINITARIAN THEOLOGY OF IRENAEUS OF LYONS

Jackson Lashier, B.A., M.Div.

Marquette University, 2011

This dissertation is a study of the Trinitarian theology of Irenaeusaid.ywith
the exception of two recent studies, Irenaeus’ Trinitarian theology, particir its
immanent manifestation, has been devalued by scholarship due to his early dates and hi
stated purpose of avoiding speculative theology. In contrast to this majority opinion,
argue that Irenaeus’ works show a mature understanding of the Trinity, in both its
immanent and economic manifestations, which is occasioned by Valentinianism
Moreover, his Trinitarian theology represents a significant advancement upoi it
sources, the so-called apologists, whose understanding of the divine nature converges in
many respects with Valentinian theology. | display this advancement lpecmm the
thought of Irenaeus with that of Justin, Athenagoras, and Theophilus, on Trinitarian
themes.

Irenaeus develops Trinitarian theology in the following ways. First, he defines
God’s nature as spirit, thus maintaining the divine transcendence through Godis high
order of being as opposed to the use of spatial imagery (God is separated/far away from
creation). This definition allows him to speak of God’s work in the world apart from the
use of semi-divine agents. Second, Irenaeus removes spatial languagerendlanient
from the concept of divine generation. Thus, although both Logos/Son and Sophia/Spirit
are generated from God/Father, they eternally exist with God and in GodisBehay
come from God, they are divine to the same degree as God, existing in an eternal,
mutually interpenetrating relationship, which results in one, simple divine naiuadlyF
Irenaeus distinguishes the three entities in their eternal unity thraubhitatg to them
different functions in the economy. God/Father is the source of the creative and
redemptive work, while Logos/Son and Sophia/Spirit enact the work. Howevergibte lo
of Irenaeus’ argument demands that the same quality of divinity be shared ainong
three figures. Their equal divinity provides the Son and the Spirit the power to enact the
will of the Father in the economy. The result is a developed Trinitarian thetblagy
posits three distinct entities named Father, Son, and Spirit, eternally tmdadr one
divine and spiritual nature.
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Introduction

This dissertation concerns two subjects normally not mentioned in the same
sentence, namely, the second century bishop Irenaeus of Lyons and Trinitariarytheolog
After the appearance of several treatments of Irenaeus’ Trinitheatogy at the
beginning of last century, the majority of Irenaean scholars and hit@ialoctrine
either have been silent or disparaging regarding Irenaeus’ understandiegrahity,
particularly in the Triune God’s eternal or immanent manifestation, thapast from his
work in the economy.The majority of monographs on Irenaeus’ theology in the latter
part of the twentieth century have focused on less, so-called speculstiee. is
Trinitarian theology, scholars have argued, is a feature of later, morepkeye
theologies; Irenaeus simply did not ask these questions.

Against this prevailing scholarly assumption, my thesis asserts thaturg
Trinitarian theology constitutes a significant facet of his thought and protfiddsgic
that supports his understanding of the work of God in the economy. Irenaeus’ Trinitarian
theology particularly is manifested when he is read in the context of, and in ttmtras
his immediate predecessors and primary sources, the so-called “ajgdlégis all that

Irenaeus owes to Justin and some other apologists, he intentionally breaks from their

! The terms “immanent” and “economic” refer to a rodtheological distinction between the
Trinity revealed apart from his works in creatiomihanent) and the Trinity revealed through his vgark
creation (economic). Although the distinction isahronistic for describing the thought of the Réitiera,
it is useful to label and distinguish the emphaxfasy work. | am concerned particularly with Irenaé
understanding of the immanent Trinity because wdwiiéncreasing number of scholars have begun to
regard Irenaeus’ understanding of the economy imétdnian (notably the works by Ysabel de AndiaicEr
Osborn, and Hans Urs von Balthasar—see below pf@ribliographic references), these studies
continue to deny that Irenaeus considered Godiaad apart from his manifestation in the economy.
While the recognition of the Trinitarian aspectgted divine work of the economy is a welcomed
development from some older scholarship which dktiie nomenclature of “Trinity” to Irenaeus’ thowgh
altogether, this position is problematic insofatlas economic manifestations of Father, Son, andt 8p
Irenaeus’ theology are tied to and logically depepdn their immanent processions apart from the
economy.



understanding of God precisely in the areas that have a bearing on Trinitasiagyhe
The decisive factor in his separation from the apologists in these areapriglifieeation
of various “Gnostic” schools and writings that were adversely affecting thestad@ing
of the faith handed down from the aposfiénaeus found his sources inadequate to
meet the challenges of “Gnosticism” because the apologists’ understan@ng,cind
particularly God’s relation to the material creation, suffered in matlysofame areas as
his “Gnostic” opponents. Thus, Irenaeus’ Trinitarian formulations against the tiGnos
understanding of the divine being are in many wags tactocondemnation of the
apologists’ understanding of God as walllhen viewed in this light, Irenaeus alters the
dominant way of understanding God, both in his relation to the world and in his relation
to other divine or semi-divine beings, in the extant Christian literature oftbade
century. Thus, while Irenaeus is not—and cannot be—a pro-Nicene figure, he can be
credited with advancing Trinitarian thought in the direction of the fourth century.
Accordingly, Irenaeus’ Trinitarian theology demands a substantial eatm

In this introduction, | intend to do three things: (1) give a brief review of past
scholarship on Irenaeus’ Trinitarian theology, the focus of which will be teente
works that have engaged Irenaeus positively on this subject; (2) address questions of

methodology related to how this study will proceed; and (3) convey the plan of the work.

2| use quotation marks around the traditional dpfieh “Gnostic” to indicate its inadequacy. The
“Gnostics” were not a monolithic community, but@glomerate of disparate groups with many
distinctions. These differing theological commusstiwere grouped together by early heresiologists fo
polemical purposes. In the first chapter, | wilesffy the type of “Gnosticism” that most concerrenaeus
as Valentinianism and will subsequently refer ®dpponents as the Valentinians for better histbric
accuracy.

% To be clear, | am not arguing that any “Gnostigtifes were directly influenced by the writings
of the apologists. My claim is only that in certaireas, the respective theological systems offibtogists
and the various “Gnostic” systems are in the saajedtory of thought, with the latter producing the
logical, and often absurd, ends of the theolodmahulations of the former.dmarguing that Irenaeus
perceived the convergences, which explains his departure in certain areas from the understasdifig
the apologists, notably Justin, whom he otherwswsitlers authoritative witnesses to the teachif¢jseo
apostles.



1. Scholarship Orientation

Past scholarship on Irenaeus’ Trinitarian theology can be divided into two broad
trajectories. Scholars in the first trajectory argue that Irenaelis ny identifiable
Trinitarian insights, particularly in regards to the Trinity’s immaneanifestation.
While scholars in this trajectory often address aspects of Irenaeus’hvabrrkay be
considered Trinitarian, such as his christology or pneumatology, they eithethdény
Irenaeus considered the inner relationships of the Godhead apart from creatign or the
find his understanding of those relationships deficient from a fourth century gerspec
Both conclusions have the same result—Irenaeus did not understand God as Triune in
any meaningful sense. As supporting evidence, they cite the passage$evieaes
condemns speculative theology under which questions about the inner relationships of the
Godhead necessarily fall. These scholars claim that speculation on theigeradrat
divine beings, and other similar questions, was the mark of “Gnostic” theologynthe ki
of speculative thought against which Irenaeus argued. Thus, Trinitarian theollogigc
guestions that Irenaeus did not consider and to ask such questions of him is anachronistic.
Some scholars cite Irenaeus’ intention to do nothing but pass on the doctrine he received
from his teachers. Consequently, Irenaeus often is included in the same familgeen
as the culmination of, second century thought. In this case, his Trinitarian theology i

overlooked largely by virtue of the lack of Trinitarian theology in the second céhtury.

* Some prominent examples include Andimmo Vivens: Incorruptibilité et divinization de
I'homme selon IRENEE DE LYQRaris, 1986), André Audet, “Orientations Théotpgis chez Saint
Irénée,"Traditio 1 (1943): 15-54, André BenoBaint Irénée: introduction a I'étude de sa théoto@aris:
Presses Universitaires de France, 1960), G.N. BmoWwdie Theologie des Irenauspll. Beitrdge zur
Forderung christlicher Theologie Il, 9 (Gutersl@B25), Wilhelm BousseKyrios Christos: A History of
the Belief in Christ from the Beginnings of Chasity to Irenaeustrans. J.E. Steely (New York and
Nashville, TH: Abingdon Press), 1970, Jean Daniéltne¢ Development of Christian Doctrine before the
Council of Nicaeayol. 2, Gospel Message and Hellenistic Cultumans. and ed. John Baker (London:



Conversely, scholars of the second trajectory not only maintain that Irenaeus has
an understanding of God as Triune, they maintain that Irenaeus’ Trinitagalogy is an
early example of Nicene orthodoxy. Scholars in this second trajectory commaskgsnot
evidence Irenaeus’ dual emphases on the unity of God as well as the preskrese of t
beings—Father, Son, and Spirit—working in the economy. Without much argumentation
or thorough analysis, they assume this combination constitutes a maturei&nnita
understanding. Additionally, these scholars cite the sheer volume of Irenasaggsas
that address the Father, Son, and Spirit together as evidence of developedafrinita
thought. Scholars in this trajectory generally ignore Irenaeus’ waragajast

speculative theology.

Darton, Longman, and Todd, 1973), Adolf von Harnadistory of Dogmayol. 2, trans. Neil Buchanen
(New York: Russell and Russell, 1958), Albert HaassLa Christologie de Saint Iréng&niversitas
Catholica Lovaniensis Dissertationes 3.1 (LouvRinblications Universitaires; Gembloux: J. Duculot,
1955), Georg Kretschma8tudien zur friihchristlichen Trinitatstheologiml. 21, Beitrdge zur historischen
Theologie (Tubingen: Mohr, 1956), J.N.D. Keliarly Christian Doctrines2nd ed. (New York: Harper
and Brothers), 1960, John Lawsdime Biblical Theology of Saint Irenae{iondon: The Epworth Press,
1948), Friedrich LoofsTheophilus von Antiochien adversus Marcionem uedadderen theologischen
Quellen bein Irenaeud.eipzig, 1930); Denis Minndrenaeus(London: Geoffrey Chapman, 1994), Juan
OchagaviaVisibile Patris Filius: A Study of Irenaeus’ Teacfion Revelation and TraditiqiRome,
1964), Antonio Orbetacia la Primera Teologia de la Procesion del Verstudios Valentinianos, 2
vols. (Rome, 1958), Eric Osborirenaeus of Lyon@Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001), G.L.
PrestigeGod in Patristic Though@ ondon: S.P.C.K., 1959), Johannes Quadtatiology,vol. 1, The
Beginnings of Patristic Literature From the Apostléreed to Irenaeusepr., Christian Classics (Notre
Dame, IN: Ave Maria Press, 2005), J. Tixerdtistory of Dogmasyol. 1, The Antenicene Theologyans.
H.L.B. (St. Louis: B. Herder, 1910), Balthasahe Glory of the Lord: A Theological Aesthetiasl, 2,
Studies in Theological Style: Clerical Styleans. Andrew Louth, Francis McDonagh, and BriarNdit,
ed. John Riche4,984, repr(San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 2006), and Gusfaghdh,Man and the
Incarnation: A Study in the Biblical Theology offraeustrans. Ross MacKenzie (Edinburgh and London:
Oliver and Boyd, 1959).

® Three twentieth century scholars stand out hef:NF. Hitchcock Irenaeus of Lugdunum
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1914),s]ubretonHistoire du dogme de la Trinité: des
origines au concile de Nicée, Bibliotheque de Tobgiel Historique vol. 2,De Saint Clément a Saint
Irénée ed. G. Beauchesne (Paris: Beauchesne, 1928F,.aretnet, “Iréneé (Saint)”, DTC, VII/2, 1927,
2394-2535. There have been many important worldseofast century touching some aspect of Irenaeus’
Trinitarian theology not listed here. These studiesiot relate their topic, positively or negativeb a
Trinitarian framework and, as such, do not belanthese trajectories. Nonetheless, these workdwill
helpful in the discussion of the particular aspEcErinitarian theology upon which they commentdan
will interact with them accordingly.



Each trajectory has limitations that obscure the true nature of Irenaeutrian
theology. Scholars in the first trajectory rely on a simplistic and liséainterpretation
of Irenaeus’ statements against speculative theology as well aatbiiatention to do
nothing more than hand on the teaching of the faith. Such an interpretation fails to
understand the rhetorical nature of these statements. Irenaeus did not wamnio pres
himself as speculative or innovative because this would have placed him beyond the pale
of the teaching of the apostles andrbgula fidei,the very sources he utilized to
discredit “Gnostic” theology. Whether he is true to this claim must be teste@ Som
scholars in the first trajectory also fail to understand the historical tamp of
“Gnosticism” to Irenaeus’ theology by including him with other apologists general
theological grouping. Two writers should not be considered in the same family of thought
simply because they write in or near the same time period, particularly nen t
occasions of their respective works differ. Again, whether or not they belongsartte
family of thought can be determined only through a comparison of the theologies,
themselves.

Likewise, scholars of the second trajectory downplay the importance of the
historical context to understanding Irenaeus’ work. Whereas scholars afthe fi
trajectory often fail to see the influence of “Gnosticism” on the manner irhvitenaeus
conceives of God, those scholars of the second trajectory tend to ignore the “Gnostics
altogether, making more references to the so-called “Arian” arguementise of
Scripture that occasioned the fourth century Trinitarian debates. Moraotee, second
trajectory Irenaeus is read according to categories that are not his owatbatibelong

to a later era (e.g. person). Although these scholars give a positive estiofdtenaeus’



understanding of the Trinity, their conclusions are anachronistic and obscure what
embryonic Trinitarian insights or understanding may be present in Irenheught.

Two recent scholars elude these trajectories, namely Jacques Fantino laeld Mic
René Barne8 As such, these scholars will be my primary dialogue partners throughout
this dissertation, and in many aspects their studies can be understood as stat8ng poi
from which the present dissertation builds. Therefore, a brief review of both argument
necessary to situate my work in relation to their claims.

Fantino’s methodological approach resembles the works of the first trgjddeo
does not ask questions of Irenaeus that correspond to modern systematic concerns, but he
focuses instead on Irenaeus’ exegetical arguments against “Gnostthisicenter and
organizing principle of which he locates in the concept of “econopiyd{opic).

Fantino understands the economy in Irenaeus’ thought to define the relationshignbetwe
God and creation/humanity. In particular, the economy expresses and risaizes
Father’s will that each human participate in the divine life in order to atidiretimage

and likeness of God. Humans attain this goal through the cooperative work of
God/Father, Word/Son, and Wisdom/Spirit in various divine acts. He writes, “All
creation [and] all the economy are the work of the Father, of the Word, and of the

Wisdom who act according to this scheme; no other person intervenes in this process and

® Fantino,La théologie d’Irénée: Lecture des Ecritures enaége & I'exégése gnostique. Une
approche trinitaire(Paris: Les Editions du Cerf, 1994); Barnes, “leumsis Trinitarian Theology,NV 7
(2009): 67-106. What follows are not comprehensivammaries of the works, but brief remarks intenaed
relate each scholar’'s method of finding Trinitariaaology in Irenaeus as well as some of theirdlayns.
Deeper interaction with the works will occur thrbutpe course of the dissertation. In this sectialy,0
citations of these works will be marked in the teéddpects of my argument appear in Khaled Anatolios
“The Immediately Triune God: A Patristic Resporns&thleiermacherPro EcclesialO, 2 (2001): 159-
178. Nonetheless, his treatment of Irenaeus imidst of several other Patristic figures allowsyoal
summary engagement with Irenaeus’ thought. Moreawkile he notes several times that Irenaeus’
Trinitarian theology was advanced beyond that sfanedecessors, he does not identify the natutteeof
advancement. Absent from his work is the compagadivalysis of the kind | will offer here.



it is for this reason that the Irenaean scheme perhaps legitimatafiequed Trinitarian”
(293). Elsewhere, he writes, “Salvation comes from the Father by the idtarynef the

Son who gives the Spirit and humanity is habituated by the Spirit to accede to thie Fathe
through the Son” (208). According to Fantino’s interpretation of Irenaeus, eovekyolv

the economy is an expression of the Trinity.

Where Fantino breaks from the first trajectory is his judgment that the manner of
the work of the three persons in the econoragessitatean eternal distinction. In other
words, the existence of the Son and Spirit is grounded in their eternal relatien to t
Father. This truth is implied through the Irenaean contrast between thed@dcrand
the “created.” In this division, the Son and the Spirit always are grouped withttier F
on the side of the uncreated. This contrast manifests itself in the logic ofusenae
understanding of salvation and reveals the divine identity of the Son and Spirit—if
humanity is saved through contact with the uncreated, then the agents of that connection
must be uncreated. Moreover, Fantino observes that, in contrast to the “Gnostics,”
Irenaeus holds that the Son and the Spirit do not come into existence for the purpose of
working in the economy. This is the import of Irenaeus’ belief in creatamhilo. God
does not generate the Son and the Spirit in order to form eternal, unformed mateer (as t
“Gnostics” held), nor does he first make unformed matter, which the Son then forms into
beings (as, for example, Theophilus held). God the Father, through the Son and Spirit,
creates beings directly. Thus, the Son and Spirit do not come into existence in order to
accomplish some task or fulfill some role. As uncreated beings, theirrexasgenot
dependent on the will of the Father; the roles they accomplish in the economy are in

virtue of the truth that they themselves are God.



Fantino’s guiding thesis is that Irenaeus develops these Trinitaridreseal
precisely through his interaction with “Gnosticism.” Questions of the mode sitaxe
of the divine beings prior to creation, their generation from the first cause, arkkthe li
were the provenance of “Gnostic” theology, but through Irenaeus’ interactiommd
arguments against these theological systems, he comes to reflect opéoetatise
issues and consistently alters them to align with the witness of Scripaumend-writes,

“It is the interpretation of the Scriptures joined to the critique of Gnosticismhwias

led Irenaeus to the Trinitarian scheme Father-Word-Wisdom in the worgatiar and

in all the economy” (291). By this method, Fantino avoids the pitfalls of both trajectorie
He does not approach Irenaeus with foreign categories of thought, nor does he
superimpose later Trinitarian concerns onto Irenaeus as do the works of the second
trajectory. Fantino neither simplifies Irenaeus’ thoughts nor assuntdsettause

Irenaeus wrote in the second century he necessarily lacks any Trinittegorees, as

the works of the first trajectory maintain. Instead, his reading of Irena¢lis context of
his debate with “Gnosticism” enables him to discern that Trinitarian casgufrthought
are necessary to understand fully the logic of Irenaeus’ polemic.

Writing over a decade later, Barnes is less hampered by the assumptlans of t
first trajectory than Fantino, reflecting perhaps the positive impact ofhbantvork on
subsequent scholarship. Therefore, Barnes does not conduct his Trinitarian insgdty ba
on the work of the three entities in the economy or any other less speculatiteodspec
Irenaeus’ work. Rather, he assumes that for which Fantino spends the majosty of hi

work justifying—the presence of immanent Trinitarian thought in Irenaeus—and



proceeds with a more straightforward systematic study of Irenaeus’stanaiding of the
inner relations between Father, Son, and Spirit.

For Barnes, the most important theological concept for understanding Irenaeus’
Trinitarian thought ispirit, not in the sense of Holy Spirit, but in the broader sense of
divine essence according to the standard means of referring to God in the second centur
(e.g. John 4:24). He sees the notion of spirit as the foundation of every aspect of
Irenaeus’ Trinitarian thought, notably the relationship between the Father and the Son.
Moreover, Barnes shows how Irenaeus’ notion of God as spirit leads him to remove the
concept of space from the Godhead. In their theory of emanation, the “Gnostics” ha
partitioned the divine essence into several spatially separated parts, thusngraduc
compound nature antithetical to the properties of spirit. Barnes writes, “th& spa
understanding denies the spiritual nature of God, for an important characterdtid’sf
spiritual nature is the life of inter-penetration and omnipresence” (76). Conslgqtiee
removal of space from the divine nature allows Irenaeus to affirm the closssti@os
relationship between the Father and the Son. They exist in a “reciprocal inoegdne
completely interpenetrating one another. This reciprocal immanence réhesalguality
of Father and Son and qualifies the Son as the unique revealer of the Father.

Barnes notes, as many have before him, the reticence with which Irenaeus
approaches the generation of the Son from the Father. Nonetheless, by Ireadiegs’
theology in light of “Gnostic” speculations, Barnes gains insight regarcengéus’
understanding of the matter. The “Gnostics” taught the emanation of Aeons in a sequenc
according to logic. Irenaeus rejects this psychological understandingeshgen for

two reasons. First, it denies God’s simplicity. Second, it teaches a beginnthg for
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emitted Aeons. Barnes then discerns Irenaeus’ understanding of the igaradrtite

Word as formed against this “Gnostic” understanding, and, again, the key is spirit. H
writes, “Whatever is said about God cannot run contrary to the reality or natipéiaf

In particular, if we think about the generation of the Word we cannot think of a transition
in the life of the Word from ‘in’ to ‘out’ of God, since these are spatial notions which
cannot be applied to Spirit. As spirit, the Word is always entirely ‘in” God anddeuts

of God” (86). Barnes here correctly shows that despite Irenaeus’ staseiméms

contrary, his theology contains speculative thought on the inner relationship ef &ath
Son.

Turning to Irenaeus’ understanding of the Holy Spirit proper, Barnes concentrate
on those aspects that pertain to his high pneumatology. Specifically, he shows how
Irenaeus frequently attributes to the Holy Spirit the same functions he usehtthe
divinity of the Son. Primarily, he identifies Spirit as a co-creator witlSibve, and he
gives to the Spirit the title “Wisdom.” Moreover, Barnes shows that keynadres’
understanding of the role of the Spirit in creation is Psalm 33/2, which read$&'By t
Word of the Lord, the heavens were spread out, and by the Spirit of His mouth, all their
power” (98). In this Psalm, Irenaeus finds what Barnes calls a “two 'agergesis of
creation” that provides him scriptural warrant for incorporating the HolytSmio his
consideration of the divine act of creation (99). For Irenaeus, to create is to benod, a
thus the Spirit, like the Son, is God.

While Fantino’s approach resembled those works of the first trajectory,Barne
approach resembles those works of the second trajectory in that he asks moraapeculat

guestions of Irenaeus. Nonetheless, because he consistently reagissirérenlogy in
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the context of his polemic with “Gnostic” theology, he avoids reading foreigreptsic
into Irenaeus’ work. A concrete example of this method is Barnes’ utilizatitapoit”
to understand Irenaeus’ Trinitarian thought. “Spirit” is a more primitiva thian
essencedpoia) or person{néotaoic) and one that more clearly corresponds to
Irenaeus’ thought. Yet, as Barnes shows, spirit carries with it inner Tianitaalities.

Both Fantino and Barnes provide a way out of the quagmire that has dominated
twentieth century scholarship on Irenaeus’ Trinitarian theology. They Eré¢oab
comment meaningfully on Irenaeus’ Trinitarian theology without turning himant
fourth century, pro-Nicene figure. Still, more work remains to be done in the coayse th
have charted. Fantino spends so much space explaining Irenaeus’ understanding of the
economy that he fails to address theological issues necessary to understandeus as
a true Trinitarian theologian. For example, there is little discussion in his wotkchn s
topics as Irenaeus’ understanding of the unifying principle of Father, Son, at@®Spir
the nature of the hierarchy that exists among the three entities. Moreovendeatrates
on the work of the Son in the incarnation to the detriment of his work prior to the
incarnation. In his more traditional approach, Barnes addresses many of théaedrri
guestions; nevertheless, his article length treatment does not allow spanssidercall of
the pertinent Irenaean passages, both those passages that support his points and those that
detract. Finally, while both scholars consider Irenaeus’ theology ithore k&
“Gnosticism,” missing from their works is a consideration of his Trinitariaoldigg in

relation to the apologists’ theology. The nature of Irenaeus’ Trinitadaeancement is
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understood best in this context, and this comparative method will be the primary

contribution of the present study.

2. Methodology

Critical treatments of Irenaeus’ Trinitarian theology have to dae laited;
therefore, the burden of this dissertation will be an engagement with the primargssou
namelyAdversus HaeresemdEpideixis(hereafteiHaer. andEpid).% To support the
thesis of this study, | will analyze Irenaeus’ Trinitarian theologyimrast to the
apologists’ thought in order to better display his advancement in Trinitarian tiieblog

will limit the apologists’ works to the following: (1) thpologiesandDialogue with

" One result of this study will be a separation ewJustin and Irenaeus regarding their
respective understandings of the nature of Godiarghrticular, the nature of the Second Persoe. Th
common historical narrative of the first few cemggrof the Church is that Irenaeus follows the gaine
theological trajectory established by Justin. (TdEsumption is not unrelated to the assumptiotiseofirst
trajectory that Irenaeus represents the culminaif@econd century thought.) While it is beyondhdie
that Irenaeus is positively influenced by Justae(below pp. 22-24), it is not the case that hevid him
in every aspect. My study will underscore the défeces between the two figures often overlooked by
scholars attempting to uphold the traditional rarea

8 For many of thédaer. texts engaged, | will be using my own translatifos the Latin (Greek
where possible) as supplied in the critical ediiby Adelin Rousseagt. al.in the Sources Chrétiennes
series. Bibliographic notes for the corresponditagr. books are as follows: Book One, Irénée de Lyon,
Contre les Hérésies 1.1 and 2, Sources ChrétieB@8sand 264, trans., intro., and notes Adelin Reass
and Louis Doutreleau (Paris: Cerf, 1979), Book Tikénée de LyonContre les Hérésies 2.1 and 2, SC
293 and 294, trans., intro., and notes Rousseaauntteleau (Paris: Cerf, 1982), Book Three, Irétée
Lyon, Contre les Hérésies 3.1 and 2, 300 and 211, trans., intro., and notes RoussedDantreleau
(Paris: Cerf, 1974), Book Four, Irénée de LyBontre les Hérésies 4.1 and 2, $@.1 and 100.2, trans.,
intro., and notes Roussea, al.(Paris: Cerf, 1965), and Book Five, Irénée de Ly@ontre les Hérésies
5.1 and 2, SA52 and 153, trans., intro., and notes Rousseawty&eau, and Charles Mercier (Paris: Cerf,
1969). Where adequate English translations exigtl] tonsult them, but always in connection witfet
Latin and Greek texts. Previous English translatimeludeAgainst the Heresies Anti-Nicene Fathers
vol. 1, trans. A. Roberts and J.W.H. Rambaut, Bdserts and J. Donaldson, 1887, repr. (Peabody, MA:
Hendrickson, 1999andSt. Irenaeus of Lyons Against the Heredies)s. and notes Dominic J. Unger, rev.
John J. Dillon, Ancient Christian Writers 55 (Newrk: Paulist Press, 1992). For tBpid.texts engaged, |
will use several strong translations of the Armartaxt, including John Beh§t. Irenaeus of Lyons: On
the Apostolic PreachinfNew York: St. Vladimir's Seminary Press, 1997A.JRobinson,The
Demonstration of the Apostolic Preachifigondon: S.P.C.K., 1920), Rousse&eénée de Lyon:
Démonstration de la Prédication Apostolique, &% (Paris: Cerf 1995), and J.P. Sm#h, Irenaeus:
Proof of the Apostolic PreachingCW 16 (New York: Newman Press, 1952). Where asiedion or a
helpful note from these volumes is used, | wilkre it in the footnotes with the author's namd page
number. | will refer to the ANF translations witihetmore common abbreviation (ANF) and volume and
page number. Where no reference is included ifabimotes, the translation is mine.
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Tryphoof Justin (hereatfter Apol.,2 Apol.andDial.), (2) thePlea for the Christiansf
Athenagoras of Athens (hereaftarg), and (3) th& o Autolycuof Theophilus of

Antioch (hereafteAutol).® Although writing in different times and different places in the
Roman Empire, these three figures witness a consistency in their undegiain@od,

the Logos, and the Spirit that make them apt candidates for comparison to lrenaeus
Moreover, the use of three figures instead of one further demonstrates that thgytireol
their works is neither individual nor provincial but is representative of second century
theology in generaf’

The best method of accentuating the differences between the Trinitariasgtheol
of Irenaeus and that of the Apologists is simply to juxtapose their respeatmments of
Trinitarian themes. Accordingly, each chapter of this dissertatidnmwaitk with a
principle theme of Irenaeus’ Trinitarian theology, engaging first theepiee of that

theme in the Apologists’ thought followed by a more comprehensive treatment of the

° For these works, | will be using my own translatidrom the Greek texts as supplied by the
critical editions. These are as follows: Jusfipplogie pour les Chrétien§C507, trans., intro., and notes
Charles Munier (Paris: Cerf, 200®)ialogue avec TryphqrParadosis 47.1 and 2, ed. and trans. Philip
Bobichon (Fribourg: Academic Press Fribourg, 20@38iénagoreSupplique au sujet des chrétiens; et,
Sur la résurrection des morts, 9, trans., intro., and notes Bernard PouderarigPCerf, 1979); and
Theophili Antiocheni Ad Autolycumed. Miroslav Marcovich (Berlin: De Gruyter, 199%nportant
English editions that | will use include: Justin &, The FirstandSecond Apologie ACW 56, trans.,
intro., and notes Leslie W. Barnard (New York, PslPress, 1967) aridialogue with TryphoFC 3, trans.
Thomas B. Falls, rev. and intro. Thomas P. Haliiaghington, D.C.: Catholic University of America
Press, 2003); Athenagordanbassy for the Christians. The Resurrection oftead, ACW 23, trans. and
notes Joseph Hugh Cretan (Westminster, MD.: NewRtass, 1956) and AthenagorhsgatioandDe
ResurrectioneDxford Early Christian Texts; ed. and trans. Witli&®. Schoedel (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1972); Theophilus of AntioctAd AutolycumOxford Early Christian Texts; ed. and trans. Rob&rGrant
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1970) and Theophilusmtfokh, To AutolycusANF 2:89-121. Where an
English translation is used, | will include the lauts name and page number in the footnote. Where n
reference is included, the translation is mine.

1% As | will show in chapter one, Irenaeus knew asddiboth Justin and Theophilus’ respective
works as sources. He did not know Athenagoras’ wiouke Athenagoras in this comparative study amly
order to develop more fully the context of secoedtary “Apologist theology” prior to Irenaeus. Myeisis
that Irenaeus intentionally alters the theologhisfsources to meet the demands of “Gnosticismliesp
to Justin and Theophilus only. | will hereafterenefo these three collectively with the title “Apgists” to
indicate a collective group. When | use the tidg@blogists” in the following work, | mean only tadicate
Justin, Athenagoras, and Theophilus.



14

theme in Irenaeus’ thought! will draw out the differences in their thought through a
variety of methods, the most important of which include: (1) a comparison of keyntexts
which one or more of the divine entities are discussed; (2) a comparison of the use of the
same Trinitarian titles (e.g. Father, Logos, Spirit, etc.); and (3)canry into the

possible sources of certain constructions or arguniéinsll cases, | will demonstrate

! Although this dissertation is primarily a studylgnaeus’ Trinitarian theology, | have chosen
this order to better display the innovations Irarsamakes upon his sources. The one exceptiongo thi
method comes in chapter one, where | address ttiegsef each figure. Here | will engage Irenaeus fiost t
emphasize that he is the primary figure in thislgtu

12| identifying philosophical influences of the Apgists, | will not be concerned to identify
specific figures, a method which has been attemglsslvhere. Mark J. Edwards, for example, asdeats t
Numenius is a direct influence upon Justin. Edwgi@s the Platonic Schooling of JustildTS42 (1991):
17-34. Conversely, Osborn argues that Justin’s Migdatonic source is Albinus. Osbodustin Martyr
(TUbingen: J.C.B. Mohr, 1973), 22. While these atgltite specific parallels from their preferred
philosophical figure, by the second century thdspophical elements largely have become
commonplaces among different figures of one schaah as Middle Platonism, not to mention several
different philosophical traditions, such as Mid&katonism and Stoicism. This process results intvigha
often called “eclecticism” and this characterigtfiche state of second century philosophy has betsd
by many scholars. For example, see Michel Spanheustoicisme des Péres de I'église: De Clément de
Rome a Clément d’Alexandi{Baris: Editions du Seuil, 1957), 37-40. Therefong,purpose will be to
show only that the ideas of the divine nature effelby these figures were common in second century
eclectic philosophy. My primary source to this evill be the Middle Platonic worbidaskalikos
(hereafteDidask), not because | believe that there is a direct lietadeen it and the Apologists (indeed |
do not), but because tiledask.commonly is held as representative of a large sagofeMiddle Platonist
thought during the second century. On this poi, 3ohn DillonThe Middle Platonists: 80 B.C. to A.D.
220,rev.ed. (Ithica, NY: Cornell University Pres®72. A.J. Malherbe makes the same observatiorsin hi
use ofDidask.as a comparison to Athenagoraseg.Malherbe, “The Structure of Athenagoras,
‘Supplicatio Pro ChristianisVC 23 (1969): 1-20. To further this point, and becahseauthorship of
Didask.is an open question, | will cite the text by itseti not by the name of its author, who traditidyal
was identified as Albinus, but more recently hasrbielentified as Alcinous. In addition, in seveukces |
will note similarities between the Apologists andl® of Alexandria. The question of Philo’s influssn
upon the apologists has been a subject of conteatitong scholars for the majority of the previous
century. The difficulty in assessing this influenae nearly every treatment acknowledges, is thdew
there are extensive similarities between Philofan@éxample Justin, Justin neither mentions Philo n
guotes him directly. Moreover, the doctrinal sinitias are far from precise and the exegeticaltitneats
of Scripture rarely correspond to offer any degreeertainty. At one end of spectrum on this questi
stands E.R. Goodenough who finds in Justin a stdepgndence on Philo and attempts to correlatéynear
every doctrine. Goodenoughhe Theology of Justin Martydena: Frommann, 1923sp. 139-175. On the
other end stands Barnard who rejects any Philogpeddence opting instead for a purely Middle Piaton
influence. Barnardjustin Martyr(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1962}95. For a good
overview of the problem, see David T. Rur&jlo in Early Christian LiteraturdMinneapolis: Fortress
Press, 1993), 94-118, esp. 97-105. Commentingierstiject lies beyond the purview of the present
work, although the similarities between the Apostgiand Philo are too strong to dismiss. Thus|lineie
certain similarities not to argue for a direct espondence, but to help place the Apologists arger,
Hellenistic exegetical tradition that encompassah Philo and the Apologists.
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where Irenaeus’ understanding and thought categories diverge from aypepgeh
those of the Apologists.

Although some scholars, in an attempt to respect the development of Irenaeus’
thought from the beginning éfaer.to theEpid.,, have organized the chapters of their
studies according to Irenaeus’ works (e.g. chapter one Heats1 and 2, chapter two
treatsHaer. 3, and so on)? | will organize my study according to theme. While |
recognize that this method runs the risk of importing a false, systenrafg@ment on
Irenaeus’ works, it is necessary because every Trinitarian face¢mgaged overlaps
several books dflaer., not to mention botklaer.andEpid. To limit my discussion of
Irenaeus’ views on a subject to one book, the Fathdag&n. 2 for example, would be to

miss his full and mature understanding of that subifect.

3. Plan

The primary factor in the differences between Irenaeus and the Apslois
respect to Trinitarian theology is the varying historical circumstatied occasioned
their works. Therefore, in the first chapter | will consider the varyinghgstbf Irenaeus

and the Apologists and the subsequent occasions of their work. As Irenaeus is the

13 Barnes’ treatment is a good example of this metatidough Barnes himself has to step outside
its confines to make certain points. Anthony Briggnis recent work employs this method on a largéesca
Briggman,The Theology of the Holy Spirit according to Irena®f LyonsUnpublished dissertation,
Marquette University, 2009. Oxford University Prefsgsthcoming.

4 Nonetheless, | acknowledge a development in Inesidhought as his work progresses,
particularly regarding the Holy Spirit, a developthéwill address in chapter four. Incidentally, my
method precludes me from making a definitive judgt@ an open question in Irenaean studies, namely,
the dating oEpid. relative toHaer. Nonetheless, Irenaeus’ most developed Trinitariatements come
from the later books dflaer. and theEpid. indicating that the latter was written after orward the same
time as the former. Given the textual evidence liteataeus wrote the books ldéer.in the order that we
now possesEpid. is likely a more mature work. On this point, seggBman,Theology of the Holy Spirit,
9-12.
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primary figure of this study, the majority of text in the first chapter lvaldevoted to his
setting. | will engage the respective settingghe Apologists only to ascertain the
differences between their contexts and occasions for writing, and theot&emaeus.

In the second chapter, | will engage Irenaeus’ understanding of God/Fathex and i
implications for the unity of the Godhead. | will show how the Apologists conceived of
God as Creator but lacked a robust notion of him as Father. Moreover, their
understanding of the divine transcendence led them to speak of God in spatial terms (God
is “above” or somehow “removed” from the material world), which has ramditafor
their understanding of the relationship between the Father and the Son. Conversely,
Irenaeus develops the unique relationship between the Father and the Son through his use
of the divine title “Father.” Moreover, he redefines transcendence allowingphim
remove all spatial imagery from his conception of the divine being. Thus, i€nae
argument here establishes the logic which dictates his entire Trinitagi@lody.

In chapter three, | will engage Irenaeus’ understanding of the nature of the
Logos/Son. This study will involve both a general analysis of the Logos theology
operative in these works as well as a particular analysis of thesesfigespective
understandings of the generation of the Logos from God. | will show how the Apslogist
Logos theology necessarily subordinates the Logos to God. As they conceived af God a
spatially distant from material creation, they were forced to makedbes.the active
power of God in the world in the manner of Middle Platonist thought, thus making the
separate existence of the Logos dependent upon his work in the economy. Irenaeus’
theology does not stand in the same need of an intermediary in creation; thduefore, t

existence of the Logos/Son is dependent not on his work, but on his divine nature as
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eternal Logos. Furthermore, Irenaeus’ rejection of the “Gnostictyhefeemanation
reveals his understanding of the generation of the Logos that supports the divine, eternal
nature of the Logos.

Chapter four will address Irenaeus’ pneumatology. For the Apologists, the Spirit
is limited to a prophetic role. Irenaeus enlarges this limited role hiyuiirg the work of
creation to the Spirit and calling the Spirit “Sophia.” Not only does “Sophia” qones
with “Logos,” implying that the Sophia is present along with the Logos avithin God
eternally, but it also describes a role of the Spirit in the economy of salvatioalyrthat
of binding together or completing the creation. This independent role suggests a full
personhood of the Spirit never witnessed in the pneumatology of the Apologists.

Finally, chapter five will concentrate on those passages in these figures’
respective works that address the relationships of all three entitidsefr@eus, these
passages occur for the most part in the context of the economy, particularly in thei
cooperative works of creation and redemption. As | will show, a hierarchyeser
among the different entities akin to the hierarchy evident in the Apologists’
understanding of the natures of the Son and Spirit. Even so, while the logic of the
Apologists’ argument demands a hierarchy of gradating divinity, or an ontological
hierarchy, Irenaeus’ hierarchy is not to be conceived of in terms of gradatidivinity,
but instead in terms of differing economic functions, or a functional hierafrciny.
Irenaeus, the Father is the source of the divine actions performed by His t#ge8itn
and the Spirit who, in turn, are obedient to the Father’s will. Yet, the logic oklieha

argument demands that the same quality of divinity be shared among allntities. e
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Their equal divinity provides the Son and the Spirit the power to enact the will of the

Father in the economy.
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Chapter One: The Dissimilar Contexts of Irenaeus and the Apologists

In this opening chapter, | will attempt to provide a context foSikeim Lebeim
which Irenaeus lived and wrote. This background knowledge is necessary to
understanding the nature of the progression in Trinitarian theology witneslsedaeus’
thought as well as to identifying the historical contingencies that matleaguogression
possible. This process requires (1) an investigation into the influences upon his thought
acquired from the various geographical settings of his life, and (2) an inviestigeab
the occasion for Irenaeus’ writing, which will involve a discussion of his methodology
and manner of argumentation. After treating these topics, | will addresssiiective
settings of the Apologists. Here, | will explore only the manner in which tbspective
historical contexts differ from that of Irenaeus, both in terms of the influerpestheir

thought and their respective occasions for writing.

1. Irenaeus

1.1 Life

The only established date in Irenaeus’ life is €&, at which time Eusebius
reports Irenaeus in Rome acting in the role of presbyter on behalf of the church of

Lyons! From this date, along with several autobiographical detaigér. Irenaeus’

! EusebiusHist. eccl.5.4.1. This trip occurs about the same time athlereak of persecution in
Lyons, which Eusebius places in the seventeenthofddarcus Aurelius’ reign, or 17Z.E. P. Nautin's
arguments for placing the date of the persecutidriY&c.E.are noteworthy, but this argument has not
influenced subsequent scholarship, the majorityldth maintains the traditional dating. Nautimttres et
Ecrivains Chrétiens des lle et llle Siéc{@aris: Les Editions du Cerf, 1961), 62-64. Theppse of
Irenaeus’ trip is to deliver a letter to Eleutheroishop of Rome, related to the Montanist contreyé¢hat
recently had occurred in Phrygidi$t. eccl.5.3.4). Eusebius’ excerpt from the letter testifeedrenaeus’
status as presbyter at the time of the trip.
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birth often is placed around 1802 Nothing is known of his family of origin, although
he likely became a follower of Christ at a young a¢hile Irenaeus is in Rome in 177
C.E.,a disastrous wave of persecutions began in the Gallican churches of Lyons and
nearby Vienne and claimed the lives of many Christians, including the aged bishop of
Lyons, Pothinué.Irenaeus ascended to the episcopacy of Lyons upon returning from
Rome, and later, perhaps due to his success in restoring Christianity to pemnsexuti
Gaul, he assumed the role of bishop over the entire geographicaCGfréee many

treatises and letters attributed to Irenaeus, Hialgr. andEpid. are extanf. These works

2 The established 177E.date makes any birth date later than &40unlikely given that he is a
presbyter at least by the later 1#Dsl any birth date after 140e. would have made him too young for the
presbyterate in 17¢.e M.S. Enslin, “Irenaeus: Mostly Prolegomend TR 40 (1947):137-65.

% In a letter written to a certain Florinus and presd by EusebiugH{st. eccl.5.20.5-7), Irenaeus
claims to have heard Polycarp, the aged and rex@sadp of Smyrna, as a youth. See below p. 21n9.
Audet suggests that Irenaeus was baptized asamt igfithough this conjecture goes beyond the ecigle
Audet, “Orientations Théologiques,” 15ff.

* The account of the martyrs of Lyons originally weitten as an encyclical letter to the churches
in Asia and Phrygia. It is extant only in Eusebidist. eccl.5.1.1-5.3.3. For a general introduction and
helpful notes on the account of the martyrs of Lsj@ee Herbert Musurillo, intro. and traike Acts of
the Christian Martyrsyol. 2 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1972), xx-xxii;82. Although information is
uncertain, Irenaeus’ emissary trip to Rome likedptcibuted to his escape from the fate of martyrdom
Eusebius reports that imprisoned martyrs had writte letters Irenaeus was carrying at the timafrip
(Hist. eccl.5.3.4). Presumably, then, Irenaeus left Lyons aidene Christians had been put in jail but
before the large scale targeting and killing ofi€ians began. Nautin’s early dating of the persenu
forces him to maintain that Irenaeus escaped patisecsimply because not all Gallican Christianseve
persecuted. Nautimettres et Ecrivains96-98.

® Other ancient sources report that Irenaeus asdendestatus higher than that of provincial
bishop, the role his predecessor Pothinus playadous works in thécta sanctoriunteport Irenaeus’
efforts to evangelize the entire area. For exantpiActs of Saint Ferreolueports thaFerreolus and his
brother Ferrutio were sent by Irenaeus to evangiie Besancon district. Moreover, the accountesla
that Felix, Fortunatus, and Aquileius were sentliersame purpose to Valend@ée account claims that
Irenaeus evangelized the territory of the Celtsp.aReferences in Enslin, “Irenaeus,” 147n26.

® The specific titles Eusebius attributes to Iresa@eAgainst Heresies, On Knowledge,
Demonstration of the Apostolic Preachimngrious unnameBissertationsandOn the OgdoadHist. eccl.
5.20.2, 26.1). Additionally, ifdist. eccl.5.20.1, Eusebius refers to the letter to Florira®@a Monarchyor
That God is not the Author of Evéls well as another letter to a certain Blastugled®©n Schism.
Additionally, many Irenaean fragments preserveater authors exist. For example, Eusebius gives
excerpts of his letter to Pope Victor on the Quadmmen ControversyH(st. eccl.5.23.3, 24.11-17). In the
present dissertation, | will consider only the t@dant works.
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likely were written throughout the 180s and possibly into the 130& circumstances of

Irenaeus’ death are unknown, but most often placed around.200

1.2 Influences

The biographical details of his life confirm that Irenaeus spent extended periods i
three different geographical locations. The references to his acquaintémélycarp
suggest that Irenaeus was born in Asia Minor, possibly in SmiyFhe.traditional date
of Polycarp’s martyrdom is 155E, which given the approximate date of Irenaeus’ birth,
means that he likely spent at least his first 20 years in his home countryayes ndted,
at the very least Irenaeus spent his final 20 years in Gaul. Reasonsdeub®e

relocation to Lyons from Asia Minor are unknowlnonetheless, the trip makes it likely

" Irenaeus writes from a position of authority—d&firely commenting on which books of
Scripture should be read, etc.—suggesting he taised the office of bishop by the time of his gL
Moreover, as | will show below, the contentttdier. 1 shows that he has already spent time in Rome,
which occurred prior to his ascendency to bishde duration of the writing dfiaer. likely spans a
number of years, as the prefaces to each boblaef. confirms they are written at different times (ircka
case, Irenaeus assumes that his reader alreadgdeaged and is familiar with the previous books).
Nonetheless, as | noted in the introduction, théhodology of the current work does not depend @ th
progression of thought. To be more precise withdding of his extant works is impossible.

8 The approximate date of his death is figured atingrto his last appearance in Eusebius’ works,
namely his intervention in the so-called Quatrodesi ControversyHist. eccl.5.24.9-18). Eusebius
preserves a letter Irenaeus wrote to Victor, whe kbiahop of Rome in the final decade of the second
century. Like information of his birth, no relialgformation exists concerning the circumstancelkisf
death. Tradition regards Irenaeus as a martyrwhinesses to this tradition are late and unreliailest
scholars believe that references to his statusw@argyr have confused him with a later figure, &eus of
Sirmium, who was martyred under Diocletian in 20& Enslin, “Irenaeus,” 146-147.

® Irenaeus’ letter to Florinus reads, “When | wals stoy | saw you in Lower Asia with
Polycarp, when you had high status at the impeaalt and wanted to gain his favor. | remember tven
from those days more clearly than those that haggbeecently—what we learn in childhood adhere$i¢o t
mind and grows with it—so that | can even picture place where the blessed Polycarp sat and cauers
his comings and goings, his character, his persapya¢arance, his discourses to the crowds, ancheow
reported his discussions with John and others velidbseen the LordHist. eccl.5.20.5-7 inEusebius: The
Church Historytrans. Paul L. Maier (Grand Rapids: Kregel Pubiirad, 1999), 195-196ee alsdHaer.
3.3.4.

19 Many scholars draw attention to the strong ties éxisted between the churches in Asia Minor
and the churches in Gaul at this time. For exantpiaccount of the martyrdoms at the churches of
Vienne and Lyons was written specifically for theicches in Asia and Phrygia (Eusebidsst. eccl.

5.1.3). Moreover, two of the martyrs mentionedhattaccount are thought to have originated from
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that he sojourned for a time in Rome. Rome’s central location between Smyrnaudnd Ga
made the city a natural respite for travelers, and given the prominence of baitly the

and the church of the city around the middle second century, a young Christian scholar
likely would have felt drawn to stay there for a tim&Vith his experiences in these three
geographical locations, Irenaeus would have been influenced by a varietierdif

teachers and trends of burgeoning Christian thought, several of which deservenattenti

1.2.1 Justin

The most important of the influences upon Irenaeus for my purposes was Justin.
Many aspects of Irenaeus’ theology correspond to the theology of the Madyhea
degree of dependence suggests that Irenaeus was exposed to Justinswihiteng
sojourning in Romé? Irenaeus regards Justin as a faithful witness to the teaching of the

apostles. He quotes Justin twice, both instances as an authority against ¥arcion.

Pergamum and Phrygia, both provinces of Asia. Bmsltes a tradition asserting that Irenaeus’
predecessor Pothinus hailed from Asia Minor. Enslienaeus,” 149. This evidence suggests the route
from Asia Minor to Gaul was traversed by more Cfaiss than Irenaeus. Perhaps Irenaeus’ connection
with one of these Gallican Christians while bothrevim Asia Minor led Irenaeus to Gaul.

1 Several influences upon Irenaeus’ thought carxpiaimed only through positing a sojourn in
Rome. Examples | will explore momentarily includestin and various pupils of Valentinus. Irenaeu®s0o
in Haer. 1 that at an earlier point in his life he had emteted these “Gnostics” and their commentaries
upon Scripture. Sedaer. 1.Pref2. Valentinianism is most concentrated in Rome. Grantés two more
influences Irenaeus would have received in Romel twél not explore in detail here, namely, Clemien
and Hermas. Granltrenaeus of Lyon@New York: Routledge, 1997), 38-40.

12 Circumstantial evidence makes personal contacilples Justin is in Rome at least by the latter
half of Antoninus Pius’ reign (138 to 1&1e). Furthermore, the account, Acta,of Justin’'s martyrdom
states that he frequently taught others who carh@ntdor instruction in the Christian faith. Musiloi
“The Martyrdom of Saints Justin, Chariton, CharlEwglpistus, Hierax, Paeon, Liberion, and their
Community,” inChristian Martyrs,42-61. This evidence suggests that Justin woule bheen a well-
known Christian teacher in Rome precisely durirgttme when Irenaeus must have been there. For
specifics of Justin’s historical setting, see befgw47-49.

¥ Haer.4.6.2; 5.27.2. The first quotation comes from & Vesrk of Justin’s, possibly entitled
Against Marcion The second quotation is not attributed to anygifipavork, although the citation’s
context suggests that it may have come from theesaonk as the first quotation. Eusebius includeth bo
guotations irHist. eccl.4.18.9. Munier asserts that these quotations aréram a treatise entitledgainst
Marcion, but instead from the so-call&yntagmaa more general treatise written against a vadéty
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Moreover, he works hard to separate Justin from his erstwhile disciple Tatiam, w
Irenaeus regards as a heréfic.

J. Armitage Robinson may be credited with most convincingly demonstrating the
relation between Justin and Irenaeus. In the introduction to his 1920 English translation
of the Armenian text of thEpid. > Robinson illustrated Justin’s influence upon Irenaeus
through a close comparison of passages in the works of the two figures. Comparing
IrenaeusEpid.57 and Justin’d Apol.32, both of which center on the scriptural passage
of Jacob’s blessing of Judah (Genesis 49:8-12), Robinson discerned nine striking
parallels that demonstrate a direct dependé&hkeill explore three parallels here. First,
Justin quotes the Genesis passage in an abbreviated form, and Irenaeus uses the sam
abbreviated form. Second, Justin observes that Judah is the ancestor of the Jews, and
Irenaeus does likewise. While the detail seems insignificant, Robinson lyorrect
underscores that Justin’s context demands the inclusion of this fact, since Justings
to pagans who were unfamiliar with the intricacies of Jewish history. Conveisetlye
well-instructed Christian for whom Irenaeus wrote Eped., the detail is superfluous.

Third, Justin interprets the robe of the prince of Judah in the Genesis passhgseas “
who believe on him® or in other words, the Church. Robinson claims this interpretation

is Justin’s personal opinion and contrasts it to the more universal interpretatiam, whic

heresies, of which Marcionism would have comprigeéd section. MunieiSC507:20n1. Justin refers to
his Syntagman 1 Apol. 26, and the context of his citation indeed suggbstpresence of anti-Marcion
material in this work. As neither Justin nor Eusshmention a work entitleflgainst MarcionMunier’s
conclusion seems preferable although it is impdssdbe certain.

“Haer1.28.1.

!5 Robinson, intro. and trand.he Demonstration of the Apostolic Preachfhgndon: S.P.C.K.,
1920).

'® RobinsonDemonstration7-11.

171 Apol.32, as quoted in RobinspPemonstrationg.
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held the robe to signify Christ’s passiimlthough the interpretation is absent from
tradition prior to Justin, Irenaeus also interprets of the robe in this pass#ge Church,
suggesting that he acquired this interpretation from the Martyr.

To this evidence, | would add the similarity in the two figures’ understandings of
the Old Testament theophany passages. Justin interprets the subject ofrtbase va
appearances of God as the Logos rather than the Most High God. His principjeesxa
of the theophanies include: (1) the visitation of the three angels to Abraham at,Mamre
(2) the angel who destroyed Sodom and Gomorrah, (3) the Lord who appeared and spoke
to Jacob in his vision of the ladder, and (4) the visitation to Moses in the burning bush.
Irenaeus offers the same interpretation of the Old Testament theophanies-piad i
44-46, he uses the same four scriptural exanipleke use of the same four theophany
stories, when other available examples seem more obvious or approfaiateg with

Robinson’s arguments sufficiently demonstrate the influence Justin had on his ksgonnai

pupil.

18 RobinsonDemonstrationg.

19 With the visitation to Jacob, Justin also hightigthe account of the man who wrestled with
Jacob as a manifestation of the Logos, a storywtenaeus does not mention. Nonetheless, Justin’s
account of Jacob’s story Dial. 58.10-11 confirms his greater interest in the laddson because here,
rather than the wrestling episode, the Lord sp&akacob. Moreover, when Justin recounts the themph
examples in a summary fashionDial. 86, he highlights only the ladder vision. Irenasudrawn to the
ladder vision as opposed to the wrestling accoanabse in the ladder he finds a type of the cRms.
Epid. 45.

2 For example, although Theophilus possesses the saderstanding of the Old Testament
theophanies as Justin, he utilizes an altogetlfferelint scriptural example to make his point, nantleé
voice of God in the garden of Eden, which call&tam Autol. 2.22). More obvious examples than those
used by Justin and Irenaeus, may include the sffdtye Lord leading the Israelites through the ddsg a
pillar of cloud and fire or the Lord’s appearangévioses on Sinai in the clouds and thunder.
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1.2.2 Theophilus

A second important influence on Irenaeus’ thought is Theophilus of Antioch.
Unlike with his use of Justin, Irenaeus does not cite Theophilus by name dy djuete
his work; furthermore, no compelling geographical evidence suggests the confiection.
Nonetheless, a significant number of parallels exist between the workstabtheiters,
and these parallels suggest a literary connection. While earlier schotad the
parallels?® the posthumous work of Friedrich Loofs was the first to make a thorough and
decisive link between the two writérIn fact, Loofs attempted to demonstrate through
the tools of source criticisththat significant portions dflaer. consisted of unattributed,
direct quotes from Theophilus’ lost waflgainst Marciorf> Unfortunately, Loofs’
influential work caused a general devaluing of the unity of Irenaeus’ thondlufa

Irenaeus as an original thinker among scholars in the years following theagiobl of

2L Although Irenaeus originated in Asia Minor, rouglttie same area as Antioch, by the time
Theophilus writes, and by the time Irenaeus shaxdeace of knowing him (see below p. 26n28), he is
already in Lyons, far removed from Antioch. On diker hand, the connection between the churches of
Asia Minor and the churches of Gaul (see abovelp1Q) would have made it possible for someone
traveling from Antioch to Lyons to provide Irenaemish Theophilus’ work. For the specifics of
Theophilus’ setting, see below pp. 51-52.

22 Notably, RobinsonDemonstration49-60.

% Loofs, Theophilus von Antiochien adversus Marcionem uedadideren theologischen Quellen
bein IrenaeuglLeipzig, 1930).

2 Loofs emerges from and represents a German tadifischolarship devoted to identifying the
sources that make up a historical work, the seeddfQuellenforschung In particular, Loofs’ method
originated in observations made by Harnack and Betus.oofs’ point of departure emerges in his
identifying supposedly incompatible theologicaladewithin Irenaeus’ work (e.@doptionschristologie
andGeistchristologi¢ and attributing them to different sources apamtrf any prior attempt to identify an
alternate reason that would account for the disorep (such as the progression of Irenaeus’ thought)
much less an attempt to identify coherence.

% In his list of Theophilus’ works, Eusebius mensanwork against Marciom({st. Eccl.4.24).
Loofs bases his argument for the connection betwéeophilus and Irenaeus on this work, as oppased t
the extanfAutol, because the reference to Marcus Aurelius’ deat@ ¢18) in Autol. 3.27 makes the latter
work contemporary with Irenaeuldaer. and makes the literary dependence he discernssiitge.
Nonetheless, Loofs also notes a number of sigmifiparallels betweeHaer.andAutol. as a means of
justifying his reconstructions project. Loofheophilusg7-70.
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Loofs’ work.2® The latter half of the last century witnessed an increasing trend among
scholars to reject Loofs’ atomistic approach to Irenaeus while at thetsaeeetaining
his insights regarding the connection between Irenaeus and Thedphilhie the
connection between Irenaeus and Theophilus still is not accepted as widy as t
connection between Irenaeus and Justin, the majority opinion after Loofs dsserts t
Irenaeus knew and was influenced by Theophilus’ work. However, against Loofs’
reconstruction of a non-extant work, scholars now demonstrate the parallelstbetwee
Irenaeus’ work and Theophiluautol?®

Two parallels central to Loofs’ thesis remain critical in demonsgatin

Theophilus’ influence upon Irenaeus. The first parallel features the commonthse of

% The three decades following Loofs’ work are markgda paucity of studies dedicated to
Irenaeus’ comprehensive thought, a decisive stafhflrenaean scholarship prior to the appearance of
Loofs’ work. On this shift, see Beno®aint Irénée37. The exception here is Hitchcock, who effectivel
critiqued Loofs’ assumptions and methodology. Hitmtk, “Loofs’ Theory of Theophilus of Antioch as a
Source of IrenaeusJTS38 (1937): 130-139, 255-266. Hitchcock concludext trenaeus did not know
Theophilus and found sources for the parallelsantier works used by both men, e.g. Philo. With the
exception of his denial that Irenaeus knew Theaghilvork, Hitchcock’s work influenced those studies
that began anew to consider Irenaeus’ work asfeednivhole and may be credited with helping to
discredit Loofs’ theory for later scholarship. $e@6n27.

2" Several important works show the flaws of Loofssis and the general unity of Irenaeus’ work
and reversed the scholarly trend of devaluing keesanotably, WingrerMan and the Incarnatioand
Philippe BacgDe I'ancienne a la nouvelle Alliance selon S. Irénénité du livre IV de I'Adversus
HaeresegParis and Namur: Editions Lethielleux, Presses/ehsitaires de Namur, 1978). As a result of
these studies, a work on Irenaeus’ thought, su¢heapresent dissertation, no longer has to justigy
validity of its project against Loofs’ conclusions.

2 Kretschmar determined that the parallels conngdtenaeus and Theophilus could not be
attributed toAutol. alone, but he did not repeat Loofs’ method of retautting lost sources. Kretschmarr,
Trinitatstheologie 34-36. The most significant work on the relatiopsbétween Theophilus and Irenaeus
in recent years is Briggmamheology of the Holy Spiri,51-159, a version of which also is printed as
“Dating Irenaeus’ Acquisition of Theophilus’ Corpesidencélo AutolycusA Pneumatological
Perspective,'SP45 (2010): 397-402. Briggman'’s thesis assertsitbaneus knew and used Theophilus’
Autol. but that he did not acquire the work until sometiméhe midst of writingHaer. 3. This thesis
explains both Irenaeus’ developed pneumatologierdter books dflaer., with regard to the
pneumatological parallels between the two workeadtere, as well as the discrepancy between the
mature pneumatology ¢faer. 3-5 and the underdeveloped pneumatologadr. 1-2. | find Briggman’s
thesis persuasive in explaining Irenaeus’ pneurogtodl development and will return to his thesisl@tail
in chapter four. See below p. 192n68.
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phrase “hands of God” to refer to the Logos/Son and the Sophiaf3@idth writers

connect the phrase to the work of the Logos/Son and the Sophia/Spirit in creating human
beings, and both writers ground the idea in the same scriptural passage, Genesis 1:26,
despite the absence of the phrase “hands of God” in that verse (and its presence
elsewhere in Scripture). For Theophilus and Irenaeus, Genesis 1:26 providesusum acc

of God’s command to his agents, the Logos/Son and the Sophia/Spirit, to create human
beings.

A second parallel between Theophilus and Irenaeus concerns the identification of
the title “Sophia” godia, Wisdom) with the Holy Spirit. As such, for both writers the
Sophia/Spirit is eternal to the same degree that the Logos/Son is-et€dis never
without his Reason and Wisdom, respectively. Moreover, both figures quote the same
verse in connection with the identification, namely, Psalm 33far6fact, both writers
use the passage not only to support the identification of the Holy Spirit and the Sophia of
God, but also to develop their twin notions of a double agent theory of creation as noted
above™

Perhaps even more compelling evidence of the connection between Irenaeus and

Theophilus than the parallels themselves is the absence of these theologésairir

29 CompareAutol. 2.18 andHaer. 4.20.1, among others. In chapter five, | will dissthe “hands
of God” image as a Trinitarian image. See below2#®-253.

%0 Autol.1.7.Haer.1.22.1, 3.8.3Epid. 5. Although, as Briggman correctly observes, onihthe
third citation of the Ps. 33/2:6 does Irenaeus stpgpdouble agent theory of creation in the maher
Autol. 1.7. The first two uses support the agency of thgds alone. This observation is crucial to
Briggman’s argument that Irenaeus has not acquited|. until sometime after writingdaer. 3.8.3.
Briggman,Theology of the Holy Spirif,51-159.

31 Regarding the history of interpretation of thisgsge and the uniqueness of Theophilus’
interpretation, see Bertrand de Margerie, “Insiforet Trinitaires dans le Psaume 33 (32), 6 chepéess
de 'Eglise et notamment chez saint Basikig40.1 (2000): 35-41. In chapter four, | will shovath
Irenaeus makes the Sophia-Spirit connection poidrig contact with Theophilus’ work, but he does no
develop the image to any significant degree uffti@réne has read Theophilus. See below pp. 193-P02.
Antiochene’s work gave Irenaeus the scriptural aaditional grounding he needed to expand the image
that otherwise was at odds with Paul’s interpretati



28

other writers of the same period. For example, while precedence exigtefong to the
“hand of God” or the “finger of God” to describe the act of creation in the Jewish
Scriptures, few writers before Theophilus and Irenaeus draw upon the¥agee to

the point, nearly all Christian writers prior to Theophilus refer to the Lag@s agent of
creation, but no Christian writer includes the Spirit as a creator alongheittogos®
Likewise, early Christians, following Paul, almost unanimously understood “Sogdhia”
title for the pre-existent Chri&f.Only Theophilus identifies the pre-existent Sophia with
the Holy Spirit> thus distinguishing the Holy Spirit from the pre-existent Lojos.

Irenaeus makes the same identification and in so doing, he departs from two of his most
trusted sources, namely Paul and Ju¥tiBiven the authority that Irenaeus places on the
apostle Paul and tradition in general, it is unlikely that he would have developed the

Sophia-Spirit identification apart from a significant and trusted sour@apHilus’ status

as bishop of an ancient church (Paul’s original church, no less) would have qualified him

32| will discuss in detail the scriptural sourcethis imagery in chapter five. Hitchcock notes
Philo as a possible precedent for Irenaeus’ uskeofhands of God” image, although he does not show
conclusively that Irenaeus knew Philo. Hitchcodlkgdfs' Theory,” 131-132.

33 In chapter four, | will suggest a Jewish backgmbtor the Spirit as Creator image, and | will
argue that while Irenaeus originally did not obtia idea from Theophilus, his reading of Theoghdad
the scriptural passages Theophilus uses to grdunilléa encourages Irenaeus to develop the Sgirit a
Creator tradition as a significant component ofgrieumatology. See below pp. 203-210.

3 paul called Christ the “Wisdom of God” (1 Cor.4)2Justin called Christ the “Wisdom” of
God as well, and he connected this figure to thiequefied, pre-existent Wisdom figure of Prov. &ial.
61.1, 3. I will return to the use of “Wisdom” aglaristological and pneumatological title and itegection
to Prov. 8:22, in more detail in chapters three feuul.

* Autol. 2.10, 2.17.

% Theophilus is not always consistent in this idietion (e.g.Autol.2.22), and | will explore
some of these inconsistencies in chapter four helwe weakness of Loofs’ theory, as Hitchcock tght
observes, is the failure to acknowledge these isistancies in Theophilus’ thought, which make it
difficult to suggest Irenaeus’ whole scale adoptdimheophilus when he does not show the same
inconsistency in his attribution. Hitchcock, “Lobfheory,” 132. Irenaeus might have fixed these
contradictions intentionally, but such an asserétiributes more theological acumen to Irenaeus tha
Loofs allows.

3" This creates the triad of God-Word-Wisdom thatt&cemar, for example, sees as the most
significant correspondence between Irenaeus andphiles. Following Loofs, Kretschmar argues that
Irenaeus adopted it from the Antiochene bishopautlsignificant alteratiorKretschmar,
Trinitatstheologie27-36.
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as a significant source in Irenaeus’ mind. While other parallels could be hamedwbes
sufficiently support the growing scholarly consensus that Irenaeus knew and was

influenced by Theophilu¥

1.2.3 His Opponents

A third influence on Irenaeus’ thought, although of a different kind, involves the
various sects against which he wrblaer. and which he would have encountered during

his stay in Rome known collectively as “GnosticsBook One oHaer. opens with a

38 Other examples include the idea that Adam andvire created as innocent children and the
exegesis of Gen. 1 that understandgr as a reference to the Logos and his work in creatio

% Increasingly, scholars avoid this title becausiésofack of precision—the varying sects known
as “Gnostics” have many distinguishing charactessEven a title such as “Valentinianism” is afié
use, as already ancient sourceg (Tertullian, Hippolytus) had separated Valentiniamisito two separate
Eastern and Western schools. See Einar ThomaBker§piritual Seed: The Church of the Valentinians
(Leiden and Boston: Brill, 200839-45. Still, scholars of “Gnosticism” often attetp identify a loose set
of core beliefs uniting all of the different “Gnastcommunities. For example, Alistair H.B. Logan
persuasively argues for the existence of an origioandational “Gnostic” myth from which derivede
various expressions of “Gnosticism” at the enchefsecond century. LogaBnostic Truth and Christian
Heresy: A Study in the History of Gnostici@&dinburgh: T & T Clark, 1996sp. chapter.2n Logan’s
reading, he finds three principle components en@asipg the subjects of theogony/cosmogony,
anthropology, and soteriology. These three centralponents align with the doctrinal emphases ligkin
the various groups Irenaeus addressésaier. 1. Similarly, Thomassen identifies the soteriolagimyth
of Sophia’s fall and subsequent restoration as comim all Valentinian schools, although the nanfaet®
Aeons and the manner of Sophia’s restoration diffaomasserpiritual Seed35. The following is not a
comprehensive account of “Gnosticism” or even Vaitganism, both of which are subjects to themselves
In my brief account, | am interested only in thpexds of Valentinianism that bear on Irenaeus’ ifaitan
theology. These aspects include their understarafitite First Aeon and the subsequent origin of the
Aeons that constitute the divilderoma,often referred to as the Valentinian theory of esis or
emanationfoopoAn). All of these elements are includedHaer. 1.1-9, the teachings of the followers of
Ptolemaeus, a pupil of Valentinus (3émer. 1.Pref2). These details affect the manner in which Iresae
conceives of God/Father (the subject of chaptej,ta®well as the manner in which Irenaeus undeasta
the relationship between the Son and Spirit todFder (the subjects of chapters three and fond) tlae
Triune God as a whole in relation to creation @hbject of chapter five). Moreover, | am interestethe
Valentinian account of creation, as Irenaeus caartes understanding with his own account of the
Logos’ good work of material creation, which formsrucial part of chapter three. | am not interdéte
reconstructing “Gnostic” beliefs from the texts fauat Nag Hammadi and assessing Irenaeus’ accimacy
reporting. Michel Desjardins has called into quasthis method of ascertaining the accuracy ofdeais’
reports, and | am in agreement with him thatrriori reason exists for assuming the documents of Nag
Hammadi more accurate in recounting Valentiniartisam Irenaeus’ reports. Desjardins, “The Sources fo
Valentinian Gnosticism: A Question of Methodology,C 40 (1986): 342-347. Nonetheless, even if this
comparative exercise offers meaning, such measiagadillary to my thesis. Irenaeus formulated his
arguments and his theology to meet the challenfj&Srmstic” theologyas he perceived thems such,
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detailed exposition of the various systems, beliefs, and practices of thissthaec
Irenaeus understands as deviating from the apostles’ true teaching as handey tth@wn b
Church’sregula. The primary “Gnostic” sect or school to which Irenaeus devotes his
polemic, as indicated both by the prefacélaér. 1 and the text aflaer.2, is
Valentinianism, including the schools following Ptolemaeus, Secundus, Marcus, and
other unnamed mastéfSirenaeus addresses several other schools that lack much

common emphases with those of the Valentinfaddthough reasons for the emergence

my thesis depends only on Irenaeus’ perceptiotisedf teaching. In my study of “Gnosticism,” | have
found most helpful the works by Gra@nosticism and Early Christianitgd ed.(New York: Columbia
University Press, 1959)ogan,Gnostic Truth,ThomassenSpiritual Seedand the various articles i
Companion to the Second Century Christian “Heretiedds.Antti Marjanen and Petri Luomanen (Leiden
and Boston: Brill, 2008).

0 Irenaeus writes in the preface, “Therefore, wé seik to it that it will not be our fault if some
are snatched away, like sheep by wolves, whomfdieto recognize because of the treachery of the
sheepskin, since they speak the same language Vveeitdatend different meanings. Of such the Lord
admonished us to beware. And so, after chancing ticommentaries of the disciples of Valentinus—a
they style themselves—and after conversing withesofrthem and becoming acquainted with their
doctrine, we thought it necessary to inform yowguhihese portentous and profound ‘mysteries’ which
all grasp, because not all have purged their braiVe are speaking of the disciples of Ptolemaeus, an
offshoot of the Valentinian schoolHaer. 1.Pref.2, Unger, 21-22. Irenaeus reports that Valenttaught
in Rome throughout the bishoprics of Hyginus, Parg] Anicetus, at least from 140-18%. (Haer.3.3.4).
On the biography of Valentinus, see ThomasSgirjtual Seed417-422. Thomassen has argued that
Irenaeus uses the title “the Valentinians” in tviifedent ways, first to refer to the school of tiybt that
constituted his primary opponents, the Ptolemaeaanfinians, outlined in the first nine chaptersiakr.

1 and second to refer to Valentinianism as a whelech encompasses a much broader set of schodls an
beliefs. Thomassegpiritual Seed13-17. In general, | refer to Irenaeus’ opponagtthe Valentinians in
Thomassen'’s first sense in order to avoid the anilyi@f the term “Gnostics” (see above p. 29n39) an
because Irenaeus is most concerned to disputedbhihg of the Ptolemaean Valentinians. Despite the
multiplicity of Valentinian schools outlined idaer. 1, the content dflaer.1.1-9 takes a central place in
his polemic of later books.

“1 Regarding the relationship of these alternatesgec¥alentinus, | am persuaded by Joel
Kalvesmaki’s lucid reading dflaer. 1 in “The Original Sequence of IrenaefAgainst Heresie&: Another
Suggestion,'JECS15:3 (2007): 407-417. Kalvesmaki posits two sepaliats of school successions, first
those schools following Valentinus and occupying thajority ofHaer. 1.1.1-1.21.5, and second those
schools following Simon and occupyiftper.1.22.1-1.30.2. While Kalvesmaki's reading of Iremsie
breakdown of the state of “Gnosticism” can be ateapart from his alternate orderingHsder. 1, his
alternate order relieves some of the difficulti€$laer. 1. This reading also fits well with the majority
opinion in scholarship thafaer.1.22.1-1.30.2 is not original to Irenaeus, buhstéad copied from
another source, possibly Justin. Conversely, fir@ng presentation that this material is origioal
Irenaeus, see Phoebe Perkins, “Irenaeus and th&iGnovC 30 (1976): 193-200. Whether this material is
original to Irenaeus or source material is incidéfdr my purposes. That he incorporates the naltiio
his detailed exposition indicates his acceptandbefccounts as reliable.
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of these “Gnostic” groups are uncléahy the end of the second century, they had
attracted a large following of people, many of whom had once been memberat of wh
Irenaeus deems the true or universal Chich.

As a whole, “Gnosticism” is identified commonly as a “religion of saving
knowledge.** This description agrees with Irenaeus’ description of the Valentinians
insofar as the content of that saving knowledge is precisely the inprodtdogy and

cosmogony that stands at the heart of his expogitiérfew details of their belief

“2 One of the perennial scholarly debates in thel fidl“Gnosticism” has regarded when or why
the various “Gnostic” sects arose. Irenaeus’ aitidim of it to Simon MagusHaer. 1.23.2) is polemical
and likely apocryphal, but it raises the deeparass whether “Gnosticism” predated Christianityia
phenomenon of Christianity, alone. For a good surgrofithe various debates in scholarship over the
beginnings of “Gnosticism,” see the introductior_tigan,Gnostic Truth xiii-xxi. For the better part of the
twentieth century, the dominant opinion has beah fBnosticism” predated Christianity and had dets
in Jewish speculative thought. More recently, Lobgas argued that “Gnosticism” can be understood onl
as a uniquely Christian phenomenon. Fantino hoklmaar thesis. Fantind;héologie d'lrénéel45-150.

“3 Irenaeus writes in one place that “Gnostics” heting up and shot out of the ground like
mushrooms” indicating the great variety of schadswvell as, perhaps, a broad geographical arehichw
they appeareddaer.1.29.1, Unger, 93. Many scholars posit that thédrgpowth of the various “Gnostic”
schools stemmed from an active program of progfygion the part of the various sects. See, fomgia,
Fantino,Théologie d’'Irénéel35. While Rome was certainly the epicenter ofrttewement, there is
evidence of its presence in Alexandria, Asia Mirard Syria as well. Whether the “Gnostics” had Ineac
Irenaeus’ province of Gaul is debated. Enslingaample, believed that “Gnosticism did not thredten
church in Gaul.” Therefore, he could not explagnkieus’ interest in the question. Enslin, “Irendelé?.
Conversely, Mary Ann Donovan argues that untiltthe of Irenaeus, the “Gnostics” had been a part of
the community at Lyons. Her argument rests on dineilfarity with which the “Gnostics” handled
Christian property, such as Scripture. She wrifEseir familiarity with Scripture, the claim thatey
present themselves under false colors, the claatthiey operate as wolves among the lambs, and the
Irenaean concern for the impact of Valentinianrptetation on ‘the weak’ of the community suggéiseir
presence in the Church].” Donovaddne Right Reading: A Guide to Irenad@®llegeville, Minn.: The
Liturgical Press, 1997), 32. Cf. Nautlrgttres et Ecrivains99-100. In favor of the latter thesis, | note that
Irenaeus reports that Marcus’ disciples are “in@un regions around the Rhonélaer.1.13.7, Unger,

58. Moreover, the fervor with which Irenaeus wriggminst these groups is strong circumstantialesd
that his own church was also being influenced leg¢h‘Gnostic” schools. The evidence supports at ka
minimal “Gnostic” presence in Gaul.

* Grant,Gnosticism 10. Similarly, Giovanni Filorano writes, “Secondntury Gnosticism is
therefore characterized by a particular Gnosis...basdtie divine communal nature of the divine spark,
the luminous, pneumatic element, which must be a¢awed and reintegrated into the divine world.”
Filorano,A History of Gnosticisntrans. Anthony Alcock (Cambridge, Mass.: Basil Biaell, 1990), 144.
Harnack writes, “The name Gnosis, Gnostics, dessréxcellently the aims of Gnosticism, in so fait®s
adherents boasted of the absolute knowledge, dgthdrighe Gospel was transformed into a knowledfye
God, nature and history.” HarnadHistory of Dogmal:231.

*5 Filorano correctly brings out the connection bewéhe saving knowledge that involves the
recognition of the divine spark within the true ‘@tic” and the knowledge of the cosmos in the “Ginbs
imagination. He writes, “In Gnostic vocabulagnpsig has undergone a profound transformati®nasis
is now used in an absolute way to indicate a fofmeta-rational knowledge, which is the gift of gy
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system, as Irenaeus presents it, are pertinent to the present dssekiatording to
Irenaeus, the Valentinians believed in the existence of an eternal, perfect Aeorasv
“incomprehensible and invisible, eternal and unbegattéfi This Aeon, also called the
First-Source, the First-Father, and the Abyss, was located in a certz@nmaanely, the
“invisible and indescribable height&”He exists in the beginning only with his Thought,
also called Grace and Silerffe separate Aeon who emanated from the First-Father.

From the union of these two original Aeons, more Aeons emanated in male and female

and has in it the power to save the one who achiivl enables one to take possession of the ketfe
cosmic mystery, to solve the enigma of the univegsabsorbing thaxis mundior world axis, of archaic
cosmogonies into the very essence of one’s genarattilorano,History of Gnosticism39. Similarly,
Balthasar writes of the “Gnostic” systethlever haveman, his structure, his sufferings and his tragedy,
been more plainly projected on to the screen ofére#n order to fascinate him and, professedly, to
redeem him by the contemplation of this magnifiedge of himself.” BalthasaGlory of the Lord2:33.
These observations suggests that when Irenaegksattad dismantles the “Gnostic” protology and
cosmogony irHaer. 2, he is dismantling the very core of the “Gnostigligion.

*®Haer.1.1.1. The Greek forms of these descriptorsigtontoc, dooatoc, Gidre, andasdoatoc.
The Greek fragment comes from Epiphanigaharion,which provides the Greek for the first 11 chapters
of Haer. 1. See Roussea8C263:66-73.

*"Haer.1.1.1. The Greek forms of these titles algoaoxr, Moondrooa, andBuOoc. As with
much of the technical language of the Valentinidims,Latin translator simply transliterated thees
into the Latin: Proarche, Propater, and Bythos. fifaetice of giving Aeons alternate names is common
Valentinianism, and Irenaeus often switches backfarth between the titles he uses. Moreover, niny
the titles overlap resulting in occasional diffitess in deciphering exactly which Aeon Irenaeusfsrring
to at any given point in the exposition.

8 The Greek forms of these titles avow, Xaotg, andLwyr. The female nouns express the
Valentinian belief that these Aeons exist in mald female pairs and reflect a crucial aspect oEktihian
theory, namely, the use of human analogy to exmlajime things. The Aeons exist in male and female
pairs, presumably, because humans are born outlefand female pairs. Irenaeus’ description of the
generation of Mind, the only clear descriptiontod £manation process in his account, expressdiakhe
He writes, “At one time this Profundit8ythos decided to emit from himself the Beginning oftaihgs.
This emission would be as a ‘seed’ which he dectdezmit and deposit as it were in the womb of r&iks
who coexisted with him. After she had received thé®d’ and had become pregnant, she gave birth to
Mind.” Haer.1.1.1, Unger, 23. | will return to the importandetee human analogy in the Valentinian
scheme in chapter three. See below pp. 151-153.

* Irenaeus is unclear here. On the one hand, tlseFather exists alone before all other things
and is the lone source of everything else, whichldiinclude his Thought. On the other hand, theutit
of the First-Father is described as his contempdrarvvnagxovon). The difficulty here likely emerges
from the Valentinian belief that all Aeons are eatad out of a previoysair, making it difficult to posit
that Thought was emanated by the Father aloné.t8élfirst two books oHaer.imply throughout that in
the Valentinian systems, the Father is above afatdall other things—everything ultimately flowsm
him. Adding to the difficulty is Irenaeus’ desciint of the Nous or Mind with the title “Father” the
sense that the Mind is the Father of all the thedftgsr him, what has been called the second pilmcip
(Haer.1.11.1). On this discrepancy, see Francois -M.-dgrfardLa Gnosé Valentienne et le Témoignage
de Saint IrénééParis: J. Vrin, 1947), 325-331. Sagnard conclutdat despite some discrepancies, the
common Valentinian practice is to associate the tiather” with the First Aeon.
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pairs, until a total of thirty existed together with the supreme God iRldtema

(mArjoopa) or “Fullness.® These Aeons were personal, spiritual entities subsisting
outside of, or distinct from, the First Aeon in a gradated or descending hiecdirch

divine natures. The Aeons’ lesser divine natures were the consequence ospweative
emanations, both because the emanations occurred at progressively later pongs in i
and because the emanations located the Aeons at progressively larger spatiante

from their sourcé® In other words, the later an Aeon emanated and the farther away from
the source the Aeon was located, the lesser its quality of divinity. Thé efffics

descending hierarchy of divine beings was the presence of a “filter” &etive First-

Father and the material world which maintained his transcendemberefore, space or

topology is crucial to the Valentinian understanding of the divine transcentfence.

% Irenaeus’ use of the word\rjoopa is another example of the Latin translator trassppthe
Greek word into the Latin language. See Rousse@263:14-15. “Fullness” in the Latin text appears tmos
often agpleroma Occasionally the translator rendersjoopa with other words such aslimpletio,
plenitudo,andpater.Bruno Reynderd,exique Comparé du Texte Grec et des Versionsé,airménienne
et Syriaque ed L’ “Adversus Haereses” de Saint é&fiLouvain: L. Durbecq, 1954), 88.

*Haer.1.1.1, 2.1.4. Tertullian corroborates Irenaeusbrepon Ptolemaic Valentinianism’s
understanding of the Aeons as separate, spirieiabb existing outside of the Fath&gainst the
Valentinians4-37. Furthermore, Tertullian reports that this enstanding of the Aeons represented an
innovation on the part of Ptolemaeus and that \tadas originally had taught that the Aeons were not
separate entities, but existed as the thoughttinsemts, and emotions within the mind of the Fifather.
Irenaeus does not report a distinction in the sihthe Aeons in Valentinus’ understanding. He gitlee
same basic account of the Aeonsdimer.1.11.1, the doctrine Irenaeus attributes to Vaterstj himself.
This discrepancy is the one of the reasons Thomakses not viewdaer.1.11.1 as an authentic report of
Valentinus’ own teachings. Thomass&pjritual Seed26-27. The discrepancy is not important for my
purposes. In his refutation of the Valentinian tiyeaf emanation, Irenaeus assumes that the Aeensal
entities subsisting outside of the First-Fathet,viuo, with him, collectively form the divineleroma.

2 The image of “filter” comes from Rousseau, anid &n effective description of this aspect of
Valentinian thought. Rousse&siC293:122.

%3 Schoedel correctly underscored this spatial asgfé@nostic” theology, and his account will
factor large in chapter two. Two articles addresstmof the same material, namely, Schoedel,
“Topological’ Theology and Some Monistic Tendergia Gnosticism iflEssays on the Nag Hammadi
Texts in Honour of Alexander Bohligd.Martin Krause (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1972), 88-10&fadem.,
“Enclosing, Not Enclosed: The Early Christian Dawtrof God,” inEarly Christian Literature and the
Classical Intellectual Tradition: In Honorem Robdft Grant,eds. William R. Schoedel and Robert L.
Wilken, Théologie Historique 53 (Paris: EditionsaBehesne, 1979J5-86.
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The most important of these Aeons was the first generated froBythes-
Ennoeapair, the Aeon alternately called Mind, Only-Begotten, and the Beginning of all
things>* At one place, Irenaeus describes the Mind as “similar and equal to his Father
who emitted him..”*° Specifically, this Aeon is the Beginning of all other Aeons that
constitute the divine Fullness. He is more distinguished in divinity than the rést of t
Aeons precisely because he emanated prior to them; as such, he is physiestyalos
his source. This proximity is important because it allows the Mind to contentipéate
greatness of the First-Father, a privilege not given to the other Aeemaelrs writes,
“Mind alone enjoyed himself in contemplating the Father and exulted in congjdhésin
immeasurable greatness. He was thinking of communicating Fatheatmgss also to
the rest of the Aeons, how vast and great he is, and that he is without beginning,
immeasurable, and incapable of being seen. But at the will of the FathereSilenc
restrained him, because she wished to get them all to have the mind and the degire to see
after their First-Father mentioned abov&Therefore, the Valentinian First-Father is
unknown, hidden, and transcendent even to the semi-divine spiritual beings. The Mind’s
proximity to his source provides him the ability to contemplate the FirbeFah the
same way that the distance of the other Aeons to their source precludes their
contemplation. A spatial or topological understanding of the dRiaeomaprovides the
logic of this understanding.

The Aeons’ desire to contemplate the First-Father leads to the creati@n of t

material world. Specifically, Sophia¢dia, Wisdom), the last Aeon to be emitted,

> The Greek forms of these names afetc, Movoyevric, and Agxnv t@v nétwv. Houssiau
observes that of all the Aeons of fRkeroma,only the Mind properly emanates from the First-Eath
which is likely the justification for its alternatiéle Only-Begotten. HoussiaGhristologie,42.

*Haer.1.1.1, Unger 23.

*Haer.1.2.1, Unger, 25.
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desired to contemplate the First-Father out of turn. As a result, she ‘dedixtreme
agony because of the immense height and unsearchable nature of the.Fatard
inadvertently created from herself a formless and evil passion. Sophséoieceto the
Pleromaby an Aeon named Limit who is emitted after the original 29 Aeons. Limit
restores Sophia by physically separating the unholy passion frotfiLtienit
subsequently serves as the gate or “stake” that prevents Sophia’s sepasibed pas
called Achamoth (Hebrew for Wisdom), from entry into Eeroma>® Material creation
ultimately stems from this separated and unintended passion. Irenaegs‘Whig
[emotion], they say, became the origin and substance from which this world was
constituted.®® Thus, the Valentinians understood material creation not as the First-
Father’s good gift and intention but as an unintended abortion or mistake, the result of a

passion barred from the presence of the First-Father and physicallgteddasm him

*"Haer.1.2.2, Unger, 25. | note again the spatial imagenployed. Sophia falls from the heights
in which thePleromais located into a place below tRéeroma which ultimately becomes the place of
material creation. | use feminine pronouns to rédethe “Gnostic” Sophia because she is the feratmn
of her pair. When I refer to the Apologists’ andraeus’ use of “Sophia” to refer to the Son anditSpi
respectively, | will use male pronouns in confoymitith traditional language used of God. Neverths)e
none of these figures draw any significance forgleder of divine entities with their titles in thranner
of the Valentinians.

*®Haer.1.2.4.

*Haer.1.2.2, 4. Limit also is called Stake, Redeemer pRed.imiter, and Restorer. The titles
convey a somewhat contradictory, double meanirancaigent who restores or saves and an agent who
fences off or keeps out. This contradiction caeX@ained by Limit's role as redeemer in regar@aphia
but gatekeeper in regard to Achamoth. Limit is ohour Aeons emitted after the fall of Sophia aasla
result, exists outside tiRleroma although not as a result of passion, as is the waéth Sophia prior to her
restoration. Christ and Holy Spirit are two Aeonsitéed “for the stability and support of the Fulsse’
Haer.1.2.5, Unger, 26. They reveal to the Aeons the kadge of the First-Father so that none of them
will repeat Sophia’s mistake. Nevertheless, thaaurof the knowledge does not reveal the Firshéed
nature, which the Valentinians consider unknowablee Aeons only learn from Christ and the Holy Bpir
that “[the First-Father] is immeasurable and incoghgnsible, and that he cannot be seen or hddegy.
1.2.5, Unger, 26. The only thing that can be comm@nded of him is his Only-Begotten, that is, tHedth
Aeon called “Mind.” The Holy Spirit taught the Ae®to appreciate where they were in the creation and
not to pursue more knowledge in the manner of Sopiie Savior, last to be emitted, is the resuthisf
teaching. He is emitted from the best and mosttifeapart of all of the Aeons in gratitude to thest-
Father.

® Haer.1.4.2, Unger, 31.
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by a series of Aeorfé.Instead, the Valentinians attribute the material creation to a second
god, called the “Demiurge,” who is ignorant of the First-Fathéss a product of
ignorance, the material creation is inherently evil and unredeefifable.

Finally, the Valentinians identify the ignorant, Demiurgic God with the God of
the Jews and the God revealed in the Jewish Scriptures or Old Testament. As such, he is
not the God revealed by Jesus Christ in the early Christian writings ahdhggsapassed
down by the apostles. This God, rather, is the First-Father or the FirsttAealewish
Scriptures are rejected or allegorized to the point of irrelevancy. Fudherthe
division in the Godhead is the basis of the radical dualism of the Valentinian system
which Irenaeus deems its primary error. This division is the focus of his rlagtoric
response itdaer. 2 and the basis for his own exposition of the unity of God.

The division of the Godhead into two competing gods, apart from the series of

Aeons, is also the central tenet of Marcionism and explains Irenaeus’ amchighe

' Haer.1.2.3, 1.4.1.

%2 The Valentinian account of the production of miaiesreation, and the role of the Demiurge in
the process, is rather convoluted. According todeais, the Valentinians believed that Achamothavas
formless substance, and due to this, the Aeonc:@lleist takes pity on her and goes beyond thetltioni
give her an ensouled substance. This ensouledasdests not spiritual like the Aeons, but is liatde
suffer. Achamoth goes searching for this Christ \whse left her, but Christ, not wanting to go basqds
the Savior instead who comforts her. From his gaton, then, Achamoth in turn, gives form to aeoth
ensouled substance, who is the Demiutggef. 1.4.1, 5-1.5.1). Cf. Fantindhéologie d’lrénéel71-175.
This account, incidentally, is also the justificatiof the Valentinian understanding of anthropoltpt
consists of three substances, namely the spirttumlensouled or psychic, and the matetadr. 1.5-7).
The first, that which is not prone to suffer oil.,fad the Aeons of th€leroma which also correspond to the
“Gnostics” themselves. The second, prone to sbifitralso able to be saved, is the Achamoth and
corresponds to the vast majority of people in ther€h. The third, which is incapable of salvationl &as
no spiritual substance whatsoever, correspondstetoutside the Church.

% Harnack described “Gnosticism” as “the acute se@ihg or Hellenization of Christianity.”
Harnack History of Dogmal:226. His observation underscores the degree tchvisnosticism” moved
doctrine into the realm of ideas. As with much bil@sophy in the second century, salvation for the
“Gnostics” did not include the material world oethhysical bodyHaer.1.6.2, 21.4, 24.5). The need to
reclaim the inherent goodness of God’s creatimften the focus of accounts of Irenaeus’ treatise,
although it will be of little account here.
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tenets of Cerdo and Marcion in his catalogue of “Gnostic” heresl¢aegn 1.5 A
historical study of Marcion, such as the still unsurpassed work by Hathslgests the
degree to which Marcion’s beliefs differed from those of the Valentinians and other
variations of “Gnosticism.” For example, Marcion’s thought reveals littldesge of the
extreme allegorizing project of the Valentinidfdoreover, his work does not contain
an intricate prolotological account as witnessed in the various systems of the
Valentinians’’ Despite these key differences, Irenaeus moves seamlessly from the
various schools of “Gnosticism” to the tenets of Cerdo and Marcion.

The reason for this inclusion is not, as some scholars have suggested, that

Marcion himself is a “Gnostic®® nor is it simply that Irenaeus was using source material

% Despite the convergence with “Gnosticism,” Irersalso would have been led to refute
Marcion and his followers for practical reasons.dlyaccounts, Marcion was persuasive in his teaghi
and, like the “Gnostics,” had attracted a large bernof followers. Tertullian reports that he camdkbme
around 14Cc.E. where he donated to the church some 200,000 sestéFertullianThe Prescription
Against Heretics30). He was welcomed by the church, although afieeriod of four years, his unique
understanding of Christianity became suspect anioa¢padership. In 14d.E., he broke from the church
and established a rival community in Rome baseli®nnderstandings of “authentic” Christianity. Kai
Raisanen, “Marcion,” irChristian “Heretics,” 100-124. Justin, writing around a decade after Marc
broke from the church at Rome, reports that hestifislive and that his teaching had “caused mafny
every race of men and women to speak blasphemittateny that God is the Maker of this universe
1 Apol.26, Barnard, 41. Allowing for hyperbole, the staésrindemonstrates the popularity Marcion’s
beliefs must have had.

8 Marcion: The Gospel of the Alien Gadans., John E. Steely and Lye D. Bierma (Durham,
N.C.: The Labyrinth Press, 1990).

% Harnack consistently emphasizes Marcion’s simigliand efforts to simplify Christianity, in
contrast to the intricate protology and mythicaneénts of “Gnosticism.” Harnackarcion, 12-14, 21-24,
65-67. Moreover, Marcion’s original workntithesisdemonstrates the lack of recourse to allegory. See
Harnack’s helpful reconstructioMarcion, 53-63. For more on th&ntithesissee below p. 38n70.

7 Minns writes, “Marcion, for example, did not coneéiimself with the question of where the
God who created this world came from or how he retted to the God of love revealed by Jesus Christ
He simply insisted that there was absolutely nati@hship between the two: rather there existedsa, v
impassable gulf between them.” Minfignaeus26. This lack of speculation stands in contrashéo
intricate details of the production of the Demiung&/alentinianism. See above p. 36n62.

% The relation of Marcion to other “Gnostic” teaché an open one, although | think it clear,
given the differences observed by Harnack, thatchdaris not a “Gnostic” in any traditional understigng
of the term. He is included in Irenaeus’ treatiseduse he shares the dualism in the Godhead. ieitae
not interested, as Harnack was, in ascertainingheihd/arcion’s reasons for the dualistic conceptibn
the Godhead aligned with the reasons of the Val@amis. Irenaeus’ grouping of the “Gnostics” and
Marcion, despite their differences, is warrantezbfar as the practical result of their respectheantogical
systems is the same—nbelief in the existence ofgweds, the lesser of whom is the creator of thiddvor
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in which the tenets of Cerdo and Marcion happened to be situated, but rather that

Irenaeus’ primary objection with Marcion and the Marcionites aligns with hisapyi

objection against Valentinian theology. According to Irenaeus, both systems iet@duc

division into the Godhead and hold that the Creator is a different God than the God

revealed by Jesus Christ:
[Marcion] advanced the most daring blasphemy against him who is proclaimed as
God by the law and the prophets, declaring him to be the author of evils, to take
delight in war, to be infirm of purpose, and even to be contrary to himself. But
Jesus being derived from that father who is above the God who made the world,
and coming into Judaea in the times of Pontius Pilate the governor, who was the
procurator of Tiberius Caesar, was manifested in the form of a man to those who
were in Judaea, abolishing the prophets and the law, and all of the works of that
God who made the world®

This programmatic description is an apt summary of the doctrine that will becteof

Irenaeus’ refutation iklaer. 2, and it contains a number of convergences with Irenaeus’

descriptions of the Valentinians to this point. First, the God who creates this wewvit is

Although not spelled out in the description of Marcion’s beliefs, this belief glearl

implies that the creation itself is evil. Second, Jesus came not from thiw ged but

from the higher “father who is above the God who made the world.” The work of Christ,

then, ultimately reveals a previously unknown or hidden Father and renders the Jewis

Scriptures meaningless. Marcion, like the Valentinians, also had writingkpto he

disseminate his teachings effectivéhAlthough Irenaeus likely was not ignorant of the

¥ Haer.1.27.2, ANF 1:352.

"9 Marcion’s Bible was comprised of only two worksimely, theGospelan edited version of the
Gospel of Luke, and th&postle an edited version of the Pauline corpHaér.1.27.2,3.11.7, 9, 14.4;
Tertullian,Against Marcior4.2, 5-8.). Marcion also produced an original woaked theAntitheses,
which, according to Harnack, demonstrated “thecoreilability of the Old Testament with the gosped
its origins from a different Gad” Harnack,Marcion, 17. As such, théntithesedikely functioned as a
regulaof sorts intended to help Marcion’s followers rilghinterpret his truncated canon against the
manner in which other Christians were reading.
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differences between the various sects of his opponents—*Gnosticism” anihiem in
particular—he does not focus on these differences for polemical pufposes.

Although I will argue that Irenaeus departs from the Apologists in certaasar
the nature of the Valentinians’ influence upon Irenaeus should be distinguished from tha
of Justin and Theophilus. Justin and Theophilus’ influence upon Irenaeus still may be
regarded as positive, insofar as their understanding of the faith and their iatepsebf
Scripture are reflected and passed on in Irenaeus’ thought. Conversely, theftamset
opponents influence Irenaeus’ thought only insofar as they lead him to emphasie cer
truths about God he might not have emphasized, or at least might have emphasized in a
different manner, had he not encountered these schools of thought.

Nonetheless, past scholarship has not acknowledged sufficiently the large amount
of convergence between Irenaeus’ opponents and the Apologists, specifically in those
areas that have a bearing on Trinitarian theology. It is surely thegoase his acumen,
that Irenaeus recognized these convergences. He avoided highlighting thgeoceer
due to his respect for the Apologists, and Justin in particular, as authentissegre the
teaching of the apostlé§Still, his rejection of these aspects of Valentinian theology was
ade factorejection of the same tendencies present in the Apologists’ theology argl offer
the best evidence of the progression in Irenaeus’ Trinitarian theology fraoriiaant

Christian thought prior to his writing.

™ In my treatment of Irenaeus’ polemic, | will navg space to deciphering whether Irenaeus is
engaged in a specific polemic against Valentiniactiine or Marcionite doctrine, but, following Iraeus’
intention, assume that they are the same.

"2 The fact that Irenaeus does not mention Theopbijusame suggests that he is not as
concerned to preserve him as a faithful witnesthAlgh his silence either way indicates also tleaddes
not lump Theophilus in with a lapsed figure sucfTasan. It may have been Theophilus’ role as kisho
that saved him on this count.
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1.2.4 Philosophy

A brief word needs to be said regarding Irenaeus’ indebtedness to Greek
philosophy, not so much because these thought forms and methods of argumentation
factor predominately in Irenaeus’ thought, but because Irenaeus’ posture tawekd G
philosophy offers an important area of contrast to the Apologists that willaesurf
continually in this dissertation. On the surface, Irenaeus’ assessment of phjl@soph
quite negative. In the course of his early argument against Valentinianismidse w
“[The Valentinians] also bring together the things which have been said thpsd who
were ignorant of God, and who are termed philosophers; and sewing together ras it we
a motley garment out of a heap of miserable rags, they have, by their suintier oia
expression, furnished themselves with a cloak which is really not their dWwolfowing
this statement, Irenaeus refers to the beliefs of a number of differesit @inilosophers,

which he alleges are part of the “Gnostic” system dressed up in differentderfgua

"®Haer.2.14.2, ANF 1:376.

" Haer.2.14 is, thus, by far Irenaeus’ most concentratedaf Greek philosophy. Benoit reports
that of 35 references to Greek philosophers andfeeéhHaer., 25 occur inHaer. 2, and19 occur in this
passage alone. Bend®aint Irénéef5-66.With one possible exception, the other citationptufosophers
in Haer. make the same negative pointHaer.3.25.5, Plato is cited in a positive manner agaifestcion.
Irenaeus writes, “Plato is proved to be more religithan these men, for he allowed that the sandewas
both just and good, having power over all thingel Blimself executing judgment” ANF 1:459. What
follows is a quote fronhaws4.715e. This is a change from Irenaeus’ view ofdPilaHaer. 2 where Plato
falls in the litany of philosophers from whom th@rfostics” took their heretical ideadder. 2.14.3-4).
However, | disagree with Benoit that this discrepais evidence of a manifest change of heart reggrd
Plato between the writing éfaer.2 and 3. BenoiSaint Irénéey 1. Rather, it is precisely because Irenaeus
maintains a negative view of Plato that the staterimeHaer. 3.25.5 is so forceful. In effect, he is saying
that even as heretical as Plato is, he is stiledo the truth about God than Marcion. Such goraent
only shows the degree of apostasy into which Marbtias fallen; it by no means endorses Plato as a
positive source for theology. For a similar intetjation, see W.C. Van Unnik, “Two Notes on Irengkus
VC 30 (1976): 201-213. For more on Irenaeus’ use atoPkee below pp. 79-80.
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Earlier scholarship took Irenaeus at his word and largely left the questioa of
influence of philosophy or Greek culture out of discussions of his {#dviare recent
scholarship has softened this position, concluding that Irenaeus is not entiresntgsfor
the tools of Greek culture, including philosopfijHe seems to have been as capable as
others of using philosophical source boasjndicated in the contentidher.2.14
addressed above. Moreover, as | will show momentarily, Irenaeus is not coheeraee
the Apologists, to identify convergences between Christian doctrine ankl Gree

philosophy. Conversely, to show the convergences between his opponents and Greek

> For example, Audet, “Orientations Théologiquest &nslin, “Irenaeus: Mostly Prolegomena,”
two otherwise comprehensive studies on Irenaefgs’do not address the question.

® See, for example, BenoBaint Irénée55-73; DaniélouGospel Messag857-364:Grant,
“Irenaeus and Hellenistic CulturefiTR42,1 (1949): 41-51, idenirenaeus41-53; Thomas C.K.
Ferguson, “The Rule of Truth and Irenaean Rhefari®ook 1 ofAgainst Heresie$,VC55 (2001): 356-
375,Nautin, Lettres et écrivains33-104; Sagnardsnosé Valentinienn@0-77, and Schoedel, “Philosophy
and Rhetoric in th&dversus Haeresed Irenaeus,’VC 13 (1959), 22-32. Even in most of these works, the
thought remains that while Irenaeus shows somédiaity with the conventions of rhetoric, he islisti
ignorant of philosophy. The evidence for Irenadusiwledge of rhetoric and rhetorical forms of
argumentation is stronger than the evidence fokmisvledge of philosophy. Various rhetorical degice
identified by these scholars that are presehtaar. 1-2 include the dilemmaHaer.2.3.2, 2.4.1, 2.5.3,
2.12.6), irony or parodyHaer.1.11.4, 1.5.4-5), and the questidtagr.2.6.1, 2.13.5). Grant notes the
evidence that Irenaeus was familiar with rhetorioaldes of expression in his denial of studyingahetat
the outset of his work. Irenaeus writes, “You widlt expect from us, who live with the Celts and trafs
the time use the language of barbarians, eithearthef rhetoric which we did not learn, or thellskf a
writer which we have not exercised, or elegandamguage or persuasion which we do not kndwaér.
1.Pref2-3, quoted in Grantrenaeus47. Such a denial of flair for rhetoric was comniwnhetorical
writings. Moreover, Grant shows the use of thremmmn rhetorical terms as central to Irenaeus’
theological vision, nameljhypothesis, oikonomiandanakephalai6ésSee Grantirenaeus47-51. | would
add that Irenaeus demonstrates familiarity with ldomnwhose writings were fixtures in rhetorical sasd
See Grant, “Irenaeus and Hellenistic Culture,”M8st telling as to Irenaeus’ level of familiarityithv the
poet is his appearanceliaer.1.9.4. In an attempt to demonstrate the absurditigeoValentinians’
method of interpreting Scripture, Irenaeus strittggether ten different Homeric lines from both ted
and theOdysseyo compose a rather nonsensical paragraph. Heswfitéhat simple-minded person would
not be misled by these verses and believe that IHoamposed them in that manner for that very theme?
One who is well-versed in Homeric themes will remiag the verse, but he will not recognize the theme
since he knows that some of them were spoken afdély;, others of Hercules himself, others of Priam,
others of Menelaus and AgamemnolH&er.1.9.4, Unger, 48. Leaving aside the effective rtietbtool
Irenaeus employs here, the method itself requie® han a surface knowledge of Homer. Irenaeus
clearly presents himself as “one who is well-versedomeric themes” and he is able to employ this
method only because he is comfortable in the woffldomer. If he was not, he would risk employing th
very method of interpretation of which he is sdicail. For these reasons, | agree with Grant timat “
rhetoric as in Christianity [Irenaeus] was an apt antelligent pupil.” Grant, “Irenaeus and Hellstic
Culture,” 51.The familiarity with rhetoric and rhetorical form$§ argumentation serve him well Haer.1-
2, the content of which is a rhetorical and loge@ument against Valentinian doctrine. See belohbp
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philosophy proved an effective rhetorical tool for discounting the validity of his
opponents’ beliefs. Therefore, to conclude based on the lack of philosophical examples
and logic that Irenaeus necessarily has little or no knowledge of philosolshty fa

consider his occasion for writing. Perhaps the most that | can conclude at thirs plaoat
Irenaeus’ biography does not indicate a period of formal philosophical training, an
observation manifested in his writings. Nevertheless, the difficulties heiypesavith his
opponents’ theology were often the same difficulties resulting from an unthinking
combination of the tenets of Greek philosophy and the God of Scripture. As such,
Irenaeus’ failure to engage philosophy on a large scale might not be the result of
ignorance but of understanding—Irenaeus does not utilize Greek philosophy to the
degree of the Apologists because he has understood better than them the ¢ongradict
with Scripture that such definitions inevitably prodi€&his level of understanding

would not presuppose a formal Greek education but could be gained by serious study of

the philosophical source books available to fim.

" An example of this intentional rejection stemmfrmm understanding, as opposed to ignorance,
is Irenaeus’ understanding of divine transcendefsd.will argue below, Irenaeus’ notion of the idie
transcendence is just as “Greek” as that of hisldgist and Middle Platonist counterparts. God théhEr
is “uncreated, invisible, Creator of all, above whthere is no other God, and after whom there isther
God.” Epid. 5, Behr, 43. Nevertheless, he rejects the corotlzay God cannot, as a result of his
transcendence, be intimately involved in mateniahtion, a corollary that the Apologists accepstéad,
he redefines transcendence such that God is ablke itovolved without infringing upon his unchanging
nature. For this argument, see below pp. 84-91.@unél argue that his ignorance of philosophy reside
him unable to grasp the fundamental inconsistendys understanding. One could equally argue that
Irenaeus’ understanding of the philosophical imgdtlmns of divine transcendence leads him to ai¢er i
definition to make the Greek conception compatiihh the God of Scripture.

8 The thesis of this dissertation does not rest betker or not Irenaeus was competent in
philosophy, so | have not engaged this topic tigaificant degree. In addition, this list of inflnees is not
exhaustive. For example, other scholars have ucoierd the importance of such influences upon Iresae
as rhetoric, Homer, Second Temple Judaism, and eénmus forms of Jewish thought. | do not disdoun
these influences upon Irenaeus or their importémdées theology in general, but for the purposeghisf
dissertation, they are of secondary importancesuss, | will engage them where appropriate in the
following chapters.
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1.3 Irenaeus’ Occasion for Writing

As noted above, Irenaeus believed that the various “Gnostic” theological system
were not faithful expressions of the teaching handed down from the apostles. Moreover,
he considered these communities dangerous because they were proselytizhg i
leading believers away from the true Church descended from the apostiasugre
beginsHaer. by stating this problem. He writes, “Certain people are discarding the Truth
and introducing deceitful myths and endless genealogies, which, as the Apastle say
promote speculations rather than the divine training that is in faith. By specious
argumentation, craftily patched together, they mislead the minds of the more
ignorant...By cleverness with words they persuasively allure the simgléofttis style
of searching, but then, absurdly, bring them to perdition by trumping up their
blasphemous and impious opinion against the Cre&tdrehaeus determines to write
against the “Gnostics” in his capacity as bishop in succession from the sapiostieler
to save the people belonging to the true Church from falling into error and forfeing t
salvation in Christ.

According to Irenaeus, the “Gnostics” attracted so many people becayskdthe
not present their beliefs as dissimilar from those of the Church. They werespersoa
this endeavor first because they were deceptive about their intricate.Befiefond,
they used the Church’s materials and outer dressings to ground their aliectetes.

Thus, they read the Scriptures and taught from the Scriptures. They gavetres

" Haer.1.Prefl, Unger, 21. For more on the active work of “Gi@ystommunities in
proselytizing, see above p. 31n43.

8 |renaeus writes, “Error, in fact, does not shamtiitie self, lest on being stripped naked it should
be detected. Instead, it craftily decks itself ioun attractive dress, and thus, by an outwaggfal
appearance, presents itself to the more ignorartuar than Truth itself, ridiculous as it is teea say
this.” Haer. 1.Pref2, Unger, 21.
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scriptural titles. They believed in a person called Christ who was the agannhah
salvation. They even believed in a historical story of salv&fidlanetheless, their
understandings of these doctrinal components bore no relation to the teachings handed
down by the apostles and held in the Churobdaila fidei.In a well known statement,
Irenaeus summarizes their error:

They try to adapt to their own sayings in a manner worthy of credence, béher t
Lord’s parables, or the prophets’ saying, or the apostles’ words, so that their
fabrication might not appear to be without witness. They disregard the order and
the connection of the Scriptures and, as much as in them lies, they disjoint the
members of the Truth. They transfer passages and rearrange them; and, making
one thing out of another, they deceive many by the badly composed phantasy of
the Lord’s words that they adapt. By way of illustration, suppose someone would
take the beautiful image of a king, carefully made out of precious stones by a
skillful artist, and would destroy the features of the man on it and change around
and rearrange the jewels, and make the form of a dog, or of a fox, out of
them...And suppose he would through this fanciful arrangement of the jewels
deceive the inexperienced who had no idea of what the king’s picture looked like,
and would persuade them that this base picture of a fox is that beautiful image of
the king®?

Elsewhere, he says more simply, “[T]hey speak the same language ashwe idtend
different meanings® Therefore, the challenge posed by “Gnosticism” demanded that
Irenaeus carefully distinguish the true beliefs and scriptural interpreggiossessed by
the Church’gegulafrom the false beliefs and scriptural interpretations proffered by his
opponent§?

Irenaeus accomplishes his task in two related ways: (1) he exposes the doctrines

and variant scriptural interpretations of the various “Gnostic” communitiesk ahte

8 Fantino believes that Irenaeus’ precedent fonbt#on ofoikovopia, or the economy of
salvation, is found in “Gnostic” theology. Fantiridyéologie d’lIrénéegsp. 98-106.

8 Haer.1.8.1, Unger, 41.

8 Haer.1.Pref2, Unger, 21.

8 See Richard A. Norris, Jr. “Theology and Languigkeenaeus of Lyon, ATR76 (1994), 285-
295. Although | disagree with Norris’ thesis thagrlaeus is uncomfortable with the need foegulaand,
as such, displays ambivalence in his appropriaifdheregula,he has discerned correctly Irenaeus’
motive for arguing for the Church’s rule, namehe t'Gnostics” use of an alternategula.
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claims, never accomplished beférend (2) he presents the true faith, the true
understanding of Jesus’ message in Scripture as passed down in the Church from the
apostles and contained in the Scriptures as read through the Chegehés The first
task dominateblaer.1 and 2. IrHaer. 1, Irenaeus carefully describes the various
doctrines of multiple “Gnostic” communities, which, as noted above, he claims to have
learned through personal interaction with followers of Valentinus and throughgeadi
their commentaries on Scripture. Although Irenaeus believes the mere expbhe
“Gnostic” secret doctrines will show their erf8iin Haer.2, he engages in a logical and
rhetorical argument to aid his readers in seeing the internal inconsistehthe
“Gnostic” system$’ Irenaeus does not turn to an argument from Scripture in full until
Haer. 3 because, as | noted above, his opponents used Scripture to ground their beliefs.
As such, his opponents first had to be exposed and then refuted by the principles of
reason such that Scripture could be freed for a fresh reading according to ttie<Chur
regula. Although Irenaeus does not refrain from quoting Scripture and the Church’s
regulain places irHaer.1-2, his intent is not to argue from Scripture in these works.

In Haer. 3-5 andEpid., Irenaeus’ focus is the second, more positive aspect of
presenting the true faith passed down from the apostles. This task is reqoaesehe

“Gnostics” had so badly interpreted Scripture that, to use Irenaeus’ metapipe pe

% Irenaeus writes, “[I]t is love that prompts usatmuaint you and all your people with the
teachings which up till now have been kept seevbich, however, by the grace of God have at lasteco
to light.” Haer. 1.Pref2, Unger, 22. Irenaeus believes that the task pbsirg these secret “Gnostic”
doctrines will reveal the internal errors withouaging in much argumentation.

8 At the conclusion oHaer. 1, he writes, “For this reason we have endeavardxing out into
the open the entire ill-formed body of this litfkex and clearly make it manifest. So that theneddonger
any need for many words to overthrow their doctrgiece it has been made manifest to &ler. 1.31.4,
Unger, 103.

87 See above p. 41n76 for a discussion of Irena@msilirity with the conventions of rhetoric.
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could no longer recognize the good picture of the Ririg.the preface of thEpid.,

Irenaeus writes, “We are sending you, as it were, a summary memoradinat, you

may find much in a little, and by means of this small [work] understand all the member
of the body of the truth, and through a summary receive the exposition of the things of
God so that, in this way, it will bear your own salvation like fruif?. I these latter

books, Irenaeus turns to his proofs from Scripture read through the Chegils®
ostensibly arguing first from the teachings of the apodtlaer( 3), second from Christ’s
parablesKlaer.4), and finally from Christ's word$Haer. 5).%*

The unifying feature of the different strategies and tools of the two tasks
(rhetoric/logic and Scriptureggula, respectively) is Irenaeus’ constant object to
distinguishthe true faith from that of his opponents. The last three bodkaef. in their
entirety, as summarized in tBpid., present the true content of the Church’s faith. This
faith is manifested largely through an extended exegesis of the Old and S@am&ets
as read through thegula fideidemonstrating the unity of the God of Israel and the
Father of Jesus Christ and the subsequent unity of creation and redemption. With the
exception oHaer. 2, then, Irenaeus primarily relies upon the language of the Church—

the Scriptures and thhegula—to discount his opponents’ doctrines.

8 Haer.1.8.1, quoted above p. 44.

8 Epid. 1, Behr, 39. BotfHaer.andEpid. are addressed to one person, but Irenaeus clearly
intends his recipients to make his arguments knmvthose persons in their respective chargies(.
1.Pref3, Epid. 1). In this respect, Irenaeus addresses his workteetwhole Church, which he viewed as
one unified body, although spread out over mangidaand encompassing many nations, cultures, and
languagesHaer.1.10.1).

%In the preface télaer. 3, Irenaeus writes, “I have sent you [certain] mak which the first
comprises the opinions of all these [heretics], extuibits their customs, and the character of their
behavior. In the second, again, their perverseniags are cast down and overthrown, and, suchess th
really are, laid bare and open to view. But in,thig third book, | shall adduce proofs from the
Scriptures..."Haer. 3.Pref1, ANF 1:414.

! Irenaeus describes this breakdown in the prefatker. 5, although the content of each book
does not stay within the parameters of the specfmtions of Scripture.
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2. Apologists

2.1 Lives

Of the three apologists engaged in this study, only Justin provides any
information about his life. In the opening oApol.,Justin noteshat he is from Flavia
Neapolis in Syria-Palestine, making him a Samaritan by birth. Although he tefe
himself once as a Samarit&fmothing in his works suggests a familiarity with Samaritan
religion®® Indeed, everything about Justin suggests a thoroughly Hellenized¥gure.
Although his name is Latin, the name of his grandfather, Bacchius, is Greeke
Dial., Justin suggests that he is uncircumciadoreover, in relating an account of his
conversion to Trypho, he includes details of what is arguably a formal Greekieduc
Justin reports that he studied under several masters from various philosophical schools
including the Stoics, the Peripatetics, the Pythagoreans, and the Platuitiistghom he

remained the longe&f.His conversion to Christianity subsequently came about through

%2 Dial. 120.6.

9% See BarnardJustin Martyr 5. Additionally, Munier notes that Justin appe@ar&now neither
Hebrew nor Armenian. MunieApologie 12.

% By “Hellenized,” | mean one who has been broughirua Greek world and is familiar with the
customs, values, and philosophies of the Greeks.

% Barnard Justin Martyr,5. Grant writes, “Diognetus, a teacher of the yoltagcus Aurelius,
urged him to study philosophy and hear the lectafesother Baccheius. The names thus suggest that
Justin’s family was fully attuned to Hellenism.” &it, Greek Apologists of the Second Century
(Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1988), 50.

% Dial. 29.1.

" Dial. 2. Although this account is likely a stylized tromgher than an historical account, Justin’s
works suggest a kernel of truth in this story, igatérly his long stay with the Platonists. Priorthe
twentieth century, Justin’s account of his phildsiopl quest usually was accepted as true, while his
conversion story was taken as an idealization sffild's experience. Goodenough first recognized that
these two stories formed one narrative accountfzaicthe account of Justin’s philosophical queiiss as
idealized as the account of his conversion. Hesadte example, the parallels between Justin’s aeto
and Lucian’sMenippus4-6. According to Goodenough, the purpose of tlealided quest is to show that
the writer’'s current beliefs were reached onlyradtéong quest for truth implying the falsehood or
inferiority of every other belief system in the gueGoodenoughjustin Martyr 58-59. Goodenough’s
theory in general has gained acceptance, althdweghrevailing opinion asserts that Justin recesmde
formal philosophical training, even if not as thogh as thdial. account implies. Barnard comes to the
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the witness of a venerable old Christian who urged Justin to search for truth in the
prophets?® This stylized account roughly corresponds to the shorter account of his
conversion in Apol.12, where Justin states that while a Platonist, he was drawn to
Christianity because of the courage he had witnessed in Christians facgagupien,
torture, and death. These similarities, along with the content of his writingh whi
demonstrates familiarity with Greek philosophy, suggests that Justin cahieerte
Christianity after significant exposure to Greek philosophy, likely of tidelM Platonist
variety® Scholars traditionally date Justin’s conversion to Christianity sometimetgrior
the Bar-Kochba revolt of 1321

As noted above, Justin is in Rome sometime afteicl& TheActastates that he
was in Rome at two different periods in his life, although it is unclear whetheavesle
Rome after 14€.E.or whether he was in Rome as a youth prior to his final arrival and
residence. The influence his works have on Irenaeus, Tatian, Athenagoras, and possibly
others suggests Justin formed a group of disciples around hinAetlibasJustin

martyred along with six others who might have been his current distiplds.is

opposite conclusion as Goodenough based on tlee'$aientification of the unity of the quest and
conversion narratives. Barnard perceives, agdmestiajority of pre-twentieth century interpretehst the
conversion account “has the ring of truth aboanitl gives an adequate explanation of his later werk
Christian philosopher.” Barnardustin Martyr,8. As such, Barnard thinks it likely that the quastry
reflects a true intellectual journey. Somewhat namevincing are the views of C. Andresen who belgev
Justin is influenced solely by the Middle Platogiahd that the critiques of the schools mentiongds
qguest account in thgial. reflect Middle Platonist critiques, as opposeddal study under these different
masters. Andresen, “Justin und der mittlere Platons,”ZNTW44 (1952-3): 157-195. The truth in
Justin’s conversion story as related to his cafgliil philosophy has been more recently restated b
Arthur J.g)é)roge, “Justin Martyr and the RestoratidiPhilosophy,"CH 56 (1987): 303-319.

Dial. 7.1.

% Specific examples and evidence of this exposuliecaine in the body of the dissertation.

190 This date is established by statements referdrige revolt in thdial. For example, in
answering Justin’s query as to his identity, Tryghgs, “I am a Hebrew of the circumcision, a refeg
from the recent war.Dial. 1.3, Falls, 4. See aldvial. 9.3, 16.3, 40.2.

%1 Barnard’s statement that he “founded his schophiibsophical instruction” goes beyond the
evidence. Barnardlustin Martyr,13. Munier’s more modest assessment is more aecitatnotes that
Justin “presents himself as a man of dialogue [vaumresses himself not only to neophytes and
experienced Christians, but also to Jews who aaédpbate with him on the Scriptures, and to Pagans
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martyred sometime during the reign of Marcus Aurelius, perhaps due to a cordrontat
with the Cynic philosopher Crescens to whom Justin refer#\imok3.'%? Although
according to Eusebius, Justin wrote a number of different treatises, only thregiauthe
works are extant, namely the tWpologiesand theDial.**?

Almost nothing is known of the life of Athenagoras. Eusebius does not mention
him in his history, nor does Jerome in higes of lllustrious MenNot until the fourth
century is Athenagorag’eg.cited and attributed to the Athenian ApolodftThe first
Christian historian to mention Athenagoras and to provide some details on fss life i
Philip of Side, a fifth century Constantinopolitan deacon. Unfortunately, Philip’s
Christian Historysurvives only in fragment® and generally has been regarded as

unreliable!®® This questionable reputation is confirmed by some discrepancies between

his account and the text of theg'®” More reliable is the brief biographical material

interested by the Christian phenomenon.” Mumgrplogie,17. Pouderon has shown that Athenagoras was
influenced by Justin. See particularly his corietathart towards the end of his work. Pouderon,
Athénagore d’Athénes: Philosophe ChrétiEaris: Beauchesne, 1989), 347-350.

192The approximate date of Justin’s martyrdom isréglfrom theActa, which names the
presiding Roman prefect Rusticus. Rusticus becarfeg of Rome in 162/168E. See GrantGreek
Apologists,74.

103 Eys.Hist. eccl.4.18. Justin’s corpus has occasioned much debate IBng time, the majority
of scholars attributed the workratio ad GraecosndCohortatio ad Graeco® Justin, partly as an
attempt to align his corpus with the similar titEegsebius attributes to Justin. These works now are
recognized universally as spurious. Another debatasioned by Justin’s works regards the quesfion o
whether the two extam{pologiescorrespond to the twApologiesmentioned by Eusebius, or whether the
extant writing reflects two parts of oAgology,and the original secontipologyis now lost. This debate
lies outside the purview of the present dissematior a thorough discussion on the latter issee, s
Munier, Apologie,22-24.

1% Methodius,On the Resurrection of the So8¥,.1.

195 According to Barnard, the Athenagoran fragmepiréserved by a late Greek historian,
possibly Nicephorus Callistus. Barnard provideelaful English translation of the fragment in
Athenagoras: A Study in Second Century Christiaol@getic, Théologie Historique8 (Paris:
Beauchesne, 1972)3-14.

1% For example, the historian Socrates writes, “fPhHas grouped together in [his history] (an)
abundance of very heterogeneous materials, wighisgow that he is not ignorant of philosophical an
scientific learning...By forcing such irrelevant dédanto connection with his subject, he has rendi&ie
work a very loose production, useless alike, inapinion, to the ignorant and the learned...he has
confounded the chronological order of the transasthe describes..Hist. eccl.7.27, NPNE 2:168.

197 philip states that Athenagoras lived in the tifieladrian and Antoninus, but Athenagoras
addresses hiseg.to Marcus Aurelius and Commodus. Philip also logdien in Alexandria as Clement’s
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located in the heading of theg.and its first linewhich together read, “Athenagoras of
Athens, Christian Philosopher, A Plea on Behalf of the Christians to the Emperors
Marcus Aurelius Antoninus and Lucius Aurelius Commodus, conquerors of Armenia and
Sarmatia, and, above all, philosophéef$.Most scholars accept this as the more accurate
account, meaning that Athenagoras hailed from Athens and that he wrote sometime
during the reign of Marcus Aurelius (161-18&).'%° More importantly, the heading
identifies him as a “Christian philosopher,” indicating that, like Justin, Atheaagaas
familiar with, and perhaps studied, Greek philosopfifflhe Athens setting would have
provided him access to this formal trainfigThere are two extant works by

Athenagoras, namelizeg.andOn the Resurrection of the Dedince scholarship is

divided regarding the authenticity of the latter work, | will consider aely**?

predecessor at the catechetical school. The clogypaf Alexandrian teachers Philip provides—
Athenagoras, Clement, Pantaenus—contradicts thebiarsorder of Pantaenus, Clement, Origen (Eus.
Hist. eccl.6.6). The mediocre reputation of Philip along viltke silence of Eusebius leads most scholars to
conclude that Athenagoras’ connection to Alexanddridoubtful. See Barnaréthenagorasl14-15 and
PouderonAthénagore d’Atheneg0-35.

198) eg.1. The heading is not a part of the text propehef.eg.but is provided by the most
ancient manuscript, namelarisinus Graecug51 dating to 914 . PouderonAthénagore37-39.

199 Grant specifically sets the writing bég.between 176 and 1%9E., noting that similar titles
for the emperors as victors over the ArmeniansSamnatians occur in Egyptian papyri dated to tinise
year period. Moreover, not until 106e. was Commodus recognized as co-emperor with Makauslius,
making Athenagoras’ inscription inaccurate priothat year. Grant further notes that this time quri
coincides with Marcus Aurelius’ imperial tour whdre was accompanied by his son Commodus. During
the trip, he likely would have visited Athens, pidiig the remote possibility that Athenagoras cdwdde
presented hiseg.to the emperorgsrant,Greek Apologists30, 100.

19 The one detail in Philip’s account that alignshatite witness of.eg.is his note that
Athenagoras was a philosopher who began studym&thiptures in order to debate Christians bubén t
process was converted to the faith. Barnattienagoras13. Malherbe argues that the structurd_ef.is
the product of a writer with a formal educationtdsllows the same tripartite structure—physidhies,
and logic—of many Middle Platonic writings, mosttaloly, theDidask.Malherbe, “Structure of
Athenagoras,” 2-4. Grant states that Athenagorasksvdisplay a strong influence of Platonism, best
explained by some level of formal education. Gr@ngek Apologists105-109.

11 Although the physical Academy was destroyed insikge of Athens during the Mithridatic
War (89-84B.C.E), evidence suggests that philosophical learningicoed in the city. Dillon asserts that
Athens returns as the center of philosophy in itts¢ ¢enturyc.E.with the appearance of Ammonius, the
teacher of Plutarch. DilloiMiddle Platonists 184ff. Middle Platonism continues after Plutaticfough
Taurus and Atticus, the latter of whom is conterappto Athenagoras. DilloMiddle Platonists233ff.

M2 The difficulty with the treatis©n the Resurrection of the Deadthe absence of external
evidence supporting its Athenagoran authorshiyps fact has led some notable scholars (e.g., tGirzh
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Theophilus differs from the other two Apologists in this study due to his role as
bishop and his qualification “to speak in some sort of an official manner, in the name of
the catholic Church’® He is known to Eusebius only in this capacity; Eusebius locates
Theophilus’ episcopate from 169-1Z%E.'** While the 16a.E.date may be accurate,
Theophilus’ bishopric likely extended beyond X88.,given the mention of Marcus
Aurelius’ death (18@.E) in Autol. 3.27-28'°

Theophilus’ statements on his conversion suggest that he was an adult convert, for
he states he was convinced of the existence of the Christian God through reading the
Jewish Scriptures, particularly the prophefsTherefore, he may have been led to

Christianity, and subsequently influenced in his theology through an encounteneavith t

strong Jewish Christian population at AntidéhThe content of Theophilus’ extant

Schoedel) to reject it as an Athenagoran work. @theeg. Barnard, Malherbe, and Pouderon, accept it
authenticity, noting the similarity in style of th&o works. See Pouderofithénagore d’Athénes2-114
for the various arguments for and against Athersmgauthorship.

113 Gustave BardyThéophile d’Antioche: Trois Livres A Autolyo(®C20; Paris, 1948), 7.

14 Hist. eccl.4.20, 24. Eusebius reports that he is the sixthapiof Antioch. The dates are
figured from EusebiusChronology.See BardyThéophile 8n2.

15 Grant speculates that Eusebius’ dates come frstatament irutol. 1, where Theophilus
compares Marcus Aurelius to God insofar as he abtte sole emperor. Gra@reek Apologists]43.
Grant notes that from 161-189%.,Marcus reigned with Lucius Verus, and from 177-£86 he reigned
with Commodus, leaving 169-177E.as the only period where Marcus ruled alone andevtigs
comparison would have been intelligible.

16 Autol. 1.14. This statement suggests Theophilus was lace pvhere the Jewish Scriptures
would have been readily available, and Antioch, iehee spent the last years of his life, is as good
conjecture as any for the setting of his early. [BeeAutol.2.24, where, in his discussion of the original
location of Eden, he remarks that the Tigris andHates “border on our own regions.”

17 The Jewish presence in Antioch following the sefiént rights given to Jewish veterans by
Seleucus | Nikator is well documented. On this paree David lan Rankifrom Clement to Origen: The
Social and Historical Context of the Church Fath@sirlington, VT: Ashgate, 2006), 81-82. Daniélou
finds a strong Jewish Christian influence in AntioMost notably, Ignatius, at the beginning of seeond
century, is a Jewish Christian figure. His epistieatain such Jewish Christian themes as the impafer
the Father as a gardener and of the Church asatherfs planting, the use of the doctrine of thecdat
into hell to address the problem of the salvatib®ld Testament figures, and a doctrine of a helgven
hierarchy, to name only a few elements. Each ofdtemphases finds parallels in Jewish Christiatis tex
such asThe Ascension of Isaiabaniélou,The Development of Christian Doctrine before theinl of
Nicaea,vol. 1, The Theology of Jewish Christianityans. and ed. John Baker (London: Darton, Lomgma
and Todd, 1964Y0-42. Likewise, Grant argues for a Jewish Christilesence in Antioch through the
witness of such Antiochene “Gnostics” as Menanaer Saturninus. Grant shows how tenets of their
theology appear to be formed in reaction to Jewististian theology. Moreover, Grant puts Theophilus
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writings betrays a Jewish Christian influerit&but many scholars also have noted
elements that reflect a formal Greek education, particularly in tlecdrdetoric:'® He

also displays a particular affinity for Stoic thought, despite his ovéidism of their
philosophy*?° Eusebius reports that Theophilus wrote several works including three
books to Autolycus, a work against Marcion, another work against a certain Hersiogene
and several unnamed instructional bot&s he collective letters to Autolycus is his only
surviving work. Despite his episcopal status, the apologetic nature of ¢tese has

linked Theophilus more with the apologists than with Irenaeus in the judgment of history.

theology in contrast to Saturninus’ to show howltighop sided with Jewish Christian theology. See
Grant’s “Jewish Christianity at Antioch in the sadocentury,”RSR(60 (1972): 97-108.

118 As has often been noted, Theophilus is the mestish” of the Apologists. In fact, there is
little in his treatise that is specifically Chrati. For example, he does not address the ideffittast or
christology in any significant degree, and he sathing of the incarnation. Moreover, the wholgotol.
2 is aHexaemeronan extended interpretation of the six days of aveah Gen. 1, akin to Philo'®n the
Creation of the WorldTheophilus’ only specific citation of a New Teasi@nt passage is his use of John
1:1-3 inAutol. 2.22. Nevertheless, he does not quote John in ctinndo the incarnation, but in
connection to the emergence of the Logos and hisesjuent actions in creation. On this point se@iGra
“The Problemof Theophilus,"HTR 43 (1950): 179-196. Moreovehutol.2.22 is the only occasion when
Theophilus refers to the Logos with the specific&hristian appellation “Son.” In the vast majority
references, Theophilus is content with the Hellamisr Philonic, appellation of “Logos.” Theophildoes
address resurrection Autol. 1.13. Nonetheless, as J. Bentivegna underscoresnieves all traces of
explicit Christianity from the discussion. Bentiveg “A Christianity without Christ by Theophilus of
Antioch,” SPXIII.2 (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1975), 108-130.

19D, Good, “Rhetoric and Wisdom in Theophilus of idoh,” ATR73 (1991): 323-330;
Schoedel, “Theophilus of Antioch: Jewish ChristtaHZC XVIII (Scholars Press, 1993), 279-297.
Schoedel argues against the more common interjoretzt Theophilus as influenced by Jewish modes of
thought through Jewish Christianity present in Achi and posits that the Jewish features of his \&ogk
the result of an encounter with a Hellenized fofdwadaism, the kind that is witnessed in Philo.

120 carl Curry, “The Theogony of Theophilus/C 42 (1988):318-326, K.E. McVey, “The Use of
Stoic Cosmogony in Theophilus of Antioch’s Hexaeomérin Biblical Hermeneutics in Historical
Perspective: Studies in Honor of Karl Froelich oist$ixtieth Birthdayed. M.S. Burrows and P. Rorem
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1991), 32-51, and Ra@tément to Origen86. The positive estimation of
Theophilus’ understanding of philosophy is a deparfrom the older view, which was skeptical as to
Theophilus’ knowledge of philosophy or even hidiabto use properly the philosophical sourcebooks
available to him. For an example of this view, 6rant, “Problem of Theophilus,” 182-185.

121 Hist. eccl.4.24.1. In hidives,Jerome reports that these unnamed works were iitet] for
the edification of the Church.
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2.2 The Apologists’ Occasion for Writing

The settings of Irenaeus and the Apologists are quite similar. Reg#rditighe
in which they wrote, Irenaeus can be regarded as a near contemporary ofjdtasna
and Theophilus. Moreover, Irenaeus’ diverse geographical settings ovetiajustin’'s
Roman setting and Theophilus’ Antiochene setting—although Smyrna and Antioch are
separated by a large distance, Jewish Christianity is the dominant inflondwuté i
locales. Nevertheless, the occasions of the Apologists’ respectivegsrédre different
from that of Irenaeus. The bishop of Lyons was concerned with variations efi&tity,
groups who called themselves Christians, read the same Scriptures, ancg@rofess
believe in and worship the same God revealed in Jesus Christ. Although Irenaeus
perceived these groups as outside the boundaries of the true faith, his dispute with the
“Gnostics” may be described as an internal struggle. The Apologists, on thaanie
were concerned with those groups outside the faith who made no pretense regarding thei
aversion to Christian belief and who persecuted Christians for their beligis.ahg
Athenagoras both address their works to the current Roman emperors, the former to
Antoninus Pius and his two sons, the latter to Marcus Aurelius and Comfiddus.
Theophilus writes not to an emperor, but to an individual who, like the emperors, was an
avowed polytheist and who apparently had made it his business to antagonize the

Antiochene bishop. JustinBial. is addressed to a Jew who, although not a pagan, is still

122 The general consensus asserts that these tresisesreached the emperors and therefore
became open letters to pagans, although, notabint@ Greek Apologistasserts thahe time periods in
which the various Apologies were written correspauitth empire-wide journeys taken by various
emperors. This correspondence, Grant argues, nitgkesisible that the Apologies could have been
presented to the emperors in person. For a spesifimple of this thesis, see above p. 50n109.
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an outsider who likely did not share Justin’s beltéfdn other words, the Apologists’
dispute with the pagans, and in the case obihé, the Jews, was an external
struggle*®*

In each of their works, the Apologists request nothing more than a fair hearing of
their beliefs because of the unjust derisions and persecutions the Christians wer
undergoing. By the middle second century, the Christians had become the subject of
much disdain and scorf? primarily because they refused to participate in the pagan and
imperial cults. While these rumors were unfounded, they often were accepteti ay trut
authorities. The Edict of Trajan, issued in Xl12, stated that a person could be

sentenced to death, apart from any evidence of wrongdoing, simply because he or she

bore the name “Christiart?® Therefore, the Apologists aimed to reveal the beliefs and

123 Conversely, Irenaeus could assume that the “Gasdsind Marcionites attached some sort of
salvific significance to Jesus and therefore aitdd some revelatory significance to the Christiaitings.

124 Daniélou notes the same difference in differemnge He writes, “The problem of missionary
dialogue [i.e. the writings of the Apologists] waancerned with the presentation of the Gospeldo th
Pagan world; that of tradition [i.e. the writingSlenaeus] raises the question of the transmissfdhe
deposit of faith within the Church itself.” DaniéldGospel Messagd,39.

125 Justin reports that there had been “scatterecadr@mny false and godless accusations, none of
which apply to us.” JApol. 10.6, Barnard, 29. SeeApol. 12 where Justin hints that these accusations
included child sacrifice, licentious sexual acts] @annibalism. Somewhat less sensational, although
equally as serious, was the charge of atheismamgetthat Justin and Athenagoras spend considdratile
refuting.

126 \[Christians] are not to be sought out; if theg @mformed against, and the charge [that they are
Christian] is proved, they are to be punished, With reservation—that if any one denies that re is
Christian, and actually proves it, that is by wapging our gods, he shall be pardoned as a rethlso
recantation, however suspect he may have beerredgfiect to the past.” Trajan’s letter to Pliny in
Documents of the Christian Churctd ed., ed., Henry Bettenson (London: Oxford UrsitgrPress, 1963),
4. Justin specifically addresses this policy whemites, “By a mere mention of a name, nothing is
decided, either good or evil, apart from the actiassociated with the name; indeed, as far asatine n
with which we are accused goes, we are the mosiegesople. But we do not think it just to ask ®© b
acquitted on account of the name, if we are coadiets evildoers, so, on the other hand, if we@uad to
have committed no wrong, either in the appellatibthe name, or in our citizenship, you must be
exceedingly anxious against incurring righteougijudnt by unjustly punishing those who are not
convicted. For from a name neither approval norighunent could fairly come, unless something exoélle
or evil in action could be shown about it.’Apol.4.1-3, Barnard, 24-25. Likewise, Athenagoras writes
“Now if a man can convict us of any evil, greatsamnall, we do not ask to be let off. On the contraey
consider it right that our punishment be severeraactiless. But if the charge stops short at oungya-
and to this day what is said about us amounts ltbae low and untested rumour of the populace, rmnd
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practices of the Christians in order to show the inherent rationality oflihp@meand its
precedence and correspondence to the beliefs of respected Greek philosogteiced. sy
If the pagans, and above all the emperors who were lovers of reason, could see the
reasonable truth of Christianity, then they would quell the unfounded persecutions and
grant the Christian religion the same respect and leniency as other sebfitie Roman
Empire received?’

Accordingly, the Apologists were not concerned with distinguishing Christian
truth from false doctrines, as | argued was the case with Irenaeus, tta¢lyevere
concerned with displaying the commonalities between Christianity and sdemwiof the

Greeks, which, unlike Irenaeus, the Apologists esteéffids a result, they largely

Christian has yet been convicted of evil—then jtasir task as mighty, humane, and learned kindsita
an end by law the abuse we sufferLég.2.1, Schoedel, 5.

127 At this pointDial. stands the farthest from the other Apologists’iwgs. Although the New
Testament, notably Acts, provides a record of Jewersecution of Christians, the content of Bie.
does not address persecution as a motivation éodigpute between Justin and Trypho. While theee is
general consensus that the conterDiaf. may reflect accurately the kind of debate that oezlbetween
Jews and Christians in the second century, thditlésconsensus regarding the historical occasiotie
work.

128 philosophy for Justin is a source of truth thatew used rightly, leads a person to God. He
writes, “Philosophy is indeed one’s greatest pagsasand is most precious in the sight of Godyhom
it alone leads and to whom it alone leads us, aridith they who have applied themselves to phpbgo
are holy men.Dial. 2.1, Falls, 5. Before Christ, philosophy was ththga God for the pagans in the same
way that the Scriptures were for the Jews. Drogewithat for Justin, “philosophy’ is not a spd¢idivine
gift to the Greeks; on the contrary, the true angial philosophy which ‘was sent down to men’ is
nothing other than the inspired teachings of M@s®kthe prophets contained in scripture.” Drogastif
Martyr,” 316. In other words, philosophy and reviela are the same truths from the same God; thgy on
differ because the Greeks do not have access ®dtigtures and, ultimately, the entire Logos when
comes. The greatest example of this potential ddésbphy was Socrates, whom Justin reports was a
Christian even though he had been thought to kmteist. The project of the Apologies is basedhis t
positive assessment of philosophy, for the Apobsgippeal to their readers’ ability to grasp tlhtiof
the Christian message based on natural reasom wuges, “Reason dictates that those who are trul
pious and philosophers should honor and love dwdytiuth, declining to follow the opinions of the
ancients, if they are worthless. For not only demsnd reason dictate that one should not followgeheho
do or teach unjust things, but the lover of trditbdd choose by all means...to speak and do righteous
things. So you [the Roman emperors], then, sinceaye called pious and philosophers and guardiains o
justice and lovers of culture, listen in every wamgd it will be shown if you are such.”Apol.2.1-2,
Barnard, 23. Similarly, Athenagoras beginsligg.with a specific appeal to his addressees Marcus
Aurelius and Commodus, not to their power or exetheir high status as emperors, but to their rates
philosophers. He writes, “To the emperors MarcugseAus Antoninus and Lucius Aurelius Commodus,
conquerors of Armenia and Sarmatia, and, aboveRilbsopherso 8¢ péywotov dprrocddoic].” Leg.1.
See alsd.eg.6. Athenagoras, more than any of the Apologistgldfiprecedent for all Christian beliefs in
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avoided particulars of Christian doctrine in favor of a more generic presentédtine
transcendent, monotheistic God. Of the three, only Justin mentions Jesus and even in
Justin’s works, Jesus is presented in the mold of Socrates (a holy man the Guéskks ¢
understandj*® Athenagoras refers to the Christian belief in resurrection but not as an end
to itself, but rather as an argument against the charge of cannib&li@onversely, he

finds the precedent for Christian monotheism in the statements of the Greek poets and
philosophers. Collectively, the poets affirm that the pagan gods are &l détet are
created entities like humafh¥.Plato said that the true God is one and the Father of all
things, the very attributes Athenagoras proclaims the Christians bEffeMeéstotle

affirmed God as the unmoved one who was the cause of motion of everythifit] Elee.
Stoics proclaimed that God is one and that he pervades the uritekseve have seen,
Theophilus is also vague on specifically Christian beliefs, while his decifithe Logos
employs the language of Stoic discourse. The central figure of both Athesisgguta
Theophilus’ account is not Jesus Christ, but the pre-existent Logos, a figure wido woul

have been quite recognizable to the Greeks.

the Greek poets and philosophers. For more on Atanas and philosophy, Pouderéthénagore
d’Athenes203-237. Theophilus is more ambivalent on his eation of Greek philosophy. On the surface,
he disparages of the value of Greek wisdom. He sarihntalls the ideas of the Greeks, for example,
“useless and godless opinionAditol. 3.2. He ridicules the statements of the Greek pbjphers and poets
about God and the creation of the wordi{ol. 2.5-7).He criticizes the moral teaching of the Greeks,
claiming that they were inspired by the demons.s€hteachings, Theophilus says, are justified in the
minds of the Greeks by the actions of their gode thtemselves are said to enact the wickedest deeds
(Autol. 3.8). Elsewhere, he contrasts the wicked actiorikefods of the philosophers to the righteous
God of the ChristiansAutol. 3.9). He everywhere contrasts the errors of theka¢o the truth of the
prophets who by contrast were inspired by Gaditdl. 2.9). Despite these strong statements against
philosophy, the doctrines of Theophilus are mafgthe beliefs of the philosophers more than heldvou
acknowledge and more than is evident in IrenaeaskwFor example, Theophilus finds Stoic language
more useful than the language of John’s Gospetpteeing his understanding of the Logos doctridee
below pp. 129-131.

129 5ee 1Apol.5 and 2Apol. 10.

1301 eg.36.

131) eg.6-7.

132] eg.6.2.

133 eg.6.3.

134 eg.6.4.
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The Apologists present Christian doctrine not in the language of the Church, as

was the case with Irenaeus, but rather in the language of philosophy. PreskrishgrC

doctrine in the language of the philosophers suited the occasions of the Apologists. They

had appealed to the Roman emperors as philosophers and now they attempted to show

that Christianity espoused nothing other than the best of Greek philosophy. These
differences in occasion and method of argumentation mark the resulting Tamitari
theologies of these figures, and as a result, these differences will cootturad to bear

in the present dissertation.

3. Conclusion

In this opening chapter, | have addressed both the historical settings of the
Apologists and Irenaeus, as well as the manner in which their respettivgssehaped
the occasion of their writings and their manner of argumentation. | have shawthe
Apologists, with the possible exception of Theophilus, likely have more formahigaini
in Greek philosophy than Irenaeus, thereby resulting in a more positive estiiiaitis
value. | have shown also a difference in the respective historical occastbies of
Apologists and Irenaeus. The former were interested only in presenting their

understanding of Christianity as a rational religion, akin to the manyoretigolerated

by the Roman emperors. This led to a method of argumentation that sought to display the

commonalities between Greek philosophy and Christian doctrine. The primary toal in thi

method is the use of philosophical language to relate Christian doctrine. Conversely,
Irenaeus was interested in presenting his understanding of Christiarhigytaset

teaching of Jesus Christ handed down from the apostles against the variantati@ngre
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of Christianity offered in the works of his opponents. This occasion demanded a method
of argumentation that, with the language of the Church, distinguished the doctrines and
scriptural interpretations of the Church from the same of his opponents. The lanfuage
Greek philosophy was relegated to the side of his opponents as a proof of their
inaccuracies. With these distinctions in mind, | am now prepared to turn to thesg’ figure

respective understandings of God the Father.
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Chapter Two: God the Father

In the following chapter, | will address the Apologists’ and Irenaeus’

understanding of the First Persbthe divine being to whom they refer most often as

“Father” (natmp) and “God” Peoc). My investigation will focus on two broad facets of

their respective understandings. The first facet regards the identiity divine being, or

the description of the specific God of Christian belief and worship. The second facet, a
more common philosophical inquiry, regards the nature of the divine being, or the
description of divinity, itself.1 will argue that whereas the Apologists understand the
identity and nature of God according to the Middle Platonic vision of God as a
transcendent and spatially distant being unable to interact with matewadilon, Irenaeus
alters this understanding in order to reject the unknown, transcendent, and distant God of
the Valentinians. First, Irenaeus argues that the title “Father” indinatevhat God

does, but who God is underscoring the intimate relationship between the First and Second
Persons and, as a result, between God and humanity. Second, he alters the common
understanding of divine transcendence from a relative transcendence basedtal a s
notion of divinity to an absolute transcendence based on a non-spatial notion of divinity
sustained by the concept of “spirit.” Irenaeus’ argument results in a divinevolemis

transcendent, yet able to interact with material creation by medine e€onomy.

! The nomenclature of “persondréotacic, persond in the technical, Trinitarian sense of the
later fourth century is anachronistic in the secoedtury. While all the figures in this study uretand a
real distinction between Father, Son, and Spiriythave yet to develop technical terminology to
distinguish them other than through the use okdiffit titles. Still, in describing these figuressSpective
theologies, the terminology of First, Second, ahdd Person is useful insofar as it presents arakut
means of reference. Therefore, while | will refeiFather, Son, and Spirit by this traditional noolature
throughout this study, | do not claim this termingy as descriptive of these figures’ Trinitariaadlogies.
When referring to Father, Son, and Spirit togetheii]l use the more neutral term “entities.”

2 Although included in the discussion of the namirdivinity in all of these figures’ writings are
more personal qualities such as love, goodnessharitke, | will limit my treatment to their
understanding of the divine beiggabeing.
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1. The Apologists

1.1 The Identity of God

As noted in the previous chapter, the primary charge facing Christians that
occasioned the Apologists’ respective works was that of atheism. This widksprea
accusation against the Christians was the result of their refusal to take gesgan
rituals and the burgeoning imperial cult, actions expected of all Roman subfecsim
order to refute this charge, the Apologists’ first task was to identify tlilewbom they
worshipped and in whom they believed.

The being they identify as Gaglthe one Creator of the entire cosmos. Justin
writes, “We are not, therefore, as the atheists, since we worship the ¢dgaionoyoc]
of the universe.. ¥ Likewise, Athenagoras writes that Christians believe in “one God, the
Maker [roumtc] of the universe, who himself does not come into being (because being
does not come into being, non-being does) but who has made all thih@iaedphilus
connects the etymology of the titheog with the creative act when he writes, “He is
called God because he established everything on his own steadfastness anchbecause
runs; the word ‘run’ means to run and set in motion and energize and nourish and provide
and govern everything arid make everything aliveé To be sure, the Apologists

associate other actions with God, but no action is as proper to divinity as the act of

%1 Apol.13.1. Munier writes, “The conception of a uniquedGtho is the Creator of all things is
the unwavering foundation and the necessary pdidéparture of the religious search and theological
reflection of Justin.” Munier_’Apologie de Saint Justin Philosophe et Martigribourg, Suisse: Editions
Universitaires, 1994), 96. According to Munier, fagologiescontain five formulas of the faith @pol.
6.1-2, 13.1, 61.3, 65.3, and 67.2), and in each Gaxl the Father, Creator of the universe, occupes
first place.

*Leg.4.2.

® Autol. 1.4, Grant, 7, italics added. Elsewhere, Grantstitese same etymologies in both the
writings of Herodotus and Plato. Gra@reek Apologistsl68.
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creating® This aspect of the Apologists’ understanding of God reflects a commonplace
characteristic of second century Jewish and Christian thiriking.

The Apologists’ primary source confirming the identity of God as Crexitibre
cosmos is the Jewish Scriptures. Occasionally, the Apologists areitexplibis
identification® More often, however, they imply the identification with unattributed Old
Testament imagery describing the God in whom they believe. For example, Tagsophil
writes, “This is my God, the Lord of the universe, vatone spread out the heavand
determined the breadth of what is under heawd stirs up the deep of the sea and
makes its waves resoumvdho rules over its power and pacifies the movement of the
waveswho established the earth upon the watansl gave a spirit to nourish t.”
Similarly, Athenagoras writes, “The best sacrifice to [God] is foougbw who
stretched out the heavens and gave them their spherical form and established s ear
a centre, who brought together water into seas and divided light from the davkness

adorned the sky with stars and caused the earth to make every seed spring up, who made

® Pouderon observes this aspect of Athenagoras'rsiadieling of divinity. He writes, “[I]n his
[Athenagoras’] eyes, the creative act, like thevjgtential act, is not simply an activity of Godjsthis
function,necessary and sufficient for justifying his exisehPouderonAthénagore d’Athéne$16-117,
italics added.

" Barnes writes, “That God is the creator, and thatreator is God, are fundamental
presuppositions shared by late Second Temple Jedvealy Christians.” Barnes, “The Beginning and
End of Early Christian PneumatologytigStud39:2 (2008): 169-186.

8 For example, Justin writes, “[T]here will never, ber has there ever been from eternity, any
other God except him who created and formed thigeuse. Furthermore, we do not claim that our God i
different from yours [the Jews], for he is the Guldo, with a strong hand and outstretched arm, tad y
forefathers out of the land of Egyptor have we placed our trust in any other (forgied, there is no
other), but only in him whom you [Trypho] also hawested, the God of Abraham and of Isaac and of
Jacob."Dial. 11.1, Falls, 20 with minor revisions. Similarly,h&snagoras introduces citations from Baruch
and Isaiah by writing, “Now if we were satisfiedtivconsiderations of this kind, one could regard ou
doctrine as man-made. But since the voices of thphets affirm our arguments—and | expect that you
who are so eager for knowledge and so learnedatneithout understanding of the teachings either of
Moses or of Isaiah and Jeremiah and the rest girityghets...” Theophilus also is explicit with this
identification in places, particularly throughctol. 2, the majority of which is an example of a
Hexaemeronas noted in the previous chapter. See above p182n1

° Autol. 1.7, Grant, 11, italics original marking scriptucithtions and allusions. The allusions here
come from Job 9:8, 38:18; Pss. 64:8, 88:10, an@.23:
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animals and formed man®The Apologists’ lack of concern for consistently identifying
their source as Scripture illustrates their collective motive not to #igmselves with

the Jews nor with the particular Jewish religion but to argue that the God in thbpm
believe as a result of the revelation of the Jewish Scriptures is the uhvedsknown
also to the philosophers. As a result, they underscore those scriptural passages that
correspond to the Middle Platonic understanding of credtion.

To further the connection of their God with the God of the philosophers, and in
particular the Middle Platonists, the Apologists consistently refer to@uwaras “Father”
(mratrj). In the most influential Platonic treatise upon second century philosophy, the
TimaeusPlato had referred to God as “Father” in connection with his act of creating th
world. Plato writes, “Now to discover the Maker and Father of this Univeese a task
indeed; and having discovered Him, to declare Him unto all men were a thing

impossible.*? This passage, coming in the context of an extended treatise on the origin of

101 eg.13.2, Schoedel, 27, 29.

1t is noteworthy how little Gen. 1-2 factor inteet Apologists’ discussions of the creative work
of God. Of the three, only Theophilus emphasizeditist chapter of Gen., but his list of allusion#utol.
1.7 (quoted above) is an example of the wide rarfigeriptural passages to which he alluded or dited
support of his contention that the God in whom &keles is the Creator God of the Jewish Scriptures
Justin cites Gen. 1:1-2 inApol.59 and63, but he offers little interpretation of the v@s®xcept to claim
them as proof that Plato and Greek mythology bogsftom Moses. Elsewhere, he emphasizes Gen. 1:2
to show the presence of the Spirit with God inlikginning (e.g. Apol.60), because the presence of
intermediary figures in creation corresponds wlith Middle Platonic understanding as | will demaoaitgtr
in chapters four and five below. The first chaptafr&en. are nearly absent frabial. There, Justin
emphasizes Gen. 1:26-27 to prove to Trypho that tiyos was present with God at creation, as | will
show in more detail in chapter three (&ipl. 62). Likewise, Gen. 1-2 are absent from Athenagddrag.
Athenagoras prefers Scriptures that speak of Gualiger and uniqueness, emphases that correspond to
Middle Platonic definitions of God (e.qg. Isa. 43:10, 44:6 inLeg.9.2). Like Justin, he also prefers those
passages that speak of the presence of interméijargs with God in creation (e.g. Prov. 8:3 anadly
7:25 inLeg.10.4). | will explain the Middle Platonic understimg of creation in the next section. See
below p. 69.

12Tim. 28c. trans. R.G. Bury, LCL 234:51. See al$m.37c and 41a. G. Schrenk identifies Plato
as the first figure to introduce to antiquity a cept that becomes commonplace, namely, Fatherload a
metaphor for describing God'’s relationship with terld as its generator or creator. G. Quell anklr&uk,
“Tlat)o” TDNT, 10 vols., ed. Gerhard Friedrich, trans. and ed fiégoW. Bromiley (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1967), 5:945-1022. Conversely, this ussagdy is witnessed in the Old Testament. Quell
writes, “['‘Father’] was never recognized [in theltiew Bible] as adequate, however, to describe dagre
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the universe, was central to Middle Platonic writings on 8ad the writers continued
Plato’s tradition of referring to God as “Father” to describe his ideasit@reator. The
Didask.states, “[God] is Father through being the cause of all things and bhegtondier
on the heavenly Intellect and the soul of the world in accordance with himself and his
own thoughts. Here, and throughoiidask.10, the Middle Platonic author
emphasizes the divine acts of creation and providence in connection with the title
“Father.”

The Apologists’ use of the divine title “Father” is consistent with the Middle
Platonic interpretation of Plato®m. 28c passag¥.“Father” indicates for them God’s
creative and providential functions; it rarely is used according to the NeanTest
practice of describing the unique relationship between Jesus Christ and tloe Creat

God?® Theophilus never uses “Father” to refer to God's relationship with the Second

of God or the manner of His relationship to man.eWwthought of or used in this way, it always found
opponents who instinctively felt that this woulédeback to worship of the ancient gods which haghbe
abolished from the days of Joshua.” Quell and Sthré&latje,” TDNT5:970. The same authors note an
increase in the use of “Father” as a divine titldater Judaism, but more in the sense of Godeas th
particular, theocratic Father of Israel. Quell &uhrenk, fTatioe,” TDNT5:978-982. This development
lies beyond the purview of the current discussimofar as the Apologists’ source for their useFedther”
emerges not from Second Temple Judaism but in$teadMiddle Platonist interpretations @fm.

3 For example, thBidask.alludes to the passage in the introductory statewfidask.10, the
chapter that addresses the nature of Godli®n28c in relation to the structure of Middle Platonic
writings, see Malherbe, “Structure of Athenagordd,’

4 Didask.10.3. trans. DillonAlcinous: The Handbook of Platonig@xford: Clarendon Press,
1993), 18.

15 Like the Middle Platonists, the Apologists focusedtheTim. 28c passage in their discussions
of God. Both Justin and Athenagoras directly diee passage (&pol.10.6,Leg.6.2), and Theophilus
alludes to it Autol. 2.4).

18 Luis F. Ladaria notes the novelty of the New Te®at’s use of “Father” over against the Old
Testament’s use and considers the Fatherhood ofrGethtion to Jesus and in relation to humans as
adoptive children one of Christianity’s distinctiideas. Ladaria,Tam Pater Nemaoguelques réflexions
sur la paternité de DieuTransversalitéd407 (2008): 95-123. Although present in the Syro@ispels
(e.g-Matt. 11:27), this usage of “Father” is evidenttaarly in the Fourth Gospel. The author of the
Fourth Gospel establishes the unique connectitimeiprologue (John 1:14, 18) and then exploits it i
developing his notion of Jesus as the Father'sigbevelation. For example, in a discussion wité t
Pharisees, Jesus says, “I testify on my own behali the Father who sent me testifies on my behalf
Then they said to him, ‘Where is your Father?’ emuswered, ‘You know neither me nor my Father. If
you knew me, you would know my Father also.” J81b8-19, NRSV translatiorsimilarly, in a
discussion with his disciples, Jesus says, “I henway, and the truth, and the life. No one corndbké
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Person. For the Antiochene bishop, God is Father only in the Middle Platonic seénse tha
he is “before the universé™In all of Athenagoras’ uses of “Father,” only one reflects a
unique relationship between the First and Second Persons. He writes, “[F]ahemgal
have been subjected to you [Marcus Aurelius and Commodus], a father and a son, who
have received your kingdom from above...so all things are subordinated to the one God
and the Logos that is from him whom we consider his inseparable&drvertheless,
the statement offers no insight into the nature of God; instead, it acts as aofmeans
connecting Christian nomenclature to contemporary Roman affairs (at the time of
Athenagoras’ writing, Marcus Aurelius was ruling with his son Commodus).

Of the three apologists in this study, only Justin shows an understanding of the
unique relationship between the First and Second Persons, reflected odigasi b
use of “Father® Nonetheless, the overwhelming number of his uses of the title follows

the Middle Platonist liné° In perhaps an intentional imitation of thign. 28c passage,

Father except through me. If you know me, you Wilbw my Father also. From now on you do know him
and have seen him.’ Philip said to him, ‘Lord, shassthe Father, and we will be satisfied.’ Jesid tga
him, ‘Have | been with you all this time, Philimyéyou still do not know me? Whoever has seen rse ha
seen the Father. How can you say, “Show us theeF&tlbo you not believe that | am in the Father thed
Father is in me? The words that | say to you | dbspeak on my own; but the Father who dwells in me
does his works.” John 14:6-10, NRSV translatiorhr8ok’s comments on John’s use of “Father” are
helpful. He writes, “[In his use afatno], Jn. differs from the Greek world by taking as point of
departure, not a veneration of theto twv SAwv, but solely and simply the truth that the Son, wo i
sent, is uniquely related to the Father and iditheto sayratie in the full sense...[tlhe whole event of
salvation is anchored in the most intimate uniotwieen Father and Son.” Quell and Schremkxtno”
TDNT5:997, 999. The Apologists do not develop this ifiggnce of “Father,” but show only the Middle
Platonic sense.

7 Autol. 1.4. Theophilus only refers to the Logos as “Soméebut the title “Father” is not linked
to the Son in this contexA(tol. 2.22).

18 eg.18.2, Schoedel, 37 with minor revisions.

191 Apol.12.9, 63.14-15Dial. 102.2, 103.3, 115.4.

2 For more on Justin’s understanding of the Fathedtaf God as derived from a Middle Platonist
use, see Goodenoughystin Martyr,123-139, BarnardJustin Martyr,27-38, OsbornJustin Martyr,17-
28, Munier,Apologie de Saint Justi®,7-98 and, most recently, Peter Widdicombe, “Juglémtyr and the
Fatherhood of God Laval Théologique et Philosophiqtd, 1 (1998): 109-126. My conclusions align
with those of Widdicombe, although he gives momnginence to Scripture’s influence in Justin’s use o
the absolute phrase “the Father” than | would allbtiink that the Middle Platonic interpretatioontrols
Justin’s use of “Father” except for the few plabesspecifies otherwise. Justin’s use of “Fathedrie of
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Justin frequently pairsatro with another descriptor such as “Maste‘ir’éc@u’)mg),21

“Maker” (romtc),* and “Creator{dnuiovgyoc).”® Each of these titles connects

“Father” with the act of creating, thereby suggesting a significatier than a

specifically Christian meaning that connects the Father and the Son in a unique
relationship for revelatory and redemptive purposes. Therefore, for Jusbon tlas
Apologists in general, “Father” does not describe who God is, but what God does—he
creates and ruléd As a result, the divine title “Father” lacks any Trinitarian signifazgn

at least in the immanent sense, for these writers.

several aspects of the Apologists’ theology Lebréttentionally downplays in order to claim the
Apologists, and Justin in particular, for Trinitmi orthodoxy. Although Lebreton acknowledges that
Justin’s use follows a “Platonist” understanding @not connected to his relationship to the $en,
quickly observes that Justin knows God “is alsonhagure, the Father of Christ, his unique Son,land
virtue of the adoption which he has accorded thbmFather of all the Christians.” Lebretdfistoire
2:421. Nonetheless, the texts he cites in supgdrisacontention only tangentially relate to suctliam.
For example, the texts he lists from Di@l. as evidence of his claim show only that Christiaresthe new
Israel, not adoptesionsof the Father God. Similarly, Ladaria’s study o$timi fails to include any
consideration of the influence of Middle Platonidradaria, Tam Pater Nemb97-98. He assumes that
Justin’s understanding of what Ladaria calls Gddisversal Fatherhood” is a development from thevNe
Testament understanding explained above (see p6§3m other words, Ladaria contends that foridust
God is Father of all creation because of his l@reafl creation, not because of his creative owiglential
functions. Nonetheless, Justin’s use of “Fatheg' im@re in common with Middle Platonism, where God’s
role as Creator and providential Master is notrection of his love for creation, but of his goodsniedustin
recognizes that God loves his creation, but he doesse God’s Fatherhood to support this point.
Ladaria’s failure to connect Justin’s use of “Fattend that of the Middle Platonists results in faigure to
see the clear difference between Justin and Iresna®this count.

211 Apol.12.9, 36.2, 40.7, 44.1, 46.5, 61.3, 61.10.

221 Apol.26.5,Dial. 7.3, 56.1, 6, 60.2, 67.6.

%1 Apol. 8.2,63.11, 2Apol. 10.6. ‘Anuiovoyoc” also links “Father” to the act of providence.
Repeatedly throughout tti#al., Justin usesaro to refer to God when he describes his providemtitl
SeeDial. 43.1, 48.3, 60.3, 61.1 and 3, 63.1, 75.4, 76.17a®b.1, 88.4, 98.2, 102.5.

24 Justin’s theology of all divine titles confirmsshinderstanding of “Father” as descriptive of his
creative function because he believes that no dititte can describe God’s nature. He writes, “®Buthe
Father of all, who is unbegotten, a name is not¢givor by whatever name He is called, He has s Hi
elder, the one who gives Him the name. But theselsvbather, and God, and Creator, and Lord and
Master, are not names, but appellatidasved from His good deeds and wotksApol.6.1-2, Barnard,
77, italics added. Here, “Father” describes God'sdgdeeds and works, by which Justin means creation
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1.2 The Nature of God

For the Apologists, God’s identity as Creator had a logical consequence for a
particular understanding of the divine nature; namely, God is transcendeemé&ed
from the material world. Athenagoras writes, “We have brought before gmdavho is
one, the uncreated, eternal, invisible, impassible, incomprehensible, and infinitegrwho ¢
be apprehended by mind and reason alone, who is encompassed by light, beauty, spirit,
and indescribable power, and who created, adorned, and now rules the universe through
his Logos that is from him..?® The divine transcendence, expressed here by a series of
negative attributes, was also central to the Middle Platonic understandingdofitiee

nature?® Athenagoras’ passage finds a striking parallel irCtukask: “The primary god,

% eg.10, Schoedel, 21 with minor revisions.

% In his summation of Middle Platonism’s dominarerntes, Dillon writes, “[1]t is common
ground for all Platonists that between God and kfi@ne must be a host of intermediaries, that Gogl ma
not be contaminated or disturbed by a too closeli@ment with Matter.” DillonMiddle Platonists47.
The Middle Platonists often defined their underdiag of the divine transcendence in contrast tacSto
belief, which mixed divinity and material. In coast to the Middle Platonists (and Apologists), $iteics
viewed the entire cosmos, both celestial and nadtenitities, as consisting in a continuous wholiéeanby
a divine force or spiritrfveopa) in which all things exist. S. Sambursky writesStbic belief, “The
cosmos is filled with an all-pervading substratuatierl pneumaa term often used synonymously witin.
A basic function of the pneuma is the generatiothefcohesion of matter and generally of the cdntac
between all parts of the cosmos.” Samburgiyysics of the Stoi¢dlew York: The Macmillan Company,
1959), 1. In Stoic thought, the reverse is alse-trthe divine spirit is immanent within material angsms.
Christopher Stead writes, “The Stoics, howevemgiathat all matter is permeated and controlle@ by
rational principle, but also conversely, that raélity is always and necessarily embodied in métter
Stead Philosophy in Christian AntiquitfCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994) Similarly,
David Sedley writes, “So strong is the Stoics’ catnment to their view of the world as an interactive
whole that only items with the power to interaa deemed to constitute it, and these are in tentified
with bodies...[O]nly something of [a bodily] natureutd be a party to causal interaction. If the soul
interacts with the body...it must itself be corporéald since not only our souls but also their moral
qualities, such as justice, have the capacity tapen our bodies, the Stoics infer that they tasinbe
corporeal. The same will apply to the world as aMhits wisdom and other moral qualities are risnary
governing features.” Sedley, “Hellenistic physiosl anetaphysics,” ifhe Cambridge History of
Hellenistic Philosophyed. Keimpe Algraet al.(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005), 855-
See also Spanne8toicisme85-90. This understanding results in a view ofdivine spirit as corporeal,
since the spirit interacts with everything in threverse. Thus, the Stoics do not make a striciraisbn
between the divine and the material—everything isantact with everything else. This belief expdain
Diogenes Laertius report that Zeno said “the beinGod is the whole world and the heaven.” Diogenes
Laert. VIl 148 inSVF1:43. The Apologists align with the Middle Platdeiagainst the Stoics on this count
and critique the Stoics for their failure to maintthe distinction between divinity and materialstin
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then, is eternal, ineffable, ‘self-perfect’ (that is, deficient in no reypeuer-perfect’

(that is, always perfect), and ‘all-perfect’ (that is, perfect imespects)...ineffable and
graspable only by the intellect...God is partless, by reason of the fact tfeaisthething
prior to him...”®" The only conceptual difference between these two definitions is that
Athenagoras includes as a matter of first priority the truth that God sréat@oted
previously, this emphasis comes from Athenagoras’ knowledge of the Jewistui®sri
Nonetheless, the underlying feature of the divine nature is the same in botlestatem
namely, transcendence from the material world.

Like the writings of the Middle Platonists, the writings of the Apologases
replete with negative definitions of the divine nature expressing this transcendence
Words such as uncreategl¢vvnrtog), eternalaidrog), invisible (dpatoc), and
inexpressiblegoontoc) are common in the Apologists’ writing&While all these
negative definitions focus on a different aspect of the divine n&tthe,collective force

of all such descriptors offers a hyper emphasis on the divine transcendence, God’s

writes, “And the philosophers called Stoics tedwt even God Himself will be resolved into firedahey
say the world is to come into being again by tihiarge; but we know that God, the Creator of all, is
superior to changeable things.Apol.20.2, Barnard, 37. Likewise in&pol. 7, Justin refers polemically
to the Stoics as those who believe “God is notleisg than the things which are ever turning aretialy
and dissolving into the same things...ARol. 7.9, Barnard, 79. Justin refers in these passagbe tStoic
doctrine of cosmic cycles, or more commonly, “taftagration,” a corollary of the Stoic belief ingt
comingling of divine and material. The doctrinetsththat at certain periods of time the whole ursee
which as we have seen necessarily included thealspirit, is consumed by fire and begins agairchdel
J. White, “Stoic Natural Philosophy [Physics and@ology],” inThe Cambridge Companion to the
Stoics,ed. Brad Inwood (Cambridge: Cambridge Universitgd3r 2003), 124-152. Cf. Athenagoiasyg.
22.5 and Theophilugutol.2.4. The Stoics do recognize the existence of pm@als; four incorporeals
are commonly identified, namely, place, void, tiraed sayables. The first three are incorporealusega
as Sedley explains, “they provide the dimensiorikiwiwhich bodily movement can occur, and must
therefore themselves be independent of body.” Setitellenistic physics,” 400. The more complicated
sayables olekton(from A¢yew) do not concern the present discussion. See SétHeltenistic physics,”
400-402. For more on the Stoic notion of place arid, see below p. 71n39.

*' Didask.10.3-4, 7, Dillon, 18-19.

% See Pouderomthénagore d’Athéne418-119 for a list of terms Athenagoras uses tarites
the divine nature that reflect a Middle Platoniaree.

2 For a study of every negative attribute in the lagists’ writings, see DaniéloGospel
Message323-335.
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distinction from the created world. While matter is created, God is uncreate@. Whil
matter is corporeal, God is incorporeal. While matter is seen, God is invisible.

The Apologists express divine transcendence through the belief that God alone is
uncreateddyévvnroc or ayévnroc)® or without a first principlegvaoyoc), while
everything in the cosmos, including unformed matter, has God as its first principle
(aoxn). This definition of God logically results in an understanding of creation thiat wil
later be known asreatio ex nihilocor creation out of nothing. Theophilus, in particular,
shows such an understanding of creation. He writes, “{God] made everything out of the

non-existent. For there was nothing coeval with Godf. Elsewhere, he writes, “God

%9 In more developed Trinitarian thought, these tvadg will be distinguished withyévnroc
(uncreated) referring to both the Father and the 8odayévvntoc (unbegotten) referring exclusively to
the Father. In some older scholarship, this diitnds read into the second century. Scholars agiee
generally that the words were still undifferentchte the second century. Both descriptors refeéhéotruth
that God is without a beginnirand thereby serve to distinguish him from crealaps On this point, see
Daniélou,Gospel Messag@30n21, Lebreton,Agennetoslans la tradition philosophique et dans la
littérature chrétienne du Il siecledRSR16 (1926): 431-443, and Prestigatristic Thought39-54.
Lebreton shows that the contrasting of the divineé the sensible world by means of
ayév(vntog/yev(vintds distinction was a device common to philosophichlosds. He asserts that the
Apologists and later Christians differed from th&ifle Platonists insofar as they were more restect
with their use ofryév(v)nros. For the Christians, it only properly referred te tivine, whereas many
philosophical schools attributed the propertygév(v)ntos to the soul or to matter. Lebreton,
“Agennetos’ 440.

31 Autol. 2.10. Theophilus perceived the need for creagionihilomore profoundly than either
Justin or Athenagoras. Nonetheless, it is not #se cas is commonly asserted, that the earlier two
apologists affirm the Middle Platonist belief ireetal unformed matter. For strong arguments inffafo
the latter view, see Fantino, “L’Origine de la Gréa ex nihila a propos de I'ouvrage de G. May,”
RSPHTHB0 (1996): 589-602 and N. Joseph Torchia, “Theafddreation in the Second Century
Apologists and their Middle Platonic Backgroundy'SP26 (Peeters: Leuven, 1993), 192-199. These
scholars assert that Justin and Athenagoras, unlikephilus, believe that God creates out of “fassl
matter.” Several statements in Justin and Atheragjovorks seem to support such a view. For example,
Justin writes, “And we have been taught that inkteéginning He of His goodness, for people’s sakes,
formed all things out of unformed matter...’Apol. 10.2, Barnard, 28. See als@fol.59. Similarly, in
Leg.10.3, Athenagoras speaks of matter as “an entityowt qualities” which the Logos enters to give
form. Despite these statements, several otherraofdheir respective theologies suggest, to ustegon’s
helpful terminology, that although Justin and Athgoras lack the formula of creatier nihilo,they
understand and affirm the concept. Osbtmenaeus65-68. For example, any discussion of matter as a
first principle is missing in both Justin’s and Attagoras’ works. The Middle Platonists include sach
discussion in their works because as an uncreatég,enatter exists along with God as a first pijhe.
More to the point, both Justin and Athenagorag, Tikeophilus, acknowledge God as the only uncreated
being. See, for examplBjal. 5.4 andLeg.8.7. Torchia admits the latter point, writing, ‘ttme writers
under scrutiny, we find a well-defined ontologidatinction between God and matter or more pregisel
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made everything out of what did not exist, bringing it into existence so that hisegga
might be known and apprehended through his wolk@He understanding of creation
out of nothing is distinct from the Middle Platonist understanding of creation. The
practitioners of Middle Platonism identified two uncreated entities, namedgtave
Monad and a passive or indefinite Dyad, God and matter respectiitdey describe
the process of creation as the active Monad, or formal principle, entering siheepas
Dyad, or material principle, in order to give it fofffBoth eternal principles are

necessary in order for creation to be realized.

between God and all mutable, corruptible reality: €ch, God is the unbegotten, ultimate causatipie
for everything which exists.” Torchia, “Theories©feation,” 192. He concludes that Justin and
Athenagoras are simply inconsistent. Inconsistenagt not be ruled out in principle as my studyhaf t
Apologists also reveals an inconsistency in tHeught in regards to spatiality and the divine ratas |
will address momentarily. Still, the evidence supgthe conclusion that, although Justin and Atgeras
speak at times of unformed matter, their emphasi&ad as the only uncreated being is their cormtil|
image of the creative act. If God aloneig v(v)nrog, then by definition, matter is not eternal.

%2 Autol. 1.4, Grant, 7 with minor revisions. Torchia spetesahat Theophilus is quoting 2 Macc.
7:28, which reads, “[Bleg you, my child, to lookthé heaven and the earth and see everythingstivat i
them, and recognize that God did not make thenobiltings that existed. And in the same way the d&um
race came into being.” NRSV translation. Torchiehéories of Creation,” 195-196. The presence of the
idea of creation out of nothing in 2 Macc. suggésaés a Jewish tradition lies behind this emphasis
may explain why Theophilus is clearer than Justich Athenagoras in articulating the doctrine.
Conversely, Fantino claims that this statement feoltacc. is simply another means of referring ® th
primordial chaos referred to in Gen. 1:2 and whattrer documents stemming from Second Temple
Judaism, notably Wisd. 11:17 (“For your all-powéitiand, which created the world out of formless
matter...” [NRSV translation]), connect with the foesk, eternal matter of Greek philosophy. Fantino,
“La théologie de la creatioex nihilochez saint Irénée3P26 (Leuven: Peeters, 1993): 126-135. The
doctrine of creation out of nothing appears in aryeChristian writingShepherd of Hermawhich
defines God as follows: “First of all, believe tiabd is one, who created all things and set theander,
and made out of what did not exist everything thaand who contains all things but is himself &on
uncontained.’ShepherdMand. 1.1 inThe Apostolic Fathers: Greek Texts and English Sla&ions,trans.
J.B. Lightfoot, ed. and rev. Michael W. Holmes (@d&Rapids: Baker Books, 2002), 375. Theophilus may
have known and been influenced by at least thissseof theShepherdas his work shows the influence of
two ideas both present 8hepherdMand. 1.1. On the second idea, see below p. 74n46.

3 Xenocrates, rather than Plato, likely introdudegs idea into Middle Platonism. DilloMiddle
Platonists,22-38.

% TheDidask.describes the process as follows: “[Plato] decléras[matter] has the
characteristic of receiving the whole realm of gatien by performing the role of a nurse in sustagrit,
and receiving all the forms, while of itself remiaig without shape, or quality, or form, but it dam
moulded and imprinted with such impressions likeauld and shaped by these, having no shape ottyjuali
of its own...[God] created [the world], then, out béttotality of matter. This, as it moved withoutier
and randomly, prior to the generation of the heayla took in hand and brought from disorder ihto t
best order...For he generated it out of all of eacth@ffour elements, all of fire, and earth, andenzand
air, not leaving out any part or potency of anytafm, on the consideration that, first of all, wbaine into
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The Apologists depart from the Middle Platonists at this point because they
believe the eternal existence of unformed matter challenges the scripincglle that
God alone is uncreated, and that all things find their source in him. For example, in
criticizing the Middle Platonic understanding of creation, Theophilus wridatd and
his followers acknowledge that God is uncreated, the Father and Maker of theajnivers
next they assume that uncreated matter is also God, and say that mateewehsvith
God. But if God is uncreated and matter is uncreated, then according to the Platonists
God is not the Maker of the universe® According to Theophilus’ understanding of
Middle Platonist philosophy, God is not a creator because he does not make matter
Instead, he merely shapes prime matter in the manner of a human artisan.

Moreover, if matter is uncreated, then it possesses divine qualities anddhe stri
distinction between divinity and material is lost. Athenagoras writes, “thee attribute
one and the same power to the ruled and the ruling, we shall inadvertently make
perishable, unstable, and changeable matter equal in rank to the uncreatal] aeter
ever self-same God® Conversely, the Apologists identify the qualitycafév(v)nroc
with the power to create, a power proper to God, alone. Theophilus writes, “But the
power of God is revealed by his making whatever he wishes out of the non-existient, |
as the ability to give life and motion belongs to no one but God aféfdtis, the

affirmation of creatiorex nihilo,in the Apologists’ mind, not only preserved the

being must be corporeal, and so inevitably tangille visible. But without fire and earth it is matssible
for something to be tangible and visibl®idask.8.2, 12.2, Dillon, 15, 21. For a general overvidvthe
Middle Platonist understanding of creation, sedoDjIMiddle Platonists45-49. See also Torchia,
“Theories of Creation,” 196-198. Likewise, the $®believed in two ultimate principlegdxai), namely,
matter and god; in creation, the immanent god @bts principle matter. The Stoics and the Middle
Platonists’ respective views on creation diffethiat the Stoics believed both principles were niglteBee
Sedley, “Hellenistic physics,” 384-390 and Spann8tdicisme90-94.

% Autol. 2.4, Grant, 27

% eg.22.3, Schoedel, 51.

37 Autol. 2.4, Grant, 27.
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scriptural definition of God as sole creator of all thingsaintained the strict distinction
between divinity and material, thus protecting the divine transcend®nce.

In addition to the doctrine of creation out of nothing, the Apologists employ a
second method to maintain the separation between God and material, namelypthe use
spatial imagery in their conception of divinity. In other words, the Apologistgiimaa
God as physically far removed from the material world such that the divinityapabte
of being in contact with material things. This conception results in thedoacattiGod in

a literalplace(tomoc, xwox) somewhere far “above” the world For example, Justin

3 Fantino writes, “According to them [the Greek pkibphers], something which is necessarily
comes from something which exists before. It isaatatter of a temporal but an ontological priorfthat
amounts to recognizing a relation that binds Gotthéouniverse, even if intermediaries exist. Gathoa
be truly transcendent to the world. It is precigbig point that the notion of creatiex nihilowants to
express.” Fantino, “Théologie de la creation,” 18@vertheless, | will show below that Irenaeus’tdoe
of creation out of nothing better grasps this trautll Irenaeus is more consistent than Theophings, a
Justin and Athenagoras, in his understanding of&Gisanscendence.

% Throughout antiquity, the Greek termtoc andxwoa both refer to a literal “place” or “space.”
Stoic writers are an exception. They distinguightilio terms and include them withvov to form a
tripartition to explain the genus “space.” Sextuspitricus writes, “The Stoics declare that Void{ov) is
that which is capable of being occupied by an erisbut is not so occupied, or an interval emptpady,
or an interval unoccupied by body; and that Plasedv) is an interval occupied by an existent and
equated to that which occupies it (‘existent’ belmege the name they give to ‘body’); and that Room
(xwoav) is an interval partly occupied by body and pautiypccupied—though some of them say that
Room is the Place of the large body, so that tfierdnce between Place and Room depends on size.”
Sextus EmpiricusQutlines of Pyrrhonisnil.124, trans. Bury, LCL 273:411. Aétius recordsimilar
statement from Zeno Citiusd(B¢gewv d¢ kevdv, TOMOV, Xwoav: kal TO pév kevov elvan éonuiav
OWUATOC, TOV D¢ TOTOV TO EMEXOLEVOV DTIO OWHATOS, THV d& XWEAV TO €K HEQOUG ETEXOUEVOV, (OOTEQ ETTL
g oL oivov mBdivne.” SVF1:26. For more on Stoic definitions of space, seew p. 73n45.
Conversely, the Middle Platonists are not as aeaa distinction, and specifically reject the notaf a
void. For example, thBidask.states, “Matter, then, being imprinted with theseds (of Forms), moved
first of all in a disorderly manner, but was theought by God to order, through all things being
harmonized with each other by means of proportitowever, these (elements) do not remain spatially
separateddiakoifévta kata xwodav], but experience an unceasing agitation, and comigate this to
matter, because, as they are compressed and titgesher by the rotation of the world, and are elniv
against each other, the finer particles are caindthe interstices of the more course-grainextsp §ic
oG TV ddoopegeoTéowv xweag). For this reason no space is left empty of bqdyfv kevov
vmoAe{metat odpartog éonuov]...” Didask.13.3, Dillon, 23 with minor revisions. The Apolotsidollow
the Middle Platonists in not admitting of a distina betweertérog andxwoa. For them, both words refer
to a literal place in which God is located. Jugimerally prefergwoa while Athenagoras and Theophilus
prefertérnog, but the words are used for the same purpose, Ipato&keep God separated from matter.
(Justin can also us@moc to describe God’s place in the heavens [Bied 64.7]). In chapter five, | will
explore a possible metaphorical use®ba in Justin’s works to refer to the position or rasfkhe Son and
the Spirit in relation to the Father. See belowafil-224. Nevertheless, that metaphorical usagetis
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writes, “For the ineffable Father and Lord of all neither comes to ang,ptac walks,
nor sleeps, nor arises, but always remains in his pjaagx), wherever it may be ”%°
Elsewhere, Justin describes God'’s place as the “super-celegt@i frov &v toig
vmepovpaviois] [which] has never been seen by any man” but where God “forever
abides...*! In a similar vein, Athenagoras argues that a second god logicaiiptca
exist, since there would be no plaeér{oc) in which he could dwell—the Creator of the
cosmos alone fills the place around and above the \orld.

While Theophilus exhibits more ambivalence than Justin and Athenagoras about

maintaining God’s transcendence through spatial imagery, he also revertsaiityspa

his conception of the divine transcendence and even argues that this spatial imagery

reflected in Justin’s quotations regarding Godtsation. Jewish writings of the Exilic, Second Teey@nd
Rabbinic periods also use the concept of plat@gpomoroc) to describe the place of God in the world,
as in the sense of theophany. This usage is, pgerbpftomized by the theophanic account where God
appears to Moses, Aaron, and the seventy elde4t.o8inai. The summary verse, Exod. 24:10 (“Andythe
saw the God of Israel”), is rendered by the LXX &8t ¢idov tov tomov ob elotiret éxel 6 Bedc Tov
IoganjA” (“and they saw the place where the God of Issd@bd”). Another example of the use of “place”
in relation to a theophany occurs in Ezekiel’s dtarision, which the LXX renders, “Then the Spidibk
me up, and | heard behind me the voicefas great earthquake, saying, Blessethiegylory of the Lord
from his placef d0&a kvolov ék tov Tomov avtov].” LXX, trans. Sir Lancelot C.L. Brenton. In some
writings, such as Jeremiah, “place” is assimildatethe Temple to indicate where the divine manégsh
occurs on earth. See Jer. 7:12. For my purposegi¢lrelopment is secondary insofar as this Jewish
tradition emphasizes “place” as a means of speakitige divine manifestatiowithin the creation. The
Apologists, following Middle Platonic assumptionsetonog as a means of keeping God separate from
creation—he specifically is not manifested in ci@atbut remains in his own place. The one exceptio
may occur in Theophilus who, as | will show momeihtarefers to a “place of light” within creation.
However, even in this instance, thietog to which Theophilus refers specifically is not ibitad by God,
as a Second Temple writer might claim with the saphmase, but by the spirit which keeps God sepdrate
from material creationXutol. 2.13). Something similar occurs with the Apolodistsderstanding of the
Old Testament theophanic texts in general, whard-tither, due to his transcendence, is not maadfest
creation; rather, the Logos is the being who appeeacreation on behalf of the Father. | will retto this
interpretation of the theophanies in Justin’s thgglin chapter three. See below pp. 115-118.

““Dial. 127.2, Falls, 191.

“I Dial. 56.1, Falls, 83 with minor revisions. See dial. 60.2. Plato’shaedrudikely serves as
the antecedent for the notion of a “super-celeptide” where the divine dwellas André Méhat has
shown. Both Plato and Justin regarded this platle avieverential fear in their respective writings.
Specifically, Plato described this place as acbéssinly to the mind, a thought reflected in Justin
statement that no man has ever seen the placecbfMB#hat, “Le ‘Lieu Supracélestre’ de Saint Justin
Origene,”in Forma Futura: Studi in Onore del Cardinale Miché&tellegrino(Torino: Bottega d’Erasmo,
1975), 282-294.

“2Leg.8.4. For more on this argument in relation to ailsinargument in Irenaeus’ work, see
below pp. 97-100.
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emerges from Scripture’s account of creation. He writes, “The unique spupied the
place kémov] of light and was situateldetweerthe water and the heaven so that, so to
speak, the darkness might not communicate with the heaven, which was nearer to God,
before God said: ‘Let there be lighf*Here, the transcendent, divine realm is separated
from the material realm so that divinity might not be corrupted through mixing with
material** Theophilus, unlike Justin and Athenagoras, refrains from saying directly that
God is in his own place, but the spatial imagery used in this definition results ambe s
conclusion—God is in his own place which does not come into contact with the material
realm.

The concept of space in relation to the divine nature reveals an incongruity within
the Apologists’ thought. Namely, the notion that God is located somewhere, even
somewhere far away, conflicts with God’s incorporeality, which, as radiede, is

assumed in their understanding of the divine transcendea¢dimes, the Apologists'—

43 wq . . ~ . ; >y > ; ~ o \ - o ,
“Ev HEV TO TTVELUX CI)(OTOC TOTIOV ETIEXOV EUEOLTEVEV TOV UE)(XTOC KAXL TOL OLQAVOoL, V& TQOTIW

TWVL 1) KOWVWVI) TO OKOTOG T 0VQAVE €Y YLTEQW OVTL TOD Be0D, T TOD eitetv Tov Bedov' TevnOntw
dac.” Autol.2.13, Grant, 49, italics added.

*4 This notion of a boundary dividing the transceridem material realms is also a Valentinian
idea. Irenaeus speaks of it in his report whenduzesses the role of the Aeon ‘Limit’ who was eedtto
separate Sophia from her passion. Limit is so napeeduse through this Aeon the realms are divided a
kept apart—Sophia is admitted back into Bleromawhile her passion, Achamoth, remains outside. See
above p. 35. Thomassen reports that in Eastermtfiai@nism, known through the witness of Theodotus
and preserved by Clement of Alexandria, the Sopbiaelf serves as this boundary. He writes, “From
Theodotus comes the idea that the Saviour ‘cantle forough’ Sophia when he descended into the
cosmos—that is, he passed through the sphere tic&Gthat lies between the Pleroma and the cosmos.”
ThomassenSpiritual Seed33.

> A philosophical commonplace of the era, origingtim Stoicism, asserts that only bodies can
occupy space. Chrysippus defined place, in pattyvhat is entirely occupied by an existent [i.edigp”
Quoted in Jacques Brunschwig, “Stoic MetaphysitsCambridge Companion to the StqQi296-232.
Likewise, Sextus Empiricus reports the Stoic un@@ding of place as “that which is occupied by an
existent and made equal to that which occupigsatling body now ‘an existent,” as is plain frohret
interchange of the names). Abainst the Physicisi$.3, Bury, LCL 311:211. Paradoxically, in locating
God far away in order to separate the divine antkrizd, the Apologists introduce properties of mizte
(i.e. the dimensions of space) to the divine. Belsblars have attempted to resolve this incongigtanthe
Apologists’ work. For example, Goodenough perceivesontradiction in Justin’s thought regarding the
spatiality of God. He claims that Justin believpatility only came into existence when God created
Thus, spatiality cannot be read back into the eadfiiGod, himself. Goodenough has no evidencehfer t
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Theophilus in particular—display their ambivalence with this spatial defirfitibnt
their need to keep the divine nature and material creation separated results lmlign ina
to conceive of God apart from space. More troubling than the inconsistency of spatial

language and the divine incorporeality is the inability of a spatially tesasnt God to

interpretation from Justin’s text; instead, hisderice comes from Philo. While the notion that tand
space came into existence at creation may be acspPhilo’s thought, its presence there in ng wa
proves its existence in Justin’s thought. Goodehgigstin Martyr,124-125. Likewise, regarding
Athenagoras, Pouderon rejects any difficulty with Athenian Apologist’s location of God in a plakke
argues that the formula “God above matter” equadiyld be interpreted as hierarchical rather thaatiaip
While Pouderon admits that Athenagoras’ argumenthf® oneness of God using the notion of place is
problematic, he ultimately dismisses the problecuderon Athénagore d’Athéne423-125. | engage
Pouderon’s argument in more detail below 100n12Befscholars do not shy from the difficulty. For
example, Lebreton, although everywhere affirmingtifts orthodoxy, criticizes him at just this paihte
writes, “Justin misunderstands the divine immensigylocates God in some pla@bove the heavens, in a
sublime asylum from where it would be necessanhifor to leave if he was to appear on earth.” Lebret
Histoire 2:426, italics added. Similarly, Quasten writesistih denies the substantial omnipresence of
God. God the Father dwells, according to him, enrgions above the sky. He cannot leave his péaak,
therefore he is unable to appear in the world.” e Patrology,1:208. Barnard writes, “Justin retained
the Middle Platonist emphasis on God as the unkbtevand transcendent Cause far removed from the
world and disconnected with it...Justin had no reabtly of divine immanence to complement his
emphasis on divine transcendence. His doctrineenf.bgos...in fact kept the supreme Deity at a safe
distance from intercourse with men and left thed?iig transcendence in all its bareness.” Barniusiin
Martyr, 83-84.

“® Elsewhere, Justin and Theophilus maintain that Gouhot be confined or circumscribed in a
place. For example, Justin writes, “Yet [God] sysvall things, knows all things, and none of us has
escaped his notice. Nor is he moved who cannobbtaimed in any placefwonroc), not even in the
whole universe, for he existed even before theami was createdDial. 127.2, Falls, 191. Theophilus
writes, “[God] is not visible by fleshly eyes besathe is unconfinedifdontov].” Autol.1.5. In one
place, Theophilus even articulates the difficulfyfmascribing spatial language to God. He writ&yt“it is
characteristic of the Most High and Almighty Gadot to be confined in a place[¢v tonw xwoeiobad;
otherwise, the plackomoc] containing him would be greater than he is, for wb@ntains is greater than
what is containedGod is not containedp xwoeitad] but is himself the placergroc] of the universe.”
Autol. 2.3, Grant, with minor revisions, italics addede™mord these Apologists use to describe the divine
attribute of “uncontained” i&xwentog, the privative ofywoa (see above p. 71n39). Unlike the other
negative attributes commonly used by the Apologtisis word is not widely used in Greek philosophy.
is absent from Plato and the Middle Platonists.\@esely, it appears in earlier Christian writingspart of
a liturgical or rhythmic definition of God. For axple, the author of thBhepherd of Hermaarites, “First
of all, believe that God is one, who created aligh and set them in order, and made out of withhdi
exist everything that is, and who contains all gisibut is himself alone uncontaineg{oontoc].”
ShepherdMand. 1.1, Holmes, 375. Daniélou views the rhythreftain of “containing/uncontained,” and
others like it (e.g. “enclosing, not enclosed” dodntaining, not contained”) as representing “tleqgst
Judaeo-Christianity” and finds similar expressionthePreaching of Petefin Clement of Alexandria,
Strom.6.39) Daniélou,Gospel Messag&25-326. Likewise, Schoedel notes examples ofdhees
rhythmic refrain, and even the appearancé)eionrog, in “Gnostic” literature, particularly the
Ptolemaeans. Schoedel, “Topological’ Theology,*®0 This short history suggests thetoontoc, as a
definition of God, was used elsewhere side by wiitle spatial or topological definitions of the dia
nature. Nevertheless, it is unclear from this eniewhether the wordyonrtoc itself does not negate
spatial imagery or whether authors such as Theapkimply do not resolve the incongruity of the isew
Christian liturgical word and other spatial defimits of the divine transcendence.
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be reconciled with the God revealed in the Script{ftésGod remains in his super-
celestial place, as Justin writes, or if the divine realm is divided from ttexiataealm
by the place of created light, as Theophilus writes, then the biblical notion of an
immanent God active in the affairs of humanity is precluded. Rather, God’s antibies
world, as narrated by Scripture, must be attributed to an intermediary ageants ag

who, due to their lack of transcendence, are able to enter and move about in tH& world.

2. Irenaeus

2.1The Identity of God

Irenaeus exhibits equal concern with the identity of God, although not for reasons
characteristic of the Apologists’ works. Rather, he needs to establish thgyidétite
God proclaimed by Scripture and ttegula fideiin order to distinguish the Christian
God from variant understandings of God circulating in rival groups claiming to gposses
the authentic understanding of Scripture as secretly revealed to them by thesapss
noted in the previous chapter, the Valentinians and the Marcionites claimed thatithe G
revealed by the Christian writings was not the Creator of the cosmos or thevEaléde
in the Jewish Scriptures, but a higher, supreme God unknown before Christ.
Consequently, they did not believe that creation was good; rather, they believiuhcrea

was the evil product of an ignorant, Demiurgic God. This “Demiurge” had no connection

" As noted above, the Apologists’ use of traditioBhtistian nomenclature such as “Father” did
not resolve this discrepancy.

“8 According to Dillon, this spatial definition ofamscendence is the motive behind the Middle
Platonist category of intermediary powers, namigyetain divine action in the world, without
contaminating divinity, itself. He writes, “The n@transcendent the Supreme God becomes, the more he
stands in need of other beings to mediate betweerahd the material world, over which, in Platonjdra
always exercises a general supervision.” Dilididdle Platonists216. The same motive lies behind the
Apologists’ use of Logos theology, which must avwaither comment.
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to Christ; the Father of whom the Son speaks in the gospels is the higher, unknown
God? This theology severed the unified Godhead into two competing deities and
subsequently removed Christians from their Jewish roots and their cherishedr&sript
Thus, Irenaeus intends to demonstrate the oneness or unity of God, and he accomplishes
his task by identifying the Most High God whom Christians worship with the Crefator
the cosmos revealed in the Jewish Scriptures.

Irenaeus’ account of God’s identity lHaer. 2 commences with a logical
argument for the existence of one Creator God and draws largely on the tools ahibgi
rhetoric®® Irenaeus begins by showing the logical inconsistencies in the Valentinia
description of the Most High God. First, he accepts as true the Valentinian thke of
divine being as “Fullness{\noopa, Pleromd.* For Irenaeus, this title logically means
that God contains everything in existence, whether created or emanatedtedge Wwar
how can there be over [God] another Fullness or Principle or Power or another God since
it is necessary that God, as the Fullness of all these things, in his imnoemséins all
things and is contained by none? But if there is anything outside of him, he is no longer

the Fullness, nor does he contain all thirtjdDespite the Valentinians’ preference for

9 See above pp. 34-39.

* As | noted in chapter one, Irenaeus does not beigimScripture because his opponents were
adept at interpreting (or in Marcion’s case, exa¥iScripture passages that challenged their pasito as
to remove any potential difficulty. For examplegiaeus’ opponents would assert that any passage
referring to God as Creator actually referred ®Eemiurgic God rather than the Unknown Fathedlof a
Thus, only after Irenaeus established the existehoae Creator God on premises upon which alligsrt
could agree does he turn to demonstrate wheret@@ipligns with this reasonable understanding.

*L In Osborn’s otherwise complete synopsis of thpsste this argument, he does not note that the
Valentinians provided the beginning point of Iremgleargument with their insistence on “Fullness’tlas
divine name. This fact, rather than a propositibout God, launches Irenaeus into his rhetoricalmemnt.
See Osborrirenaeus55-56. On this point, see Norris, “The Transcendeartd Freedom of God:
Irenaeus, the Greek Tradition, and GnosticismEamly Christian Literature 87-100. For the Valentinian
use ofPleroma see above p.33n5M my explanation of this argument, | will referttte Valentinian
Pleromawith its English translation “Fullness” in orderdtress the significance Irenaeus draws from the
title for his argument.

*2Haer.2.1.2.
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“Fullness” as a divine title, their understanding of material creasonbeerently evil
necessitates the existence of another being outside the Fullness whb threatsmos®

From this discrepancy—the divine being identified as the Fullness of alsthing
and the presence of another divine being or power outside of him—Irenaeustusgafor
reductio ad absurdurhy claiming that if any god exists outside of the Fullness, then an
infinite number of gods and spaces and fullnesses would exist. Irenaeus contetils that
view of reality amounts to an absurdifyTherefore, affirming the existence of only one
God as the Fullness of all things proves a more logical reality.

Whether the logic of this argument stands, the inconsistency Irenaeusadentif
the Valentinian (and Marcionite) understanding of the Most High God allows him on the
basis of his opponents’ assumptions to conclude logically that the Most High God must
be the Creatot: If God is truly the Fullness, Irenaeus continues, then he must encompass
all things, including material creation. If God contains material creatien, tecessarily,
he is the Creator of that material creation, since both Irenaeus and his opporeptisda
God the Fullness as the supreme Power. If another power existing within thedaglines

the Creator of the cosmos, then this entity would be more powerful than the Most High

> Haer.1.5.1.

> 4[1]f there is anything beyond the Fullness, thaii# be a Fullness within this very Fullness
which they declare to be outside the Fullness,thad-ullness will be contained by that which is
beyond...or, again, they must be an infinite disteseqmarated from each other—the Fullness [| mead], an
that which is beyond it. But if they maintain thikere will be a third kind of existence, which aggies by
immensity the Fullness and that which is beyond it.this way, talk might go on for ever concerning
those things which are contained, and those wioclain. For if this third existence has its begnni
above, and its end beneath, there is an absolo&ssigy that it be also bounded on the sides,reithe
beginning or ceasing at certain points, [where agistences begin.] These, again, and others varieh
above and below, will have their beginnings ataiarbther points, and so ad infinitum..” Haer.2.1.3-
5, ANF 1:360 with minor revisions.

%5 Irenaeus consistently returns to this discrepdmtween God as “Fullness” and the existence of
a Demiurge outside the “Fullness” in Valentinianught throughoutaer.1 and 2. On this point, see
Tremblay,Manifestation 32-33. He likewise identifies this “contradictioin’ Valentinian thought as the
cornerstone of Irenaeus’ rhetorical argument.
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God > On the other hand, if the Most High God allows this power to create, then the
material creation is ultimately due to the will of the Most High God and it besom
meaningless to attribute creation to anotherdtherefore, the Most High God alone
logically must be the Creator without need of any intermediary Demiurgegelia
being.

Behind this logical argument stands an understanding of the divine identity
similar to that witnessed in Theophilus’ statement that the power of God liesepyec
his ability to creaté&® Irenaeus frames it as follows: if God is the supreme Power, then he
must be the Creator of all things. If the Most High God is the Creator, a needtttheosi
existence of other gods or divine emanations to account for the presence of tie@d mate
world no longer remains. These logical conclusions regarding the identity di’zthe
being connect seamlessly to the God Irenaeus discerns in Scripture, naen@lgdtwho
is one and who is the Creator of the cosiios.

As noted above, the Apologists used the title “Father” according to its Middle
Platonic sense in order to further their arguments for God'’s identity amCaea to
display the compatibility between the God proclaimed in the Jewish Scriphuoldbe

God proclaimed by the philosophers. By contrast, Irenaeus’ use of the titler"Fatke

*Haer.2.2.1.

*"Haer.2.1.3; 2.3.1-2; 2.4.1. A similar argument occurewlirenaeus critiques the Valentinian
understanding of the created world as an imagkeoFtillnessHaer.2.17.1-3).

%8 Autol. 2.4. Irenaeus will state this explicitly in a lafassage where he writes, “Now the work
of God is the fashioning of mantfaer.5.15.2, ANF 1:543l will return to this passage in more detail in
later chapters.

*Haer.2.35.4; 3.2.1. Irenaeus’ scriptural proofs for GsdCreator largely consist of showing
that the God of the Christian writings and Christi@aching is the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob.
ThroughoutHaer. 3, Irenaeus expounds the teaching of the New Testhto demonstrate that the God
revealed by Christ and the apostles is not a @iffeGod than the God revealed by the Jewish Scegtu
but the same God. For a summary statement of fiiisyation, seeHaer.3.5.1.
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little to do with God'’s creative work. The absence of the Middle Platonic meaning of
“Father” in Irenaeus’ work is not due to his ignorance of philosophy. In fact, usnse
aware of Plato’s, and by proxy the Middle Platonists’, use of “Father” to name Gugl, as
alludes to th&@im. 28c passage in the context of an anti-Marcionite polemic. He writes,
“But because of this [God’s providence], certain ones of the Gentiles, who wseod &s
slave to enticements and pleasures, and who were not led away to such a degree of
superstition with regard to idols, because they were moved, although slightlys by Hi
providencethey were nevertheless convinced that they should call the Maker of this
universe Fathebecause he exercises providence and arranges all things in our%%orld.”
Here, Irenaeus connects “Father” to the divine action of providence in tireenmat the
Middle Platonists and the Apologists.

Nevertheless, although Irenaeus is aware of the philosophical use of “Faither” a
considers it significant, he does not find in this usage an occasion to praise Greek
philosophers, least of all Plato who Irenaeus already had criticized aithng gatalog of

other philosophers iHlaer. 2.14% In addition, he does not proceed to develop or adopt

% studies of the notion of the Fatherhood of GothaPatristic era have been almost silent on the
contribution of Irenaeus. The most recent and thgihhcexamination of this topic begins with Origen.
Widdicombe,The Fatherhood of God from Origen to AthanagiDsford: Clarendon Press, 1994).
Widdicombe later published an article on the sampéctin Justin’s thought (see p. 64n20 above) hieut
did not allude to the intervening years in eitherkyv In the Richard Lectures of 1965-66, Grant bhzal
the topic, the content of which was later includsdcchapter one ifihe Early Christian Doctrine of God
(Charlottesville: University Press of Virginia, 186 Irenaeus receives only a paragraph in the gurve
(compared to four pages for Justin) in which Gsayts nothing, the chapter title “God the Father”
notwithstanding, about Irenaeus’ notion of Fathethd=ven Barnes and Fantino are silent on the jtopic
despite its obvious Trinitarian ramifications. Tdree exception here is Ladaria’s article, which oders
Irenaeus in the course of several other Ante Nideathers. Ladaria,Tam Pater Nemd98-102.

1 Haer.3.25.1, italics added[T]amen converse sunt ut dicerent Fabricatorem Buiu
universitatis Patreni.The allusion tolim. 28c is suggested by Irenaeus’ combinatiofatbricator and
Paterwhich likely correspond tanuwovgyds andIlatie of the Tim. 28¢ passage. Unfortunately, no Greek
fragment exists for this section. Rousseau’s retrsion has\nuwoveyoc andIlatép in this passage&sC
211:479, 481.

2 Haer.2.14.3-4. On this passage in relation to Irenaeiesis on Greek philosophy in general,
see above pp. 40-42.
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Plato’s meaning by supplementing it with Scripture in the manner of the Apslogist
Irenaeus only refers to Plato’s usage in order to contrast it to Marcisade, in which
“Father” identified a higher god distinct from the Creator. Therefore, thpopearof the
allusion toTim. 28c is to accentuate Marcion’s error—even in his ignorance, Irenaeus
claims, a Greek philosopher is still more religious than Mar&ion.

Irenaeus, in accordance with his understanding of Scripture anegtha,uses
“Father” primarily to indicate the unique relationship between the FidsS&cond
Persons—the Father and the Son—and, secondarily, to indicate the potential, salvific
relationship between God and his creation as a result of the Son’s revealirfj work.
Irenaeus indicates this alternate significance of “Father” at thetaiitdaer. 2 where he

writes, “Moreover, that this God is the Father of Jesus Christ, the apostlaidanfl s

% Irenaeus reprises the argument a few paragrapgrstiaé allusion t@im. 28c and mentions
Plato by name iaer.3.25.1. Nevertheless, he does not qUate. 28c in the reprised argument. Here the
burden of the argument of Plato’s “religiousnesgdroagainst Marcion falls not on the philosophese of
“Father” as a divine title but on his understandifigsod’s goodness. Irenaeus writes, “Plato is pdowo
be more religious than these men, for he allowatittie same God was both just and good, having powe
over all things, and Himself executing judgment. pléts out that the Maker and Framer of the univers
is good. ‘And to the good,’ he says, ‘no envy es@ings up with regard to anything;’ thus estalifigithe
goodness of God, as the beginning and the caube afeation of the world.. Haer.3.25.5, ANF 1:459-
460. The Platonic passage linking God’s goodnessstoreative work that Irenaeus cites is Tiot. 28c,
but Tim. 29e, a passage in which “Father” does not appeardbles Irenaeus refer to Plato’s use of
“Father” in his summary of the argument. Insteadcbmbines “MakerHabricator]” with “Framer
[Factor]).” If Irenaeus wanted to emphasize Plato’s un@eding of “Father” in the manner of the
Apologists, he either should have quoTéch. 28c in this reprisal or at the very least alludethe passage
by pairing “Maker” with “Father” in his summary s¢ament, as he did in the earlier passage. Thissionis
demonstrates that although Irenaeus is aware gfreedent for “Father” as a divine title in Plat@iork,
he has no interest in exploiting it. His interessin discrediting Marcion by showing his ignoraméésod
even when compared to the Greek philosophers whena¢us otherwise regards as the source of atl erro
Both the philosophers’ use of “Father” and theiderstanding of God’s goodness are effective far thi
argument.

% This second component is not the same as Ladagasept of God's “universal Fatherhood,”
by which he indicates Justin’s use of “Father”igm#y God'’s relation to all of creation as its ater.
Ladaria, Tam Pater Nemd98-99.In Irenaeus’ understanding of adoptive sonship, Sd&ather” not to
all creation, as Justin’s understanding of “uniaéfatherhood” suggests, but only to those wheelbelin
the Son. For example, Irenaeus writes, “[He is]@uwel of all—both of the Jews and of the Gentiled ah
the faithful. However, to the faithful He is as Irat, since ‘in the last times’ He opened the testarof the
adoption as sons..Epid. 8, Behr, 44. Here Irenaeus makes a clear distimtt&ween the titles “God” and
“Father"—while God is “God” to all people, only tHiaithful, that is those who believe in Christ, kno
God as “Father.”
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him: ‘There is one God the Father, who is over all and through all and in u® dh&
passage comes at the conclusion of Irenaeus’ argument against his opponehtiabel
a being other than the Most High God created the vbilthe passage adds nothing to
the logical argument, which concludedHater.2.2.5, but serves instead to introduce or
foreshadow the scriptural argument for the oneness of God that Irenaeus intends to
develop in later books, wherein the focus is the intimate connection between the Creator
God and Jesus Christ. Following the citation, Irenaeus returns to his rhetgicakat
and therefore offers no further interpretation of the passagé'here.

It is significant to note that Paul does not link the title “Father” to God’s unique
relationship with the Son in this passage, as Irenaeus’ interpretation sugjtgtter
does Paul allude to Jesus Christ in this passage, or in its surrounding contexttlie fac
verse arguably lends itself more to a Middle Platonist understanding—thenoef¢oe
God’s being “above all” easily could indicate his providential or creatimetions. Thus,
the only justification for Irenaeus’ reference to the Son in his interpretatithie okrse is
the presence of the divine title “Father.” The implication is that Irenaedesrstands the
divine title “Father,” itself to involve a connection or relationship to the Son Jesist.Chr
In other words, the title “Father” assumes the presence of a “Son.” In hisisadript

argument of later books, Irenaeus underscores this implication on the strength cdgpassag

% Haer.2.2.6. The verse Irenaeus cites here is Eph. 4:6.

% See Rousseau’s helpful breakdown of the argurRentsseauSC293:123-125.

¢ Irenaeus nowhere presents a rhetorical argumehigainderstanding of “Father” iaer. 2
because he believes that this significance—Gobtea%Rather” of Jesus Christ—is a revealed truth, no
available to everyone on the premises of reasocomitrast, the Apologists all assume their readeutd
understand the Fatherhood of God through reasorexammple, Athenagoras appeals to the emperors
“great wisdom” in understanding the Son'’s relatlipgo the Fathereg.10.3). Theophilus, despite his
ire for the philosophers and his consistent cladfrtheir errors, allows, in what is certainly aeefnce to
Tim. 28c, that Plato knew God as Fathg&uipl. 2.4). If Irenaeus intended “Fathar’the Middle Platonist
sense, he, like the Apologists, would have hadoabie arguing for this identity from reason.
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such as Matthew 11:27 and uses the unique relationship to develop the Son’s revelatory
function®

Irenaeus believes that knowledge of the unique relationship between God and his
Son, revealed in the divine title “Father,” more completely exhausts God’stydiain
his role as Creator. Inragulastatement iHaer. 1, Irenaeus shows a clear progression
in the divine identity from Creator to Father. He writes, “This is he who riedeorld,
indeed the world [which encompasses] all things; this is he who fashioned mas,; this
the God of Abraham and Isaac and Jacob above whom is neither another God nor
Beginning nor Power nor Fullness; this is the Father of our Lord Jesus. CHfist
Although Irenaeus here distinguishes between the formation of the world and the
formation of humanity in order to emphasize the special character of theftattay
purposes this statement proclaims three truths regarding the divine idéstitglicated
by the parallelism of the Latin translator, each truth increases in imperénd
progressive understanding from the former: (1) God is the one who created the cosmos;
(2) God is the one who revealed himself to Israel; and, (3) God is the Fatharsof Jes
Christ. The Apologists emphasize only the first two aspects of the divinéygdént for
Irenaeus, God’s identity is not known fully apart from the knowledge that he tseffat

of Jesus Christ.

8 Haer.4.6.7. | will return to the implications of this igue relationship for the revelatory
function of the Son in chapter three. See belowlgg-150.

89 “IH]ic qui mundum fecit, etenim mundus ex omnibisgui hominem plasmavit; hic Deus
Abraham et Deus Isaac et Deus Jacob, super quers Bieus non est neque Initium neque Virtus neque
Pleroma; hic Pater Domini nostril lesu Christ” Haer.1.22.1.
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Thus, Irenaeus maintains to know God fully is to know him in relationship with
another divine beinf’ This fact suggests a Trinitarian reality in Irenaeus’ understanding
of God, namely, that in the one divine being called God, there exist two distinct
personalities. This insight must await chapter three for further developntenpoint to
stress in this context is that Irenaeus’ use of “Father,” as opposed tpdltgyiats’ use
of the same title, lends itself to this Trinitarian understanding.

Moreover, this knowledge of God’s Fatherhood not only entails knowledge of
God’s unique relationship to Jesus Christ, those who believe in and follow Jesus Christ
come to know God as their own, adoptive Father. Irenaeus writes, “For it was for this end
that the Logos of God was made man, and He who was the Son of God became the Son
of man, that man, having been taken into the Logos, and receiving the adoption, might
become the son of God”To know God as an adoptive Father, a person must first know
the Son’? This knowledge of God as adoptive Father is the identity of God to which all
humanity is progressing toward. Irenaeus writes, “For God is powerful inradisthi

having been seen at that time indeed, prophetically through the Spirit, and seen, too,

"0 Ladaria fails to see this implication of Irenaeuse of “Father” because he is beholden to the
presuppositions of the works of the first trajegtoggarding Irenaeus’ Trinitarian theology. Accaorglyy,
he assumes that Irenaeus aligns with Justin, siathihie former must believe the Son is generated the
will of the Father, even though Ladaria only cawtguthe latter in favor of this position. Moreovfar,
Ladaria, Irenaeus’ beliefs that the Son is visikléle the Father is invisible show that the Sonntdrbe of
the same nature as the Father. Therefore, Irenkattser-Son language, like the Apologists’, haveenof
the Trinitarian implications that are present itetdigures’ use of Father-Son language. Ladafian
Pater Nemd101-102. | will address these positions in moreadén the context of my discussion of the
nature of the Second Person in chapter three.

" Haer.3.19.1, ANF 1:448 with minor revisions. As an exdengf the prevalence of adoption
language in Irenaeus’ works, ddaer.2.28.3, 3.6.1-2, 3.16.3, 3.18.7, 3.20.2, 3.21 Rref4, 4.1.1, 4.16.5,
4.36.2,5.12.2, 5.32.Epid. 8.

"2 For Irenaeus, prior to Son’s coming, God was oty known, precisely because he only was
known as the Creator and not as the Father of J&stist or as the adoptive Father of humanity. Gaith
in the Son reveals this most intimate identity. Ep&l. 8 quoted above p. 80n64. Thus, the failure of the
Jews to know God as “Father” constitutes their pryrerror. Irenaeus writes, “Thus the Jews have
departed from God, because they have not receigddlyos, but have believed they were able to know
God as Father by himself without the Logos, thatithout the Son.Haer.4.7.4. | will return to the
unique ability of the Son to reveal the Father mrendetail in chapter three.
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adoptively through the Son; and He shall also be patarnallyin the Kingdom of
heaven..””® In other words, when God finally is seen in his fullness, he will be seen as a

Father’

2.2. The Nature of God

Unlike the Apologists, Irenaeus expresses no interest in finding commonalities
with Greek philosophy; therefore, he has little reason to define the divine mathee i
straightforward manner witnessed, for example, in Athenagbeas10. In fact, he
views this speculative practice as potentially detrimental to a perfsath'sSpeculative
thought regarding the nature of the divine drove the Valentinian protology myth and
reiterated the folly of the philosophérsConversely, Irenaeus believes Christians should
limit themselves to the knowledge revealed in Scripture as interpretedhithramrggula
fidei and not ponder the subjects on which Scripture is sifé¥onetheless, in the

remainder oHaer. 2, Irenaeus engages in a series of critiques of the Valentinian theory

"®Haer.4.20.5, ANF 1:489, italics added.

™ Nonetheless, as | will show below in detail, Irens believes firmly in the transcendence of
God and therefore asserts the vision and knowlefi@»d as “Father” is still only partial. Full kndedge
of the Father’s being will not come until the Kiragd of heaven. Irenaeus maintains that even this
knowledge will be ever progressing such that kndgteof God’s being never will be exhausted fullgeS
Haer.2.28.3, 4.11.2. Irenaeus’ development of the twdes of knowledge—God is seen according to his
love, but not seen according to his power—ensiregtotection of God'’s transcendence in revelation.
Irenaeus writes, “[IJn respect to His greatness, ldis wonderful glory, ‘no man shall see God and fi
for the Father is incomprehensible; but in regartlis love, and kindness, and as to His infiniteveq
even this he grants to those who love Him, thi&d isee God...Haer.4.20.5, ANF 1:489. Human'’s ability
to see God in any capacity, as we will see in ndetail in the next chapter, is always the resufofl’s
self-revelation to humanity in love. He writes, ‘tHoan does not see God by his own powers; but aken
pleases He is seen by men, by whom He wills, arehvide wills, and as He willsMaer.4.20.5, ANF
1:489. Elsewhere, Irenaeus specifically identitfés loving revelation as a function of God’s Fatiwod.
SeeHaer.5.17.1.

®Haer.2.14.1ff.

"®Haer.2.28.2-3, 7.
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of divine emanations or Aeons, and in the process he reveals several positiveselement
instructive to his understanding of the divine nature.

Irenaeus—perhaps following Justin’s teaching—understands transcendence as an
essential aspect of the divine nature. For exampleregwdastatement irkpid., Irenaeus
writes, “God, the Father, uncreated, uncontainable, invisible, one God, the Creator of all
this is the first article of our faith’” This list of negative attributes affirms the
transcendence by contrasting the divine nature to that of material, whielatisd;r
contained, visible, and compound. In the same vein, the Valentinians affirm the divine
transcendence in an effort to keep the Unknown Father untainted by the evillmateria
creation. As was their custom, they did so using many of the same quatiftaes a
Church'’s doctrine used. Thus, according to his occasion and method of argumentation
described in the previous chapf@irenaeus’ first task in defining the divine nature is to
separate the Church’s understanding of divine transcendence from the Valentinian
understanding’

As noted briefly in the previous chapter, the Valentinians maintained the divine
transcendence through the positioning of 29 emanations or Aeons between the Most High
God and the material creatiBhThe Aeons, by nature of their successive emanations
from different Aeon pairs, who themselves emanated from the Most High Godgeariste

a hierarchy of gradating divinity. As Barnes notes, the intervals betweéetins are

""Epid. 6, Behr, 43.

8 Compare, for example, Irenaeus’ descriptions ef\thlentinian Most High God iHaer.
1.1.1—"invisible and incomprehensible...eternal andagotten”—to theegulastatement on the
Christian God irEpid. 6 quoted just above.

" See above pp. 43-46.

8 Fantino rightly notes the crucial difference betwehe “Gnostics” and Irenaeus as their
different means of understanding the relation betw@&od and the created world. Although | will use
different terminology in the following material, nunderstanding of the primary difference between th
belief schemes is the same. Fantiflo¢ologie d'Irénée263.

81 See above pp. 32-34.
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“the ontological basis (or expression of) the inferiority of each succeeahikgf super-
celestial offspring: each degree of separation from the first causecpsodfispring of
diminished content and dignity compared to its anteced&néstordingly, only the
Nous is able to contemplate fully the mystery of the Supreme God, preciselydyesaus
the third emanation, it emanated directly from, and is positioned relativelytolabe
First-Fathef? The farther an emanation is positioned from the first source, as a result of
its emanation order, the less knowledge it possesses of the Most High God ditil fina
the last Aeon falls into error out of complete ignorance. This understanding results in a
Most High God literally quite distant from the material creation, spatsaparated by 29
Aeons, themselves separated from each other by immense inférvals.

Although the Valentinians stressed the divine transcendence in order to keep God
unstained by inherently evil matter, Irenaeus discerned that their mardedimirfg
transcendence actuallycludedGod with his emanations and the material creation in one

continuum of being? Irenaeus underscores this implication of Valentinian teaching in his

82 Barnes, “Irenaeus’s Trinitarian Theology,” 76. 8arly, Minns writes, “Fundamental to the
concept of the [Valentinian] chain of being is ttlea of a lessening or diminishing of whatever is
communicated from one Aeon in the chain to the .héinns, Irenaeus30. | will return to this fact in my
discussion of the nature of the Second Persondptehthree. See below pp. 151-153.

®Haer.1.2.1.

8 Haer.2.1.4. See Barnes, “Irenaeus’s Trinitarian Theolo@§.

8 Minns’ recent interpretation here is helpful. Hetes, “The gnostics understood all reality to be
a continuous whole. Despite the vast distance ktilgem, God and matter stand in the same continuum
the same chain of being. Indeed, it is part ofpthigose of the notion of the chain of being to actdoth
for the distance between God and matter and far ¢banection to one another.” Minrisenaeus32. The
loss of the distinction between God and matterasifest also in the Valentinian belief that all etseon
earth are a shadow or image of events in heavgnHaer.1.17.1). On this point see Balthasaftory of
the Lord2:38-39. These interpretations are more nuancedramd accurate than that of Ochagavia, who,
citing Irenaeus’ use of many negative attributedtie Father (notably invisible and incomprehergipl
unites Irenaeus’ and the “Gnostics™ teaching andivine transcendence. The difference that Ochiagav
perceives between Irenaeus and the “Gnostics”iiearan the nature of the transcendent God ndinén
nature of the mediator but only in the identityttod mediator. He writes, “The gap between God had t
world must be filled in by a mediator whose task t& to impart unto men the knowledge of the
ungraspable Father. Gnosticism, as we have alreaely, bridged this gap with the Aeons. For Irengeus
is the Father’'s own Word who manifests God to maht&rings man to the communion with God.”
OchagaviaVisibile Patris Filius,21. Ochagavia seems to be following an earlierpnétation made by
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critique of their understanding of tiRéeromaor Fullness. The number of 30 Aeons that
constituted the Valentinian Fullness was obtained by numbering the Most High tBod wi
his 29 emanations, all of which comprise the divine nature. Irenaeus stroeglg thjs
understanding. He writes, “For the Father of all should not be counted with the other
emissions, he who was not emitted with that which was emitted, the unborn with that
which is born, and he whom no one comprehends with that which is comprehended by
him...He who is without shape with that which has a definite stiapanasmuch as he
is superior to the other$ie should not be numbered with them, he who is impassible and
not in error with a passible Aeon endowed with erf8iThis understanding, thus,
implies only a relative transcendence; God is indeed far away but is not coynpletel
different from the entities he produces. Therefore, by their relative staddmg of
transcendence, the Valentinians do to the divine being what they want most to avoid—
they include him with the material creation. This inclusion influences both the manne
which they speak about the Most High God and the manner in which they imagine things
to emanate from him.

The other difficulty with a divine being whose transcendence is defined réfative
and what is a more acute challenge to Irenaeus’ theology, is the residtrepdncy

with the God revealed by Scripture. If the divine transcendence is defined fay spat

Smith, who writes, “Irenaeus’s own outlook natyratsembles that of the Gnostics in certain respect
both were the product of the same intellectualeuiliand both were ultimately based on the samedsoun
philosophy. For Irenaeus too, as we shall seggtifeoetween God and the world had to be filledant it
was filled in not by intermediate ‘emanated’ beingst by God’s own Word and Spirit...” Smit§t.
Irenaeus24. Smith and Ochagavia’s identical interpretationisonly present a misleading interpretation
of Irenaeus’ description of the divine nature imgeal, they present problems for discerning Iresaeu
teaching on the nature of the Logos and SpirthéfLogos and Spirit are of the same nature as¢oas,
then they necessarily are subordinated to the Fathepite Irenaeus’ numerous passages to theacpntr
(Smith’s attempt to reject the obvious implicatia@isis interpretation by rejecting the descriptive
“intermediate” of Logos and Spirit does not folldwwill return to this question in detail in chaps three
and five.

8 Haer.2.12.1, italics added. Sétaer.2.17.1-3 where Irenaeus rejects the Valentiniaa that
the created world is an image of the Fullness.
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distance, then the only means of keeping God separate from matter involvesrngiagini
him as remote, that is, as physically far removed from the affairs of hynaawitbeyond
the knowledge of any being. On the contrary, Scripture reveals a God involvedehtimat
with humans and posits him as quite close. According to Irenaeus’ reading ofigcript
God'’s intimate involvement in the world, known by the term “econoraikovopic),
begins with the creation of humans, a fashioning with God'’s “own h&hdsyitinues
through a series of salvific covenants, the climax of which is the incarnation-s-God’
literal presence on earth—and culminates in their restoration in the Kingdother
words, God’s immanent action spans the existence of creation; Irenaeusshibléd\ve
human activity exists outside the reach of God’s providence, care, and love.
Therefore, the divine transcendence must be defined in a manner that allows God
to be present to his creation both in its formation and in all subsequent activitiasuke
accomplishes this task by defining the divine transcendence as absolutéhather
relative—for Irenaeus, God exists in a completely different order o§liean humanity

and material creatioff. This divine reality means that God is completely different and

8 Haer.4.20.1,Epid. 11.

8 The terminology of absolute and relative transesee comes from Minns and offers a helpful
way of noting the differences between Christian ‘ghdostic” theology. According to Minns, “relative
transcendence” means “a matter of distance” wheé'edaolute transcendenceidicates that “there is
absolutely no continuity of being between God amghtion.” Minns Irenaeus32-33. Minns does not note
the similarities between “Gnostic” theology and &mologists’ theology in regards to this relative
understanding of transcendence. Norris offers daginmterpretation to that of Minns of Irenaeus’
definition of transcendence and puts it in diramttcast to Justin’s understanding. He writes, “Hastin,
the chasm between generate and ingenerate existesgzbto express the transcendence of the Craator
his creation, seems to imply a separation of thefoom the other—a separation which is only overeom
by the mediating agency of the Logos. Irenaeusherother hand, is combating in Gnosticism, a teach
whose major emphasis is on the irreconcilabilityhaf divine Being with material existence. He is in
search, therefore, of a way of asserting the temdent majesty of God which will not seem to exelud
him from the world. It is, in part, to this end theenaeus uses the notion of Golirsitlessnessan idea
which may well derive from Hellenistic Judaism. Rdrat this notion means to him is not merely thatlG
cannot be measured, but also that nothing setsittd his power and presence. What makes @ifidrent
from every creature—his eternal and ingenerate Igiityp—is thus, for Irenaeus, precisely what assuhnis
direct and intimateelation with every creature.” Norris;od and World in Early Christian Theology: A
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distinct from that which he creates. Irenaeus writes, “For the Fathkifeeatly

different (multum distatfrom those affections and passions which appear among
men...For he is even beyond these and is therefore indescribable. For he may well and
properly be called an understanding, capable of holding all things, but he is not like the
understanding of men; and he may rightly be called light, but he is nothing likegtitat li
with which we are acquainted. So also in all other particulars, the Father df b# wot

at all similar pulli similis] to human weaknes§*God cannot be numbered with humans
for this methodology would imply a continuity of being between the Creator aatedr

that Irenaeus everywhere rejets.

Study in Justin Martyr, Irenaeus, Tertullian, anddgan (New York: The Seabury Press, 1965), 86.
Nevertheless, Norris misses the importance of sfadastin’s understanding of the divine transcende
(see p. 60, although even here he waivers, atdaimaing God is “ontologically” outside the worldé
that he is in a “single ‘spectrum™ with the worlds such, although he identifies the distincti@tveen
Justin and Irenaeus on the divine transcendendajlieo identify the catalyst for the differendehis
argument is repeated in Norris, “TranscendenceFaeddom,” 87-100. Here, Norris’ emphasis on the
freedom of God approaches the absolute transceaddrave here identified, but he again waiversreayi
in one place that Irenaeus does imagine God slyadiadl therefore is inconsistent. Nevertheless, the
passage Norris identifies in support of his clditagr.2.6.3, does not refer to Irenaeus’ conception ad,Go
as Norris asserts, but to the Valentinian Demiuage, the occasion of the argument is the Valentinia
claim that they know more about God than the stedafjnorant Demiurge. Irenaeus writes, “For itlwil
appear truly ridiculous, if [the Valentinians] m&m that they themselves indeed, who dwell upen th
earth, know Him who is God over all whom they haeser seen, but will not allow Him who, according
to their opinion, formed them and the whole wodltithough He dwells in the heights above the hegvens
know those things which they themselves, thougi tiveell below, are acquainteddaer.2.2.6, ANF
1:366. Here, Irenaeus employs the Valentinian apltihguage, and the epistemological assumptiats th
are tied to it (“according to their opinion”), t@ehonstrate the inconsistency of their claim to kmoere
about God than the Demiurge, himself. His adoptibtheir language in this instance is a rhetoroale.

In contrast to Norris’ claim, it does not indicdibat Irenaeus adopts the imagery in his own coimepf
God.

8 Haer.2.13.3-4. The ANF’s rendering ofrfultum distatas “a vast distance” specifically misses
the argument’s point, which defines transcendenaguality rather than by space. This translation is
operative in Lawson’s understanding of the passabih interprets the distance in this passageigghc
as spatial. Consequently, Lawson criticizes Ireadeutransporting the conception of the chasm betw
God and man “out of the Hebraic into the Hellegigfiom.” Lawson Biblical Theology57. This
interpretation emerges from a false distinctioowlaein the Hebraic and Hellenistic mind assumed iilieea
scholarship, but increasingly abandoned in morenteireatments. For more on this point, see below p
134n89. Lawson’s interpretation here is also tiselteof poor methodology, since he comments on
Irenaeus’ exegesis of certain passages apart freroantext of the argument in which it appears.
Specifically, he has no treatment of the broadetatiical argument dflaer. 2.

“And in this respect God differs from man, thatddndeed makes, but man is made; and truly,
He who makes is always the same; but that whiohaide must receive both beginning, and middle, and
addition, and increaseHaer.4.11.1, ANF 1:474. Lebreton notes this distincti@ween Creator and
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When transcendence is defined by quality rather than spatial distance, tiee divi
transcendence remains regardless of the presence of matetiaharethe divine.
Consequently, Irenaeus affirms without equivocation that all thinga &ed as the
Fullness and as the one who contains all things, without reversion to Stoic nsaterial
Although God contains material creation, his absolute transcendence keeps him from
mixing with material. Moreover, Irenaeus’ understanding of God as the Ssilhiall
things, maintained through an absolute transcendence, allows him to posit nothing
between God and his creation—no “filter,” to use Rousseau’s image, which hides God
from humanity. Even Adam, although cast out of Paradise for his sin, does not leave the
Fullness of God. Irenaeus writes, “For never at any time did Adam escapadseoha

God...”* Material and sinful humanity need not be cast outside God’s presence, as with

created as one of the essential theses of Irentegdbgical project and draws important Trinitaria
insights from it regarding the divine status of 8@n and Spirit, namely, that their participatiorcieation
includes them on the side of God in the Creatoatare divide. LebretorHlistoire 2:549-550. Cf. Fantino,
Théologie d’Irénée339ff, who makes the same point. The divine attatfuncreated” uniquely serves this
purpose in Irenaeus’ theology. | will return to thenitarian implications of this divide betweeneator
and creature in chapters three and four below.hasva in theHaer. 2.13.3-4 passage quoted above, an
implication of this strict distinction between tBeeator and the created is Irenaeus’ insistenddhba
inner realities of God cannot be known to humansugh analogies drawn solely from human experience.
In contrast, Audet states that despite Irenaeuphaisis on the complete otherness of God, an analogy
being between God and humans remains in his uraelisig, which allows humans to speak positively
about God and to know God to some degree. Audetetftions Théologique's48ff. Irenaeus would
certainly grant that humans can speak positivebuabod and know him in a positive manner.
Nevertheless, attributing the concept of analoglyeihg to Irenaeus is anachronistic and circumvenés
of the central tenets of his understanding of tlknd nature, namely, the strict distinction betwdiee
Creator and the created. Irenaeus thinks not mg@f analogy but in terms of revealed knowledge.
Humans are able to speak about and know God to degree only because God has revealed himself in
the Son out of his love. Therefore, any analogiasvd from human experience to understand the hafing
God must be grounded in Scripture. Thus, as Iskilw in chapter five, Irenaeus ultimately finds the
analogy of a human forming with his hands helpfuliéscribing the Triune God and the cooperative
Triune act of creation. However, he only utilizee fanalogical concept in a clear connection with.Ge
1:26, which he feels adequately grounds the im&geversely, the Valentinians were drawing on human
analogy apart from any recourse to Scripture aengtolod correctly, that is, through the Churakigula.
Irenaeus categorically rejects this practice pedgibecause it assumes too much continuity betv@eeh
and humanity. Irenaeus’ rejection of the Valentinisse of human examples to understand God wiill
become central in my discussion of his understandfrthe generation of the Logos. See below pp- 150
167.

I Haer.5.1.3, ANF 1:527. Irenaeus writes this passagemelucidate the closeness of God but
to indicate that the God who saved humanity issirae God who created. (This is accomplished by
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Valentinian theology, not only because logically no place exists outside of God’s
Fullness for them to be ca$tbut also because the divine transcendence, when defined
absolutely, cannot be corrupted.

Irenaeus’ only scriptural grounding for understanding transcendence as@bsolut
occurs in Isaiah 55:8. In the midst of the argument, Irenaeus alludes to the pdssage
he writes, “But if they had known the Scriptures, and been taught the truth, they would
have known beyond doubt, that God is not as men are; and that His thoughts are not like
the thoughts of mer’® The philosophical argument underlying absolute transcendence is
the doctrine of creatioex nihilo.

Irenaeus first engages the question of creation out of nothing as a polemic against
his opponents whose teachings of coeternal divinity and matter threatened the
transcendence of God. The Valentinians did not advance this belief as cleadytes di
Middle Platonists, against whom Theophilus formulated the doctrine. Nonetheless, the
Valentinian theory of Aeons, the last of which emanated material creation threugh h
passions, resulted in the loss of a definite starting point of matter and consedbently

loss of a clear distinction between God and mé&tt&herefore, this understanding of

Irenaeus’ use of the “hands of God” image, hisqgrrefd means of referring to the Trinitarian acthef
creation of the world, as we will see in more detachapter five.) Nevertheless, although origiynalot
made in favor of the argumentidfer. 2, the image works in this context insofar asvesads little
reticence on Irenaeus’ part to speak of the inéncannection between God and created material—aven
this case between God and sinful humanity. (Actent of lateHaer. books will reveal, Irenaeus
interprets God'’s removal of Adam from paradise anG3 not as a loss of the presence of God, bait as
loss of eternal life, a result which itself is irieeted as a merciful act. That God imposed deathdam
put a limit on sin and necessarily meant that halevaot have to persevere in sin forevdagr. 3.23.6].)
Jean Mambrino draws similar conclusions regardiegproximity or immediacy of the divine nature to
created material based on the “hands of God” passalgne. Jean Mambrino, “‘Les Deux Mains de Dieu’
dans I'oeuvre de saint Iréné&yRT79 (1957): 355-70.

%2 SeeHaer.2.1.3-5, 4.19.2.

% Haer.2.13.3, ANF 1:374.

% Osborn’s interpretation is helpful. He writes, ‘fths and philosophical accounts trace the
origin of the world to an ultimate divine causerfravhich, through intermediaries, the world emanates
this impairs the divine transcendence and the &eedf the divine act.” Osborirvenaeus,71. Moreover,
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creation is a by-product of relative transcendence. On the contrary, absolute
transcendence, as Irenaeus conceives, results in a clear momentiaf etéauted

only to the power and freedom of the transcendent God. He writes, “For, to attribute the
substance of created things to the power and will of Him who is God of all, is worthy of
credit and acceptance...While men, indeed, cannot make anything out of nothing, but
only out of matter already existing, y&bd is in this poinpreeminently superior to men,
that He Himself called into being the substance of His creation, when prewicet no
existence.* This clear moment of creation, which supports the distinction between the
Creator and the created, is the basis for the qualitative difference inlteziagus

perceives?®

Osborn notes that all “Gnostic” theology includesistermediary in creation. Conversely, creaton
nihilo is marked by immediacy in creation. 1bi@9.

% Haer.2.10.4, ANF 1:370, italics added. See afer. 2.28.7, 2.30.9.

% M.C. Steenberg rightly notes a difference betwieemaeus and Theophilus regarding what God
first creates. Steenbergenaeus on Creation: The Cosmic Christ and theaSzfgRedemptign
Supplements to Vigiliae Christianae 91 (LeidenilB2i008), 46ff. For Theophilus, God first creates
unformed matter and only then proceeds, in a sestagk to give that matter form. Theophilus writes,
“These are the first teachings which the divingpsare gives. It indicates that the mattéiif) from which
God made and fashioned the world was in a way eteéiaving been made by Godditol.2.10, Grant,
41. His scriptural grounding for this idea is G&r2, which refers to the earth as “formless.” Sbezg
claims that, for Irenaeus, the notion of unformeattar “smacks too strongly of Valentinian influerice
Steenberglrenaeus on Creatiom6. In fact, Irenaeus never speaks of unformedamdtistead, he asserts
that God creates thingadaypata), or actual living beings—humans. Irenaeus writBsit we shall not
be wrong if we affirm the same thing also concagrttme substance of matter—that God produced it—for
we have learned that God has supremacy over afistiiHaer.2.28.7, ANF 1:401 with minor revisions.
Here, the ambiguous phrase “substance of mattetaiffied with “things.” Steenberg writes, “For G®o
create out of nothing is for him to create the aktindividualized entities of the cosmos from atetof
non-existence. It is specifically to say that thbstance of the being of each existing entity leenizalled
into existence from a state of nothingness, of beimg.” Steenberdrenaeus on Creatior}8. Steenberg
says creatioex nihiloin Irenaeus’ understanding is clarified in Chrigat is, the creation of living beings
allows Irenaeus to assert that Christ incarnageaific man, instead of unformed matter, resultimg
strong connection between Christ and each individuman being. For a similar argument of the
distinctions between Theophilus and Irenaeus omnjtiestion of creatioax nihilo,see FantinoThéologie
d’Irénée,309-312, 316-317, idem., “Théologie de la Créatia28-129 and Osbormrenaeus51-61, 69-
73. Although Steenberg cites Orbe approvingly ia tontext, Orbe’s interpretation of Irenaeus irepli
that God creates unformed matter first, for hekattes to the Father alone the creation of matesiaile
the Logos/Son and Sophia/Spirit are the form ardodrfector respectively of that material. Orbe,
Procesion del Verbd,34-135 and idem., “San Ireneo y la Creacion dédteria,”Greg55.2 (1974), 71-
127. Fantino rightly notes Orbe as an opponertiitounderstanding of creation in Irenaeus. Fantino,
Théologie d'Irénée348. | will address Orbe’s questionable interpietabdf the division of the respective
roles of Father, Son, and Spirit in the act of togain the following three chapters.
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Next, Irenaeus turns his polemic to the Valentinian understanding of the divine
nature proper. Irenaeus asserts that the Valentinian understanding of the divieasat
Pleroma which included not only the Most High God but also all of the Aeons
emanating from him, rendered the divine nature a separated and compound being. This
fact is manifested in the titles given to the various Aeons, includinga (idea or
thought),vooc (mind), &AnOewx (truth), Adyoc (reason), andodia (wisdom)?’

According to Irenaeus’ report of Valentinian doctrine, these Aeons are not gualitie

God or attributes existing in his mind; rather, they are distinct entities, psoafute

First Aeon. The inevitable result, Irenaeus discerns, is a separated and compaund divi
being. Irenaeus writes, “For if [God] produced intelligence, then He who did thus
produce intelligence must be understood in accordance with their views, as a compound
and corporeal Being; so that God who sent forth [the intelligence] is separati,fand

the intelligence which was sent forth separate [from Hith]d this definition, Irenaeus
shows acquaintance with and acceptance of a philosophical commonplace that a
compound being is necessarily created; divine, uncreated beings are simpléhant wi
parts®

Therefore, in contrast to the Valentinian understanding, Irenaeus affirms, in
perhaps his most detailed statement regarding the divine nature, that Gqules iden
writes, “[God is] simple, uncompounded Being, without diverse members, and altogether

like, and equal to Himself, since He is wholly understanding, and wholly spirit, and

" For the full list of 30 Aeons, as well as theider of emanation, sd¢aer.1.1.1-3.

% Haer.2.13.5, ANF 1:374 with minor revisions.

% Plato made a similar argument against a compondérstanding of the One RParmenides
137. TheDidask, taking a somewhat different approach, but aldmawith Irenaeus’ emphasis on the
divine simplicity, states, “God is partless, bysea of the fact that there is nothing prior to hiror the
part, and that out of which a thing is composedktexprior to that of which it is a part..Didask.10.7,
Dillon, 19.
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wholly thought, and wholly intelligence, and wholly reason, and wholly hearing, and
wholly seeing, and wholly light..**° The simple divine nature stems from Irenaeus’
previous argument that the Most High God as the Fullness of all things is mécéssa
Creator. By removing the Valentinian intermediaries, he effectivelytesg|tiaese powers
(Nous, Logosetc.) with God, himself. Irenaeus writes, “[God is] all Nous, and all
Logos..and has in Himself nothing more ancient or late than another, and nothing at
variance with one another’*** In this passage, Irenaeus refers these appellations to the
Father as opposed to other passages where “Logos” is a clear title fonthe S
Nonetheless, Irenaeus is not confused or inconsistent in his use of Logos terminology
Rather, the use of “Logos” here as an appellation of the Father estahlisiye$uth
upon which Irenaeus will later draw to argue for the full divinity of the Son; lyathe
divine nature is Logos, itself?

Although expressed in philosophical terminold@3the idea of a simple divine
nature conforms to the traditional Jewish emphasis on monotheism inherited by the
Christians, and Irenaeus’ motive for the affirmation more likely emergesthis

context:* The emphasis on the divine nature’s simplicity or uniqueness was present in

100« simplex et non compositus et similimembrius estigse sibimetipsi similis et aequalis est,

totus cum sit sensus et totus spiritus et totususilitas et totus ennoia et totus ratio et tcauslitus et
totus oculus et totus lumeri.Haer.2.13.3, ANF 1:374. Seidaer.1.15.5, 1.16.3, 2.28.4-5 and 4.11.2, the
latter of which puts this aspect of God in direstirast to created humans.

191 Haer.2.13.8, ANF 1:375 with minor revisions.

192 5ee below, pp. 162-167.

193|n the context of Irenaeus’ understanding of Gednind, many scholars, notably Grant,
Norris, Osborn, and Schoedel, note a possible atiameto the pre-Socratic philosopher Xenophanes to
whom is attributed the following phras&ll of him [God] sees, all thinks, and all hear@'s quoted in
Grant,Irenaeus44). See also Norris, “Transcendence and Freed®sn,Osborn|renaeus36-38, and
Schoedel, “Enclosing, Not Enclosed,” 77.

19470 be sure, Jewish monotheism likely was not rst sts was once thought. Recent research in
Second Temple Judaism has revealed the preseac®iiifer power or powers alongside the Most High
God who also have some role in creation. See Xamgle, Alan F. Segal,wo Powers in Heaven: Early
Rabbinic Reports about Christianity and Gnostic{&miden: Brill, 1977) Larry W. Hurtado, “First
Century Jewish MonotheismJSNT71 (1998): 3-26, idenOne Lord and One God: Early Christian
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the Apologists’ theology as well, specifically in contexts where #t@mpted to align
the philosophical understanding with the Jewish monotheistic emphasis. Furthenmore, t
Irenaean formulations find a particular parallel in a passage by Theophiltes tivbe
latter writes, “if | call Him Logos, | speak of him as first princigfd call him Nous, |
speak of his Thought; if | call him Spirit, | speak of His breath® Moreover, Irenaeus’
several recitations of thregulainvariably begin with an affirmation that there is “one
God” as opposed to the 30 Aeons that constitute the Valentinian Fullness. These
recitations offer another means of affirming the simplicity of the divinera&’® As
such, the divine simplicity connects with and supports all that Irenaeus haarthus f
affirmed about both the identity of God and the nature of God. As a simple being, he is
the one Creator God who is not separated from his creation by a series ofdrdggme
ontologically gradated divine beings.

Both the Valentinian understanding of relative transcendence and a compound
divine nature are based on a spatial understanding of the divine nature. As Irenaeus

observes, “But if they maintain any such hypothesis, they must shut up their Abyiss wi

Devotion and Ancient Jewish Monothei@,ed. (London, New York: T and T Clark, 1988), espapters
2 and 3. What is clear in both Judaism and earlysGanity, however, is a distinction, as one Piéo
scholar puts it, “between the first cause and #r@us beings that make up the material cosmos) #ae
most perfect among them such as the heavenly bb@igstina Termini, “Philo’s Thought within the
Context of Middle Judaism,” ifthe Cambridge Companion to Phiky. and trans. Adam Kamesar
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2009), 83-This distinction renders the first cause one,
variously called unique or simple, and it is thistidiction from which the Valentinians deviatedtiir
theory of semi-divine emanations. Steenberg funttaées that the introduction of ignorance into the
creative act is original to “Gnostic” theology. dther words, the participation of intermediary lysiin
creation in Second Temple literature does not eqieaan evil creation. Steenbehggnaeus on Creation,
28-31.

105 Autol. 1.3. Cf.Leg.4.1. As noted in chapter one, | accept Briggmamsis of the relationship
between Theophilus and Irenaeus, which statedrévaieus does not read Theophilus until sometime in
the midst of writingHaer. 3. As such, the parallel | underscore here is notékelt of direct influence, but
rather suggests that both Theophilus and Irenaeus wfluenced by common sources or common currents
of thought.

1% seeHaer.1.10.1.
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a definite form and space.'* This spatial understanding is clear from the opening line
of his exposition of Valentinianism. He writes, “[The Valentinians] say that thests
in the invisible and indescribable heights, a perfect Aeon who was before [all tHitigs
Irenaeus categorically rejects this spatial understanding of the divinellAeds, God
cannot be thought of as occupying a certain, far away place; rather, he icéhef@t
other things—everything in the cosmos exists fully within him. When he creates the
cosmos or when he generates the Logos, these entities remain in him becatise he is
Fullness of all things. Irenaeus writes, “[I]t is a matter of necettsityGod, the Fullness
of all these, should contain all things in His immensity, and should be contained by no
one...""% Moreover, as a simple being, God cannot be thought of as adgin§which
other things emanate. Irenaeus asks rhetorically, “And what place has [thatiena
gone? From what place was it sent forth? For whatever is sent forth fromaaay pl
passes of necessity into some otHé? Such language and images, he says, are
inappropriate for the simple God who contains all. The formula of “containing, not
contained” runs like a refrain throughdtiaer. and is a necessary presupposition for the
affirmation of the transcendent and intimately involved God revealed in Scripture.

| have already noted similar arguments in the Apologists’ writingsaffg that

the divine cannot be confined or circumscribed in a pssyell as the formula

197 Haer. 2.13.6, ANF 1:375 with minor revisions. “Abyss”isy translation of the Latin form of
pubdc, another name given to the First Aeon by the al@amns. Seddaer.4.3.1, where Irenaeus equates
this spatial imagery with both the divine anthropophisms of Valentinian theology and more to thmpo
the general Valentinian ignorance of “what God is.”

1% Haer.1.1.1.

1% Haer.2.1.2, ANF 1:359.

1O0Haer.2.13.5.

M Haer.1.15.5,2.1.1, 2.1.2, 2.3.1, 2.6.1, 2.30.9, 48.20.1-2. Schoedel argues, following an
earlier claim by Grant, that Irenaeus’ source fig tcontaining, not contained” understanding is th
Pseudo-Aristotelian worn Melissus, Xenophanes, and Gorgialich has a similar argument for the
“placelessness” of God. Schoedel, “Topologicaleblogy, 100-101. See also his “Enclosing, Not
Enclosed,”75-86 which covers much of the same material.
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“containing, not contained.” Nevertheless, the Apologists fell into inconsistewbien
formulating the divine transcendence by speaking of God located in a “supsiatele
place. In this manner, their understanding of transcendence resembled that of the
Valentinians, absent only a set of intermediary A€onStill, as the following chapter
will suggest, the filter of which Rousseau speaks in the context of Valentinienism
present in the Apologists’ theology in the form of the Logos and in Theophilwdothe
the Spirit situated between the water of material creation and the pl@celofrenaeus’
notion of absolute transcendence precludes him from locating God in a distant place to
secure his transcendence.

Although Irenaeus directs his polemics against the Valentinians’ spati&glye
his argument uncovers the weaknesses in the Apologists’ theology on this count, as
well.*** The clearest way to underscore the difference between Irenaeus and the
Apologists on the spatial understanding of divinity is to compare the similar angsim
made by Athenagoras and Irenaeus for the oneness of God using the concept of place
(témoc) in Leg.8 andHaer. 2.1, respectively*

Athenagoras approaches the question of God’s oneness by logically eliminating

the possibility of the existence of two gods. His first clause considerdtevoagives in

M2 For example, compare Justin’s super-celestialeptdd@Sod to Irenaeus’ description of the
Valentinian belief in the First Aeon in the “invidé and indescribable heightéfaer.1.1.1.

13 Méhat observes that in Irenaeus’ theology, tha iofea “super-celestial” place as the abode of
the divine corresponds to “Gnostic” theology anddfically the “Gnostic’Pleroma which is consistent
with my findings. Of the eleven times Irenaeus ukesphrase “super-celestial,” only two occur alaspf
the context of reporting “Gnostic” teaching. In tin® places where Irenaeus uses the phrase fomhis
purposes, it is simply equated with “spirituatiger. 3.10.4 [ANF 3.10.3], 3.16.6 [Méhat mistakenly cites
the latter reference as 3.6.6]). Méhat rightly sdtem this evidence that Irenaeus lacks a notfan o
super-celestial place where God dwells. Méhat,«Li Supracéleste»,” 286-290.

14| already have addressed both of these argumetttisichapter buthave not yet contrasted
the two arguments in order to reveal their esskdifference. Previous scholars have perceivedlaiities
in the two arguments and compared them; nonethdlesse scholars did not consider the differencdisa
respective arguments that serve as the focal pofnts/ discussion.
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the case of the existence of two or more gods: “either (a) they would be imifie sa
category or (b) each of them would be independ€niri the first movement of his
argument, Athenagoras rejects the first alternative on the basis that gbefniiion are
uncreated, and consequently, two uncreated gods are dissimilar since neighfernved
after a model, much less the same mdtfeThe second alternative leads Athenagoras to
introduce the concept of a diviRéroc. He begins this movement with a statement that
dictates the logic he follows. He writes, “If on the other hand each of the two er mor
gods were independent, and we assume that the Maker of the world is above the things
created and around what he has made and adorned, where would the other god or the
other gods be?*’ Athenagoras’ argument then proceeds as follows: (1) The place of the
Creator is “above the things created and around what he has made and adbth@)...”
Two independent gods cannot be located in the same place. (3) There is no place for a
second god, for he cannot be in the world “since that belongs to another,” nor can he be
“around the world since it is God the Maker of the world who is aboVé’iEtom this
logic, Athenagoras concludes that the Creator God is the only god because tioere i
place in which a second god could be located.

Irenaeus approaches the question of God’s oneness by accepting as true his
opponents’ preferred description or title of the divine, “Fullness,” and continues to show
the logical inconsistencies with that title and Valentinian belief. LikeeAagoras, he

begins his argument with a statement that dictates the logic he followsitele “For

1151 eg.8.1, Schoedel, 17 with minor revisions.

116 The presuppositions here are squarely in the titowgrid of the Middle Platonists—created
objects are alike or in the same category becédneseare fashioned after the same model or ideaakty
that would not hold for two uncreated Gods becdlsg are fashioned after nothing.

17| eg.8.4, Schoedel, 17.

18| eg.8.4, Schoedel, 17.

1191 eg.8.4, Schoedel, 19.
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how can there be any other Fullness or Principle, or Power, or God, above Him, since it i
a matter of necessity that God, the Fullness of all tlséseild contain all things in his
immensity, and should be contained by no BHfféfenaeus’ argument then proceeds as
follows: (1) God is, by definition, the Fullness of all things. (2) If there acegwds, then
either (2a) there are two Fullnesses and each is limited by the other, svbatf i
contradictory, or (2b) an infinite distance separates them, in which case arttity is
introduced that contains them both. (3) This process logically contaue$initumand,
either way, “[t|he name of the Omnipotent will thus be brought to an€ra¥cause no
one God will be Fullness of all things. Irenaeus concludes from this logic that the
definition of God as “Fullness of all things” precludes the existence of a second god.
Athenagoras and Irenaeus’ rational arguments for God’s oneness align only
insofar as both argue from assumptions regarding the relation of the divine being to
space. Nevertheless, the logic of their arguments differs preciselysieatey do not
share the same assumptions. Athenagoras starts with the assumption thabGateds |
in a place, namely the place above and around the world, and he concludes from this
assumption that a second god cannot exist because there is no place for that god to be
located. The logic depends on God’s ability to be located in a place. In cdngraetus’
starting point excludes spatiality from the divine nature. God is the Fullnelbshongs,
meaning he is located in no place, but all things are located in him. A second god
logically cannot exist, not because two gods cannot be located in the saméuytlace

because the presence of another god would result in the loss of the very definition of what

120 Haer.2.1.2, ANF 1:359 with minor revisions, italics adde
121 Haer.2.1.5, ANF 1:360.
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it means to be God—he would no longer be the Fullness of all things because another god

would exist outside of hint?

122 past scholarship has negated the differencesgethrguments in two ways. The first argument
claims Athenagoras was not literal in his assertiat God is located in@mnos. Malherbe, for example,
claims that when Athenagoras assigns God to acpéatiplace irLeg.8, he is speaking only
“hypothetically” because space carries a notiooasporeality and Athenagoras asserts elsewherdésibcht
is incorporeal. Malherbe, “Athenagoras and the tioceof God,” inTZ 26 (Heft I, 1970), 46-52.
(Malherbe is developing an earlier treatment ofefthigoras’ argument by Grant who reduces the use of
térog to metaphor, its ultimate intention to demonstthtd there can only be one first principle. Grant,
Doctrine of God108-110.)The argument from metaphor is flawed because ieipéregs the question.
One could just as easily argue that Athenagoragdaking hypothetically when he says that God is
incorporeal because he elsewhere affirms that Godpies a place—it is not at all clear which is the
controlling image. Furthermore, Athenagoras nowlmdeates that he has slipped into a “hypothetical
means of speaking ineg.8, nor does he elsewhere employ a “hypotheticathoa: Rather, the logic of
Athenagoras’ rational argument, as | have arguetdaly depends upon a non-hypothetical understendi
of space—if God cannot inhabit a space, then Atherss’ conclusion that there is no place for a sdco
god to be located is meaningless. Thus, Malhelib&spretation too easily dismisses a real diffigih
Athenagoras’ thought. The second way in which tlierences have been disregarded is the argument
that Irenaeus, like Athenagoras, assumes God aahddbit a place. Schoedel, for example, considers t
two rational arguments of Athenagoras and Irenasasntially the same. Schoedel, “Topological’
Theology,” 99-100. Irenaeus’ argument that tworfefises would limit one another, in other words, is
tantamount to arguing that two gods cannot be éutat the same place. Irenaeus’ phrase “contaimiog,
contained”, according to Schoedel, is itself anngpie@ of what he calls “topological theology” becauits
assumes that God fills everything just as Athenagiassumes God can fill a certain space. Missong fr
Schoedel's account is a larger discussion of “lagi#fi as a definition of God in Irenaeus’ undersitagnd
Instead, he interprets Irenaeus’ rational argurireisiolation from his larger concerns. Consequently
Schoedel imports an assumed meaning of the phcasgdining, not contained” onto Irenaeus that the
latter specifically rejects. For Irenaeus, God duatsfill the space of the cosmos, nor is he over around
the cosmos, to use Athenagoras’ phrase. Insteddaa® shown, Irenaeus believes the cosmos ioth G
who is its Fullness, in which and apart from whilsare is no space—God’s spiritual nature, as | will
develop momentarily, enables him to contain ahdlsiapart from the notion eémos. (Schoedel does not
consider the concept of “spirit” in Irenaeus’ thbuy Therefore, Schoedel’s interpretation has masjged
the larger import of the rational argument to I thought. Unlike Malherbe and Schoedel, Poudero
acknowledges the difficulty in Athenagoras’ thougbarticularly, he acknowledges that the argument i
Leg.8 is difficult to reconcile with Athenagoras’ deifion of God asixwoenroc, and he refuses to dismiss
Athenagoras’ statement that God is located in eepés metaphorical. Nonetheless, Pouderon avaids th
implications of materialism in Athenagoras’ undarsting by separating the concepts of space and-plac
God cannot be circumscribed or limited in space heus in a place because he circumscribes treesga
the world by surrounding it. Ultimately, for Athegaras, Pouderon claims that God'’s “place” is
everywhere, allowing him to be without parts. HéaBove the world, in the measure where the
transcendence is necessarily tied to the creativetibn of God; around the world, because in a Sphle
universe, the transcendence is expressed by artlerg;iin the world, finally, because God is imneah to
the world by his Providence and his Logos.” Poudgfthénagore d’Athéned24. This last statement
reveals the flaw in Pouderon’s argument. Poudepealss of “God” in terms of an anachronistic
Trinitarian conception—God the Father is abovevtbeld, while God the Logos and Spirit are in the
world. Nevertheless, Athenagoras’ use of Gotdeg.8 refers to the Father, alone. God the Fathertis no
everywhere; rather, in Athenagoras’ mind, he isvalend around the world. As | have said, not uhél
Valentinians took this spatial idea to its logicahclusion was the fundamental incompatibility besw
transcendence and God in the super-celestial pdaealed; Irenaeus’ response represents an eteiyiat
to maintain the divine transcendence apart feofoc.
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The concept uniting these three concerns and supporting Irenaeus’ entire
understanding of the divine nature—absolute transcendence, a simple divine nature, and
the absence of spatial categories to describe the divine nature—is the aeceaied
truth that God is spirit?® This concept is so fundamental to his understanding of the
divine nature that its denial constitutes a “fall into the greatest blasphetffy
Therefore, | agree with Barnes that “spirit” is “the single mogtartant concept for
understanding Irenaeus’s Trinitarian theolod.Spirit establishes the logic within
which Irenaeus will define the key components of his Trinitarian theologlgelodntext
of his understanding of the First Person, Irenaeus’ emphasis on God’s spiritual nature
allows him to affirm both God’s transcendence and God’s immanent involvement with
humanity, apart from the tension discerned in the Apologists’ thd@yas spirit, God
exists in a different category of being than corporeal humanity; his simplie nat
contrasts with the compound nature of humanity. Nonetheless, no spatial distatsce exis
between him and his creation, for all things that come from him remain in him and are
contained in him as the Fullness. The spiritual nature of God allows this containment to
be conceived apart from spatial imagery. If all of creation is awagod the

“Fullness,” then from the human perspective, God is always “close.”

123 John 4:24.

124 Haer.2.13.7.

125 Barnes, “Irenaeus’s Trinitarian Theology,” 76 nlail. MacKenzie hinted at the importance of
this concept for Irenaeus’ Trinitarian theologyt he fails to develop the idea to any significaagte.
MacKenzie Irenaeus’sDemonstration of the Apostolic Preachidgtheological commentary and
translation(Burlington, VT: Ashgate, 2002), 81-8Bantino’s lack of acknowledgement of this aspect of
Irenaeus’ Trinitarian understanding constitutes ofie primary weaknesses of his account and stems
from his method of focusing on the economy.

126 prestige’s comments are instructive. He write§n ‘onnection with God and nature, the idea
of the penetrative quality of divine being, as aoly externally framing and supporting, but also as
permeatively sustaining the created universe, @éfdryet more immediate assistance. It provided, in
modern language, a theory that God is immanentefisaw transcendent, the immanence no less than the
transcendence being based on the actual natune ditine mode of existencey; ‘spirit.”” Prestige,
Patristic Thought34. Prestige refers his comments to the Trinitaweiters of the fourth century. He has
not perceived that this argument was anticipatdceimaeus.
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3. Conclusion

In this chapter, | addressed the Apologists’ and Irenaeus’ respective
understandings regarding the identity and nature of God the Father. Although no
specifically Trinitarian texts have yet been studied, this chapter hadad\uey
differences between the Apologists’ and Irenaeus’ respectivesiaddings of the divine
nature which serve as the basis for their differences in more specificalitgrian
contexts. Both the Apologists and Irenaeus understand God as the only God who created
the cosmos and who was revealed in the Jewish Scriptures. Irenaeus extadestityis
to include Fatherhood, meaning that knowing God fully entails knowing him as the
Father of Jesus Christ. Both the Apologists and Irenaeus understand God asdearisce
and removed or separated from matter. Irenaeus maintains this transcenderotea
manner that allows God to remain intimately involved in the affairs of his creaion. H
does this by redefining transcendence from relative to absolute, avoidingadiay s
understanding of God and keeping his language and imagery consistent withitiine spir
nature of God. As a result, as God is spirit, God can be the Fullness of all things. In
connection to his Trinitarian theology, the removal of spatiality from the divileis t
most important advancement Irenaeus makes upon the thought of the Apologists. This
advancement allows for a different understanding of God’s work in the world, the
generation of the Logos/Son, and the immanent relationship between trenéirst

Second Persons.
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Chapter Three: The L ogos of God

In the third chapter, I turn to the Apologists’ and Irenaeus’ respective
understandings of the nature of the Second Person. This inquiry will consist of two parts.
The first part features a general survey of the Logos theology operativer iwadinles.

Here | will focus solely on the work of the Logos in the economy prior to his

incarnation The second part will analyze the manner in which each figure understands

! Works abound addressing the work of the LogosiBSduis incarnate state in Irenaeus’ thought.
Prominent examples include Andlomo VivensFantino,Théologie d’lIrénégHoussiauChristologie
Osborn,lrenaeus and WingrenMan and the Incarnatio(see above p. 3n4 for full bibliographic
references)Conversely, the pre-incarnational work of the Legounderrepresented in scholarship. For
example, Houssiau avoids a discussion of the mrarirational work of the Logos for fear of obscurihg
distinction between the unique God and his Son @diaw Christologie,63-65). Houssiau proceeds to
study the identity of Christ in terms of the incation alone, keeping separate the knowledge ofefFdth
which, in his interpretation, the pre-incarnationairk belongs) and the knowledge of Son. Consedyent
he does not consider the eternal relation of thgok{Son to God or of the divine identity of the befson.
| do not disagree with Houssiau and the majoritirefiaean scholars that the incarnate work of the
Logos/Son is the central tenet of Irenaeus’ thepldigvertheless, | will limit my treatment in thikapter
to the pre-incarnational work of the Logos/Sondeveral reasons. First, the pre-incarnational vebtke
Logos lies within the limited space of the presstotly. Second, the Trinitarian insights gained from
studying the incarnate Logos do not differ subsadigtfrom those insights gained from the studylof
pre-incarnational work of the Logos. Finally, a®tef the three apologists in this comparative stsaly
nothing of the work of the Logos in his incarnatie, only Irenaeus’ understanding of the Logos-pr
incarnational work offers the comparison cruciaihtp methodology. Nonetheless, | will address certai
aspects of the work of the Logos in the incarnaitiochapter five. On a different note, the resivics of
the scope of the present chapter’s inquiry allowton®cus solely on the divine title “Logos,” assthitle
represents Irenaeus’ primary means of referrirthedSecond Person in his pre-incarnational stateh®
count, | agree with Houssiau against the work$iefsecond trajectory and adopt for my own purptses
distinctions he draws between the title, “Logosyvithich Irenaeus refers to the eternal person getith
God, and the title, “Son,” by which he refers te thistoric person of Jesus Christ. See Houssiau,
Christologie,28-31. The distinction is helpful in reading cemtpassages in which Irenaeus is not entirely
clear regarding the aspect of the economy to whechefers. Houssiau pushes the distinction too far,
however, and ultimately fails to affirm Irenaeushcern with the unity and continuity of the predntate
Logos and incarnate Son, a fact better emphasigéelireton et al. Fantino’s works feature more
sophistication than the works of the second trajgabn this point. He argues that for Irenaeusg ‘Word
is the Son of the Father.” The unity of the twoitée® is an anti-“Gnostic” argument insofar as the
“Gnostics” assumed a heavenly Logos and an edrtiggs. For Irenaeus, Fantino writes, no trace isf th
dualism exists. Instead, there is one world andemo@momy. Fantindlhéologie d’'Irénée285. The point
of unity of the Logos/Son against the dualism ef t@nostics” is necessary to remember, since hane |
pushing the distinction between the titles. As sathimes | will engage these figures’ use ofdhéne
title “Son” (vidc), but only as it illuminates a particular aspecthait Logos theology. The reader should
note that the pronouns with which | refer to theyas will change according to the state of the pgreod
of the Logos. In general, when referring to the dédPlatonic Logos, | use “it” and when referrimg t
Irenaeus’ Logos, | use “he.” With the Apologistsidos, the pronoun will vary according to the Logos’
stage of existence. The reason for this apparenhsistency will become clear through the coursthisf
chapter.
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the generation of the Log8s.will argue that the Apologists largely follow Middle
Platonic logic in their understanding of the work of the Logos, exemplifiedsby hi
generation, which results in a diminished divinity of the Logos/Son. Convenszigels
rejects the logic inherent to the Apologists’ Logos theology by argoimipé eternal
distinctness of the Logos/Son, an understanding which is, likewise, exempyifiesl b

veiled understanding of the generation.

1. The Apologists

1.1Logos Theology

The Apologists’ intention to correlate Christian belief with Greek philosophy
explains their preference for the title “Logos” when referring to thespigtent being

identified both explicitly and implicitly with the earthly figure JesudNafzarett? By the

2 The generation as a particular topic of study ivithe more general Logos theology is
appropriate here because it is the decisive tapiafiderstanding the eternal relationship of thgdsoto
God, and in turn, the nature of the Logos, and beeit is the area where Irenaeus most clearlyrtepa
from the understanding of the Apologists. Admittedhe order in which | address these topics seems
juxtaposed. | intentionally have chosen this otddre faithful to these figures’ respective theidsgAs |
will show below, none of them address the genemdtio its own sake but rather to support the wdrthe
Logos. My placement of the pre-incarnational woefdoe the generation is meant to reflect this atspiec
their collective thought.

% Justin useadyoc as a title of the Second Person 55 times, the iibajdé) coming in the
Apologies(Falls’ otherwise fine English translation of thél. gives the false impression that Justin uses
Adyog to refer to the Second Person in that work moredithan he actually does. Falls rendergos by
the divine title “Word” in many places where Jugtiore likely is referring to “Scripture” as opposed
the Second Person (el@jal. 49.2, 57.2, 58.4, 68.5, 77.4, 121.2, 7, 141.2).@dwer, Falls is inconsistent
in this method, since often in the same passagehslates\oyos as “Word,” “Scripture,” or “prophecy,”
with no indication from the text that Justin swishthe referent (e.®ial. 56.4-6). Although Justin’s work
presents a few ambiguous uses®foc, for the most part he is clear when he meansféo te the Second
Person with his use abyoc. Athenagoras employsiyos 12 times and Theophilus employs the title 27
times. These figures are illuminating when compaoetthe uses of other common christological tiflesh
asviog, 'Inoovg, or Xpwotoc. Neither Athenagoras nor Theophilus use the tiflggovg or Xowotde to refer
to the Second Person. (Theophilus intentionallyidsXowotds as suggested by his claim that the name
“Christian” comes not from a person’s status asllawer of Christ but from the fact that they are
“anointed with the oil of God"Autol. 1.12, Grant, 17].) Theophilus usegc only once in connection with
a quotation from the Fourth Gospalutol. 2.22). Athenagoras useg 14 times, more than his use of
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mid-second century, Logos had become standard parlance among various philosophical
groups referring to a cosmic and pervasive, semi-divine force or beirgglatnnthe

universe. Its provenance is in Stoicism where it described both the governitiyg édic

the human and the pervasive, divine force that created the material world, was mnmane
within it, and imposed order on‘itn Middle Platonism, this latter meaning is assumed
and becomes the term for Plato’s all-pervasive World Soul as describedliméeus’

As recent scholarship has argued, Logos theology also has precedent withsiraone

of Jewish theology, in particular with the Jewish emphasis on the Word of God as above

Adyoc. Nonetheless, this discrepancy is due to severalitafe uses obioc—in actuality, he only uses
vidg as a title for the Second Person at four sepaditespin his argument.€g.10, 12, 18, and 24).
Significantly, Athenagoras never usgsc apart fromiéyog, although he usessyog apart fromuviog in
three placesleg.4, 6, and 30). Athenagoras’ usevdds on so many occasions is strange, as his context
seems to offer no value for such a title, unlikedhilus’ Jewish Christian context in whictbc would
have had some cache. (In a Greek conteat,more likely would cause problems by implying thatdG
had children in the manner of the Greek gods. lddieeseveral places Athenagoras has to definadaof
viog against this anthropomorphic notion [eLgg.10.2.]) These figures are even more strange comsgle
that Athenagoras draws from the title no insiglgareing the nature of the Second Person. In ordy on
place, already noted in the context of his usecafijo, does Athenagoras’ use eific carry any
significance regarding the eternal relationshiphefFirst and Second Persohed.18.2). Therefore,
Athenagoras usassc only as a conventional or technical title in ac@orce with his Christian community.
Athenagoras continually equates and explaits according to the philosophical meaning\éfoc (e.g.
Leg.10.3) Justin does usénoovs andXewotos as titles for the Second Person, although rareligén
Second Person’s pre-incarnational state. Justisuiseas a title of the pre-existent being some 82 times,
although 25 of these uses are quotations from cepand several more come in the exegesis oéthos
same passages. Despite his openness to the Usesefdther christological titldsis preferred title for the
Second Person in his pre-incarnational statéysc. The Apologists were not the first Christians se u
Logos as a title for Christ. This distinction bajsrto the writer of the Fourth Gospel, who clairtieat the
Logos was in the beginning with God and that afigk were created through the Logos, statements wit
which Theophilus, and likely Justin, were famil{anly the former explicitly cites the Johannine gage).
Ignatius of Antioch also used it once to referite Son: “...Jesus Christ his Son, who is his Logogkvhi
came forth from silence Magnesians8.2, Holmes, 155. The content of both of these ggssreflects the
Apologists’ use of the same title. Without questithre Apologists infused this title with the corttémat
would affect all subsequent Logos theology. On ploigit, see Aloys GrillmeieChrist in Christian
Tradition,vol. 1, From the Apostolic age to Chalcedon (453ns. John Bowden, 2nd ed. (Atlanta: John
Knox Press, 1975), 108-113.

* A.A. Long, “Stoic Psychology,” i€ambridge History of Hellenistic PhilosopH§60-584.

® Dillon, Middle Platonists45-49. Although Stoic scholarship often highligtits divine aspect of
Logos, there the term is used more often to reféheé human faculty of reason and speech. Therefore
whether the title Logos would have had such vatuetfe Apologists had the Middle Platonists natfir
emphasized the divine aspect of Logos is questlenMoreover, as | have already noted, the Stoimno
of the divine Logos had material connotations, Whi@s abhorrent to the Middle Platonists and the
Apologists, alike. Thus, the Middle Platonists offé precedence to the Apologists for the use ofitlee
“Logos” devoid of material implications.
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the angels and below the Credtdtus, to explain the person of Christ in terms of the
Logos served to connect Christianity with a number of ancient and honored philosophical
and religious traditions.

The Logos theology of the Apologists not only offered a means of correlating
Christian belief with Greek philosophy, it alleviated a difficulty raisednayApologists’
understanding of the divine nature. As noted last chapter, the Apologists spoke of God
primarily in terms of a unique, uncreated, transcendent being who, consequently, was
located in a place spatially removed or distant from material creatiorthBlienge this
definition produced was whether and in what manner such a transcendent and spatially
distant God could be reconciled with the creative and active God revealed in the
Scriptures’. Logos theology provided the answer—the Logos, like the Stoic Logos or the
Platonic World Soul, becomes in the Apologists’ thought the active force or agent of the
transcendent God in the material world.

The Apologists manifest their understanding of the Logos as the actieeoforc
the transcendent God through a pervasive insistence that God does not create without
mediation; rather, God creates through the agent or medium of the Logos. Jilesin w
“But his [God’s] Son, who alone is called Son in the proper sense, the Logos who, before
all the things which were made, was both with him and was begotten when at the

beginning he made and ordered all things through hiflCommenting on the creation

® See Edwards, “Justin’s Logos and the Word of GABCS3:3 (1995): 261-280. For example, in
rabbinic literature perhaps contemporary with JystieMemraoften takes on characteristics of a
superhuman, pre-existent being second only to Goaaijesty.

" This difficulty is often referred to as the “cosimgical problem” and long has been recognized
by scholars as one of the primary reasons for Léigeslogy’s appeal to the Apologists. For discussio
representative of twentieth century scholarship,Barnard,Justin Martyr,88-91 and DaniélouGospel
Message345ff.

82 Apol.6.3. See also Apol.59.5, 64.5Dial. 61.3 (in conjunction with a quotation of Prov.
8:21ff), 84.2.
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account in Genesis 1, on two occasions Justin notes the significance of Godtig creat
with a word and links this speech to the person of the LogasdglL59.2-5, 64.5.1n

the second occasion, he identifies the Logos of God with the Greek Logos through a
familiar mythological story when he writes, “[S]ince [the philosophlengew that God
conceived and made the world through the Logos, they spoke of Athena as the first
thought..."™ In theDial., Justin uses the languagecafyr to express the same truth. For
example, he writes that the Logos “was begotten both as a beginning pefore all

his works, and as his offsprin§"His use ofxox1 as a description of the creative work
of the Logos likely is indebted to the long philosophical tradition befing. In various
philosophical schoolsyoxr) referred to “principle” or “cause” and was central to the

philosophical discussions of the origins of the wdfltlowever, he might have been

°“In the beginning God made the heaven and ththeAnd the earth was invisible and
unfurnished, and darkness was over the abysshen8irit of God moved over the waters. And God,sai
let there be light. And it was sd&0 that both Plato and his followers and we ouesehave learned, and
you may learn, that the whole Universe came intodoby the Logos of God out of the substratum spoke
of before by Moses.” Apol.59.2-5, Barnard, 65 with minor revisions.

191 Apol.64.5, Barnard, 69-70 with minor revisions.

' Dial. 62.4, Falls, 96. See alfnal. 61.1.

12 3.C.M. Van Winden writes, “The basic problem o&€k philosophy is that of thieoyxij: only
by theaoxat can the world exist and be grasped.” Van Windem{tie Beginning: Some Observations on
the Patristic Interpretations of Genesis 1, JARCHE: A Collection of Patristic Studies by J.C\&n
Winden,ed. J. De Boeft and D.T. Runia (Leiden: Brill, 199671-77 .Previously published iNC 17
(1963): 105-21. Thus, as the same author notewleése, a large number of philosophers wrote works o
how everything comes into existence and the wrsticgntered on identifying thex. Van Winden, “In
the Beginning’: Early Christian Exegesis of the marchéin Genesis 1:1,” inaugural address, Leiden
1967 (translated from the Dutch) ARCHE 78-93.A¢xn is used first in the sense of “principle” in theep
Socratic philosophers, such as Thales of Miletugre it was identified with the elements, from whadl
material derives. Van Winden, “Early Christian Egeig,” 81. In Plato’Jim.,it has a general sense of
“cause” and specifically is equated with “causetdnnection to the Cause of the univers&im. 28b.
Plato writes, “Now the whole Heaven, or Cosmosf tirere is any other name which it specially prefe
by that let us call it,—so, be its name what it mag must first investigate concerning it that s
guestion which has to be investigated at the oinisetery case,—namely, whether it has existed ydwa
having no beginning of generation, or whether & bame into existence, having begun from some
beginning &oxns Twvos do&apevoc). It has come into existence; for it is visibledaangible and possessed
of a body; and all such things are sensible, amfighsensible, being apprehensible by opinion Wighaid
of sensation, come into existence, as we saw, @ndemerated. And that which has come into existenc
must necessarily, as we say, have come into existeyireason of some Cause (aitiov twvdg).” Tim.
28b-c, Bury, LCL 234:51. In this passage, Platoifey asking whether the cosmos came into existenc
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drawn to the concept because of its appearance in connection with the personifged figu
of Wisdom in Proverbs 8:221f Justin alludes to the passage in this context through
referring to Solomon.

In his definition of the nature of God, which | discussed in the previous chapter,
Athenagoras emphasizes the truth that God “created, adorned, and now rules the universe
through the Logos that is from hini*’Another Athenagoran statement in the same vein
closely parallels John 1:3. Athenagoras writes, “...since for him [the Legaisihrough
him all things came into existence>'Nevertheless, Athenagoras does refer to John; the
only scriptural source he identifies to support the mediatory, creative wdrk bbgos

is Proverbs 8:2%°

by somexoxn) and concludes by answering that its existenceeisabult of some causeifioc), which he
immediately equates with the “Father and MakehefWniverse.” Elsewhere, Plato writes, “They [the
young gods] took the immortal principlédavartov doxijv) of the mortal living creature, and imitating
their own Maker, they borrowed from the Cosmosipa# of fire and earth and water and air, as if
meaning to pay them back, and the portions so tHiencemented them together.Tiin.42e, Bury, LCL
234:95. For the Middle Platonists, following Plat@xr again refers to “principle,” of which three are
generally listed, namely matter, the forms, and Gt example, seRidask.8-10.’ Agxr} may have meant
something similar in Valentinianism as well, focanding to Irenaeus, the first Aeon is describethas
ITooagxr), of the “First-Beginning” while the third Aeon engitt from the First-Father, principally called
Novg, is also calledspxny. Haer.1.1.1. Both names indicate a beginning principlendeus writes of the
Valentinian understanding dfovc/Aoxr, “But when this Only-begotten perceived for whahts he was
emitted, he in turn emitted Word and Life, sincenas the Father &fll who were to come after him and
the beginnindaoyxn] and formation of the entire Fullne$S¢daer.1.1.1, Unger, 23, italics adde&ee also
Haer.1.11.3-4.

13«The Lord made me the beginningofyj] of his ways for his works. He established me befo
time wasin the beginning, before he made the earth: evéardobe made the depths; before the fountains
of water came forth: before the mountains werdesbtand before all hills, he begets me.” Prov2&3,
LXX, Brenton. References to a personified agerteddWisdom,” who was present with God before the
world are prevalent in the Jewish Wisdom literatli@ example, see Ps. 104:24, Prov. 3:19, Wi&2,7:
9:2, 9:9, Sir. 1:4, 24:9, 33:7-9. The presencewoik of Wisdom in creation becomes prominent in
Second Temple Jewish literature. See James L. Kuigaditions of the BibléCambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1998), 44-45. For more on thegafied agent Wisdom in Jewish traditions, seewel
p. 110n22.

14 eg.10.1. The same doctrine appearséy.4.2, 6.2, and 10.5.

% eg.10.2. Compare the’ avtod mavta éyéveto of Leg.10.2 with therdvta o avtod
¢yévero of John 1:3.

1% “The prophetic Spirit also agrees with this acdotior the Lord,’ it says, ‘made me the
beginning of his ways for his works.I’eg.10.3, Schoedel, 23. Schoedel's index mistakenlgtifles this
citation as Prov. 8:3. The use of Prov. 8:22 tqpsupthe presence of an agent in creation refl@etoond
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Theophilus also relates the idea that God uses a mediator in creating theoworld t
Scripture, namely Psalm 33/2:6 (“God made all things through his Logos and Wisdom,
for by his Logos the heavens were made firm and by his Spirit all thegrBbhand
John 1:1-3 (*He had this Logos as a servant in the things created by him, and through him
he has made all things®j.Like Justin, Theophilus finds the agent of the Logos in the
Genesis account of creation, with its emphasis on the speech of God as the locus of the
creative act. Accordingly, Theophilus writes, “Therefore the Command of God, his
Logos, shining like a lamp in a closed room, illuminated the region under the heaven,
making light separately from the worl®Theophilus in effect has personified the
command of God, since this speech, the active Logos, literally brings about God’s
creative intentions.

Like Justin, Theophilus also calls the Logosdb&r, drawing on the Jewish
Wisdom tradition of a personified agent present with God in creation. Althoughystrictl
referring to the Father, Theophilus first makes the connection betwgérandAsyog
in Autol. 1.3 where he writes, “If | call him Logos, | speak of him as Beginning
[&ox].”?° In Autol. 2.10, he returns to the associatiorxgfr; andAdyoc in relation to
the Second Person. Here, he develops Justin’s account of the Logos as God’s jkrsonifie

speech in Genesis by connecting the personiftegh of Proverbs 8:22ff with theoxn

of Genesis 1:1 (“In the beginningvaoxn] God created...”)In the original context of

Temple Jewish uses of the verse. Athenagoras maydwuired the tradition from Justin as he elseghe
demonstrates little influence from Second Templkegexical traditions.

7 As quoted imAutol. 1.7.

18 Autol. 2.10. Sed\utol. 2.22 for the direct quotation of John 1:1-3.

19 Autol. 2.13, Grant, 49.

? Autol. 1.3.
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Genesisaoyxn likely indicates an element of time (“in the beginning’hut Theophilus
employs the ontological connotation to indicate the Logos as the “principlieé of

universe. He writes, “And Moses, who lived many years before Solomon—or rather, th
Logos of God speaking through him as an instrument—says: ‘In the beginning God made
heaven and earth.’ First he mentioned Beginnégfy] and creation, and only then did

he introduce God...to show that by his Logos God made heaven and earth and what is in
them...[He is] calledroxn because he leads and dominates everything fashioned through
him.”?? For Theophilus, the Logos is present with God in creation not only through the
metaphoric connection of God’s speech to the title Logos, but through his textual

presence in Moses’ description of the accdtint.

L Althoughaoxr) can take a temporal connotation (“beginning”), peased to an ontological
connotation (“cause” or “principle”), Van Windentes that “the Greek mind links the meaning of thie t
terms much more closely than the English wordsifirégg’ and ‘origin’, and, consequently, passes enor
easily from the temporal sensecafyr to that of ‘cause.” Van Winden, “Patristic Integtations,” 61.

2 Autol. 2.10, Grant, 41. Theophilus’ interpretation of Gl is representative of a wider
movement within Second Temple Judaism that fourgtrsonified Wisdom of Prov. 8:22 in Gen. 1:1
through the presence @b xr). According to Kugel, the impetus for this exegetirabition was to align the
accounts of creation offered in Wisdom Literatwrjch held that God creates the world through the
personified Wisdom (e.g. Prov. 8:22) with the oldexation account of Gen. 1. The double appearahce
apxn in Gen. 1:1 and Prov. 8:22 provided the meansdoréle the two accounts. Kugel writes,
“[Interpreters came to the conclusion that notyomhs wisdom the first thing God created, but theape
‘In the beginning’ in Gen. 1:1 was intended to ignfiat it wasby means ofpr with the help of, wisdom
that God had created the world.” Kug&taditions,46. Several examples of the tradition exist in the
Targums, as well as in Philo who writes in one @JdBy using different names for it, Moses indicatkat
the exalted, heavenly wisdom has many names: keitdleginning’ ¢ox1), ‘image,’ and ‘appearance of
God.” Philo, Allegorical Interpretationsl:43 quoted in KugelTraditions,46. Although Justin had
connected the Logos with the personified WisdorthefJewish tradition through the usex@kr in the
Dial., he did not make the connection to thej of Gen. 1:1. As noted above, his interest in tha.Ge
account focused on God'’s speech and the impliedesdion to the title Logos. Theophilus’ Jewishisgtt
in Antioch makes it possible that he was familidthve. Jewish exegetical tradition of identifyingtkoxn
of Prov. 8:22 to that of Gen. 1:1. However, his iwation is not to reconcile Proverbs and Genesis, s
much as it is to demonstrate the textual evidemtkeopresence of a personified Logos with Godhan t
beginning. Theophilus’ use of Prov. 8:22 to retethte pre-existent Logos creates an inconsistanbysi
pneumatology, as | will show in chapter four. Setot pp. 186-187.

% Theophilus includes an additional image, not preseJustin or Athenagoras, to express this
mediating and creative function of the Logos. Tlgds and the Sophia (most often identified as tbky H
Spirit) are the “hands of God” by which he credtesworld Autol.2.18). Although Theophilus employs
this image to express the instrumentality of thgds it has more bearing for the present worksn it
implications for the inner relationships of God,gos, and Sophia. As such, | will reserve commerthan
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Despite their claims regarding the presence of the Logos’ mediatwkyimv
Scripture, the Apologists’ language and manner of argumentation sugdlisidia
Platonic influence as the primary source of the idea. The Middle Platonists spoke of a
effectual or active power of God in the world through the use of “poweérofuc) and
“energy” (veoyeia) languagé? This active, immanent power was contrasted, and
ontologically subordinated, to the static, transcendent nature of the One, whiclienable
the Middle Platonists to affirm a creative and providential function of God in the worl
while keeping the divine nature free of mixture and contact with mateeiafion?

Likewise,Justin continually describes the Logos as the Paweix{uic) of God in the

passage until chapter five. Likewise, as | havd,dawill reserve comment on the numerous “hands of
God” statements in Irenaeus’ work.

#* Avvaug played a crucial role in Plato’s philosophy. Seeris,The Power of GodAvvayug in
Gregory of Nyssa’s Trinitarian TheologWwashington D.C.: The Catholic University of AmexiBress),
2001 54-93. According to Daniélou, howevervaus did not acquire the meaning of the effectual or
active power of God until the writings of the MiédPlatonists. Daniélo@Gospel Messag847 (see 346-
354 in relation to the current discussion). Dani&arucial example from Middle Platonism highliglat
text from Atticus quoted by Eusebius: “Plato hdldat the world is the fairest work, and has attieliuto
the creator of the universe a power by means oflwhe created the world which did not exist before.
Eus.Praep. Ev15.6 as quoted in DaniéloGospel Messag&47. Conversely, Roberto Radice argues the
theological concept of power or powers as God'skvioithe world comes from Stoicism, the writers of
which assumed the term and concept from Arist®dice, “Philo’s Theology and the Theory of
Creation,” inCambridge Companion to Phjla24-145. Spanneut also notes the Stoic provenainoany
of these terms and concepts, but attributes thesgmce in the Apologists, particularly Athenagpras
philosophical eclecticism that incorporated bothiSand Platonic aspects. Spann&igicisme296-297.
Although by Justin’s time, a general convergencmaihy philosophical schools and distinctives had
occurred, and, thus, the method of locating thgimal provenance is not necessary, there is argw@abl
more discernable Middle Platonist influence in Amologists’ use of power due to their pervasiveaan
to remove material from the notion of power.

% Stead’s overview is instructive for identifyingetinfluence of Platonism on Christian figures in
general (with regard to the Logos) but also forvging some continuity with developing strands of i#w
thought. He writes, “the influence of Platonism ¢@posed to Stoicism) is much more marked: the kogo
for instance is identified with the mind of Godvifmich his creative Ideas or prototypes are assamhled
again presides over the division of things intoegarand species, which makes up the permanentws&uc
of the world. All this probably shows the endeawof several generations of Jewish thinkers attemgpt
to adapt contemporary Platonism to the basic patetsilof their religion. The Logos acts as mediator,
undertaking the tasks for which the Almighty ismattely responsible, but which could seem to impér
transcendent holiness.” Sted&hilosophy,150. What links the Apologists with the Middle Plaists
beyond this general conception of a mediating Lagtke Middle Platonic language with which they
make the argument. See also Poudeidinénagore d’Athéne430.
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world .2® He writes, “Jesus Christ alone has truly been begotten as Son by God, being His
Logos and First-Begotten and Power’’ Further, he writes, “The Spirit and the Power

from God cannot therefore be understood as anything else than the Lé8@dthdugh

Logos language is rare in tBgal., the same equation between Logos and Power appears
there when Justin writes, “My statements will now be confirmed by none otimethiéha

Word of Wisdom, who is this God begotten from the Father of all, and who is Word and
Wisdom and Power and Glory of him who begot hithlfi another place, Justin connects
thedvvapug specifically to the creative work of God when he claims, “God has generated
from himself E£ éavtor] a certain rational power as a beginning for all creatui®s.”
Elsewhere, Justin contrasts this uséwfaic as the creative force in the world with the

God who is above the workings of the world. He writes, “He is the Power of thahleeff

% |n general, Justin classifies the Logos and thigtSyith the powers uvaperc), a category
which also includes numerous intermediary beingsh @s the angels and the demons. My interest in
Justin’s power language is not in relation to ttd@tegory, but in connection to its Middle Platonic
indebtedness. This use of power language doesswiuht or contradict Justin’s understanding of the
Logos as in the category of “powers”; it only asséhnat Justin speaks of the Logos as “the Powe@aul
in a manner he does not of any other celestialgyémcluding the Spirit. | will not discuss the foer use,
as it has received treatment elsewhere (see Googkrlustin Martyr,155-159, 182, 185, Christian
Oeyen, “Die Lehr der géttlichen Krafte bei Justi8P11.2, TU 108 [Berlin, 1972], 215-221, and more
recently Bogdan G. Bucur, “The Angelic Spirit inraChristianity: Justin, the Martyr and Philosoplie
JrnRel88 (2008): 190-208) and BriggmaFheology of the Holy Spiri88-50. In any case, Justin
sufficiently distinguishes the Logos from the oth@ermediate powers to avoid any difficulty withet
Logos being classified in the same category willeointermediate beings.

27 1 Apol.23.2.

%81 Apol.33.6, Barnard, 46 with minor revisions. The conifxhe latter statement is an exegesis
of Luke 1:31-35, a section of the annunciationhef angel to Mary. Luke records the angel's words as
follows: “The Holy Spirit will come upon you, arttie power §vvauic] of the Most High will
overshadow you...” Luke 1:35, NRSV translation.

# Dial. 61.3, Falls, 94. Bobichon notes that “Power” is diéy non-scriptural title in this list.
Bobichon,Dialogue2:745. He fails to note here that Paul us@sxuic of Christ along withsodia in 1
Cor. 1:24 or that Justin reads theapic in Luke 1:35 as a title of the Logos (see abovE12n28).
Arguably, Theophilus also is familiar with Paultsitement (seAutol.2.22 where he likewise equates
dvvapug andoodia). Nonetheless, Bobichon ultimately is correctital fthe context of meaning for the title
in Middle Platonism.

¥ Dial. 61.1.
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[&oontoc] Father.® The descriptoioontoc underscores the contrast between a
transcendent, spatially distant, and static God with an immanent, present, aad acti
Logos, which mirrors the contrast witnessed in the Middle Platonic use@fi.c. The
adjectiveapontog has a semantic connection to speech, as in “unutterable.” In other
words, the Father who does not speak has the Logos (Word) as hi¥voice.
Athenagoras invokes Middle Platonic meaning through his use of the weésds
andevépyeia. He statesithe Son of God is the Logos of the Father in Ideal Faidu]
and Energizing Powetyéoyeia]...” 33 Although he prefers these termtaapic when

describing the active work of the Logos, elsewhere Athenagoras statdsetBain and

312 Apol.10.8 (see also &pol.13.4). Justin usesivauuc in other ways as well. For example, he
states that Christ is not only the Power of Godi®himself a power alongside the God’s own powver (
Apol. 32, 40, 60). He simultaneously can claim that Ghves conceived by the power of God and that he
was conceived by the power of the Logog\(ibl. 32-33, 46). He even says that the worahfc) coming
from the mouth of the Christ who walked on eartthis power of God (Apol. 14; cf.Dial. 49.8 where
Justin claims that the power of God is hidden imi€lon earth). These varied uses of power language
within the same argument demonstrate the degredith the meaning dfovauuc in reference to Christ
had yet to be determined. These various optionkesoed to one generally accepted use in the prerdi
of the later fourth century. Barnes is to be cestlivith refocusing attention @vapic as a Trinitarian
title as well as identifying the debt to philosoplegarding the meaning for this term in Christian
Trinitarian discourse in general and Gregory of $dym particular. BarneBower of Godesp. 125-172.
His overview of the use @vauis in the early common era (pp. 94-124) does not addte use in the
apologists, as he is interested only in showing the precedence for the use of power language is
available prior to the fourth century. Still, higrk is crucial for a general understanding of the
philosophical background ébvapuis.

32 This sort of contrast is purely Middle Platonis,the Scripture writers do not shy from saying
that God speaks in and to the material world.

% Leg.10.2. | follow Schoedel, both here andLieg. 10.3 in translatingdéa andévéoyewx as
“Ideal Form” and “Energizing Power,” respectivebgth to bring out the Middle Platonic influence of
these terms and to note the connection that exéstseertvéoyeix anddvvapuic. Crehan’s rendering of
“thought and power” is technically correct, bulritsses the Middle Platonic import of meaning. Creha
Athenagoras40. In Athenagoras’ formula, the Logos appearske the place of the Platonic ideas as the
ideal likeness in which God creates the visibleledkd@omething similar is operative in places ofl@hi
corpus where the Logos is synonymous with all efitteas. For example, Philo writes, “[W]hen the
substance of the universe was without shape andefiGod gave it these; when it had no definite atiar
God moulded it into definiteness, and, when He prexdlected it, stamped the entire universe with His
image and an ideal formaikovi kai 1déa], even His own Worddp éavte Adyw].” Philo, On Dreams,

2.46, trans. F.H. Colson and G.H. Whitaker, LCL :2B63. Accordingly, as with Philo, Athenagoras’ Lego
is both the form and the power that actuates tirat f
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the Spirit are themselves Powers in the same way as the Father isrd Bod¢hat the
Son and the Father share the same pdWEneophilus speaks simply of the Logos (and
Spirit) as the Power of Galwhich he explicitly equates tavéoyeia.>’

The Middle Platonic influence upon the Apologists’ conception of the Logos as
the active Power of God in the world results in a similar contrast beteen t
transcendent, static God and the immanent, active Logos in their tfiBubheophilus
writes, “[T]he God and Father of the universe is unconfined and is not present in a place,
for there is no place of his rest. But his Logos, through whom he made all things, who is

his Power and Wisdom, assuming the role of the Father and Lord of the universe, was

¥ eg.12.3

% eg.10.2, 5; 24.2, 30.6. Athenagoras, more than eithstin or Theophilus, uses the notion of
power as an argument for the unity of the thregiseussion to which I will turn in detail in chapfeve.
See below pp. 226-229.

% Autol.2.10, 22.

3" Theophilus writes, “[I]f | call him Power, | speak his energy...’Autol. 1.3, Grant, 5.

¥ Dillon interprets the development of the contitzsttween a transcendent, static god and an
active god at work in the world in Middle Platonisis the result of their adoption of the Stoic Lodds
writes, “The reason for the vacillation as regatasstatus of [the World Soul] seems to lie in Aeot
development characteristic of Middle Platonismjwdig not from the Old Academy but rather arisirsgaa
development from Stoicism, that is, the distingurghof a first and second God. The distinctionesieen
a completely transcendent, self-intelligizing figuand an active demiurgic one. The later Platenist
adopted the Stoic Logos into their system as thigeaforce of God in the world, and when they réanesd
a transcendent immaterial First Principle...they @diat two entities, one basically themiurgeof the
Timaeusthe other the Good of thiRepublicand the One of the first hypothesis of Bermenides Dillon,
The Middle Platonist}6. The contrast between the two gods, and thibwitin of the work of creation to
the second, active god, is evidenDiuask.in the following passage: “[The First God] is Fattieough
being the cause of all things and bestowing ordehe heavenly Intellect and the Soul of the Warld
accordance with himself and his own thoughts. Bydwn will he has filled all things with himself,
rousing up the Soul of the World and turning it &mds himself, as being the cause of its intelléés. this
latter that, set in order by the Father, itself ioges order on all of nature in this world.” DidastO.3,
Dillon, 18 with minor revisions, italics added. Eahds traces the same distinction of the transcénden
static god and immanent, active god in the thoe§iNumenius in comparison to Justin’s understanding
the Logos. Edwards, “Platonic Schooling,” 22-2%dwise, Barnes notes the witness of Numenius
specifically to show that he raised an oppositietwigen the divine essence, or divinity itselidi«), and
the divine activity §ovapuc or evégyewx). Barnes writes, “The fact that in this passagensinius groups
dvvapug andévépyewa together, such thabvapis (like évégyewa) stands over againsboio (not grouping
power with essence) shows a distinctive understanali the ontological status dbvapus...This set of
distinctions, with its implicit boundaries of unjtsituates all divine activity on the side of wishot
divinity itself, leaving the real divinityopoia) unengaged. The divingoia stands above and apart from
matter, but it$ovapic or évégyewx can join with matter.” Barne®ower of God102-103.
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present in paradise in the role of God and conversed with AifaRor an entity to be at
work in the world implies that the entity is located in the world, which is impossible to
affirm of the Most High God who, due to his transcendence, cannot be in this material
world.*° Accordingly, the Logos works on behalf of God in the world. Theophilus
continues, “[W]henever the Father of the universe wills to do so he sends [the indgos]
some place where he is present and is seen and is heard. He is sent by God and is pres
in a place.*! The result of this conception for the Apologists is a Logos who functions
primarily as an intermediary between God and material creation and whaetabil
work in the world is predicated upon his diminished divififtin other words, the Logos
can work in the world because he is not transcendent and invisible to the same degree as
the Father.

This contrast between God and the Logos is displayed most clearly in Justin’s
interpretation of the Old Testament theophanies to which he refe’spal 163 and
develops in detail iDial. 48-6272 Justin believes the subject of the Old Testament

theophanies is the Logos rather than the F4fhee introduces the theophanies to

% Autol. 2.22, Grant, 63.

0 For a discussion of God'’s transcendence as Spatiatelatively conceived in the Apologists’
works, see above pp. 71-75. There, | noted thensistency with which the Apologists spoke of the
relation of God and place. Nonetheless, whether ithagine God to be in his own place far above the
world, as is their normal manner of speaking, oetlikr they imagine him to be unable to be confineal
place, the result for the logic of identifying thegos as God’s agent is the same—the Logos workein
world because God is unable to be in the world.

*I Autol.2.22, Grant, 65.

2 0n this point, see P. Gervais Aehgs Missions Divines: De Saint Justin a OrigéBditions
Universitaires Fribourg Suisse, 1958), 10-15.

3 Justin’s description of the work of the Logostie theophanies comes in the context not of the
Logos’ work as agent of creation, but in the Logesik as revealer of the purposes and identity@d G
the Father to the material world. For Justin irtipatar this theme represents a crucial aspectsof digos
theology. (Conversely, neither Athenagoras nor phéos give much attention to the revelatory fuonti
of the Logos.) There is not the space to devel@pftimction in Justin’s Logos theology here andarmy
case, its implications for Justin’s understandifthe nature of the Logos—and his Trinitarian tleggl in
general—do not differ substantially from the inggybained by a study of the Logos’ creative funttio

4 Philo also understands the subject of the thedphada be the Logos and the motive driving his
interpretation is similar, although not identidal Justin’s, namely that the anthropomorphismsbaitiied to
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answer the critique made by Trypho at the beginnirigial 48, namely, that the belief

in a divine Christ who becomes flesh is illogi¢allo argue that a divine Christ could
become flesh, Justin must first prove the existence of another God testifieiptnr8t?

For Justin, the theophanies show another God in addition to the God in heaven because
Scripture refers to the figure that appeared on earth as “God” and “Lord.” @stensi

Justin uses Scripture to prove this point by showing from the account of the destruction
of Sodom and Gomorrah and Psalms 45/4 and 110/109 that Scripture speaks of two
different Gods and Lords. Nevertheless, the logic and force of the argument depends
upon Justin’s philosophical assumptions regarding the nature of God as transcendent and
unable to appear in and work in material creation. This logic is displayed in his
interpretation of the theophany of Exodus 3, where he writes, “[N]o one with even the

slightest intelligence would dare assert that the Creator of all thiftdsdesuper-

God in the theophany stories are blasphemous iviige nature. See, for example, Philo’s intergtien

in On Dreamsl.231-236. The question of whether Philo is a smofcJustin’s interpretation on the
theophanies has been the subject of ongoing deBatelenough proposed Philo as the source for Justin
interpretation. Goodenougbhustin Martyr,114ff. Conversely, Lebreton argues that, despieathparent
similarities, little connection between the twolars exists as Justin uses the theophanies ultyrase
proof that the Logos himself is God whereas Phile ho such motive. Lebretddistoire 2:668-677. More
recently, D.C. Trakatellis, who generally sideshi@oodenough on all matters, argued Goodenough'’s
position. TrakatellisThe Pre-Existence of Christ in the Writings of luMartyr; Harvard Dissertations in
Religion 6 (Scholars Press: Missoula, Mont.: 19%8}92. Although his argument is more sound and
detailed than Goodenough’s argument, Trakatelém@vered by Oskar Skarsaune on all points. Skagsau
rightly observes that despite Justin and Philojsesficial similarities in interpretation, these two
individuals are far removed from one another. l@eany of Justin’s exegetical conclusions actually
contradict those of Philo, e.g., the interpretatibthe three angels. Skarsaufibe Proof from Prophecy:

A Study in Justin Martyr's Proof-Text Tradition: Xtelype, Provenance, Theological Profilesiden:

Brill, 1987),409-424. The primary difference between the twarkg concerns Justin’s use of the
theophanies to show the independence of the Lagas God—Justin has in mind a second entity, distinc
from God the Father. Philo’s Logos is not so chedistinguished from God.

*> Trypho's question is occasioned by the variousdWéesc proofs given in the preceding chapters
where Justin claims, without argumentation, thatNtessiah is divineQjal. 36.2ff). Trypho thinks this
belief is illogical and states the common Jewistianstanding that the Messiah will be a huniaial
49.1). Falls’ translation divides this section itwm parts at chapters 54 and 55. While the in&tgpion of
the theophanies proper is not addressed Didll 55, the theophanies are introduced as part ofgadar
argument answering the original question that ofigak 48. Thus, the entire passage should be seen as a
unity and the theophanies as proof of the divinityhe Son.

“® Trypho demands such a proof with his interjectioBial. 50.1. He says, “Tell me, then, first of
all, how you can prove that there is another Gaidas the Creator of the world...” Falls, 76.
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celestial realms to make himself visible in a little spot on e&ftftiis characteristic of
the Most High God requires that the one who literally appears on earth in the theophany
accounts must be a different being, even though Scripture calls this being®God.”

This different being, Justin continues, is &teauic Aoywn of God, indicated by
different titles, “sometimes the Glory of the Lord, other times Son, or WisdoAngel,
or God, or Lord, or Word\6yog].” “9 This language reveals an amalgam of scriptural and

philosophical imagery to describe the Second Person. As with the creative function of the

“" Dial. 60.2. Likewise, in a summary statemenbial. 127.1-2, Justin writes, “And | presume
that | have shown sufficiently that when God s&@ed went up from Abraham’...you should not imagine
that the Unbegotten God himself went down or wgnfram any place. For, the ineffable Father anddLor
of all neither comes to any place, nor walks, heefss, nor arises, but always remains in his pldce...
Falls, 191. Despite Justin’s argument in favorhef divinity of the Messiah, Aeby sees the deferishen
transcendence of God defined according to Platoasthe principle reason for the connection of the
theophanies to the Logos. See Adldyssions Divines7-10. He writes, “[F]or saint Justin, a theophay
incompatible with the nature of God the Father”athieads him to “postulate another God beside and
below the Father.” AebyDivines Missions9. This interpretation agrees with my understandiegause it
emphasizes the difference between the natures @faBd the Logos on the basis of Justin’s interficeta
of the theophanies.

“8 The text includes a sudden shift in Trypho's iptetation of the theophanies. When first asked
to describe his interpretation of the appearanc@aaf to Abraham in the three men at Mamre, he arsswe
that the three men are angels and that God’s appeawas “before the vision..Dial. 56.5. Justin rejects
this understanding and indicates one of the menomijse to return when Sarah had her son, a prdatise
fulfilled when God visits Abraham, as Scripture sa@¥And God said to Abraham...” Gen. 21:12 as quoted
in Dial. 56.6. Trypho replies that he was mistaken whendsernibed the three men as angels and now
agrees that “he who appeared to Abraham on eatthriran form, as did the two angels who accompanied
him, was in fact the God who existed before thativa of the universe...Dial. 56.10, Falls, 85. This
shift can be explained by observing that Justielyiks countering two different Jewish interpretas of
the theophanies at work in the second century fif$tds represented by Trypho's statementBial. 56.5,
consonant with Justin’s Middle Platonic assumptithrad the God of the universe could not appear on
earth—thus, the men must be angels. Perhaps thipiatation could be related to Philo’s interptietaof
the theophanies (see above p. 115n44). The seewishlinterpretation, called by Justin the “common
doctrine of [the Jewish] people” is represented bypho’s statements iDial. 56.10, where he
unapologetically states that the God of the univelid appear to Abraham accompanied by two angels
(Dial. 56.10, Falls, 85). Conversely, Skarsaune has shioatrboth Jewish interpretations of the three
angels are represented in Philo’s interpretatioBerfi. 18 irOn Abrahaml07-141. Skarsaunroof, 410-
411. This view suggests that the sudden shift cbaltivo parts of one coherent view, although Trypho
seems cognizant of switching interpretations. Eithay, Justin is compelled to reject both views.
Although Justin would agree with the philosoph@&ssumptions of the first interpretation, his agresm
does not bring him closer to proving his originalr of the reality of another God besides the Mdigth
God. Thus, he counters the interpretation by ndtiagy one of the men in Gen. 18 returns in GenvRére
he is subsequently called “God.” Having rather sfigially discarded of an interpretation that it i
odds with his philosophical assumptions of thertidyinamely, that all three men are angels, Juatin ¢
focus the discussion on the common Jewish inteapoet and use the Middle Platonic logic that tlaist
transcendent God must have a distinct and activeePor Logos to work on his behalf in the world in
order to argue for the existence of a second G@&tiipture.

*Dial. 61.1, Falls, 94.
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Logos, then, Justin attributes the contrast between God and the Logos in his sevelator
work in the theophanies to Scripture, but what drives his interpretation are the

philosophical assumptions of Middle Platonidh.

*0 One additional aspect of Justin’s descriptiorheftogos’ revelatory function deserves brief
attention in order to establish a key differencthviienaeus below, namely, Justin’s understandfrijeo
revealing work of the Logos apart from his mandgisin in Scripture, which is contained in his dowrof
the Spermatikos Logo$n the Apologies Justin states that the Logos reveals the truthtaBod to all
human beings by virtue, it would seem, of their huity. For example, although the Greek philosophers
did not know Christ, their humanity allowed themaaaness of partial truths that align in certain sveyy
the revealed truth of the Scriptures. Justin writEsr each person spoke rightly having understiad
which was related to him, according to the parsen¢ in him of the divine Logos...For all the writevere
able to see realities darkly, through the presémtizem of an implanted seed of the LogosAl. 13.3,

6, Barnard, 83-84 with minor revisions. Elsewh&e writes, “And those of the Stoic school, sinagyth
were honorable at least in their ethical teachasgwere also the poets in some particulars, oruatcs a
seed of the Logos implanted in every race of mehvewmmen..” 2 Apol. 8.1, Barnard, 79 with minor
revisions. See alsoApol.5, 44, 46. These passages imply the Logos reveals part of the truth, albeit
partial, to all humans by virtue of their humanitthe Logos is literally implanted into every humagirty.
Still, the implanted Logos exists only partiallyhmmanity as “seeds.” These seeds are, as Noplaieg,
“those rudimentary moral and religious conceptishich are the common stock of human piety.” Norris,
God and World54. While the implanted seeds of the Logos givéoghphers access to truth, Justin
believes the incomplete nature of the Logos withimanity leads to the errors, disagreements and
contradictions that exist among the various phipdscal schools. By contrast, Christians have resgihe
whole Logos in the person of Jesus Christ. He writé/hat we have, then, appears to be greaterathan
human teaching, because the whole rational priadiptame Christ, who appeared for our sake, baodly, a
reason, and soul.” 2pol.10.1, Barnard, 80. Therefore, the Christians dcenoin the same way as the
philosophers because they have met and known theslio his whole and complete person. The question
of theSpermatikos Logas a long debated facet of Justin’s thought. | haffered the traditional
understanding that seeds of the Logos are litemapfanted in humanity. Other scholars, for example
Edwards, claim that even the revelation to the &ée Justin’s understanding is tied to the scrigitu
revelation, explained by Justin’s insistence tHatdPread and copied Moses. Edwards, “Justin’s kdgo
261-280. Edwards’ interpretation fails to do justio the pertinent texts of tigologiesby reading them
through a prior understanding of Logos in Bial. In the ApologiesJustin never suggests that the Logos is
implanted in the Scriptures, but he says quiterblehat the Logos is implanted in the race of ham@
Apol.8) and each individual human £&pol. 13). Edwards’ interpretation is driven by a needndy the
respective theologies of tiiEal. and theApologieswhich he believes have been interpreted according t
an inaccurate dualism that sees Justin as a Jew sgsaking to Trypho and a Greek when writing the
ApologiesWhile | agree with his efforts in principle, Edwardoes not give adequate consideration to
Justin’s purpose and audience in #pplogiesAs | argued in the first chapter, Justin attemptsetich the
Greeks according to their categories and theirdagg. Therefore, it makes more sense (especiaingi
the truth of Justin’s Hellenistic—as opposed toidbw-background) to search for the primary meaning o
Logos within the Greek and not the Jewish idionthis interpretation, | am not committing the mista
Edwards calls the “fallacious modern axiom thatathor must address himself entirely to the
comprehension of his present audience,” for eveh ks adoption of th&permatikos Logodustin
challenges aspects of the Greek conception. Edwahdistin’s Logos,” 279. Nevertheless, he accorhgks
this task not by rejecting the Greek conceptioogdther but by maintaining that the Greek concepto
inadequate anthcompleteThe implanted seed, as | noted, gives access orypartial knowledge of the
Logos. The whole Logos, Justin maintains, has conits fullness as a human being, a truth to wimoh
Greek would have ascribed. Justin’s unificatiothef two revelatory functions to Jew and Greek imisth
the whole Logos, does not preclude a natural gahteoLogos inherent to all humans, by which Justin
could make his claim that everything the Greekd saill is the property of the Christians. Drogédisgis
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The use of Logos theology in the Apologists’ writings, indicated by both the
philosophical precedents identified here as well as the manner in which the i8{zolog
argue for the presence of the Logos in Scripture, raises two observatimas tcrithe
nature of the Second Person. First, the Apologists believe the Logos is divineutfhis tr
is discerned from the Apologists’ insistence both that the Logos acts as Gisdole in
creatiori* and appearance in the theophanies, and that he is called such in Stripture.
Nevertheless, the divine nature of the Logos is not equal to the divine nature of God.

Rather, the nature of the Logos is a diminished or lesser divinity confirmide bjiddle

is more balanced than Edwards’ thesis. He writé$s ‘fuite correct that Justin believes that alitans
possess a certain innate capacity for ethical aligious knowledge insofar as they possess a sifdhe
logos..But it also should be recognized that Justin n&lemtifies a single idea or doctrine that has been
derived from the exercise tifgos..Thus, those truths which do exist among the phjbses are almost
exclusively the result of their dependence on Mdderoge, “Justin Martyr,” 314. Nonetheless, Edward
is right to underscore that Justin does emphabizedle of Scripture, particularly the prophetshis
description of the revelatory function of the Logdengside th&permatikos Logds the ApologiesThe
Logos reveals certain truths about God to the petgptand these truths are reserved for those fgerson
familiar with the Scriptures and who will know thegos as a person. Justin writes, “And that thgpets
are inspired by none other than the divine Logesneyou, as | think, will agree.” Apol.33.9, Barnard,
46-47 with minor revisions. Elsewhere he writesyutBrhen you hear the sayings of the prophets spaken
in the person of someone, you must not supposettegtare spoken by inspired persons themselvés, bu
by the divine Logos who moves them.Apol.36.1, Barnard, 48 with minor revisions. Standingrafrom
humanity, the distinct (and whole) Logos speaksaidain individual humans revealing the truths ofdG
The special revelation of the Logos to the prophetaes to the forefront in th&ial. Justin writes, “The
Logos of God, through Moses, stated exactly theesdaing, when it was revealed to us that at thatire

of man God spoke to him (who was pointed out by &p$n the same sens@ial. 62.1, Falls, 95. See
alsoDial. 53.1 where the Logos prophesies about his own apriiihe role of the Logos in revealing
God'’s truth to the prophets again creates someusanf in Justin’s pneumatology, as | will show in
chapter four. See below pp. 174-176.

*1In the previous chapter, | showed that the Apaisgiinderstood the work of creation as the
power proper to divinity. Theophilus’ statementthis point is worth repeating here. He writes, “Bhe
power of God is revealed by his making whatevewlshes out of the non-existent, just as the abitity
give life and motion belongs to no one but God albAutol. 2.4, Grant, 27. For more on this point, see
above pp60-62 and 68-71f only God can create, then the Logos’ abilitycteate on behalf of God
implies his divine nature.

2 Segal’sTwo Powers in Heaves instructive for determining how the rabbis wohklve
understood the sort of power arguments made bjplodogists. According to Segal, the rabbis saw this
argumentation as heretical precisely because ihasiped a second divine figure in heaven alongsiele
Most High God. In regard to Justin, Segal shows ttetexts upon which the Martyr relies to prove th
divinity of Christ inDial. (e.g. Gen. 1:27, 3:22, Ps. 45:7-8, and Dan. 7@} very texts that the rabbis
put into the mouths of those espousing the two peWweresy. Segalwo Powers221-225 Moreover,
Justin is clear that the revelatory work of the asgrior to the incarnation occurs by virtue of diigine
status. Justin writes, “[I]f you had understood Wegds spoken by the prophets, you would not deay t
he is God, Son of the one, unbegotten, ineffabld.Gdial. 126.2, Falls, 189. This theme particularly is
prominent in théial., where Justin is concerned with proving the divitaus of the Logos.
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Platonic precedence of the diminished divinity of the World Soul, as compared to the
Primary God, and the ability of the Logos to work in the world in creation and to e see
in the world in the scriptural theophany accounts. Second, the Logos is not a mere
extension of the Most High God or a mode of his working, but he is a distinct entity
separate from the Father. The revelatory function of the Logos in the walustof is
particularly illuminating for the second point. The theophanies reveal that ttyeoént

the Logos in the world is not an impersonal, spiritual power; instead, the Lagosak
concrete entity who can be seen and who can interact with hurrafitg. logic

establishing this argument again implies that while the Logos has a dafus, st is
necessarily a diminished divinity since the Logos is able to appear phyamalto be

present in a place, a quality denied of the transcendent, invisible Fafther divine and

>3 Justin specifically raises the potential misunterding that the Logos is not a real entity
distinct from the Father in his summary of his iptetation of the theophanies near the conclusidpial.
He writes, “But some teach that this power is irgible and inseparable from the Father, just adigi of
the sun on earth is indivisible and inseparablmftbe sun...It has also been shown at length that this
power...not only is numbered as different by its ndageis the light of the sun), but is somethingidst
in real number.Dial. 128.3-4, Falls, 193-94. In other words, the Logesvianessed by those individuals
was real, and if it was real, it could not haverbtte God/Father, because he “neither comes tplacyg,
nor walks, nor sleeps, nor arises, but always nesnai his place...Dial. 127.2, Falls, 191. The real
distinction of the Logos from the Father also iglewnt in the revelatory aspect oSpermatikos Logos.
That the seeds of the Logos are within everyongestg the presence of a concrete, identifiabléyeirti
other words, it is not the result of a prophecgame preaching heard, but a concrete entity egigtin
each person. This conjecture is supported by Jsstigument for the distinction between tlegos
Spermatikosnd the Logos grasped by the Christians. He doesayahat only the Christians grasp the
real entity of the Logos as opposed to a hearirgmiophecy only by the Greeks. Instead, he arthats
the Christians have received the Logos in his etytiwhile the Greeks have received him only in p2rt
Apol.10). To exist in part (that is, as a seed) stilplies the presence of a concrete entity.

>* Munier vindicates Justin of the accusation of sdlmtion based on passages that are routinely
raised in support of this interpretation, namelysth passages that place the Logos in second ptac¢ha
Father (e.g. Apol. 13.3) because he understands them to be inspirdtebgcarnate Son’s place in the
liturgical statements as after the Father. Acc@rdinmy interpretation which has accounted more
thoroughly for the influence of Middle Platonisnagsages such asApol. 13.3 reflects not only the
liturgy, but also the subordinated divinity of tien—he has second place because of his gradatadydiv
| will offer this interpretation of passages liké\fol. 13.3 in chapter five. See below pp. 219-225.
Nevertheless, Munier admits that the Logos is resrdg subordinated to the Father as a resultof hi
mediating role and his generation from the Fatheifls According to Munier, Justin avoids di-theisonly
by subordinating the Father to the Son. In othedsiothe Son is divine, but only the Father ische God
of the universe. MunieApologie de Saint Justin03-104. | agree with Munier’s statement here valit
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distinct nature of the Logos is confirmed and developed in the Apologists’ understanding

of the generation of the Logos from God.

1.2The Generation of the Logos

The Apologists do not address the generation of the Logos for its own sake;
rather, they address the generation as part of a larger discussion on the qudstion of t
nature of the Logo¥’ In fact, the number of pertinent texts regarding the generation in
the Apologists’ writings is relatively smafl. They address the generation in order to
explain how the agent of God’s action in the world relates to God—a proper explanation
of this relationship needed to account both for God’s oneness and the existence of a
separate, divine agent alongside Gbd@ihe explanation the Apologists offer identifies
the Logos as God'’s own rationality existing internally or as a part of 6addternity
that is generated into a separate entity at some point before the createnvofit in

order to serve as God'’s active Power. The generation is important for the Aologist

reserve further comment and argumentation untiptheive because the argument involves the nattire
the Holy Spirit as well.

* The generation as a topic of theological intefessits own sake becomes standard practice a
century later with Origen, and in the fourth cegtuhe generation of the Logos becomes one of the
primary battlegrounds of the protracted Nicene ivErsy.

%% Justin touches the subject in several placesntis in depth and important of which ar&gol.
6 andDial 61-64. Athenagoras only addresses the generatiog omthe course of his description of
Christian belief irLeg.10. Schoedel’s translation gives the impressiohAltlaenagoras speaks of the
generation quite often through the repeated pHtheeNord that issues from him [God]” (elgeg4.2,
10.1, 10.5, 12.3, 18.2). In each case Schoedetasphthe Word that issues from” translates mag’
avtov Adyov, which is better rendered “the Word that is froim i While this statement affirms that the
Logos has his source in God, it implies nothinguatibe generation as Schoedel’s translation suggest
Theophilus speaks of the generation in two plage#l. 2.10 and 22.

" Aeby finds the purpose of the explanations ofgeeeration specifically related to the
theophanies and, ultimately, to the understandfrmpdain Jewish Scriptures in relation to the
transcendence of God. Aebiyjssions Divines]19-20. Although the divine transcendence is cdtain
factor in the theophany discussions, Aeby'’s intetgtion is ultimately too narrow. The specific peoh
that the existence of a second God raised wadadtdnscendence of the Father, but the relatidheof
two Gods given the broader constraints of monothegstenet that none of the Apologists were williag
sacrifice. The generation provided them a meam®os$truing this relationship.
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because it marks the distinguishing of God and the Logos and accounts for both the
oneness of God (from eternity, prior to the generation), and the distinctness of the divine
agent (following the generation).

Logos language proved particularly useful in this explanation of the relaifpons
between the two Gods because the Apologists’ intended audience would agree with the
supposition that the divine being was eternally reasonable. As a result, Logesgiang
offered the Apologists a means to speak of the generation apart from the ioplo¢at

beginning>® Nonetheless, this explanation implies that the Logos has two distinc stage

%8 This effect of Logos theology is weakened somewlyathe language the Apologists commonly
use to describe the generation. Although each Agisi@voids the titleios in their passages on
generation, instead preferring the nomenclatureebs, they imply a beginning to the Logos with the use
of yevvaw to explain the procesBevvaw is the common Greek term meaning, in its passiuaféto be
born, begotten, or generated.” In all but two & #éscriptions of the generation, Justin ugesaw (2
Apol.6.3,Dial. 61.1, 62.4, 76.1, 105.1, 128.4).ial. 62.4, he uses the verlpopaArw, which connotes
“uttering a word” as he indicates Dial. 61.2, a passage | will discuss in detail belownfrtbe context of
Dial. 62.4, Justin uses this term as synonymous tivaw, which describes the generation alongside
npoBdAAw in the same passage. Still, Falls’ rendering dfilberms as “to beget” is unhelpful. (Bobichon’s
rendering oftpopéAAw as €mis du Péreis more accurate. Bobichajustin Martyr,351.) InDial. 100.4,
Justin usesgoéoxouar (“to go out from™), which again has less of a hunteegetting connotation as it
does one of human speech. Theophilus uses thes@disgin ofyevvaw in bothAutol.2.10 and 2.22. Only
Athenagoras avoids the word for its human connmatand opts instead for a word more consistetit wit
the Adyog image, namelyrooéoxouar (“to go out from”). (Incidentally, Justin’s use thfe same word may
reflect a similar tradition to that which influerttAthenagoras’ useljp agreement with their use of
vevvaw, the Apologists often give the Logos the tittegotdtoxog or mowrov yévvnua (“first born” or
“first begotten”) which amount to the same mearangios. Justin usesowtdtoroc as a title for the
Logos 11 times (Apol.23.2, 33.6, 46.2, 53.2, 63.15jal. 84.2, 85.2, 100.2, 116.3, 125.3, 138.2). (In one
place he uses the varianiwtéyovog, which translates the sameAfol. 58.3.) He also usegvwvnua as a
title of the Logos Dial. 62.4,Dial. 129.4) and once in conjunction witlvcotov (1 Apol.21.1)

Athenagoras does not usgwtdtokog but does usepwrov yévvnua once Leg.10.3), although he
clarifies that he does not mean that God eithehasld in the human sense or that the Logos has a
beginning. Theophilus useswtdtokog as a title of the Second Person once as weild]. 2.22). He also
usesyévvnua once, withoutrowrov, but refers it not to Logos but to Wisdowgol. 1.3). Nothing in
either the word/evvaw or the titlerpwrotokog and its cognates suggests a uniqueness to thenperdte
Logos or the quality of his generation. Often thert is used repeatedly in the human genealogigein
Septuagint. IDial. 105.1, in fact, Justin usesvvaw both to refer to the Logos’ generation and a human
birth. InDial. 91.1,owtdtokog appears in the course of a citation from Deut. 3&1 to refer to the
firstborn of a bullock. Theophilus neither has idiffty usingyevvaw to refer to human generatioAdtol.
2.24) nor even to refer to stories regarding thgelieng of the Greek god#tol. 2.22). The use of these
terms despite the Apologists’ need to maintainuhigueness of the generation may indicate thatiage
had yet to become codified and technical, as wouatdir in the fourth century. Additionally, it might
reflect the influence of Scripture, since a scrigkprecedence exists for both these terms. Fanpba the
title mpwtdrorog is used of Christ in Col. 1:15 and Heb. 1:6. lctféour of Justin’s usedfal. 84.2, 85.2,
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of existence, the first from eternity as an impersonal power internaldodad the
second, following its generation, as a separate divine personality free to woitkadin be
of God both in creating and working in the world. The generation of the Logos, then,
marks a qualitative difference in the mode or manner of the existence ofghg-tonly
after his generation is the Logos a personal being—and this personai@xiste

logically dependent upon his work in the wotldScholars have identified this manner of
speaking of the Logos as “two-stage Logos theology” to note the difieia the Logos’
stages of existence before and after his generation. Two-stags theplogy pervades

nearly all the writers of the second century and even into the early third c&htury

125.3, 138.2) reflect the larger construction of. @dl5, “the firstborn of all creation.” (Only iDial. 85.2
and 138.2 is the exact wordingydwrotoros aong ktioews,” reflected.) Justin does not use the title
regarding the Son'’s resurrection (“firstborn of thead”), as is intended by the use of the titlRam. 8:29,
Col. 1:18 and Rev. 1:5. Theophilus also follows @w. 1:15 use (towtdtokog maong ktioews”).
Additionally, a form ofyevvaw is used in Ps. 2:7: “The Lord said to me, You ayeSun, today | have
begotten you.”.Justin cites this verse several timedA{iol. 40.14;Dial 88.8, 103.6, 122.6), interpreting it
as the divine Father speaking to the Son. As dagigssible that he has this verse in mind whesing
vevvaw as the primary verb to describe the origin of the 8om the Father. On the other hand, one
scriptural title,uovoyevic (“Only Begotten”), did indicate uniqueness. Thitetappears several times in
the prologue of John, where it indicates that Glisia special offspring of the Father, the onlg of his
kind. Of the three, only Justin usesvoyeviic as a title for the Logos. This usage comeBiad. 105.1,
where Justin interprets the title from Ps. 22/tedsrring to the LogogFalls’ use of the English title in his
rendering oDial. 102.2 does not reflect the presence of the titthénGreek.) Thus, even this usage is
indirect, and apparently Justin equates the titlegtotdtokoc. (He notes irDial. 105.1 that he has already
shown the Son is theovoyevrs, even though to that point he has only referrethéoSon asowrtdtorog.)
Therefore, any forcpovoyeviic may have carried for uniqueness in John is ncggurein Justin.

* Tixeront's succinct description is helpful. He tgs, “God needs the Logos to create, produce,
and reach what is contingent, external, imperfaot, mutable. Hence He draws it from His bosom as it
were; He begets and brings It forth (utters), thatay be His instrument and organ in the act efton.”
Tixeront,History of Dogmad.:217.

 The recognition of two-stage Logos theology in&pelogists goes back at least as far as K.G.
Semisch’s 1840s work on Justin. (Orbe mistakerdyiifies Otto as the originator of the idea. Orbe,
Procesion del Verhdb70. Semisch predates Otto by nearly 40 yeaesisth claims that Justin adopted
from Philo the interior/exterior distinction in tlexistence of the Logos, which resulted in a distim in
the type of that existence. He writes, “As londlesLogos rested in God, it was essentially idahtidth
his substance...by coming forth from the divine esseitdirst attained a personal self-subsistence.”
Semisch,Justin Martyr: His Life, Writings, and Opiniongans.J.E. Ryland, Biblical Cabinet Series, vol. 2
(Edinburgh: 1843), 181. Although scholars in gehéig not follow the identification of Philo as the
source of this thinking, most agreed with Semisafitarpretation of two distinct stages in the Ldgos
existence. Harnack, who believed that the Logosltiyy of the apologists was essentially unanimous,
widened the perspective to include the apologs® whole. In so doing, he gave a suitable dedimitf
two-stage Logos theology, operative throughoutntiagority of twentieth century scholarship. He wsite
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The Apologists show this understanding of the two-stage existence of the Logos
with an increasing degree of clarffyJustin is not explicit, but implies a two-stage
existence through the causal connection he draws between the generatiorogbthe L
and his mediating role in creation. In other words, for Justin, the Logos camenfort
order to serve the Father in this manner. The unavoidable result, as most cdormenta
note, is the location of the generation at a specific point in time, which, given tbe’ Log

eternal nature, suggests an eternal stage of existence prior to the geffefate key

“[The apologists] required a formula capable ofregging the transcendent and unchangeable nature of
God on the one hand, and his fullness of creatiakspiritual powers on the other...From this arose the
idea of the Logos, and indeed the latter was nacdéssistinguished from God as a separate exigeas
soon as the realization of the powers residingad @as represented in the beginnifige Logos is the
hypostasis of the operative power of reason, whtabnce preserves the unity and unchangeableness of
God in spite of the exercise of powers residingiin, and renders this very exercise possiktarnack,
History of Dogma2:243, italics original. This two-stage understaigdof the existence of the Logos, in the
apologists in particular and the second centuigeimeral, has been adopted by a majority of scholars
including Aeby, Barnard, Daniélou, Grant, GrillmeiKelly, Lebreton, Loofs, McVey, Orbe, Osborn, @tt
Pfattisch, Prestige, Quasten, Spanneut, Tixerogit, ®d Zahn. Perhaps the most comprehensive
discussion of two-stage Logos theology in relatmthe apologists comes from H.A. Wolfsdine
Philosophy of the Church Fathergl. 1: Faith, Trinity, Incarnation(Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1964), 192-196. Wolfson also traces itlatter centuries through Tertullian, Novatian, and
Lactantius. Wolfson, without reference to Semisoterprets Philo as having a similar “stage”
understanding of the Logos, although he identifiese different stages. The first two corresponthé&
stages present in the apologists’ works, whilethiivel consists of the Logos immanent in the world.
Wolfson, Philo, vol. 1, Foundations of Religious Philosophy in Judaisni€ianity, and Islam3rd rev.
ed.(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1962), 239fflike the apologists, Philo does not have
passages where the stages appear side by sidat@ipgetation is implied from material where Philo
speaks of the Logos as the mind of God, othersevheris a separate, active instrument, and stiérst
where he is in the world. As with other aspectthefr theology, citing Philo as an immediate sodare

the apologists’ understanding proves problematic.

®1 This statement is in contrast to Kelly’s argumiéatt Justin is the clearest of the two-stage
Logos theologians. Kell\garly Christian Doctrines96ff. His statement is the result of confounding th
Stoic distinction between&yog évdidBetoc and aAdyoc mpopooucds with the Stoic notion of th@dyog
omeppatkds. In point of fact, the two have little relation @onnection to the generation of the Logos and
the resulting two stages of its existence; onlyftimer bears on the question of the generatioriléeVh
Justin is clearest on the notion of@oc omeppatikos, he is not as clear as later writers, notably
Theophilus, of theévdwiBetos / moopogucds distinction.

%2 Commenting on 2pol 6, for example, Barnard writes, “Justin impliestttie logos was
begotten not long before the creation—althoughdHessentially a unity with the Father. He was not a
creature, in the later Arian sense, nor an emamétion God like the rays of the sun; nor did heceex
from God by abscission such that the being of #iaér was diminished. The logos was, however,
essentially generated for the purposes of creatimhrevelation.” Barnardst. Justin Martyr190-191.This
understanding opposes the more developed undeirsgiamidan eternal generation of the Second Person
present in Origen and the Nicenes of the fourthurgnwhich did not allow for speculation regardiag
mode of existence prior to the Logos’ generation.
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text here is ZApol. 6, which states, “But his [God’s] Son, who alone is called Son in the
proper sense, the Logos who, before all the things which were made, was both with him
and was begotten when at the beginning he made and ordered all things througf*him...”
The e clause indicates the timing of the generation and its connection to the creation.
The detail that the Logos was with God before he created suggests thagasecame
forth from God just prior to the creation of all other things for the purpose of creating

In theDial., this two-stage understanding is present despite a significant
downplaying of Logos theology. Justin writes, “But this Offspring, who was truly
brought forth from the Father before all the things which were made, wahwiBather
and with this one the Father communed’ Here, the communing that occurs between
the Father and his Offspring only occurs after the generation, once the segertihsta
been inaugurate®.Likewise, Justin writes: “God has generated from himself a certain
rational power as a beginning for all creature§® The phrases ¢xvtoo, which will
reappear in the more developed statements of the other Apologists, indicabes a pr
internal stage from which the Logos emerges—one where, as Barnard motesgos is
essentially indistinguishable from the Father. Moreover, Justin here stitesseason
for the generation as the work of the Logos in creation. These statemeetsvébr

others in théial. where Justin asserts that an act of the will of God brings forth the Son.

63w <o ca . .- ) o
“O d¢ viog ékeivov, O HOVOG AeyOpEVOS KLRiwS LGS, O AdYOS TEO TAV MOMNHUATWY KAl CLVAV

Kal yevvipevos, dte v aexnv ot adtod mdvta Extioe kal ékdounoe...” 2 Apol.6.3.

841 AAAX TODTO TO T@ BVTL ATIO TOD TATEOC TMEOPANOEV Yévvnua TIEO TTAVTWY TWV TOUUATWY
OLVIV TG TaTEL, Kok ToVvTE O Mt mEoooutAet...” Dial. 62.4.

% See OrbeProcesion del Verbd&71. For Orbe, this is the key passage that showstage
Logos theology in Justin. TheAbol.6 passage, in Orbe’s mind, is too ambivalent. S$ewp. 127n71
for more on this point.

88 “[ AJoxmV TEO MAVTWY T@V KTIOHATWY O O£0G yeyévvnke dOvapiv tva €€ éavtob Aoykniv...”
Dial. 61.1. The standard translationrafo is “before.” This translation is reflected in m&siglish
translations and is a correct interpretation githencontext. Nevertheless, using the secondarerarg
“for,” to mean “on behalf of,” as | have done hdpetter expresses the mediating action indicated by
Justin’s use ofoyxn.
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This understanding seems to indicate that the generation (and thus separateegxiste
the Logos was not necessary and that the Logos’ existence as a separaientty is
not eternaf’

In the same context, Justin also offers two human analogies to describe the
generation. He writes, “But, does not something similar happen also with us humans?
When we utterrfoopaAiw] a word, it can be said that we begetvaw] the word, but
not by cutting it off, in the sense that our power of uttering words would thereby be
diminished. We can observe a similar nature when one fire kindles another withogit losi
anything, but remaining the same; yet the enkindled fire seems to exsstlbéitd to
shine without lessening the brilliancy of the first fifé Fere Justin claims that God does
not cease to have Logos after the generation in the same way that humanmwho utt
words do not cease then to have the capacity to speak and fire, once it begins to burn,
does not cease then to be fire. The force of the analogies turns on the interior/ex
distinction of the stages of existence—Justin is compelled to clarify higptescof
generation that the “going out” of the Logos from God does not result in annakti
God. Only if he truly believed that the interior Logos separated from God at his
generation and became exterior would he need to offer such a clanfidathether this
means God has his own separate Logos or he remains in contact with the sepa@ged L

is unclear.

7 Regarding the generation of the Logos from théafiGod, sedial. 60.3, 61.1, 100.4, 127.4.
It should be noted that Origen affirmed the existeof an eternal generation of the Logos and tiet t
generation was an act of the Father’s will. Thimbmation was not deemed incompatible until thettou
century. In the early Trinitarian debates, Alexaraled Athanasius claimed that the Son’s generatas
eternal and therefore necessary and of the sulestaatthe will, of God. Their opponents claimedttthe
Son’s generation was not eternal and thereforenwinecessary but an act of the Father’s will.idisst
lack of explicit references to an eternal generatiakes it likely he belongs in the latter trajegto

® Dial. 61.2, Falls, 94. The analogy of the light in expiag the origin of the Logos appears in
Philo and applies both to the Logos and to theitS@iee PhiloOn Dreamsl.72-91.
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In the summation of his argument in til., Justin returns to these analogies
and acknowledges their intrinsic problems; namely, they blur the real dstibetween
God and the Logo¥.Because of his interest in locating the Logos in creation and
identifying the Logos with Jesus of Nazareth who walked the earth, Justis tesie
implication of the analogies, as noted ab84donetheless, he ultimately does not reject
them as helpful analogies as long as they remain consistent with a tnuetidistof
entities. Thus, even in the face of difficulties, Justin does not reject the irebeteoidr
two-stage model. While | acknowledge, as some scholars do, that Justin generally
remains silent about the stage of existence prior to the Logos’ generagarhaxng to
account for an earlier stage provides evidence that Justin belongs in thigdgebd-s

school of thought?

% Philo’s use of the analogy, for example, did maply a real distinction between God and the
Logos.

0 See above pp. 120n53.

" Scholars are divided regarding the presence ofstage Logos theology in Justin more than
other apologists. For example, although Lebret@uses Tatian and Theophilus of this formula, hesdoe
not include Justin in his critiquélistoire 2:422ff. While Orbe identifies the distinction diet stages in
Justin’s thought, he downplays its importance istidits work and does not see any similarity, asibes
with Theophilus, to thadyog évdidBetos / Adyoc moodopucds distinction. OrbeProcesion del Verb&g74.
(For more on this distinction in relation to ito&tprovenance and Theophilus, see below pp. 129-13
Similarly, Osborn is insistent of two-stage Logbedlogy’s presence in Theophilus but is vague diggr
its presence in Justin. Osbodustin Martyr,30-31. Goodenough made the most sustained argument
against the presence of two-stage Logos theologustin. He argued that Semisch’s original argument
was based on a faulty interpretation o&f2ol.6.3 (for Greek, see above p. 125n&3)odenough observes
that Semisch mistakenly takes the clause only withyevvapevog, indicating that thervvov and
vevvopevogs are opposed to one another, the former implyingrtigersonal, eternal stage and the latter
implying a second stage following the generatiam {fis argument in Semisch, see Jstin Martyr,
181n2). Goodenough argues that the two words d@reamirasted grammatically, rather, they are set in
parallel by the doublea( structure, indicating only one stage of existenus, apparently, an eternal
generation. Goodenough writes, “The passage serijsoomean that when God created the world the
Logos was already in existence and dwelling witmHand was of assistance in the process of creation
Goodenoughjustin Martyr,154. While | grant that Goodenough'’s reading éfl. 6 is more accurate
(Semisch himself notes that the interpretationikiesgof the passage is “verbally concealed”), figdi
eternal generation in this verse is more of adtréian two-stage Logos theology. Here, and elseawhe
Justin always speaks of the generation of the Lagoausal connection to the role as agent in iceat
The Logos’ generation is dependent on the creatimh thus, the Logos only came forth shortly ptioit.
Eternal generation, as implied in the fourth centigfinitions, means that the generation of thedsoig
necessary—that his external existence would happdreed whether or not God created.
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For Athenagoras, the difference in the two stages is more pronounced.
Athenagoras writes, “He is the first begotten of the Father, not as oneamwlgaito
being, for from the beginning God, being eternal mind, had in himself his Lagoss|
since he is eternally rationaldywdg], but as one who came forth to be the Ideal Form
and the Energizing Power of everything materiaf®>. This statement contains all the
characteristics of two-stage Logos theology. The Logos exwstsdternity inside God as
his rationality Aoyucég).73 His generation was not necessary; rather, he came out in order
to serve as the mediating agent in creation (“who camettfibthe Ideal Form and
Energizing Power...”). Henceforth, the Logos is separate from God/Fatienagoras
expresses what Justin merely implies, particularly regarding thi¢yopfa¢xistence of
the Logos as impersonal in the first stage. Moreover, an additional @restacts
operative in Athenagoras’ understanding, namely the spatial conception of the¢igenera

Athenagoras uses the watdoéoxopat, “to go out,” to indicate the generation of the

Logos’# This manner of conceiving the generation, as opposedviiw, underscores

& “...e@ToV Yévvnua elval T@ matei, oU) wg Yevopevov €€ oxTs Yao 6 Bedg, voig &idlog v,

glXeVv aUTOG &V EaVLTE TOV AGYOV, Adlws AOYIKOS WV, AAA" WG TV DAK@V EVUTAVTWV...10Ea Kal
évépyela elvat, mpoeAbwv...” Leg.10.3.

3 The word play of\6yoc andAoyucoc suggests that the Second Person is not yet sefiarate
God or distinguishable as a rational entity infitgt stage. Rather, in this stage, the SecondoReass
merely theroywde of the Father. Only after he comes forth can heabedAdyos properly in his own
right. Crehan’s translation avoids this implicationrendering\oyucds as “Word” when he writes, “[F]or
God was from the beginning being eternal mind, e His Word fdyoc] within Himself, being from
eternity possessed of a Wordh{ucic].” Crehan,Athenagoras40. He offers no reason for translating two
different Greek descriptions with the same Englisind or for rendering an adjective with a noun. The
plain translation indicates thabyucos refers to something other than the Second PersapeprCrehan’s
lack of justification here suggests there is noraglable. Pouderon’s French translation is closghé
meaning of the passagea des I'origine Dieu, qui est intelligence ételtagportrait en lui son Verbe
[Ad6yoc], pusiqu'il est éternellement raisonnaljferywdc]...» PouderonAthénagore103.

" Athenagoras’ use ofgoéoxopat here stands in specific contrastyi@opa (“to be born,
created”) in order to avoid the connotation of peation, and hence a beginning, indicated withfohmer
word. As noted (see above p. 104n3), he also atteto@void the same connotation with the titl& by
equating the title with Logos. The above explamatibthe generation of the Logos is introduced \tlith
following phrase: “If in your great wisdom you waldike to know what ‘Son’ means, | will tell you
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the spatial separation—from eternity the Logos exstisin God and at the generation
separates agyoes oufrom him to work in creation. This spatial conception is facilitated
by the spatial location of God functioning in all three Apologists’ definition ofithiae
transcendence as noted in the previous chapter.

Two-stage Logos theology reaches its zenith with Theophilus, who wrote,
“Therefore God, having his own Logos innatedii6etog], that is in his own bowels,
generated him, along with his own Sophia, vomiting him out before everything else. He
used this Logos as a servant in the things created by him, and through him hd made a
things.”® In this statement, the spatial implications of two-stage thinking conhe to t
forefront. The use of two phraseéspii0etog andév toig idiowg omA&yXVOLS,
emphasizes the interior nature of the Logos prior to its generdlidnaOetoc is a
linguistics term, likely Stoic in origin, indicating “interior” in the mannemldhought (as
opposed to an uttered word)The phrasev oic diowc omAdyxvoic is added for
emphasis and, for the first time, to assign a specific place of dwellingiganterior
Logos. The wordnAayxvov indicates the deepest part of a person, (e.g., “the bowels”)
but the term also can connote love or affectiGriEhese details indicate that at this stage,
the Logos is not separate from the Father but instead is an intricate gart aftruth

finally emphasized by the phrasev éavtov Adyov (“his own logos”). Nevertheless, at

few brief words..."Leg.10.3, Schoedel, 23. Justin usegbéoxopat to describe the generation once, but
this was not his preferred description. The woralisent from Theophilus’ descriptions, although he
underscores this spatial aspect of the generasiaved.

> See above pp. 71-75.

6 “Exwv o0V 0 B£0g TOV €aXUTOD AGYOV EVOLABETOV €V TOIG DI OTIAGYXVOLS £YEVVTOEV AUTOV
peta g éavtod codlag EepevEdevog RO TV OAWV. TOLTOV TOV Adyov éoxeVv DTTOLEYOV TV UTT
avTo yeyevnuévay, kai d’ adtob t& névta renoinkev.” Autol. 2.10.

"1 will return to this term, specifically its relah to moogogucts in Stoic and Theophilus’
thought momentarily.

8 Theophilus does not seem to suggest a literaidregation here, since later he uses a different
part of the body to explain the same closenessdmtwsod and his logos. See below p. 130n81.
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its generation this interior logos is made exterior. Although Theophilus uses the mor
common term for begetting {vvaw), with the participle:&eoevEapevog he interprets
the process of generation with a rather graphic, spatial connotation (*he vomfijed out
What was interior to God has been separated from him in a forceful way and is now
exterior, enabled to act as the agent of and in cre&tion.

Theophilus offers even more detail in a second passage where he explains whose
voice spoke to Adam in the garden. He writes, “[It is] the Logos who is continuallginna
[¢évdaBetog] in the heart of God. For before anything was created he was having this
[logos] as his counselor, since he was his own mind and thought. But when God wished
to make what he willed, he generated this logos as extetmappoucoc], as the
firstborn of all creation.. ® Here, Theophilus offers the strongest contrast yet between
the two stages. Prior to the generation, the Logos is interior or innate to God. Theophilus
again usesvduaOetoc with a specific interior location, this time the heart of God, for

emphasi$’ The logos is clearly not a personal agent at this point; instead, it exists as

9 All of these qualifiers have the same effect thilienagoras accomplishes with his description
of the generation as a “going out of” the Fathdredphilus’ failure to use the verb while possessimgg
meaning suggests he is following traditional largguaCurry claims the use of the imagery of vomiting
“is an added and unnecessary detail which seeims torced into service.” Curry, “Theogony of
Theophilus,” 321. In fact, the image works quitellior emphasizing the distinction of the Logosrfr
God, Theophilus’ primary point, and both the intrand external nature of the matter being vomiied
(The vomited matter exists internally in the bodippto its externalization as vomit.)

80« o Adyov OV dvta dtx avtog EvilaBetov €v kadia Beov. EO Y& Tt yiveoBat tovtov
elxev oUpPovAoV, EaVTOL VOUV kal POOvN oLy dvia. 6ToTe d¢ 10éAncev 6 Oeog mooat oa
¢BovAgvOATO, TODTOV TOV AGYOV €YEvvyaev TEOGoQIKGV, TEWTATOKOV Ttdong ktioews...” Autol. 2.22.

8. The switch to the heart from the bowelsaftol. 2.10 indicates Theophilus’ search for a term
that implies the closest possible connection betw@ed and his logos in the first stage, perhapsdizate
that the logos is not yet distinguishable from G&dmething similar occurs in the prologue of Jotinere
the Logos is described as existing in the bosothefather (although this existence is not relehate
explicitly to the time prior to the generation hetwriter of the Fourth Gospel). The word usechin t
Fourth Gospel is6Anog, and it also can indicate the closest of associatiGiven Theophilus’ familiarity
with the Johannine Prologue, it is strange thaddes not employéArog to describe the interior dwelling
place of the Logos. Curry makes the same observatid suggests that Theophilus is here influenged b
the Stoic-Hesiodic fragment 343. Curry, “Theogofybeophilus,” 322. If Curry is right, it is furthe
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God'’s own mind and heart, and thus as God’s coun$eldreophilus further indicates
by both thedux mavtog phrase as well as the imperfect formegd the meaning that
Athenagoras said expressly, namely that the Logos existed in thisdgstfetm
eternity. The generation, then, marks the end of that stage and the beginninge&f, anot
as the Logos comes forth or out of God and is made extefabgoixos), a word that
stands in direct opposition tediiOetoc. As is often noted, these two terms originally
appear in Stoic discussions of language where they mark the distinctiorebetmve
interior thought existing within the minddyog évdiiOetog) and that same thought
existing as an exterior, spoken woigyog ﬂgoc[)OQLK()g).% The Apologists are the first
figures to give the distinction cosmic, ontological significance, therefphasizing a
spatial conception of the existence of the Logos—the logos was interior todawod fr
eternity and in its generation comes out of God; after its generation, the kogos i
henceforth external, free to move and act in creation, in this case as the voice of God.
Finally, Theophilus clarifies another point that Justin implied but Athenagoras did
not address; namely, the generation of the Logos does not render God withogfdsis Lo

or irrational. Theophilus writes, “He did not deprive himself of the Logos, butaiede

evidence of the presence of Stoic imagery and teiogy throughout Theophilus’ discussion of the
relationship between God and the Logos.

8 The wordovuBovAoc implies an advisor or an equal, fitting with theadthat in this stage the
logos is the very mind and thought of God—the laditié or power, in other words, that thinks. Whea th
internal and impersonal logos is generated andrbes@xternal, the word shifts framppovAog to the
adjectivevrovgyds (Autol. 2.10) thereby implying a more subordinated servant role.

8 Aeby, Missions Divines19; Bentivegna, “Christianity without Christ,” 1412.8; Curry,
“Theogony of Theophilus,¥C 42.4 (1988): 318-26; Grant, “Theophilus of AntidchAutolycus,”"HTR
40, 4 (1947): 227-256, SpanneBtpicisme310-312.Daniélou has noted that by the second century this
contrast is likely “a language common to all philpkical schools, without any association with S&wic”
Daniélou,Gospel Messag@&54. Other scholars have traced its origin to Atist The specific provenance
of the distinction is not of immediate concern henecept to recognize that Theophilus has identidfie
convention in Greek philosophy that helps him Holtension both the generation and the eternakreati
the Logos. The difficulty with the language, asill @uggest more fully momentarily, is that it dasst
offer a means of distinguishing the Logos from @othe first stage and, therefore, cannot mairdain
eternally distinct, which is to say personal, existe of the Logos.
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the Logos and constantly converses with his Lo§o3His statement implies that God
and the separated Logos continue in communion through their conversation, a truth that is
shown in Genesis 1:26, which Theophilus interprets as God speaking to his Logos and
Sophia®® Their separation at the generation allows them to be in conversation as pictured
in the account of the creation of humé&hs.

Two-stage Logos theology in the Apologists may be defined as the manner in
which the Apologists hold in tension the eternity of the Second Person with his
generation that otherwise would imply a beginning point. As such, two-stags Log
theology entails a shift in the quality of existence from the impersonahaditipof God

to a separated, personal, divine entity. Further, two-stage Logos theologgitaped

8 Autol. 2.22, Grant, 63.

8 «[God] said ‘Let us make’ to none other than hisnoLogos and his own SophiaXutol. 2.18,
Grant, 57. | will return to Theophilus’ interpretat of Gen. 1:26, and the role of the Sophia iratios, in
chapter four. See below pp. 181-186.

8 Although Theophilus often is considered the twagstLogos theologiapar excellencegven in
his case, the interpretation is not unanimous.example, Rick Rogers rejects the two-stage intéafion
of Theophilus on the grounds that Theophilus wiilted the Logos is both with God and in God, thus
neutralizing the spatial connotations undersconetié present interpretation. Theophilus, Rogeys,sa
not concerned with the “grammatical propriety af prepositions” and therefore “the expression tiat
Logos was ‘with’ God seems to be for Theophilusgame as saying the Logos was ‘in’ God.” Moreover,
he emphasizes that Theophilus maintains that Ged dot lose his Logos after the generation to stippo
his theory that for Theophilus the Logos remain&od. RogersTheophilus of Antioch: The Life and
Thought of a Second-Century BisHbpnham: Lexington Books, 200®6. In his argument, Rogers
overlooks the importance of théyog ¢vdiabetos / Adyos meodogueds distinction and thepatial
connotations they carried in their linguistic uBespite the prepositions Theophilus used, thesedsyoot
to mention the likening of the generation to théaacof vomiting, indicate a shift from an interrtalan
external state of the Logos. Regarding Rogers’rsgpoint, in the generation Theophilus clearlyesdhat
God “did not deprive himself of the Logos but geated the Logos and constantly converses with the
Logos.” Autol. 2.22, Grant, 63. Nonetheless, Theophilus’ desimamtain the closest contact between
God and the Logos does not indicate that the Logsins somehow internalized. This is suggested by
both the rhetoric Theophilus uses (God is now &dtmnversewith the Logos) as well as the role of the
Logos post generation of being localized in thetio&. Rogers’s failure to grasp two-stage theology
Theophilus ultimately stems from his quasi-modafiggrpretation of Theophilus’ Logos. He writesdt
not think [Theophilus] took them [Sophia, Pneuma] &ogos] to be real self-sustaining entities, that
angels or demigods. Rather, | think it is much mikely that he saw them as literary fictions usésfu
describing God’s power, God'’s revelation of himseifl God's actions in the world...” Rogers,
Theophilus/4. Rogers correctly notes an ambiguity not presedaistin in the manner in which
Theophilus speaks of the agents. Theophilus doesquate the Logos to Jesus of Nazareth; thusase h
no reason to ensure a separate personhood of gusLNonetheless, as | have argued, the logic df<Go
transcendence, spatially or relatively defined, divthe agency demands that the Logos was truly
separated, for unless he is truly separated frooh @® cannot work in the world. If he is truly segtead,
then the Logos cannot be relegated to a “literation.”
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upon a spatial conception of God, such that the Logos can be conceived as physically
coming out of God to work in the world and thereby to bridge the gap between God and
the world. The strengths of two-stage Logos theology for the purposes gidlegists’
occasion lie in the precedence for such language in philosophical sourced,asthe
construct’s ability to speak of God/Father and Logos/Son at once as one (inettmgil et
relationship) and distinct (in relation to creation). This latter point in turn alfomthe
identification of the earthly Messiah with the divine, eternal Logos, a ctionéest
witnessed in th®ial. Justin already had shown that the Logos is divine and distinct in its
pre-existent state, so he is able to argue in support of the divinity of Jesus thehlMessi
The latter argument depends on the former argument’s establishment viagevbasgas
theology?’ Nonetheless, from a Trinitarian perspective, the weaknesses in this scheme
are palpable. First, although the Apologists can account for the eternitylafgbs, the
Logos does not exist eternally as a separate personality. Indeed,aretesbpersonal
Logos has a beginning point in time, sometime shortly before the creattoa wbtld®®
Concurrently, the generation of the Logos depends upon his work as agent of cifeation.
God had not willed to create the world, he would not have needed to generate his internal
Logos.

Thus, the Apologists’ speculation on the generation of the Logos results in the
Logos’ diminished or lesser divinity when compared to the divinity of God. This

conclusion aligns with the conclusions drawn from my study of the Apologistgid

8" The missing step, of course, is the question of tie pre-existent Christ becomes incarnate in
a man, a difficult subject for Trypho to be surat & subject that goes beyond the limits of theesur
discussion.

8 Daniélou calls this conception a “measure of misdal’ Daniélou,Gospel Messag&52.
Ultimately, the problem is not modalism—when theghs works in creation, he works as a separateyentit
The problem instead, as | have already suggest®eeabnd will reiterate in chapter five below,higt
implication of subordinationism.
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theology in general. The Logos is divine, and as such, he can work on behalf of God in
the world. Nevertheless, it is precisely the lesser or diminished diahihe Logos,
resulting from his temporal and spatial generation, that allows him to apgear i

material cosmos as the agent of its creation, the voice in Eden, or the pragéece i

burning bush.

2. Irenaeus

2.1Logos Theology

Despite the prevalence of the title “Logos” in his work, Irenaeus isyrarel
considered a Logos theologian. The reason for this neglect in early tweahéihyc
scholarship was an assumption that Logos theology, as a product of a “Hellamst,”

was out of place in the “biblical thought” of Irena&titn more recent studies, the

8 For example, Tixeront states, without qualificatithat Irenaeus “prefers generally the name
Sonto that ofWord” Tixeront, History of Dogmad.:233. The reason he cites for his lack of Logos
theology is Irenaeus’ stated rejection of “spedatat Similarly, Jaroslav Pelikan writes, “Although
Irenaeus was not unacquainted with the apologettrithe of the Logos, he made relatively little wddt.
The use of the idea of Logos in Revelation 19:1dikhhave shown that there was a place in the Eggu
of the church for a conception of this idea whigbed very little to philosophical speculation.” Faln,
The Christian Tradition: A History of the Developmef Doctrinevol. 1, The Emergence of the Catholic
Tradition (100-600)repr.(Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1978Y,. Pelikan’'s second
sentence implies that Irenaeus avoided Logos thggdiecause of its obvious philosophical overtones.
Lawson admits that there is a Logos doctrine pitasdinenaeus, but concludes from what he iderstiéie
Irenaeus’ thoroughly biblical understanding of Gbdt Irenaeus should have no need of it. He wri{gs,
the Living God be in intimate contact with the wbdf men one may well ask what need there is for a
Mediator of Creation and Revelation.” Laws@&iblical Theology,135. Thus, its presence is superfluous
and reflects a contradiction of which Irenaeus wasware. LawsorBiblical Theology136-137.
Deciding, almost arbitrarily, that the biblical @ represents the “real Irenaeus” Lawson leavemées’
Logos theology virtually untouched, focusing inste@m the doctrine of recapitulation and the Second
Person’s work in the incarnation. Somewhat morerssing is the absence of a consideration of Iragae
Logos theology in Grillmeier'€hrist in Christian TraditionWhile he too addresses Irenaeus’ Logos
theology in his brief treatment of Irenaeus’ cloisgy, Irenaeus’ name is conspicuously absent when
Grillmeier addresses the development of Logos dwetn particular. He moves from Theophilus to
Hippolytus, addressing none of the innovationsdeers makes that would represent a variant tradition
two-stage Logos theology. Grillmeiehrist in Christian Tradition;108-113. The bias against speculative
and philosophical motives in Irenaeus’ Logos doetiis best displayed in Irwin W. Reist, “The
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exclusive focus on the work of the Second Person in the incarnation has marginalized
Irenaeus’ Logos theology, a factor not unrelated to the lack of interest inritarTan
thought. The difficulty with Irenaeus’ Logos theology is the lack of a cresive for its
use. As previously noted in accord with the majority of scholarship, the Apologiss we
drawn to Logos theology because it provided a point of contact with the Greeks and
because of its ability to answer the question of how a transcendent and spatiafiy di
God could work in the world. With Irenaeus, these motivating factors are not present. His
purpose is not to show where Christianity aligns with the assumptions of Greek
philosophy, and his understanding of God does not result in the same need for a
mediating figur€? In order to understand Irenaeus’ Logos theology, one must first
identify a motive for its presence. | contend that Irenaeus is drawn to ¢heettthuse of
its prior use within Valentinianisr.

According to Irenaeus’ exposition in the first chapterslaér. 1, the Valentinians
used “Logos” as a title for two central figures within their convolutedopygical drama.
First, “Logos” is a title of one of the original 30 Aeons of the di\Rheromaor Fullness.

Specifically, he is the fourth emanation in order from the First-Father,sasutch, he

Christology of Irenaeus JETS13.4 (1970): 241-251. Reist denies any philosopleglications of
Irenaeus’ use of Logos and instead attempts ta &lig use of Logos with that of Ignatius, which fei
considers more in line with the meaning of Logothe Fourth Gospel. Reist’s efforts to align lramae
with Ignatius (as opposed to Justin) in order &pldiy the biblical character of Irenaeus’ thoughkt a
wholly different than my own. | do not accept ttiecs dichotomy between a Hebraic and Hellenistiaan
that drives these conclusions. As more recent acstap has noted, the lines between the two ways of
thinking were more blurred than this caricaturewafi. On this point, see Ste&hilosophy,148-151.

% | argued in chapter two that Irenaeus underst@utsas the Fullness in whom dwells the
material world; as a result, Irenaeus does not teaffirm a spatial gap between God and the nradteri
creation in order to maintain the transcendendeaxf because he interprets transcendence abscdstely
opposed to relationally. In theory, God is freevtark in creation apart from a mediator. See abque3g-
91.

L This is Fantino’s primary thesis. He finds a Vaieian precedent for Irenaeus’ work, not just
with Logos theology but also with nearly every atp# Irenaeus’ theology. Most notably, he emphesiz
the “Gnostic” understanding of economy. Fantifibéologie d’Irénéechapter 3. In general, | am in
agreement with Fantino’s attempts, although | diglagree with an aspect of his thesis in relatiothé
Holy Spirit. See below p. 204n100.
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stands at an ontological and epistemological distance from the First-Father
Additionally, Logos is an alternate title for the Aeon principally chiavior, the
product of all 30 Aeon¥ In some interpretations, this latter figure, working through the
Demiurge, serves as the instrumental cause of an unintended and inherentlyezial mat
creation’* Irenaeus found both versions of this Logos theology at odds with the
traditional use of Logos as handed down from the apostles, most notably its use in the
Fourth Gospel. Nonetheless, since the title was part of the apostolic inhelitamaeys
does not intend to relinquish it to his opponents anymore than he wants to relinquish the
Fourth Gospel. Therefore, Irenaeus employs “Logos” as a christologieahtid the
concomitant Logos theology, in order to reclaim the title as the rightful gyopiethe
Church.

For Irenaeus, as for Justin, the Logos is a mediating agent who works in the world
prior to the incarnation in two primary ways, as Creator and as revealés.tiaxattest
to the instrumental use of the Logos in the work of creation, or to the Logos &srCrea
abound throughout the five booksker. andEpid., showing the fundamental
importance of this pre-incarnational work to the nature of the Logos in Irénaeus
understanding. Irenaeus writes, “[God] formed all things that were mades lhpgbs
that never wearies.” Elsewhere he writes, “[W]e should know that he who made and
formed and breathed in them the breath of life, and nourishes us by creation, establishi

all things by his Logos, and binding them together by his Sophia—this is he who is the

% Haer.1.1.1-2.

% Haer.1.2.6.

% Fantino,Théologie d’lrénée] 71-175. Fantino’s primary text for this understagccomes not
from Irenaeus’ report but from a fragment of Heeadl. Nonetheless, aspectdafer. 1 also tend towards
this interpretation of the creative work of the ‘@tic” Logos, notablyHaer.1.4.5.

% Haer.2.2.4, ANF 1:361 with minor revisions.
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only true God..2*® In certain contexts, a statement of the creative work of the Logos
occurs in a statement of fundamental Christian belief. For exampleggula statement
in Haer. 1, Irenaeus writes, “For God needs none of all these things, but is He who, by
His Logos and His Spirit, makes, and disposes, and governs all things, and commands all
things into existence..?” Similarly, he writes irHaer. 3, “[T]here is but one God, who
made all things by His LogoS¥Other examples include, “[H]e who from the beginning
founded and created them, the Logos” and “For the Creator of the world is truly the
Logos” and “God is verbal, therefore he made created things by the Witd@a.these
examples, others could be added, but these texts, drawn from each of the Ibtedes of
andEpid. suffice to demonstrate the pervasiveness of the Logos as Creator theme in
Irenaeus’ works.

The underlying truth expressed in these texts was witnessed also in the
Apologists’ Logos theology, namely, God is the Creator proper, but hesthaedagh
the medium or agent of the Logos, an action which, subsequently, shows the divine status
of the Logos. Furthermore, Irenaeus likewise is adamant that thegeesea divine
agent through whom God creates is witnessed in the Scriptures, and he emplogé many
the same passages as the Apologists in sufffdtonetheless, the use afvapuig

language which marked the Apologists’ argument in favor of this truth is albsent f

“Haer.3.24.2.

9 Haer.1.22.1, ANF 1:347 with minor revisions.

®Haer.3.11.1.

“Haer.4.10.2, ANF 1:474Haer.5.18.3, ANF 1:546, anpid. 5, Behr, 43.

19 For example, Irenaeus predominantly uses Johs {Hier.2.2.5, 3.8.3) and Ps. 33/2i84er.
1.22.1,3.8.3,Epid.5) both of which Theophilus cited. Irenaeus alsg tii@ same interpretation of thexn
in Gen. 1:1 as referring to the Logos that was egited in Theophilus’ worlEpid. 43). See above p.
110n22 for the Jewish background of this intergi@ta | will return to the controversial passageepid.
43 in more detail below p. 160n167.
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Irenaeus’ argument, and this absence represents a central divergence ltetween t
Apologists’ and Irenaeus’ respective understandings of the nature of ths.Log

The reason for the lack of “power” language in Irenaeus’ discussion of the’ Logos
creative work again can be traced to his polemic with the Valentimi@nsayic, most
often renderedirtus by the Latin translatol’* was a fixture to the vocabulary of
Valentinianism, or at least, in the vocabulary Irenaeus uses to describaniahent
thought. Primarily, “power” language occurs repeatedly in Irenaeustigésn of the
Valentinian topological understanding of the Divine Fullness. For example, thisnter
the singular often refers to the First-Fatffeor to one of the Aeons of the Fullness in
Valentinian teachind®® Used in the plural form, it also refers to the Aeons or to a certain
number of Aeons as a whdf¥.The Valentinians may have used the term of the
Demiurge. For example, Irenaeus writes, “But they believe that angetsnerpower
[Virtus] separate from God, and who was ignorant of Him, formed the univérse.”
Regardless of whether power language is original to Valentinian vocabulary, thi
evidence demonstrates that in Irenaeus’ mindauc is linked to Valentinian

descriptions of the Aeort§®

101 Reynders|exique 60.

12Haer.1.12.4,1.13.6, 1.15.2, 5, 1.16.3, 1.21.2, 4, 1ZBa®s is not an exhaustive list (as with
ns103 and 104).

1% Haer.1.3.3,1.3.5,1.11.3-4, 1.12.1, 1.14.5, 1.24.40 1.2

1%4Haer.1.11.1, 1.18.1, 3.16.1. Haer. 1.21.3, this use is evident in the liturgy Irenageords
of a “Gnostic” induction or baptismal ceremony. Wetes, “Others, again, lead them to a place where
water is, and baptize them, with the utterancée$é words: ‘Into the name of the unknown Fathéhef
universe—into truth, the mother of all things—imition who descended onto Jesus—into union, and
redemption, and communion with the powers.” ANHB.3Thomassen notes Irenaeus’ prevalent use of
duvaueic in Haer.1.11.1 to describe the spiritual beings most oftled Aeons irHaer.1.1.1-3 as
evidence of a distinctive Valentinian traditionHiaer.1.11.1. Thomassepiritual Seed204-205. The
observation suggests a real preferencédonic language in some Valentinian communities, as oppose
to Irenaeus’ personal preference dovapuic as a description of Valentinian doctrine.

1% Haer.2.11.1, ANF 1:370.

19 According to Irenaeus’ account, the Valentiniaa agduvapic diverges somewhat from the
use ofdvvapug in the Middle Platonists and the Apologists. Asaababove, the latter two groups employed
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While not opposed to taking a title or term characteristic of Valentinian theology
and rehabilitating it for his own thought, as demonstrated with his use of “Father,”
“Logos,” and as we will see in the next chapter with “Sophia,” Irenaeusnbesnploy
the same rehabilitation tactic witlhvapis. Unlike the Apologists, he never describes the
Logos as a Power or the Power of GBdn contrast, Irenaeus more often associates
duvauic language with entities that are created by God. He writes, “God stands in need
of nothing and...He created and made all things by His Logos, while he neitheedequi
angels to assist Him in the production of those things which are madef any power
[Virtute] greatly inferior to Himself.”*%® Elsewhere, he writes, “It was not angels,
therefore, who made us, nor who formed us, neither had angels power to make an image
of God, nor anyone else, except the Logos of the Lord, nor any pavtes|[remotely
distant from the Father of all thing&2® The absence @fvauc language suggests that it

is not in virtue of a lesser divinity that the Logos cre&t®Bossibly, Irenaeus leaves this

dvvapug as a title, not of the Most High God, but of higatfs) working in the world. For the Valentinians,
duvapis can apply equally to the Most High God, the FirebA, or to the lower Aeons working in the
world. The prevalence of the term throughout Vateah theology, whether applied to the Most HighdGo
or the lower Aeons, led Irenaeus to refasiauic as a useful title for the Logos, despite the tradiof its
use as a title for the Logos in the Apologists’ ker

197|n several places, Irenaeus speaks of God hawingpand of God creating by his power (e.g.
Haer.2.10.4, 2.30.9, 4.38.3). These passages coulddmpiated as referring to the Logos as the Power of
God in a Middle Platonist context, particularlythsy show a similar structure to other passagesevhe
Irenaeus speaks of God creating by his Logos. Nefets, in the passages that refer to God’s ceeativ
power, Irenaeus avoids linking this power and thtityehe has elsewhere called the Logos. Likewise,
passages where he speaks of God creating throadtogos, he does not use the language of power.

198 aer.2.2.4, ANF 1:361 italics added. Likewise, in severses of Ps. 33/2:6, Irenaeus speaks
of the Logos (and the Sophieeatingthe powers, in conformity with the Psalmist’s o$¢he word
(Haer.3.8.3;Epid.5).

19 Haer.4.20.1, ANF 1:487 with minor revisions. Here thedaage of “remotely distant”
invokes the Valentinian understanding of the Aeamspatially separated from the First-Father, as |
described above pp. 31-34 and 85-86. | will foaustier on this understanding below.

10 As Barnes has shown in the context of the fouetitury in general, and of Gregory of Nyssa
in particular dvvauis language eventually emerges as the primary meaidgwtifying the oneness of the
three divine persons: the Father and Son are creube they have the same power. BafRegjer of God,
esp. chapter six. Although Irenaeus does not argtiés manner, he may be moving in this directidth
his rejection of language identifying the Logosglas Power of God. Briggman makes the same point
regarding the creative agency of the Logos andt$pitheregulastatement itrHaer.1.22.1. He writes,
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divine title to the Valentinians because he is aware of the Middle Platonic (and
Apologist) significance ofvvauic and deems it inadequate to describe the nature of the
Logos. Another possibility explaining the absencéwinuic language is that Irenaeus
does not find a good scriptural precedence for “Power” as a divine title, as he did for
“Father” and for “Logos** Whatever the reason, the lackdobaps language suggests
that Irenaeus’ Logos theology ought not to be interpreted along the sameslihes a
Middle Platonists’ and Apologists’ use of Logos, which, as we saw, implied a sontra
between God and the Logos and ultimately affirmed the Logos’ diminished givinit
Unfortunately, Irenaeus does not give a good reason or argument (corresponding
to thedvvapg argument of the Apologists) as to why God creates, or needs to create,
through a mediator. In a sense, he has more of a need to explain the presence of
mediators than the Apologists do because, as opposed to the Apologists’ spiatetity
God who could only work through a lesser, intermediate power, Irenaeus’ understanding
of God allowed him to affirm that material creation could be in God, as its Fullness
without compromising his transcenderit&Thus, the transcendent God in Irenaeus’

understanding could create all things without the use of a mediator.

“The logic that enables the reference to the creatgency of the Word and the Spirit to be polettyica
effective entails the understanding that the Wardl the Spirit stand united with the Father—unlife t
angels and powers ‘which have been separated fiethdught.” Briggman;Theology of the Holy Spirit,
62. Nevertheless, Briggman fails to identify thstidiction between Irenaeus and his Apologist sauote
this count. As | have argued above, the Apologisigic works in the opposite direction—the Logosta
Spirit's separation from God allows them to bedreative agent.

11 Although a scriptural precedence indeed existsiaial Cor. 1:24, Irenaeus never uses this
verse in his works. The lack of this verse is digaint given that it also calls Christ the “WisdahGod,”
a title Irenaeus attributes to the Spirit.

12| suspect that this observation of Irenaeus’ thgplis the reason Lawson leaves Irenaeus’
Logos theology unexplored (see above p. 134n89)vE&sely, Briggman argues that Irenaeus uses the
intermediary figures of the Logos and Sophia ireoitdd limit humanity’s knowledge of the essence of
God, according to the distinction in the two mofswer and love) of knowing God referred to by
Irenaeus irHaer. 3.25 and, above all, in 4.20.5. According to Briggrs argument, Irenaeus utilizes a
Middle Platonic notion of Logos as instrument. Byrigan, Theology of the Holy Spirif,40-149. Briggman
has no consideration of Irenaeus’ understandirtgetlivine transcendence, which makes this cormtusi
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Although Irenaeus does not provide a reasoned argument for the presence of an
agent in creation, his likely motive for adopting the mediating language isdseha
finds it in Scripture. For example, he identifies the presence of the mediatjog as a
mark of Paul’'s theology when he writes, “[T]he apostle [Paul] did, in the fasepl
instruct the Gentiles...to worship one God, the Creator of heaven and earth, and the
Framer of the whole creation; and that His Son was His Logos, by whom he founded all
things...”*® Likewise, he cites John as a scriptural authority to this truth, writing, “For
this is a peculiarity of the pre-eminence of God, not to stand in need of other imggume
for the creation of those things which are summoned into existence. His own Logos is
both suitable and sufficient for the formation of all things, even as John, the disciple of
the Lord, declares regarding him: ‘All things were made by Him, and withiout H
nothing was made.*** Furthermore, the mediation of the Logos in creation is traditional,
indicated by its strong presence in thgulapassages, above all, thatkgid. 6. Irenaeus
writes, “And this is the order of our faith, the foundation of [the] edifice and the support

of [our] conduct: God, the Father, uncreated, uncontainable, invisible, one God, the

problematic. Additionally, the notion that the Lagand Sophia are limiters or filters of the knovgeaf
the Father runs counter to Irenaeus’ argumentefalielatory functions of both.

"3 Haer.4.24.1, ANF 1:495 with minor revisions.

14 Haer.2.2.5, ANF 1:361-362 with minor revisions. See als®r. 3.8.3. Irenaeus’ only attempt
at justification for the apparent contradictionttttee God who stands in no need of instrumentaliéates
through the Logos is his reference to Scripturendeus’ work is replete with passages containiag th
conflicting ideas that God creates by himself drat he creates through the Logos with, likewise, no
explanatory comment. For example, he writes, “[I]God] made all things freely, and by His own power,
and arranged and finished them and His will issthiestance of all things, then He is discoverecketthe
one only God who created all things, who alonenmotent, and who is the only Father founding and
forming all things, visible and invisible, suchraay be perceived by our senses and such as cannot,
heavenly and earthly, ‘by the Logos of his power’Hder.2.30.9, ANF 1:406; and “For the Son, who is
the Logos of God, arranged these things beforefrantdthe beginning, the Father being in no want of
angels in order that He might call the creation in¢ing, and form man, for whom also the creatias w
made; nor again, standing in need of any instruatignfor the framing of created things, or for the
ordering of those things which had reference to.mahaer.4.7.4, ANF 1:470 with minor revisions. The
same truth resides in Irenaeus’ “hands of God” ggeas where Irenaeus affirms that God creates by
himself, but explains this as a creation with Gddie hands the Son and the Spirit (see, for example
Haer4.20.1, 5.28.4).
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Creator of all: this is the first article of our faith. And the secondlartine Word of
God, the Son of God, Christ Jesus our Lord, who was revealed by the prophets according
to the character of their prophecy and according to the nature of the econornées of t
Father, by whom all things were made**>Unlike the Apologists, then, the mediating
work of the Logos in creation stems not from a Middle Platonic notion imposed upon
Scripture; instead, Irenaeus’ source for the language is scripturalcAstse notion of
mediation is not dictated by the use of philosophy, and Irenaeus is free to make the
language work for him in other ways. Notably, the logic of the mediation of the Logos in
creation does not force Irenaeus to posit a diminished divinity of the Logos/Son in
relation to God/Father. In fact, given Irenaeus’ understanding of God, hispgzditic in
creation suggests the Logos’ full and equal divinity with the Fatfier.
The second pre-incarnational function of the Logos in Irenaeus’ work is his role
as the sole revealer of God/Father. Irenaeus believes that the uniquyg afeéhe
Second Person as the divine Logos/Son of the Father gives him this ability, botbo pri
and during the incarnation:
For no one can know the Father, unless through the Logos of God, that is, unless
by the Son revealing [Him]; neither can he have knowledge of the Son, unless
through the good pleasure of the Father. But the Son performs the good pleasure
of the Father; for the Father sends, and the Son is sent, and comes. And his Logos
knows that his Father is, as far as regards us, invisible and infinite; and since he

cannot be declared [by any one else], he does himself declare him to us; and on
the other hand, it is the Father alone who knows His own Logos. And both these

15 Epid. 6, Behr, 43.

16 Cf. Haer.4.11.2: “And in this respect God differs from mé#mt God indeed makes, but man
is made; and truly, He who makes is always the shotethat which is made must receive both begignin
and middle, and addition, and increase.” ANF 1:43d the basis of this passage (and others like)them
Fantino interprets the work of the Son (and thei§in creation as proof of their uncreated nasure
Likewise, Steenberg writes, “[Irenaeus] is happwgltow that there should be multiple ‘who’s’ inveld in
the process of creation, but there is no optiorfdruthese ‘who’s’ to somehow be God himself.”
Steenberglrenaeus on Creatiory,2.
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truths our Lord has declared. Wherefore the Son reveals the knowledge of the
Father through His own manifestatith.

As the manifestation of the Father, elsewhere the Logos/Son is called thé€ttgewf
the Father**® the “measure of the Fathét® “the comprehensible” and “the visible” of
an “incomprehensible” and “invisible” Fath&f,and the one who “did show the Father’s
brightness.*?! In each case, the justification of the unique revelatory role of the
Logos/Son is his unique relationship to God/Father that allows those who look at the
Logos/Son to see and know God/Fatlfér.

| noted in chapter two that the logic of this unique relationship is provided by
Father/Son languadé® Irenaeus’ understanding of “Father” indicates not the creative
function of God, but that he has a unique relationship with the Son. In this context,
Irenaeus adds Logos imagery to certain interpretations of Scripture magssgavoke
only Father-Son language. He adds such imagery in order to emphasize the continuity of
the revealing work of the pre-incarnational Logos and those actions performad by (
rather manifested in) the incarnate Son of God. For example, he writes, “Ruorthe
the knowledge of the Father; but the knowledge of the Son is in the Father, and has been
revealed through the Son; and this was the reason why the Lord declared: ‘No man

knows the Son, but the Father; nor the Father, save the Son, and those to whomever the

" Haer.4.6.3, ANF 1:468 with minor revisions.

"8 Haer.4.6.7

" Haer.4.4.2

?Haer.3.11.5.

! Haer.4.20.11.

1221 will describe in more detail below the naturethif relationship as a reciprocal immanence,
both the Father and the Son mutually and fullyrjpg@etrating one another (see below pp. 162-1653. T
mutual interpenetration provides the logic thatparfs Irenaeus’ contention that when humans loaaup
the Logos/Son, they see God/Father. While Irenaéias speaks of this reciprocal immanent relatignsh
in terms of Father/Son language, the image workause of Irenaeus’ Logos theology—the Father and
Son can mutually interpenetrate one another bedaathehave a Logos and a spiritual nature.

123 5ee above pp. 80-84.
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Son shall reveal [Him].” For ‘shall reveal’ was said not with referencleddtiture alone,
as if then [only] the Logos had begun to manifest the Father when He was born pf Mary
but it applies indifferently throughout all timé2* Additionally, Logos theology is better
able to support Irenaeus’ contention that the Second Person has full knowledge of the
First Person, a truth that Father-Son language does not immediately suggest

As a result of the continuity Irenaeus discerns between Logos and Son (and the
corresponding stages of the economy), he often is vague regarding the tirdeoptre
economy to which he refers when addressing the revelatory function of the Second
Person. Nevertheless, the Logos’ pre-incarnational revelatory wotkecalentified
clearly in those passages that refer to the manifestation of the Logoghedp&anic
passages of the Jewish Scriptures. He writes, “And the Logos of God Hiseselto
converse with the ante-Mosaic patriarchs, in accordance with His divinity aryd. gi6r
Likewise, in theEpid, he states, “[it is not] this One [God the Father] who, standing in a
very small space, talked with Abraham, but the Logos of God, who was always with
mankind and who foretold the things of the future, which were to come to pass, and

taught men things of God?® These passages reveal that, like Justin, Irenaeus

124 Haer.4.6.7, ANF 1:469 with minor revisions. The scripuguotation here is from Matt.
11:27, which his opponents used to show that thebBought knowledge of an utterly new and heretfor
unknown God. See AebMissions Divines45-47. In response, Irenaeus equates the Sonlvethre-
incarnate Logos to emphasize that the same Gaalng Ibevealed. Elsewhere, he writes, “Therefore the
Son of the Father declares [Him] from the beginningsmuch as he was with the Father from the
beginning...the Logos [did] become the dispenser tdrpal grace for the benefit of memdaer. 4.20.7,
ANF 1:489 with minor revisiongAt other times, he can drop the Logos languaggetter, even when
referring to the Second Person in his pre-incarsite: “[A]ll who have known God from the begingjn
and have foretold the advent of Christ, have resbihe revelation from the Son Himselflaer.4.7.2,
ANF 1:470. Unlike the creative function, then, tiegelatory work of the Logos traverses both the pre
incarnational and the incarnational work of thed@ecPerson, although, per the limits of the present
chapter, | will focus the majority of my inquiry dhe former.

12 Haer.3.11.8, ANF 1:428-429 with minor revisions.

126 Epid. 45, Behr 70.
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understands the subject of the theophanies as the Logos, and the theophanies, like the
words of the prophets, as works of revelation.

As noted in the first chapter, Justin influenced Irenaeus’ interpretatioe of th
theophanic passages, namely the identification of the Logos as the entity @b & S
present on earttf” Nonetheless, the significance that Irenaeus attaches to the presence of
the Logos and the motivations for finding the Logos, as opposed to the Father, in these
passages is distinct from Justin’s interpretation. Whereas for Justinetiempe of the
Logos in the theophanies was the physical presence of a separated, lesspodigme
for Irenaeus, these visions are not the physical presence of the Logos,dropastic
and as such, by his own definition, non bodff/Accordingly, they foretell of the
coming reality of a physical manifestation of the Logos, but they are nosaahseality
in and of themselves. Passages where Irenaeus indicates the manner in which Old
Testament figures, primarily the prophets, “see” God infer this intetjonetdor
example, Irenaeus writes, “[T]he prophets, receiving the prophetic giittiie same
Logos, announced his advent according to the flesh...foretelling from the bedinaing
God should be seen by men, and hold converse with them upon earth, should confer with
them, and should be present with his own creatioif>.lfenaeus here emphasizes the
future aspect of this physical appearance. If this physical manifestatcurs in the
future, then the visions recorded in the Old Testament are qualitatively wliffieam the

visions of Jesus Christ recorded in the New Testament. Irenaeus writes, “Thdgrophe

1271n addition to the passages already cited Haeer. 4.5.2-5, 4.4.7, 4.9.1, 4.20.9, aBgid. 44-46
for examples of Irenaeus’ interpretation of theoghteanies. On the influence of Justin’s interpretatin
Irenaeus, see above p. 24.

128 |renaeus offers his programmatic definition ofghecy in this context when he writes, “For
prophecy is a prediction of things future, thatisetting forth beforehand of those things whicdllbe
afterwards."Haer.4.20.5, ANF 1:489.

»*Haer. 4.20.4, ANF 1:488.
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therefore, did not openly behold the face of God, but [they saw] the dispensations and the
mysteries through which man should afterwards see &8¢h"other words, God is only
physically seen when the Logos is made flesh.

The link from these prophetic passages to the theophanic texts is the figure of
Moses who irEpid. 46 is said to have spoken with the Logos, a vision which Irenaeus
interprets according to the episode in Exodus 33:20-22 in which God permits Moses only
to see a part of his glory because “no man sees my face and shaffliverfaeus then
contrasts Moses’ prophetic vision in the Exodus account with the physical vision of the
incarnate Christ given to the disciples on Mt. Tabor and recorded in the gospelsusre
chooses the account of the Transfiguration as a contrast not because of tleeigloiy
shown through Jesus—for Irenaeus emphasizes everywhere that the Lodestsn&uad
in his plain humanity—but because the presence of Moses with Jesus on Mt. Tabor
underscores the contrast betweenkine of seeing that occurs before and after the
incarnation. Moses “sees” God in both accounts; nevertheless, only in the secamd acc
was a physical manifestation of the Logos involved. Irenaeus writes ofsiba on Mt.

Tabor that Moses conferred “with [Jesus] face to face on the top of a mountain, Elias
being also present, as the Gospel relates, [God] thus making good in the end the ancient
promise.**? The physical presence of the incarnate Logos/Son on Mt. Tabor (and in the

whole of the incarnation) fulfills the promise of the prophetic vision that God will one

130 Haer.4.20.10, ANF 1:490. In another place, Irenaeusbkite visions of the Old Testament to
the heralds of a coming king. He writes, “For tlheent of the King is previously announced by those
servants who are sent [before Him], in order topheparation and equipment of those men who are to
entertain their Lord.Haer.4.34.1, ANF 1:511.

131 Exod. 23:22 as quoted itaer. 4.20.9.

% Haer. 4.20.9, ANF 1:490.
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day be seen. Thus, continuity exists between the two visions, against the Vahsrdimd
the Marcionites, but they are not identical.

Elsewhere, Irenaeus highlights the partialness of the theophanic visions by
emphasizing their literary character. Accordingly, he alteraitii®n of theSpermatikos
Logoshe found in Justin’s work®® He writes, “[[lmplantedihseminatus epeverywhere
in his Scriptures is the Son of God, one time, indeed, speaking with Abraham, another
time with Noah while giving him the measurements, another time while adkeng a
Adam, another time while inducing judgment on Sodom, and again when he iswg®@en |
videtuq and directs Jacob on the journey, and speaks with Moses from the'Hush.”
Unlike Justin’s understanding, Irenaeus does not believe the Logos has been thgdante
partial seeds in human beings any more than he has been seen physically in the
theophanic accounts> By contrast, Irenaeus claims that the location of the implanting of
the Logos is neither history nor humanity, but Scripture. Insofar as Chriseis™® his
fullness prior to the incarnation, he is “seen” in the Scripture that testioeg him.

Irenaeus’ language suggests that the Old Testament patriarchs chthedieisg
in the theophanic/prophetic manifestations of the Logos. In the previous example,
Irenaeus does not negate Scripture’s account that Moses “saw” the backsidkeioftit®

Exodus account. Nevertheless, the content of the vision differs between

133 For Justin’s doctrine of th®permatikos Logosge above p. 118n50.

134 Haer.4.10.1. The ANF translatesim videturas “when he becomes visible,” which implies a
distinction between the final two appearances heditst four appearances in which he merely speaks
(and presumably only is heard). Irenaeus notesstmction but finds in all of these examples pkace
where the Logos is withessed or “seen” in the text.

135 Edwards’ interpretation of Justin@permatikos Logasuggests that Justin’s understanding of
the theophanies were non-physical, tied as theyoattee written word of God. Nevertheless, Juséxar
qualifies his understanding of the theophaniesctlirevith a reference to the Logos in Scripture as
Irenaeus has done here. This contrast betweewthéigures’ understandings of an implanted Logos is
indicative of the difference between their intetptiens of the theophanies. Behr notes the contrast
between Justin and Irenaeus on this count, but ep@arent misinterpretation of Edwards’ articlehB
claims Edwards as a source for his understandidgsifn’sSpermatikos Logoas a physical appearing or
implanting. Behr, “Irenaeus on the Word of God,' SR36 (Peeters: Leuven, 2001), 163-167.
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theophanic/prophetic visions and incarnational visions. The Logos is “seen” in both
instances, but in the former, the Logos is not seen in his humani{gein5, Irenaeus
clarifies his understanding of the object seen in the theophanic/prophetic visions by
likening them to the “docetist” christologies of his opponents:
Vain indeed are those who allege that [Christ] appeared [in the incarnation] in
mere seeming. For these things [the actions of the incarnate Christjover@ot
in appearance only, but in actual reality...But | have already remarked that
Abraham and the other prophets beheld him after a prophetical manner,
foretelling in vision what should come to pass. If, then, such a being has now
appeared in outward semblance different from what he was in reality [agdocet
christologies hold]Jthere has been a certain prophetical vision made to; iaech
another advent of His must be looked forward t°..
In other words, if the spiritual Christ truly did not assume flesh, but only “appeared
human,” then humans living at the time of Jesus Christ “saw” him in the same manner in
which the prophets “saw” him, which is to say, not physically or in reality. This
comparison suggests that Irenaeus understands a theophanic/prophetic vision &g a sight
something perceived to be “out there” but which in fact is not. That which is “sean” is
mental or spiritual vision as if it were sensible, but in reality it is an ortersion
through the eyes of the mind.
Conversely, according to Irenaeus’ understanding, the incarnation marks the
foretold time when the Logos would fully and physically appear in reality. In the

incarnation, the Logos fully assumed flesh such that humans can see God inthedlity

is physically, for the first time. Irenaeus writes, “What then did the Lomdylus by His

138 Haer.5.1.2, ANF 1:527, italics added. Barnes offersnailai interpretation of the type of
“seeing” of Christ prior to the incarnation, altlgtuthe difference in the quality of seeing is mutesbfar
as Barnes emphasizes the unity ofrtiseriality of the visions. He writes, “God can be known only
through sensibles, which range from the createthosgo his actions in history to his imperfect imag
(man), and, finally, to his perfect Image, the Wordlesh.” Barnes, “Irenaeus’s Trinitarian Theoyggd9.
The emphasis on the materiality of the visionsoteworthy and certainly “Irenaean,” but Barnessfad
note the degree to which Irenaeus qualifies thernadity of the pre-incarnational visions with lasus’
understanding of the nature of prophecy and hispesison of these visions to the docetic christaegf
his opponents.
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advent? He brought all possible novelty, by bringing Himself who had been
announced®’ For Irenaeus, despite the continuity of the economy through the Old and
New Testaments, the incarnation marks an unprecedented revelatory event.

This argument regarding the nature of the pre-incarnational visions of the Logos
as merely prophetical exists elsewhere. Nonetheless, the implicatiochcdus
interpretation for the nature of the Logos/Son in a Trinitarian scheme oftamse
unobserved. Irenaeus’ argument that the Logos remained unseen prior to theiamcarnat
eliminates the logic resulting in a diminished divinity of the Logos/Son at wdtiei
Apologists’ writings, in particular Justin’s interpretation of the theophasggges. In
Irenaeus’ understanding, the Logos did not appear on earth because he could be contained
and the Father could not be contained. In fact, the Logos, like the Father, is irbysible
nature. Irenaeus writes, “[God’s] Logos, invisible by nature, was made pabuaibl

visible among men..**® The Logos is the subject of the theophanies because he is the

13"Haer.4.34.1, ANF 1:511. The interpretation of Irenaausderstanding of the pre-
incarnational appearances of the Logos is an opestigpn in scholarship. My position has been ardued
Aeby, Missions Divines44-49, Behr,The Way to Nicaed,14-120, Houssiag hristologie,80-104, and
Tremblay,Manifestation,71-76. Conversely, Orbe states that the appearafitkes Son in the Old
Testament are not qualitatively different from #pgpearance in the incarnation. The sameness of the
appearances, he says, is Irenaeus’ primary meanstofg the Old and New Testaments. According to
Orbe, the interpretation of these appearancesophetic does not account for the anti-Valentiniad a
anti-Marcionite polemic in which Irenaeus’ discussdf the theophanic appearances are located ecaus
the Valentinians and Marcionites believed that3be did not appear until the New Testament. Theegfo
the force of Irenaeus’ argument for the continoityhe Testaments, Orbe says, depends on thd litera
appearance of the Logos/Son in the Old Testamebt,Brocesién del Verbd@57-658. Orbe’s argument
works only on the level of theory and fails to agkir the actual texts. Although Orbe makes a strong
argument, the multitude of texts | cite above suppgrophetic understanding of the pre-incarnation
visions, as opposed to a physical vision. Findlgsides the numerous texts for which he cannotustco
Orbe’s interpretation presents several difficultieisst, he has no way of showing the newnessef th
incarnation in Irenaeus’ scheme. Without a qualiatlifference in the appearances of the Logosrbefo
and after the human birth, the incarnation canedhle special, unique revelation that Irenaeusyswesre
emphasizes. (This problem drives Houssiau’s in&gpion.) Second, Orbe’s interpretation forces an
ontological subordination understanding of thetreteship between Father and Son that mirrors what |
found in the Apologists’ work—the Logos/Son is atiiébe seen because of his diminished divinityilll w
argue that such a position does not fit with Irersa@nderstanding of the nature of the Logos inrtéet
section.

1% Haer.4.24.2, ANF 1:495 with minor revisions. See als202, 5.16.2, and 5.18.3.
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same subject who is incarnated in Jesus Christ and continues the work of revelation that
started in the beginning. This interest in the continuity of the Logos/Son wokkihg a
revealer of God/Father in all parts of the economy leads Irenaeus o #i#in.ogos as

the subject of the Old Testament theophanies, even though his reading of Justin’s work

may have suggested this affirmation.

2.2 The Generation of the Logos

Absent from Irenaeus’ works is any explanatory passage or straighitbrw
account of the generation of the Logos in the manner witnessed in the Apologr&is’ w
The reason for such an absence seems clear: Irenaeus believed that Sagptilentv
regarding the generation of the Logos. As a result, such consideration was leyond t
scope of proper theological inquiry. He writes, “If any one, therefore, says tHow
then was the Son produced by the Father?’ we reply to him, that no man understands that
production or generation, or calling, or revelation, or by whatever name oneesw@ipé
His generation, which is in fact altogether indescribable&ccordingly, unlike the
Apologists Irenaeus does not discuss the generation in order to explain thdichotra
of the belief in one God and the belief in a second and distinct divine figure in the Logos,
although this difficulty proved as acute for Irenaeus. Apparently, he leavesffioisitgi

along with the generation, a mystery. The Scriptures only say, “Who shalllgehbsi

139 Haer.2.28.6, ANF 1:401.Si quis itaque nobis dixerit: Quomodo ergo Filiuslptus a Patre
est? dicimus ei quia prolationem istam, siue geti@nem, siue nuncupationem, siue adapertionem, aut
guolibet quis nomine vocaverit generationem eies@rabilem exsistentem, nemo novit. provide the
Latin to show that Irenaeus includes a catalogubefanguage that his opponents have used toildescr
the generation of the Logosprelatio, generation, nuncupatio, adapertigejecting all of them as
inadequate. As we will see below, in his few albusi to the generation, he remains true to thisistant
by avoiding these descriptors, commonplace in \talem theology.



151

generation?**° For Irenaeus, the Valentinians represent prime examples of the folly of
probing such mysteries. | have touched briefly upon the Valentinian protology myth,
which entailed the belief in a divine Fullness comprised of a set of 30 AEdhshort
review will be helpful.

The Valentinians believed that the Aeons were emanations or productions from
successive Aeon pairs ultimately stemming from the First Aeon, theHaitisér. This
theory of emission or emanationgopoAn) implied the separation that supports this
system, since each Aeon emanated or physically separated out of the Agwaqealing
it in time and space from the Fath&fthereby resulting in significant spatial and
epistemological distance between the Aeons one to another and between each of the
Aeons and the First-Father, and a corresponding lessening of the ontologiitralaqual

divinity.**3

140|saiah 53:8 as quoted ifaer. 2.28.5. Irenaeus often contrasts the birth of J&sns Mary
with the Logos’ generation from the Father, a gatien, he says, which cannot be declared.tsea.
4.33.11.

141 5ee above pp. 31-34.

142 5ee above p. 3B the previous chapter | noted how this theorgmianation resulted in a
compound Godhead—the entire Fullness constitutediitine nature for the Valentinians. | also noted
how this theory provides the basis of the epistegiobl distance between the Aeons—the farther dhay
Aeon from the Most High Father, the less abilitpdssessed to contemplate his vastness. Thisqueévibf
contemplation is given only to the first productimamely the Mind, as a result of his physical proty
to the Most High Father. Thus, it is not a coinaicke that the last emanation, who stands the fdarthes
spatially and epistemologically from the Most Hi@bd, caused the mistake of creation.

3Haer.1.1.1, 2.1.4. Barnes statement, quoted above, ihwepeating: “This ‘interval’ is, in
radical dualist theology, the ontological basis€rpression of) the inferiority of each succeedsgk of
super-celestial offspring: each degree of separditam the first cause produces offspring of a distied
content and dignity compared to its antecedentarhBs, “Irenaeus’s Trinitarian Theology,” 76.
Thomassen underscores the gradual degrading diimity of the successive Aeons through noting tha
the second Aeon in each pair is the “weaker” merobéhe “female.” He writes, “In all pairs, howeyéhe
second member is the weaker, ‘female,’ one, repteggby itself the division of duality, and theitynof
the pair is implicitly conceived of as the unifiat of the second member with the first, rathentaa a
union of two equal partners.” Thomass8pjritual Seed198. Moreover, the grouping of 12 Aeons (or the
Duodecad) produced by the union of Man/Church s an imperfect number reflecting the less than
perfect natures of their generating Aeons (paridylas compared to the First-Fathétper.1.1.1. See
ThomassenSpiritual Seed]99.
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From this protological myth, Irenaeus correctly discerned that the Vargin
based their theory of the process of emanation on the human noetic process, an analogy
provided them by the various names of the Aeensd, Adyoc, codia and the like).
Irenaeus writes, “[T]hey conceive of an emission of Logos, that is, the \Werdre
analogy of human feelings, and rashly form conjectures respecting Gotheshiad
discovered something wonderful in their assertion that Logos was produced by fous.
Thus, according to Irenaeus’ understanding, the Valentinians taught that the Aeons
emanated from the Most High God according to the logical sequence of that human
noetic process: one thinks a word prior to speaking it, and the action of utterance
constitutes that word’s separate beginning from the spé&ierthis respect, the
emanation order of the Aeons is crucial. Nous (mind) is the first emanation from the
unknown Father and his Thought. Subsequently, Logos and its partner Zoe (Word and
Life) and Anthropos (Man) and its partner Ecclesia (Church) emanate from Mintsand i
partner Truth:*® All of reality flows from these eight fundamental components. Mind

precedes all emanated and created reality in the same way that thinkiedggrall other

“Haer.2.13.8, ANF 1:375.

145 Irenaeus writes, “These things [noetic processes] properly be said to hold good in men,
since they are compound by nature and consisbofig and a soul. But those who affirm that Ennoea
[Thought] was sent forth from God, and Nous [Mifidjm Ennoea, and then, in succession, Logos from
these, are, in the first place, to be blamed asbgamproperly used these productions; and, inninet
place, as describing these affections, and passaoxdsmental tendencies of mgmmminum adfectiones et
passions et intentiones metiwhile they [thus prove themselves] ignorant adGBy their manner of
speaking, they ascribe those things which appheéa to the Father of all..Maer.2.13.3, ANF 1:373-
374.

146 Haer.1.1.1. According to Irenaeus, this system is tldeiaic expression of Valentinianism.
Although other Valentinian systems follow a diffetéogic, the connection to the human noetic analog
remains constant. The noetic analogy is most @fetire doctrine of the followers of Colorbasusnlieus
writes of their doctrine, “When the First-Fathenceived the thought of producing something, heivece
the name oFather.But because what he did produce was, it was named Aletheia. Again, when he
wished to reveal himself, this was termed Anthrogasally, when he produced those whom he had
previously thought of, these were named Ecclésihropos, by speaking, formed Logos: this is itisé- f
born son.”Haer.1.12.3, ANF 1:333, italics added.
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human processes in the human anafdgirenaeus believed the Valentinians’ principle
error involved this detailed description of emanation. Thus, Irenaeus’ thoughts rggardin
the generation of the Logos result from his rejection of the Valentinian ematiatory.
This polemic provides the necessary starting point for the present inuiry.

Irenaeus’ entire polemic rests upon a categorical rejection of the humanaroetic
speech analogy as useful in understanding the generation of eternalbiteysejects
the analogy for several reasons. First, it implies a beginning or startinggdtiet
existence of the emitted being. If the Logos comes forth from Mind in the sayrt@ara
an uttered word comes forth from a previous thought, then the Logos is necessarily lat
in time than the Mind. This formula is contradictory to the divine nature, which has no

such variance according to time. Irenaeus writes, “But in Him who is God ovenedl, s

147 Haer.1.1.1. | am making a similar point to that of Basnalthough he inverts the “Gnostic”
order by placing Life before Thought (he writegr‘fvhat is lifeless cannot think”) to make his goin
Barnes, “Irenaeus’s Trinitarian Theology,” 82. TWalentinians do not follow this logic; rather, lagus
asserts this fact of the relation between mindldadn his polemic against the Valentinians’ faulbgic in
Haer.2.13.9. Nevertheless, Barnes’ primary point that“tBnostic” theory of emanation follows the logic
of the human noetic process still stands and Iradabted to his observation.

148 By not commenting extensively on the generatiothefLogos in Irenaeus’ theology, Barnes
accurately reflects the lack of texts in the Irearaeorpus addressing the topic. Nonetheless, the
information he gleans emerges from the same metbggaised here. Barnes, “Irenaeus’s Trinitarian
Theology,” 81-85. See also Lebretdfistoire, 2:551ff. Conversely, Orbe severs the polemitiaér. 2
from any positive notion of the generation in Ireas. OrbeProcesion del Verbd40ff. Despite a helpful
discussion of that polemic, particularly concernihg possibility of a consubstantiality of the Fathnd
Son in Irenaeus’ thought, Orbe refuses to drawetiferences and instead takes Irenaeus at his tvatd
he does not consider the generation of the Logdse'®position is difficult to maintain. The preserof
such a detailed critique of a theory of emanatiecessitates, in my mind, some base positive
understanding from which the alternate understandam deviate. Likewise, Rousseau draws inferences
from the polemic for Irenaeus’ positive understagdof the relationship between the Father and Bon.
commenting on Irenaeus’ critique of the Valentiniaeory of emanation that creates a compound divine
being Haer.2.13.8), Rousseau writes, “One cannot concludeaasometimes been done, that Irenaeus is
unaware here of the distinction of God and of hisrily of the Father who begets and of the Son who is
begotten—how could Irenaeus forget a distinctiat tte discovers from one end to the other in the
Scripture, as we will see by the following Books?bdt what Irenaeus suggests implicitly in the pneése
paragraph, is that the distinction of God and sf\liord ought to be such that it introduces no casitjom
in the infinitely simple divine reality.” Rousse&sC293:250-251. My discussion of Irenaeus’
understanding of the distinction between Father@owl works within the boundaries set by Irenaeus’
polemic and here identified and aptly articulatgdRmusseau.

149 For Irenaeus’ rejection of the use of human anglagart from Scripture, as related to the strict
distinction between the Creator and the createxlabeve p. 89n90.
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He is all Nous, and all Logos, as | have said beforehasdn Himself nothing more
ancient or later than anotheand nothing at variance with another, but continues
altogether equal, and similar, and homogenous, there is no longer any ground for
conceiving of such production.*® The implications of this analogy for a Christian
understanding of the generation of the Logos are evident. Irenaeus ffijiesse who
transfer the generation of the word to which men give utterance to the eteteah{i$

Logos of God [assign] a beginning and course of production [to Him], even as they do
their own word.*** Irenaeus, then, does not understand the generation of the Logos as a
beginning of the divine Logos. Irenaeus’ poignant use of the adjexteenudo

describe the Logos and to distinguish him from the Valentinian Aeon of the same name
underscores this truth.

Irenaeus returns to the Valentinian human noetic or speech analogy in the later
summary chapters ¢faer. 2 to draw out a second difficulty implied in the human speech
analogy, namely, its implications for the nature of the Logos contradicts the
understanding of God as a simple being. As noted in chapter two, simplicity is
fundamental to Irenaeus’ understanding of the divine natére:

[You Valentinians] reserve nothing for God, but you wish to proclaim the nativity
and production both of God Himself, of His Thought, of His Logos, and Life, and

1%0Haer.2.13.8, ANF 1:375, italics added. Orbe claims tha cannot find in this passage an
argument for the eternal nature of the Logos/Saabse Irenaeus is only rejecting the anthropomsemphi
implied in comparing the divine Logos to the humard. OrbeProcesion del Verbd,22-123. | grant
that Irenaeus is concerned with the anthropomonphisit Orbe’s interpretation implies that Irenaisus
concerned with the anthropomorphism on princigleat ts, because anthropomorphisms are unworthy of
the divine nature. However, the context of thisspge shows that this is not an argument against
anthropomorphisms in general but against the spexithropomorphism that compares the generation of
divine beings to the utterance of human words. &loee, Irenaeus’ critique cannot be removed fram it
connection to his polemic against the Valentinlzaory of emanation, as Orbe’s interpretation nexdgs
does. Here, as Irenaeus makes explicit a few lates, he is concerned that this specific
anthropomorphism results in a starting point todivine Logos. Only if Irenaeus understands the
Logos/Son as eternal does his stated reason #antirgg the noetic analogy make sense.

%1 Haer. 2.13.8, ANF 1:375 with minor revisions.

152 For a discussion of Irenaeus’ understanding of §sithple nature, see above pp. 93-95.
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Christ; and you form the idea of these from no other than a mere human
experience; not understanding, as | said before, that it is possible, in the case of
man,who is a compound beintp speak in this way of the mind of man and the
thought of man...But since God is all mind, all reason, all active spirit, all light,
andalways exists one and the saras it is both beneficial for us to think of God,
and as we learn from the Scriptures, such feelings and divisions [of operations]
cannot fittingly be ascribed to Him®

In other words, assigning these noetic processes to God in effect partitionsetsmtise

into so many different parts such that he is rendered compound—one part is Logos, one

part is Mind, and the like. In contrast, God as a simple being means that his Mind is not

one thing and his Logos another; instead, each of these describe the simple riatare of

in its entirety. Irenaeus writes, “But God being all Mind, and all Logos, botlkspea

exactly what He thinks, and thinks exactly what He speaks. For His thouglgads, lamnd

Logos is Mind, and Mind comprehending all things is the Father HimS&IEsr

Irenaeus, the generation cannot be conceived of as a division of the nature of God into

parts, one assigned God and one assigned Logos.

Related to this second critique is a third not connected directly with the human
noetic analogy. Instead, this third critique relates to the “topological theabgiye
Valentinians. For Irenaeus, the generation cannot be understood ad adjtaration of
the Logos out of God—*“a coming out from”—because this idea assumes a spatial
understanding of the divine nature. God’s nature, according to this interpretatiod, woul
be understood as both containing space in which the different divine components stand at

a distance from one another and as located in a specific place out from which these

components can come. Such a conception ultimately denies the spiritual nature of God

153 Haer. 2.28.4, ANF 1:400 with minor revisions, italics add
154 Haer.2.28.5, ANF 1:400.
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and the understanding of the divine Fullness as encompassing all'ffilngeaeus

writes, “But if they affirm that intelligence was sent forth from in¢ggdhce, they then

break apartgraeciderg the intelligence of God, and divide it into pansftire]. And

where has it gone? From where was it sent foftA®i the same critique, Irenaeus

briefly offers his alternate understanding of the result of generation tmalteccording

to a simple divine nature. Irenaeus writes, “Moreover, this emission fihs|Nas well as

the Logos who is [emitted] from him will still be inside the Father, and giyptiae rest

of the Aeons [emitted] from the Logo&* As spiritual beings, all Aeons should remain

in one another, despite the fact that Nous has its source in Father, Logos in Nous, and the

like. Only if these beings are not separated by space can the divine natunesierke.
Irenaeus insists that the divine nature topologically understood is ultimately

equivalent to a compound nature. He writes, “For if [God] produced intelligence, ¢hen H

who did thus produce intelligence, must be understood, in accordance with their views, as

a compound and corporeal Being; so that God, who sent forth [the intelligence referred

to], is separate from it, and the intelligence which was sent forth sedfavateHim].”*>®

This connection comes through specifically in Irenaeus’ rejection of anothenhuma

analogy for emanation, namely that which relates it to human birth. Hesyvrit

“[A]ccording to this principle, each one of [the Aeons] must be understood as being

completely separated from every other, even as men are not mixed or united one to the

other, but each having a distinct shape of his own, and a definite sphere of actien, whil

each of them, too, is formed of a particular sizpsalities characteristic of a body and

155 As | noted in the introduction and again in chapie, Barnes’ identification of the
fundamental concept of spirit to understandingdears’ Trinitarian theology cannot be overstated.

%6 Haer.2.13.5, ANF 1:374 with minor revisions.

"Haer.2.13.5.

¥ Haer.2.13.5, ANF 1:374.
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not a spirit"**® These human analogies will not work, as this specific example makes
clear, because they deny the spiritual nature of the divine.

Before turning to Irenaeus’ own understanding, it is worthwhile to pause here and
note the striking similarities between the Valentinian theory of emanatidithe two-
stage Logos theology of the Apologists. First, both rely on an analogy to human
psychology in order to explain the process of generation. This analogy is oper#tiee
Apologists’ thought in the form of the interior/exterior distinction implied inidisst
analogy of the generation to human spé¥amnd fully expressed in Theophilugyyog
évdiaBetog / Adyog moodopikde distinction. As a result, both the Valentinians and the
Apologists conclude that the separate existence of the Aeon or Logos haminigeg
point and is not an eternally distinct, or personal, b&h§econd, both Valentinian

emanation theory and two-stage Logos theology rest upon a spatial understanding of

19 Haer.2.17.3, ANF 1:381 italics added. This passage acicuthe context of an extended
discussion of three specific theories of emanatigpified by the examples (1) rays from the sufigirt
from light, (2) humans from other humans, and (@nches from a tree. Nonetheless, such discussion
proves of secondary interest for the present chapiee my earlier arguments establish the logigvhich
Irenaeus rejects all three theories as inconsistightValentinian theory. In principle, Irenaeus
categorically eliminates all uses of such humanagies in his rejection of the human speech analtagy
there he noted, above all, the inability of commbhnmans to approximate a simple God. The discassio
of the three theories at all is indicative of tixd&ustive detail to which Irenaeus is accustomidoagh
he rejects all human analogies of emanation ircjpie, he systematically shows how any possiblerthe
is still inconsistent with the Valentinian systeltevertheless, of the three theories, as Orbe haglno
Irenaeus does not reject specifically the “liglainfrlight” analogy so much as he finds it inconsisteith
Valentinian thought. Orbé&rocesion del Verbd@51. As such, this theory highlights his views ba t
generation. As a result, | will return to this asyg in more detail. See below p. 167n184.

180 Justin expressed reservations in the implicatadriie human analogy as well. Nonetheless, his
reservations do not correspond to Irenaeus’ rea®omejecting it. Justin was concerned that thal@gy
did not distinguish adequately between God and.tigws. Irenaeus shows no concern for this problem,
which indicates that Irenaeus’ opponents indeebed that the Aeons were distinct beings and were
separated one from another, for Irenaeus, unlikén]udoes not have to argue for the distinctiomatV
concerns Irenaeus is the implication that, by &énialogy, the Logos has a starting point or, inoterds,
that he is not eternal.

181 Two-stage Logos theology differs from the Valeigimtheory of emanation regarding a stage
of interior existence prior to the emanation orgyation. Whereas the Apologists did emphasize enmait
aspect of the Logos through its eternal existesanampersonal power interior to God, Irenaeus oo
indicate that the Valentinians were concerned twmsthe eternal existence of any Aeon but the MaghH
God.
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divinity: generation is understood as a literal and physical separationgértbeated
being out of the one who generates. These similarities rendered two-stagetheology
useless for Irenaeus in his polemic because Valentinian theology expos#uatitkies
by carrying two-stage Logos theology’s spatial implications to thgical end.
Therefore, Irenaeus was forced to forge a new path of understanding tioasklp of
God and his Logos, specifically in relation to the generdfion.

The critiques Irenaeus levels on the Valentinian theory of emanation (and, by
proxy, two-stage Logos theology) provide two insights into Irenaeus’ undersgaofdi
the generation of the Logos from God. First, for Irenaeus, unlike the Valentinians and
Apologists, the generation of the Logos from God does not involve an element of time.
Specifically, the Logos’ generation does not equate to a starting point gphiste,
personal existence. Irenaeus never speaks of the generation as a begith@nggos,
nor does he ever imply that the Logos has a beginning even if only a beginning as a

entity separate from the Fathéf Rather, he consistently refers to the Logos/Son as

182 |renaeus’ move from a two-stage to a single stagkerstanding of the existence of the Logos
has been recognized in past scholarship, notahigad&,History of Dogma2:303-304, Prestig@atristic
Thought124-125, 127-128 and WolfsoRhilosophy198-201, but not always with the result of
identifying an eternal existence of the Logos. Gosely, Orbe vacillates on the question. He claims
several times that Irenaeus rejectsAtigoc ¢vdiiBetog / Adyog mpodooikds distinction (e.g. Orbe,
Procesién del Verbd,23) upon which two-stage Logos theology is baBdertheless, Orbe’s
understanding of the nature of the Second Persais leim ultimately to conclude that Irenaeus sidigs
the Apologists in the distinction and, as far aan tell, he never reconciles the two claims. Orbe,
Procesion del Verbd,37. Stead argues that the movement away fromntlegy that likens the Logos’
generation to the contrasting unspoken and spoked is a significant development in the Christian
understanding of the Trinity, but fails to mentioanaeus’ name in connection with the developmest;
has Origen in mind. SteaBhilosophy,156. Barnes sees Irenaeus’ rejection of two-stagmsé theology as
a significant aspect of Irenaeus’ Trinitarian tlogyl. Barnes, “Irenaeus’s Trinitarian Theology,” 86;87.

183 Orbe argues that the existence of the Logos/Snatisternal, but only begins “before time.”
Orbe,Procesion del Verbasp. 117-128. He, again, employs a questionableadeb reach his
conclusion as he does not bring forward any Iremaests to support his position. Instead, he adéethe
numerous texts that seem to support an eterndkexis of the Logos, texts which | will adduce
momentarily, in order to show how theguld be interpreted as only supporting an existendebibgins
“before time.” In the process, he inadvertently destrates the lack of Irenaean texts that woulecdiy
support a temporal starting point of the Logos. Tome text Orbe refers to in order to positivelpwstthe
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being present always with the Father. Irenaeus makes several statenti@stend. He
writes, “It has been shown that the Logos, who existed in the beginning with G¥d...”
Further, “And again [Moses] says, ‘Blessed is He who was before He becamie ma
since, for God, the Son is [in] the beginning before the creation of the wotid...”
Perhaps clearest of all, he states, “But the Son,alhayscoexistedwith the Father,
formerly and from the beginning always revealed the Father to angelscaadgels and
powers and virtues and all who God willed to be revedi®Such statements imply that

the Logos existed eternally with God/Father prior to the creation of tHd,agoositive

non-eternal existence of the Logos/Sokjid. 43. For my alternate interpretation of the passsege,
below p. 160n167.

1 Haer.3.18.1.

185 Epid. 43, Behr, 68. Irenaeus mistakenly attributes thispe to Moses, although it never
appears in the Pentateuch. See B@nhrthe Apostolic Preachind,10n123 for a discussion regarding the
original location of this quotation. Cf. Robinsdemonstration]101ff. Irenaeus frequently uses this
language of the Logos/Son as present with God/Féaffwen” or “in the beginning” {n principio, in initio,
év aoxn)- This “beginning” in reference to the Logos/Son dnesmark a starting point as such; rather, it
represents a shorthand way of referring to thet@x¢e of the Logos prior to the creation of theldior
Irenaeus never says the Logos/Son “has a begirfimadie does with created things, but only thashe
with God in the beginning or, like the Apologistisat he himself is the beginningdxr). This difference
in the use of “beginning” with the Logos and creatuis underscored in the following passage: ‘fii@
same proportion as he who was formed but todayrecelved the beginning of his creation, is infetm
Him who is uncreated, and who is always the samthat proportion is he, as respects knowledgettaand
faculty of investigating the causes of all thiniggerior to Him who made him. For you, O man, aot an
uncreated being, nor did you always co-exist witldGas did His own Logos..HMaer.2.25.3, ANF 1:397
with minor revisions. Irenaeus’ use of “beginnirig’refer to the existence of the Logos and Godhén t
eternity prior to the creation of the world hasga@ence in the prologue of John, which Irenaeumsl#o
refer to the generation of the Logos. He writegr‘that according to John relates [the Word's] ioiady
effectual, and glorious generation from the Fattiers declaring, ‘In the beginning was the Word] #re
Word was with God, and the Word was GodHder.3.11.8, ANF 1:428.

16 Haer. 2.30.9, italics added Semper autem coexsistens Filius Patri olim et émisemper
revelat Patrem et Angelis et Archangelis et Potésia et Potestatibus et Virtutibus et omnibus gsitult
revelari Deus.”See alsdlaer.4.14.1. Orbe interprets this passage as only affgrthe Logos’ existence
before time, as opposed to an eternal existencenkderstands the passage to address the Logosbtrea
for being,” namely, to reveal the Father to theated beings. As such, Orbe believes the passage onl
proves that the Logos has existed as long as theme entities to whom he revealed the Father. Orbe,
Procesion del Verbd,19. Orbe’s interpretation repeats an earlier prsly Harnack that interpreted the
existence of the Logos as functional based onlhismole as revealer of the Father. Harnack wrifElse
Son then exists because he gives a revelation...lwsriagnot interested] in saying anything about the
Son, apart from his historical mission...” Harnaklistory of Dogm&2:304. These interpretations simply
ignore Irenaeus’ words, namely “eternal coexisténdewhere does Irenaeus suggest that the Logassexi
in order toreveal the Father—Orbe’s inference is not grounddcenaeus’ text. Moreover, Orbe does not
identify the logic that supports Irenaeus’ underdiag of the Logos’ role as unique revealer offagher.
For Irenaeus, the equality of the Logos with Godlifjes him for the work of revealing the Fathenda
presumably necessitates their eternal coexisteht€rbe’s reading, this logic is lost and Irenddimgos
lacks any quality that justifies him as revealethaf Father.



160

understanding of the Logos’ generation in line with his polemical rejection of the
Valentinian theory of emanation. Moreover, Irenaeus nowhere links the generation of the
Logos to his role in creation or revelation in the manner witnessed in the Apologists’
theology'®’ The Logos does not come foithorder tobe the agent of creation; rather, he

is eternally present with the Father, and in that eternal presence, he lactls agent of

creation and revealer of the Father.

157 Orbe makes the opposite point both infiiecesion del Verband in his article “San Ireneo y
la creacién de la material.” In the previous chgdtehowed how Orbe interpreted the Father asdece
of material while the Logos is the form of the mitie(see above p. 92n96). As a result, the Logoses
forth in order to give the unformed material a fo@be writes, Tanto vale decir que para otorgar a las
cosas su primer ser, echo mano de su Virtud y Qugun ahora las sustenta en él de igual forma.”
Orbe, “San Ireneo,” 85. Thus, according to Orbendeus can speak of the Father as the sole, utdregot
creator of the universe without any mention oftlasds the Son and Spirit—their work only comegs late
the formation of humanity. Orbe, “San Ireneo,” Ronetheless, the logic here does not follow, since
other places Irenaeus refers to the Logos/Son est@rwithout mention of the Fathétger.5.18.3).
Moreover, Orbe’s interpretation of creation depeods link to the Middle Platonic understanding of
creation with the Triadhateria-paradigma-demiurgayhich he claims is reflected in Irenaeus’ God-Legos
Sophia triad. Orbe, “San Ireneo,” 77. He does ngai@ for the connection, and in fact, he providesexts
to substantiate it. Conversely, above | have desdra conspicuous lack of Middle Platonic language
Irenaeus’ understanding of creation. Additionalflfsantino and Steenberg’s interpretation of Irarse
understanding of creation as the creatiothofgsis right, then Irenaeus’ understanding of creaérn
nihilo precludes the parallel to a Middle Platonic triddmr@ation. Elsewhere, Orbe argues his point using
the controversial passagid. 43. OrbeProcesion del Verbd,33-136. This argument is taken up and
expanded by Ochagavia, who follows Orbe in virtuall aspects. Ochagavia accepts Smith’s translatio
of Epid. 43 which he rendered, “And that there was betar(e) a Son of God, that is, not only before the
world was made, Moses, who was the first to proph&sys in Hebrew: BARESITh BARA ELOVIM
BASAN BENUAM SAMENThARES, of which the translatias: A Son in the beginning God established
then heaven and earthOchagaviayisibile Patris Filius,100. Ochagavia equates the two phrases “there
was born a Son of God” and “a Son in the begin®@ing established” to conclude that Irenaeus meaats th
God created a Son in the beginning in order to nieleven and earth. Nonetheless, as many scholas ha
previously noted, this interpretation proves profiéc. First, as Rousseau has demonstrated, thi@alri
Greek of the verb rendered by the Armenian \eanelcould be eitheyivopar (“to be born”) oromaexw
(“to be”). Given the content fromdaer.regarding the eternal nature of the Logos/Sonlatter is more
likely the original indicating not that the Sorbisrn but simply that he “is” in the beginning. Reeau,
“La Doctrine de S. Irénée sur la preexistence dmde Dieu danBem.43,” Le Muséor89 (1971): 5-42.
(Both Robinson’s and Behr’s translations refleet ¢higinal use obndoxw here.) Second, and more
importantly, in the crucial phrase “a Son in thgibeing God established then heaven and earth tise
no punctuation in the Armenian leaving no textuatiwation to take “Son” as the object of the verb
“established”, as Smith himself noted. Smih, Irenaeus180n205. Indeed, the text just as easily can be
rendered with “heaven and earth” as the objectesifiblished.” The resulting translation from this
punctuation would affirm nothing more than that 8en was with the Father in the beginning when he
established the world, a thought quite consonattt thie content frorilaeras | have shown. (The latter
translation is, again, reflected in the translagiohRobinson, Rousseau, and Behr.) Since thegexiclear
and could rightly be translated either way, theisiee factor ought to be consistency witler, which
supports an eternal existence of the Logos/Soanyncase, given these factdepid. 43 is a questionable
passage upon which to base an entire thesis, ag@cia, Orbe, (and Smith) attempt.
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While it is true that Irenaeus never states that the Logos is gesthén@n the
essence of the Father, a formula that, according to later Trinitaraoglgewould
support an eternal existence of the Logos/Son, neither does he say that the Logos i
generated from the will of the Father, a formula that would certainlyés@n eternal
existence of the Logd$® Conversely, Irenaeus removes the need for a generation from
or by the will of God by severing the link between the Logos’ generation and the
functions he performs in the economy. Such action demonstrates Irenaeus’ understanding
of the existence of the Logos not as functional, but as necessary. Althoughrbegotte
the Father or having his source in the Father, the existence of the Logos/Smssane
and, thus, eternal in natuf®.Although Irenaeus does not exploit the language in the
manner of later Trinitarian writers, this interpretation is supported badtes’ use of the
divine title “Father,” as noted in the previous chapf@ff for Irenaeus the divine title
“Father” indicates not just something about the Father—that he is the Creator, for
example—»but the unique relationship between the First and Second Persons, then the

existence of the Son is necessary to the essence of God.

188 The generation of the Logos from the will of thatier was common to the Apologists’
theology. Orbe claims that Irenaeus follows Justithe understanding that the Logos is generatad the
will of the Father. Again, he fails to substantihie position with any texts where Irenaeus makes s
claim. OrbeProcesion del Verb@72. The position, rather, is an inference on Gripairt based on a
previous understanding of creation, which | havifigantly addressed and rejected above.

159 One might make the same claim of Justin’s thealdggtin generally is silent on the first stage
of the existence of the Logos. Nevertheless, tfferdnce between Irenaeus and Justin is that timeefio
never links the generation of the Logos to his wiarthe economy. The lack of this connection sutges
that for Irenaeus, unlike Justin, the existencthefLogos is necessary, dependent, that is, umodivine
nature as opposed to the Father’s will. Moreowendeus’ severing of the generation of the Logashas
work in the creation precludes the existence afsh $tage. If the existence of the Logos is neangssn
other words, then there is no need for him to segpdrom the Father in a second stage—he is andlisti
entity from eternity. Wolfson is helpful here. Heites, “But the fact that Irenaeus explicitly denae
beginning of generation to the Logos and interptte¢swvords ‘in the beginning was the Logos’ to mean
that the generation of the Logos was from eterauity the fact also that he never uses any of the
expressions that are characteristic of the twostddje theory, which certainly must have been kntmwn
him, indicate that he did not believe in the twdfstage theory.” WolfsorRhilosophy,1:200.

170 5ee above pp. 80-84.
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The affirmation of the eternity of the Logos/Son in connection with his generation
from the Father suggests that Irenaeus understood it to be an eternal gerethé
manner explicitly formulated by Origen and which, subsequently, would become the
basis for the early pro-Nicene arguments. Indeed, some past scholarsiraed els
much!’* Nevertheless, while the logic would suggest such an understanding, Irenaeus
never makes eternal generation explicit as do later wiitehsstead, in accordance with
Scripture, he simply affirms both that the Logos/Son is generated fro@oth€&ather
and that the Logos/Son is eternally present with the God/Father.

Second, Irenaeus’ anti-Valentinian polemic provides insight into his
understanding that the generation of the Logos does not imply a spatiatieapatrther
ontological or epistemological, between God and his Logos, unlike the respective
understandings of the Valentinians and the Apologists. Rather, because God is simple
and is himself wholly Logos, the generation of the Logos is by no means opantit
that Logos-"> The Logos that is the Second Person remains in the First Person eternally
because the First Person is himself Logos in his nature.

Positively, this conception results in Irenaeus always speaking of God/Bather

Logos/Son as closely united—not only is the Son etermaltythe Father, but also he is

eternallyin the Father:

11 Aeby, Missions Divines57-58; LebretonHistoire 2:581; WolfsonPhilosophy,1:200.

172 Nor does he exploit the language to argue foethenity of the Son. Houssiau has sufficiently
demonstrated these points. Houss@lristologie,30. Rather, Irenaeus addresses these points in the
context of his Logos theology, which he found suéfnt to demonstrate both the eternity of the Secon
Person and the veiled positive understanding of&reration.

3 Barnes draws the connection of this reality to&eus’ understanding of the properties of
spirit. He writes, “Whatever is said about God a@mun contrary to the reality or nature of Spilt.
particular, if we think about the generation of Werd we cannot think of a transition in the lifetioe
Word from “in” God to “out” of God, since these apatial notions which cannot be applied to Spi.
spirit, the Word is always entirely “in” God andutside” of God. We must completely purge our thaagh
of any place-related notions of causality. The Werso completely and perfectly present “here” and
“there” that we must think of a continuous presenlistinguished not according to place by activitgt in
any sort of either/or localization.” Barnes, “Irens’s Trinitarian Theology,’ 83.
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[T]he God who made the earth, and commanded it to bring forth fruit, who
established the waters, and brought forth the fountains, was He who in these last
times bestowed upon mankind, by His Son, the blessing of food and the favor of
drink: the Incomprehensible [acting thus] by means of the comprehensible, and
the Invisible by the visible; since there is none beyond HimHewxists in the
bosom of the FatheFor ‘no man,” he says, ‘has seen God at any time,” unless
‘the only-begotten Son of God, which is in the bosom of the Father, He has

declared [Him].” For He, the Son who is in His bosom, declares to all the Father

who invisible!’*

In this passage, Irenaeus quotes John 1:18, and the meaning he extracts from it is
consonant with the meaning in the Johannine context—both use “the Father's bosom”
language to assert the deep connection that exists between God and LogosnBathe
Son!™

Elsewhere, Irenaeus describes the close relationship as the Fathdirgydwe
the Son when he writes, “God has been declared through the Son, who is in the Father,
and has the Father in Himsel—He who is, the Father bearing witness to the Son, and the
Son announcing the Fathér®Thus, Irenaeus considers the relationship as not only the
Son dwelling in the Father but as a mutual indwelling with the Father and the Son

interpenetrating one another. Lebreton calls this interpenetratiomth@hence

réciproqué of the Father and the SAf!,and | have argued that the unique relationship

" Haer.3.11.5-6, ANF 1:427 with minor revisions, italiasced.

5 The Latin translator renders the key word hersimss.Greek Fragment 10, retained in
Theodoret'Eranistesyeproduces the Johannikéinos. Rousseau$C211:128. On Greek Fragment 10,
see DoutrelealsC210:66, 79-82. Irenaeus’ language here is alsoniso@nt of Theophilus’ description of
the unity of God and his LogoAjtol.2.10, 2.22) with one major exception. Theophilusdhis language
to describe only the first stage of existence eflthgos; Irenaeus used this language to describedfos
in his incarnate state. For Theophilus, the Logoees out of the interior of the Father when he is
generated, and this action allows the Logos torbegmt on earth. For Irenaeus, there is no tranéfer
location—the Logos/Son is in the Father from etgrréven when he is on earth. This is possible lesa
as | asserted above, there is no change of stades éxistence. The Logos is generated from dteanid
remains in the Father in his distinguished existefnam eternity.

1% Haer.3.6.2, ANF 1:419. Although Irenaeus states herettieaFather is in the Son, Barnes
correctly notes that Irenaeus is interested motkdrwitness of John 1:18, that the Son is in thhér.
Barnes, “Irenaeus’s Trinitarian Theology,” 81.

17 _ebreton Histoire 2:555. Barnes follows him in the use of this phr&arnes, “Irenaeus’s
Trinitarian Theology,” 78ff. Prestige provides aogssummation of the relationship envisioned in this
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between the Father and the Son provides the basis for the Son’s full knowledge of the
Father and subsequent revelation of the Father to the WdNbreover, as | suggested
in the previous chapter, this reciprocal immanence of Father and Son is the @&nnitari
reality in the essence of God that Irenaeus suggests, or at leasbiganewith his use
of “Father” as a divine titlé”®

This formulation contrasts directly with the topological theology of the
Valentinians, whose spatial conception of the divine nature resulted in a distance tha
denied the Aeons full knowledge of their Father. Conversely, for Irenaeustlsnce
Logos/Son is one with the Father and one in the sense of no separation, he has full and
complete knowledge of the Father. In the same way, as | alluded to above buakew m
clear with the logic of Logos theology, it is because the Logos/Son hd@Ba#Huel in him
that people can see the Father when they look upon the Son. In this way, knowledge and

the vision of the Son is the same as knowledge and the vision of the Batreraeus

reciprocal immanence or, what he calls, “mutualgtetion.” PrestigeRatristic Thought33-34. Again, he
relates this description to the thought of Gregufrilyssa and fails to identify its presence in &euns.

178 See above pp. 142-143. This reciprocal immanenoenifested also in the dual revelatory
role of Father and Son. Irenaeus writes, “To thaea, therefore, did the Lord bear witness, thatimself
they had both known and seen the Father...[H]Jow cBel@ér have been in ignorance, to whom the Lord
gave testimony, that flesh and blood had not rekad him, but the Father, who is in heaven...the Son
indeed leading them to the Father, but the Fathezaling to them the SonHaer.3.13.2, ANF 1:437. See
alsoHaer.4.6.3, 7.

179 See above pp. 80-8Ruse “Trinitarian” here proleptically. Technicalllyis is a “binitarian”
reality at this point, since Irenaeus only refegsehto the reciprocal immanence of two entities.
Nevertheless, as | will show in the following twieapters, Irenaeus will later include the Spirithirs
interpenetrating relationship.

180 Although beyond the boundaries of this chaptés, tfiuth further demonstrates that the ability
of the Logos to become incarnate is not a virtua leisser divinity. In the “seeing” of the Logos earth,
Irenaeus is always at pains to affirm that both @od the Logos are seen and both of them remain
invisible. Accordingly, he writes, “And through thgord Himself who had been made visible and
palpable, was the Father shown forth, althougHidlhot equally believe in Him; but all saw the fatin
the Son: for the Father is the invisible of the Smrt the Son the visible of the Fathddder.4.6.6, ANF
1:469. Nonetheless, the divine transcendence istaiaed, because by nature, God and his Logos remai
invisible, but because of his love, God allows reth® be seen, and he is seen in his Logos/Soa. Th
incarnation is a limiting of this transcendence afubve, but the limiting happens to both God/Eatand
Logos/Son insofar as both ageenlrenaeus writes|For man does not see God by his own powers; but
when [God] pleases He is seen by men, by whom He,w&hd as He wills.Haer.4.20.5, ANF 1:489.



165

writes, “And again, the Lord replied to Philip, who wished to behold the Father, ‘I have
been so long a time with you, and yet you have not known me, Philip? He that sees Me,
sees also the Father; and how do you say then Show us the Father? For | dratimethe
and the Father in Me; and henceforth you know Him, and have seen ¥fdt from
necessitating a diminished divinity of the Second Person, this logic abse et

Logos/Son can only reveal the God/Father because hesartre®?

Tremblay connects the significance that God thédtat “seen” to the polemical context, namelyt tha
Valentinians believed their Father is never mamiféso the eye. For Irenaeus to affirm the samstpas
the Apologists had, brings Christianity too closdte Valentinian position. The double aspect (ediog
to greatness, according to love) allows him a nggufisition. TremblayManifestation60-65. Likewise,
Daniélou writes: “[For Irenaeus,] the Father anel #on are equally invisible, because they are equal
transcendence, and equally visible by virtue ofabemunication othemselvesvhich they make through
love.” Daniélou,Gospel Messag@57, italics added. Although | have concurred withussiau through
this chapter, at this point our interpretationsedge. As | briefly noted above, Houssiau understahd
“novelty” in Christianity to lie in the knowledgend vision of the Logos/Son who appears in a differe
way than his appearance in the theophanic/proptisiiens. According to Houssiau’s interpretatidmere
is nothing new that is revealed in regards to th@kedge of the Father. He makes this claim intieado
works on Irenaeus’ Trinity coming from the secorajectory which claimed that the newness brought by
Christ was the revelation of God as Trinity. Hoasstlaims that this reading is anachronistic. budte
Irenaeus preached two tenets of Christianity: baliene Godand salvation through Jesus Christ his Son.
HoussiauChristologie,66ff. Houssiau’s interpretation does not take into actthndegree to which for
Irenaeus the knowledge of the Son is a knowleddheoFather and as the knowledge of the Son is ihew,
necessarily means that there is a new knowledgfgedfather. The new knowledge is precisely Triratar
in nature, namely, that the one God is to be knimwelationship to another. Houssiau misses this
significance because he downplays the importantenéeus’ Logos theology and barely brihiger. 2
into his discussion. As such, he overlooks thedagireciprocal immanence.

'8l Haer.3.13.2, ANF 1:437 with minor revisions.

182|f Father and Son are the same, then the Sonteuspirit in the same manner that the Father
is spirit. Indeed, Irenaeus affirms the spirituature of the Son in several places. He writes, teois
indeed Savior, as being the Son and the Logos df But salutary, since [he is] spirit; for he sdiy$ie
Spirit of our countenance, Christ the Lord-d&aer.3.10.2, ANF 1:424. The scriptural citation comesir
Lam. 4:20: ftvevpa mowo@mnov fu@v xeotog kvelov...” Interpreting the same verse from Lamentations,
Irenaeus writes, “The Scripture announces thatgoBpirit of God, Christ was going to become pdssib
man...” Epid. 71, Behr, 86. So united are God/Father and Logasitstrenaeus’ understanding that he has
in the past been interpreted as a “functional metdaBoussetKyrios Christos437. Such an
interpretation would imply that the Logos/Son ig adlistinct entity from the Father, but is mertig
presence of the Father or the mode of the Fatb&isdence on earth. For a modalist interpretation o
Irenaeus in relation to the “hands of God” image below p. 251n86. The interpretation of Irenaeua
modalist is ultimately misguided, however, givea #iernal presence of the Son with and in the Fathe
The Second Person not only begins to work whembears on earth, as a modalist theology would ¢laim
but, as | sufficiently covered in the previous gatthe has been working from the beginning both in
creating and in revealing. There is an unresolhiffitdty in Irenaeus’ thought insofar as Irenadwes not
developed a category by which to speak of two “gbings” which are together one Logos and one
spiritual divine essence (or as | noted above dees has no category of “person”). As Barnes nites,
lack of this aspect in Irenaeus’ thought marksdears’ theology as pre-Monarchian. Barnes, “Irenaeus
Trinitarian Theology,” 81n56. Nevertheless, theeaadt® of this category in Irenaeus’ thought does not
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These two insights regarding Irenaeus’ understanding of the generation of the
Logos confirm the implications of his understanding of the nature of the Logos/Son
drawn from his discussion of the Logos’ pre-incarnational work: for Irenaeus, Goel/Fa
and Logos/Son are equal and one, not in the sense that they are indistinguishable, but in
the sense that they are both of the same divine substance. This statement doas not me
that Irenaeus understood the Father and the Sondpdogcoc in the fourth century
sense of the term, but in a more primitive construction, he believed that because the Son

was generated from the Father, he was of the same sort or kind as thé*Eatter.

render him a modalist. For Irenaeus, the distimctibGod/Father and Logos/Son (and Sophia/Spinites
will see in later chapters) is evident. What nesefining, according to his polemic, is the naturéheir
relationship. For his purposes, he needs onlyd¢admn their unity or oneness. | will suggest iner
five that the “threeness” in his theology can bdarstood according to the distinct, economic fuoniof
Father, Son, and Spirit. Nevertheless, the logitheir distinct functions demands a prior, eternal
distinction of entities within their essential yndr reciprocal immanence.

183 |_ebreton makes a similar point and likewise usesrded language Dxailleurs cette origine
divine ne sépare point le Fils du Pére; il est néRkre, et il reste dans le Pére, de meme querke ¢ en
lui...» LebretonHistoire 2:555. This is the context in which Lebreton intiods his notion of reciprocal
immanence discussed above. Nonetheless, | thinlogfieworks the other way in Irenaeus’ mind. One ¢
conclude that the Son is of the same substandedzather in Irenaeus’ understanding because iheare
ontological distance between them. Orbe’s insigehat Irenaeus did not usgoovaoiog or think that the
Son waspoovotog with the Father obscures the issue. It is anachtiortdo assume that he would have
thought in these terms and so the state of hista@rian theology must not be judged on the lacthef
term, itself. This anachronism is manifested bye&xtmethod of arguing against the possibility that
Irenaeus used this word or thought in this mannethe basis of the fourth century Eusebian claiat th
uses obpoovoiog prior to the fourth century had been connectedtdterial and, therefore, were indicative
of “Gnostic” understandings of the generation. QRr@cesion del Verbd60-663. This manner of
argumentation, although working in the oppositection, mirrors that of the works of the second
trajectory discussed in the introduction abovevdfare to place Irenaeus within a theological ttajey
leading to the fourth century, which itself shobkl secondary to understanding Irenaeus in his own
context, the question should not be whether Iremamuld have accepted or rejected the fourth cgnise
of 6poovoiog in the second century, but rather, whether his rgtdeding of the eternal relationship
between the Father and Son approximated the me#mingich the fourth century figures piioovoiog, a
term which itself evolved and was never as unifaswften is assumed. | suggest that Irenaeus’
formulation of the reciprocal immanence of Fatheat &on, as well as the spiritual nature of both,
approaches the logic of the fourth century. Orloglly way around this conclusion, as | have already
mentioned, is to sever the link between Irenaeamic and his positive theology. His treatment of
Irenaeus’ understanding of the generation and eatiithe Second Person, as with that of Ochagaafals
Smith’s, ultimately suffers from a lack of appreima for the subtleties of Irenaeus’ understandifithe
divine transcendence. These scholars include ltsnaih the Apologists in assuming that there is a
spatial distance between God and the created wdnich must be filled by an intermediary who is the
Logos/Son. This results not only in the diminiskiddnity of the Logos but also in his generation foe
purpose of mediation. Conversely, the interpretatibthe divine transcendence as absolute doe®solt
in the need for a mediator because God is the &sslof all things and in whom can dwell all things
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writes, “[T]he Father is Lord and the Son is Lord, and the Father is God and the Son is
God, sinceHe who is born of God is God"'®* While his inference of equality is based

on the generation in this passage, his use of Logos theology in general supgpoéas s
claim. Both the Father and the Son are, in their very nature, !6tas.Logos, the

Second Person is also spirit like God. The mutual interpenetration of the two divine,
spiritual beings allows Irenaeus to maintain belief in a simple divine natyeddse

presence of distinct personal beings within that same n&fure.

without a filter. Consequently, the existence @ tmgos/Son (and the Sophia/Spirit) does not nest o
God’s need for a mediator in creation and is tlereehot functional. | will return to Irenaeus’ lackneed
for intermediary agents, and its implications foe tespective natures and functions of the Logos&sal
Sophia/Spirit in chapter five.

184 Epid. 47, Behr, 71, italics added. Barnes states thatighine of Irenaeus’ strongest statements
for the full divinity of the Second Person. Barnésnaeus’ Trinitarian Theology,” 87. That Irenaeu
assumes the sameness (in their common Logos atitdidpnature) of the Father and Son is suggested
further in his implicit acceptance of the “lighofn light” analogy of emanation. aer.2.17.2-4,
Irenaeus poses this analogy, along with two otlars, possible means of understanding the Valantini
emanation. He rejects the “light from light” anajagpt because of its inability to approximate thérck
generation, but because it does not fit with Vatgan logic. The Valentinians believed that the Aso
were of a different nature than the First-Fathemfwhom they emanated, as shown in the passibilitire
last Aeon Sophia. According to the “light from lijlanalogy through which the emanated light and the
emanating light are one and the same, the emaAatus should be “of the same substance with the
principle of their emission flutem substantiae cum sint cum principe emissipesruni...” Haer.2.17.4.
That Irenaeus never specifically rejects this agala the manner of his clear rejection of the hamaetic
analogy suggests that he finds in this analogysitipge means of understanding the generation of the
Logos from God. Specifically, since the Logos is@mted from God, he is of the same nature as God.

185 Barnes writes, “It is not because the Second RésstGod’s Word [Logos]” that he is God,
but because he is Word he is God, for only God @d¥ Barnes, “Irenaeus’s Trinitarian Theology,”.75

18 The identification of God/Father and Logos/Sowtie unity is evident in relation to the
creation which, unlike uncreated divinity, has gibaing. Irenaeus writes, “And in this respect Gliffers
from man that God makes, but man is made; and, tidywho makes is always the same; but that wisich i
made must receive both beginning, and middle, aiditian, and increaseMaer,4.11.2, ANF 1:474. |
have already demonstrated that Irenaeus suppdie$ inethe divinity of the Logos through attribag the
act of creation to him, a move paralleled by th@lapists. Here he attributes to the Logos/Son temal,
unchanging nature of God, which finds no paratidhis predecessors. Likewise, he writes, “He indeed
who made all things can alone, together with Higdsy properly be termed God and Lord: but the thing
which have been made cannot have this term apggidtem...”Haer.3.8.3, ANF 1:422. One of Fantino’s
primary means of arguing for the equality of th¢hEa and Son is along these lines, namely thdtan t
division between God and creatures or the uncremiddhe created, Irenaeus clearly places the Logos
the side of God. Fantino even claims that the Ligms, in virtue of the fact that he is the one who
inaugurates the participation of the creation v@thd, is himself uncreated. Fantifidhéologie d’'Irénée,
344-345. In chapter five, | will argue somethinmsar and will suggest that Irenaeus has begun a
redefinition of the titleed to apply not to God the Father alone but to applthe divine nature common
to both Father and Son in order to support théntisbn he makes between the Creator (Father, Son,
Spirit) and the creation (everything else). Seewqlp. 244-246.
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3. Conclusion

In this chapter, | addressed the respective understandings of the Apolodists a
Irenaeus regarding the nature of the Logos/Son by means of his pre-imcainatrk
and his generation from God/Father. | found them united in their understanding of the
Logos as the agent of creation and revealer of the Father, thereby nhakirggos both
divine and distinct from the God/Father. Nevertheless, a key difference ehnetbeir
respective motivations for attributing the mediatory work of creatingewehling to the
Logos. For the Apologists, the understanding of mediation is dictated by MidithaiPla
belief of the inability of the transcendent God/Father to be present and active in the
material world. This understanding resulted in a Logos whose ability to wdrk indrld
is predicated upon a diminished divine nature. Conversely, Irenaeus embraced a
scriptural argument regarding the mediation of the Logos; God creates thneugigbs
because John testifies to it. Due to an absence of Middle Platonic terminodoggus is
not beholden to a logic that necessitates the diminished divinity of the mediator. As a
result, he makes the equality of the First and Second Persons the basis otibsaisc
of the pre-incarnational revelatory work of the Logos. The Logos is eqtraGed,;
therefore, the Logos can manifest him to the world.

These figures’ variant understandings of the generation of the Logos confirm
these conclusions regarding the nature of the Logos. The Apologists understood the
generation of the Logos in terms of two-stage Logos theology, meanirtbeHadgos is
not an eternally distinguished and personal entity. He is eternal, but only iteasnne

is an impersonal power of God. At his generation, he comes out of the Father and from
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that point on is the personal Logos who works in creation. This distinction is based
primarily on the Stoic distinction oféyog évdoiaBetog / Adyog mpodooikds. As a result,
the generation of the Logos resembles the utterance of a human word, predicated on the
will or intention of the Father and connected to his role as agent of creation. In other
words, for the Apologists, the existence of the Logos was not necessary. Conversel
Irenaeus attempts again to be purely scriptural, and because he deems Sdeptwe
the speculative question, he urges silence on the matter. Nonetheless, his detaiiex pol
against the Valentinian theory of emanation provides insights into his understanding.
Namely, the Logos/Son eternally coexists with the Father, that is, he aidesve a
beginning to his existence, and there is no spatial or epistemological distameerbtte
two entities.

These differences ultimately suggest that a variant understandingrattthre of
the Logos/Son is at work in the respective theologies of the Apologists anduseRae
the Apologists, the Logos/Son is divine but not of an equal divinity with the Father. His
diminished divinity results from his generation from the Father’s will, pdsd his
eternally separate existence, and justifies his ability to be visidlactive in the
material world. For Irenaeus, the Logos/Son is also divine, but he is of an equay divinit
with the Father. His equal divinity is demonstrated through his eternal aeaswith
the Father, his eternal presence in the bosom of the Father (or their rdciproca
immanence) shown in that they are both Logos, and his unique ability to reveal the
Father. The only difference between the two divine entities appears to lespketive
roles they play within the economy; above all, the Father begets while the Son is

begotten. These distinctions will provide the focus of the final chapter. Befare
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assess the economic manifestation of the Trinity, | must focus on these’frggpective

understandings of the Holy Spirit proper.
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Chapter Four: The Sophia of God

In the fourth chapter, | turn to the Apologists’ and Irenaeus’ respective
understandings of the nature of the Third Person, called “Spitit'tlua) and
“Wisdom” (codia). As with the third chapter’s study of the Second Person, space here
precludes an exhaustive treatment of all aspects of these pneumatologiemré&hke
will address only those aspects that serve to establish the state etig'ehianitarian
theology® These aspects are (1) the degree to which the Holy Spirit is a distinct, divine
entity alongside the Logos/Son and the logic by which this truth is estahlshd (2)
the functions the Holy Spirit performs in his capacity as a divine entityill argue that
when compared to the undeveloped and inconsistent pneumatologies of the Apologists,
Irenaeus shows an advanced understanding of the personhood of the Holy Spirit and his
divine functions. Moreover, Irenaeus supplies the logic, absent in the Apologists’
pneumatologies, whereby the Holy Spirit is equal to the Logos in his posititinagdéta

God.

1| will not address aspects by which the Holy Siffects anthropology or soteriology. While
these aspects are indeed important to Irenaeushpaelogy, they have little bearing on the stathisf
Trinitarian theology. In any case other works haddressed these aspects adequately. A.D. Alés, for
example, focuses solely on those aspects of Irehpeeumatology that touch anthropology. Alés, “La
doctrine de I'Esprit en S. IrénédRSR14 (1924): 497-538. Other more recent works regarearious
aspects of Irenaeus’ pneumatology include BAhlceticism and Anthropology in Irenaeus and Clement
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 20Q@6-127, BriggmanTheology of the Holy Spirit,6-94, 226-276,
and Hans-Jochen Jaschkeer Heilige Geist im Bekenntnis der Kirchdiinsterische Beitrage zur
Theologie 40 (Munster: Verlag Aschendorff, 1976)igBman’s work, the most recent and most
comprehensive study of Irenaeus’ pneumatology, seitl’e as my primary dialogue partner in the prtesen
chapter.

2 As with the chapter on the Logos, here | will limiy discussion of the work of the Holy Spirit
to the time prior to the incarnation of the Sorth8ligh the form of the Holy Spirit does not chaagée
incarnation, as it does with the Son, Irenaeusiet the Holy Spirit is given to the Church in avrveay
at Pentecost. See below p. 211n117.
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1. The Apologist3
1.1 Justin

As the earliest of the Apologists, Justin shows the most ambiguity and
inconsistencies regarding the person and work of the Holy $pifitile Justin’s belief in
a personal entity named the Spiﬂt/éf)pa)s that is distinct from the Logos/Son and
God/Father seems certain, his manner of describing the entity is not consislieative
of the undeveloped state of his pneumatology, Justin lacks a distinct role for the Holy
Spirit in the economy. This lack of role distinction leads him at times to subsume the
person of the Holy Spirit into the person of the Logos. Barnard’s oft-quoted summary

still offers a succinct statement of the difficulties with Justin’s praalogy: “In strict

3 Unlike the topics studied in previous chapterdegelopment in pneumatology occurs within the
three Apologists. Therefore, | will not consideertntogether according to similar themes in their
respective pneumatologies. Instead, | will consttierperson and work of the Holy Spirit accordiog t
each Apologist in turn. Something analogous hapgpémée Apologists’ development of two-stage Logos
theology. The development of two-stage Logos thgplrystallized in Theophilus’ thought, but |
interpreted that “development” as retroversionrémaeus’ rejection of two-stage Logos theology, he
comes closest to Justin. With pneumatology, thesip occurs. From Justin to Theophilus, the natura
progression of pneumatological thought leads rightenaeus, who further develops and expands the
pneumatology he finds in Theophilus. In his pnewtogly, Irenaeus stands closest to Theophilus.

* Although scholarship is varied regarding Justimslerstanding of the Spirit, the majority
position agrees with the early work of H.B. Swethp concluded, “Justin’s difficulty lay in differéiating
the functions of the Second and Third Persondaif personal distinctness he was clearly cognizant
Swete,The Holy Spirit in the Ancient Church: A Study ofi€tian Teaching in the Age of the Fathers,
repr. (London: MacMillon and Co, Ltd., 1912), 38-8%. the similar positions by Semischustin Martyr,
207-235, Goodenoughustin Martyr,181 (Goodenough limits the distinctiveness of thgitto the
Apologie$, LebretonHistoire 2:476-77, Kelly Early Christian Doctrines101-104, and José Pablo
Martin, El Espiritu Santo en los Origenes del Christianisfastudio sobre | Clemente, Ignacio, Il
Clemente y Justino Mart{Zirich: Pas-Verlag, 1971), 167-176. A minority pies holds that Justin does
not perceive a clear distinction between the persdithe Logos and the Holy Spirit. Notable sch®lair
this opinion include Barnardustin Martyr,102-106,0sbornJustin Martyr,32-36, 44 and most recently
Bucur, “Angelic Spirit,” 190-208.

® Justin speaks variously of “the Spirit,” “the h@pirit,” “the divine Spirit,” “the prophetic
Spirit” or some combination of these titles. Foreatmaustive list, see MartiBspiritu Santo316-320.
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logic there is no place in Justin’s thought for the person of the Holy Spirit because th
logos carries out his function8.”

Justin’s belief in the Holy Spirit as a real and distinct entity emergesnenaws
statements in which he names three distinct entities as objects of @GHyadtef. For
example, in a summary of Christian teaching given earlyApdl., Justin writes, “[W]e
worship the Maker of this Universe...Our teacher of these things is Jesus.Gimistve
will show that we worship Him rationally, having learned that He is the Son olughe tr
God Himself, and holding Him in second place and the prophetic Spirit in the third

rank.”

Justin repeats the same language in his attempt to correlate a passalyjegeg

the divine being from Plato to Christian belief. He writes, “Plato, readesgtthings and

not accurately understanding...said that the power next to the first God was@haced
wisein the universe. And as to his speaking of a third, since he read, as we said before,
that which was spoken by Moses, ‘the Spirit of God moved over the waters.’ For he gives
second place to the Logos who is with God, who, he said, was @acedsein the

universe, and the third to the Spirit who was said to be borne over the water, saying, ‘And
the third around the third ®'Significant also in this regard are numerous liturgical

passages in which the Spirit appears alongside the Father and Son. In actisussi

baptism, for example, Justin describes new believers as washed “in the nMaotktbé

Father and Master of all,” and “in the name of Jesus Christ” and “in the name adlthe H

® Barnard Justin Martyr,106.

"1 Apol.13:1, 3, Barnard, 30-31. | will return to this pags in the next chapter to discuss the
issues regarding the hierarchical relationshipg/éen the three entities. See below pp. 219-22thign
context, the passage’s interest lies in its proatéon of the Spirit as an object of worship alodgsihe
Father and Son.

8 1 Apol.60.5-7, Barnard, 65 with minor revisions. Droge fautest considerable confusion
regarding the original location of the Platoni@tiitn by showing that it comes from the Pseudoemiat
Second Epistl812e. Droge, “Justin Martyr,” 309. The current dahly debates on the authenticity of that
work are irrelevant for my purposes because Jbsieved it to be an authentic Platonic epistle @ a
faithful witness of his teaching.
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Spirit.”® Likewise, Justin shares what appears to be an early form of a Euchaagéc pr
when he writes, “Over all that we receive we bless the Maker of all through His Son
Jesus Christ and through the Holy Spitt These passages demonstrate that Justin’s
Christian experience testifies to the active presence of a Holy Sgpiiriictlisom the
Father who creates and the Son who appeared on&arth.

Despite this conviction, Justin fails to assign a unique function to the Spirit in the
economy that would justify the Spirit's separate existence next to the .LDges
omission likely stems from Justin’s interest in establishing the Lagyasdavine being
alongside the Most High God in order to affirm God’s creative and salvific purposes.
By his Logos theology, Justin shows how the transcendent God (fully compatible with
the God of Greek philosophy) is identified with the loving God of Scripture; the L.ogos
rather than the Most High God, works in the material creation. Justin accomplshes hi
purpose by ascribing every divine work in the economy—creating, revealing;tetihe
Logos™® For example, Justin most often associates the Spirit with the work of prdfhecy,

but because he understands prophecy as a divine'woekalso attributes that function

°1Apol.61.10, 13.

191 Apol.67.2, Barnard, 71.

™ On Justin’s understanding of the experience oSpieit in his Christian community, as opposed
to the Spirit's personhood or work in Justin’s tlogy, see J.E. Morgan-Wynne, “The Holy Spirit and
Christian Experience in Justin Martyl/C 38 (1984): 172-177.

121n this assessment, | am not far from Martin’satosion that Justin displays “a profound
tendency to concentrate in théyog every manifestation of the Father.” Martispiritu Santo184.

13 For Justin, the Logos alone is the agent of aveaind the addressee of Gen. 1:26 to whom God
says, “Let us make...” Sd@ial. 62.1-2. Justin also recognized the presence ofrd Bhe creation
narrative, namely Gen. 1:2, but he does not uspdksage to refer to a creative work of the HolyitSp
The presence of a hovering spirit in Gen. 1:2 talistin only that Plato must have read Moses ieraial
form his understanding of three powers. Ségal. 60.5-7 quoted above.

4 Texts in which the Spirit is named as “prophetic’as the agent of prophecy includégol. 6,

12, 13, 31, 33, 35, 38-42, 47-48, 51, 53, 59, 80D&al. 25, 28, 32, 34, 38, 43, 49, 52, 56, 61, 73-74, 78,
91, 114, 124. For the origin of this phrase, segh@m N. Stanton, “The Spirit in the Writings of thus
Martyr,” in The Holy Spirit and Christian Origins: Essays infdo of James D.G. Duned. Stanton,
Bruce W. Longnecker, and Stephen C. Barton (Graaqld®: Eerdmans, 2004), 321-334.

15 Justin writes earlier, “[T]his is the work of Gad, announce something before it happens, and
as it was predicted, so to show it happeningXpbl. 12.10, Barnard, 30.
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to the Logos in order to show the Logos’ divine nature. This attribution of prophecy to
both the Logos and the Spirit results in general confusion and inconsistency ofjlangua
Justin can say both, “the Holy Spirit...through the prophets foretold all the things about
Jesus,* and “the prophets are inspired igne othetthan the divine Logos..** In the
Dial., Justin consistently attributes prophecy to the prophetic Spirit, perhaps in order to
emphasize a shared understanding of the agent of prophecy with his Jewishuitaiefloc
Nevertheless, even there he randomly interchanges the prophetic agent withas¥ L
The confusion is underscored by those times in which the interchange of prophetic agents
occurs in the midst of one passafe.

Ultimately, Justin’s pneumatology suffers because of an ill-defined platieefo
Spirit in the economy. His Christian experience and participation in the Chilifiiayy
informs him of the existence of a Holy Spirit, but his primary intent to edhatbles
Logos/Son as a divine being alongside the Most High God precludes any perception on
his part of a unique work of the Spirit which would have better defined the Holy Spirit

and established him as a distinct entity alongside the Logos/Son. Anyhatdould

161 Apol.61.13, Barnard, 67. Martin claims that this statenithe first in the history of the
Triadic Christian formulas that “the Holy Spirit tife formula of faith is expressly identified withe Spirit
of God who inspired the Prophets.” Martispiritu Santo177.

171 Apol.33.9, Barnard, 46-47, italics added. See alpdl.36.1, 2Apol. 10.

18 Trypho states iial. 55.2, “To convince us of this the Holy Spirit séiidough David...” Falls,
82. On this point, see Martikspiritu Santo]174 and Barnes, “Early Christian Pneumatology,”-189.

19 See, for exampldial. 52.4, 62.1.

2 Djal. 56.4-5,114. Martin attempts to clarify Justin’s languagedklineating different aspects of
prophecy to the Logos and the Spirit, respectiviety. example, he argues that Justin understands the
Logos as the author of prophecy and of all revetativhereas the Spirit is bound only to the progtadc
the Old Testament. Martispiritu Santo,173-176. Martin makes this argument in order teatehe
conclusion of some scholars that Justin sees thi &pd the Logos as the same entity. | agree tiitin
that Justin does not equate these figures; howetldnk he attempts more systematization thanildgst
texts allow. Still, his insight reveals anothemsfigzant weakness of Justin’s pneumatology, nantéigt
the Spirit's work is limited to the Old Testamehtistin does not have a concept of the ongoing atwgl
work of the Holy Spirit in the Church because otteeone whom he predicted to come has come, no need
for prophetic work exists.
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prove divinity to an entity other than the Most High God is ascribed to the Logos;

therefore, the Spirit remains for Justin an undefined afterthought.

1.2 Athenagoras

Like Justin, Athenagoras reveals a strong conviction in the existence tihatdis
and personal entity called the Spirit. Additionally, his pneumatology shows an important
development that allows him to establish the Spirit's personality to a degfreeesent
in Justin’s work, namely, his discussion of the generation or origin of the Spirit from
God. This discussion results in a parallel status of the Spirit and the Logcaionred
God that subsequently enables Athenagoras to give the Spirit his own work in God’s
economy.

In Leg.10.4, the passage following his detailed statement on the generation of the
Logos, Athenagoras writes, “Furthermore, we claim this same Holyt,Spno works in
those who cry out prophetically, to be an effluence of God, who flows forth and returns
like a ray of the sun** Several similarities between this passage and his passage
describing the generation of the Logos suggest that Athenagoras inteptpamallels
the two account®’ First, the Spirit has his source in God, from whom the Spirit emerges.
Second, the Spirit, like the Logos, comes forth to perform a function, namely pyophe

described with the same word as that used to describe the function of the dveg9sd

20w G o _ - S -
“kaitol kat avTod TO EVeQYODV TOIG EKPWVODOL TTEOPNTIKWS &YLOV TveDpa &tdgolay elvadi

bapev Tov Beov, dmogeéov kal émavadegopevov ws dxtiva HAtov.” Leg.10.4.The Holy Spirit here refers
back to the Spirit of the previous statement whgheenagoras writes, “The prophetic Spirit also agre
[ouvaded] with this account{o Ady«] [of the generation of the Logos]. ‘For the Lord,5ays, ‘made me a
beginning of his ways for his works.’eg.10.4, Schoedel, 23.

%2 For a discussion on Athenagoras’ passage on tierafion of the Logos, see above pp. 128-
129.
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compared ta@vépyewxr). Third, Athenagoras uses Scripture to support the account of the
Spirit’s origin, as he did with the generation of the Logos. The passage qpiritis S
generation irLeg.10.4 contains an allusion to Wisdom of Solomon 7:25, which reads,
“For she (Wisdom) is a breathquic] of the power of God, and a pure emanation
[&méooowa] of the glory of the Almighty...* The key word here i&régooia, which
functions almost as a title for the Third Person analogous to thaditte for the
Second Person. Later, Athenagoras writes, “the Son [is] the Mind, Logos, and Sophia of
the Father, and the Spirit [is] the effluenaeroooia] [of the Father] as light from a
fire.”2* Here,antdopowax stands in parallel position to the titles of the Son.
Neverthelessymogoowa falls short of establishing an eternal relationship between
the Father and the Spirit. The lack of the eternal, distinct nature of theaBguatbly is
confirmed with Athenagoras’ use of the analogy that the Spirit “flows fordm[{&od]
and returns [to God] like a ray of the sdn This statement mirrors Justin’s “light from
light” analogy used in his description of the generation of the Logo$fmwith

Justin’s use of the analogy, Athenagoras’ use of the analogy in this contexigtigtent

#Wisd. 7:25, NRSV translation. Most scholars makinig connection argue that theuic of
Wisd. 7:25 is reflected in Athenagoras’ useetic (ray); the Apologist simply mixed the words. See
Malherbe, “The Holy Spirit in AthenagoraslTS20 (1969): 538-542 and Pouderdithénagore 102-
103n3.

% eg.24.2.

Leg.10.4.

% Djal. 128.3-4. As noted in chapter three, Justin adddessepotential problems with the
analogy in order to affirm a real distinction bebmeGod and the Logo®fal. 128.3-4). See above p.
120n53. Athenagoras nowhere combats such a pdtamnsianderstanding; in fact, he encourages it with
his added description that the Spirit goes fortimfand returngto the Father. Moreover, Athenagoras does
not display the same careful concern to estahtisteternal nature of the Spirit that he did with tlgos.

As such, there is nothing analogous to the twoestamgos theology in relation to the Spirit in
Athenagoras’ work. More akin to the Valentiniandheof emanations, Athenagoras’ pneumatology
implies that the Spirit commences his existencennieemanates from the Father and arguably ends his
separate existence when he returns to the Fathithr Hi¥ use of Wisd. 7:25 in reference to the $pime
might expect Athenagoras to use the title “Sopbifathe Spirit, which would have helped establisthbo

the eternal nature and the distinction of the §gitit he does not use this title. This identifizatis a
pneumatological development that will occur aftex Athenian Apologist.
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negates the real distinction between God and the Spirit, for the Spirit is nattedpar

from the Father for eternity, but only for a certain amount of time. Still,stheras’
insights on the generation of the Spirit, and its parallels with his account of the igenerat
of the Son, suggest that Athenagoras understood, although imperfectly, the ndtare of t
Holy Spirit as distinct from the Logos.

Although imperfectly established, Athenagoras’ understanding of the separate
nature of the Holy Spirit allows him to attribute the work of prophecy to thet,Spjone
because he nowhere confuses the persons of the Spirit and the Logos as JtfsEnrhad.
Athenagoras, roles for the Second and Third Persons are distinct—the Logos isithe age
of creation, while the Spirit is the agent of prophecy. Athenagoras establishes this
distinction of roles by connecting one function—or one category of funé¥ensith
each of the three divine entities in his outline of Christian doctrihegnl0: God the
Father “created, adorned, and now rules the universe...” He creates througiyale L
the “Ideal Form and Energizing Power for everything material...” SubsegudrglHoly
Spirit “is active in those who speak prophetically?® These works are united in their
shared status as works of the power of God (expressed by thieN@wa),sO but

Athenagoras keeps them distinct through his precise language—he nowitaurteatto

2" This consistent attribution also may result frothéhagoras’ failure to address the incarnation.
Both Justin’s and Irenaeus’ writings show the nimedemonstrate the continuity between Jesus Ghest
incarnate Son and the pre-existent Logos of Gaetnéinuity demonstrated by the Second Person’s
continual work of revelation to the patriarchs gmdphets as the Logos of the theophanies, andéente
times, to the disciples and gospel writers throtighl ogos’ incarnation. Without attention to the
incarnation, Athenagoras has no need to demonskiigteontinuity. As such, prophecy can be limited
the work of the Spirit in accord with the traditairitle “the prophetic Spirit.”

28 Athenagoras’ description of God the Father cregatimorning, and ruling ibeg.10.1 could be
taken as three functions, but they all refer toddume general category of providential creating.

#eg.10.1, 3, and 4.

%0 For more on Athenagoras’ understanding of the saaym Spirit as possessing the same power
of God, see below pp. 226-231.
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the Spirit the work of creation, and he nowhere attributes to the Logos the work of
prophecy or revelation.

Scholars often interpret Athenagoras’ statemehem6.2, “all things have been
created by his [that is, God’s] Logos and sustained by the spirit from him” as a
indication that Athenagoras assigns the Holy Spirit a role in credt®everal problems
exist with this interpretation. Firdteg.6.2 is the only passage in the entire work that
notes a creative function of the Spirit, despite several other passageiesr@goras
describes the process of creatidiThese creation passages all contain a version of the
statement “God creates through his Logos,” but they lack any mention of aermatk
of the Spirit. Far from establishing a doctrine of the work of the Spirit in credtiem, t
Leg.6.2 offers an exception from Athenagoras’ standard formula. Second,LiagHEd
passage in which Athenagoras addresses each divine entity in turn as lnes\vaskt
that distinguishes one from another, he says nothing about the Spirit’s role iorgreati
thus limiting the Spirit’'s work to prophecy. If the Spirit’s functions included susta
the creation, this important work likely would be repeatedeig. 10.4, the only passage
that addresses the distinct identity of the Spirit as compared with the othévtne

beings® Third, the context of theeg.6.2 statement shows that Athenagoras here does

3w caa s s . - - , . . "
...00 Adyw dednuiovoynTaL Kai T maQ’ adTob mvevpatL ouvéxetat T mavta...” Leg.6.2.

Scholars who show this understanding of the Spivitdrk in Athenagoras include Barnafdhenagoras,
107, Barnes, “Early Christian Pneumatology,” 178an,Athenagoras36, Malherbe, “Holy Spirit,”
538-539, Prestigdlatristic Thought88-89, SchoedeAthenagorasxviii, 15.

32 For exampleleg.4.2, 10.1, 3, 25.3.

33 Malherbe argues that the Prov. 8:22 referente@10.4 should be taken not as a reference to
the Logos, as is nhormally understood, but as aeeée to the Spirit, thus providing an additioredttto
support the Spirit’s creative work. His argumenassfollows: 1) the use @frtogoowa to describe the Spirit
in Leg.10.4 is inspired by Wisd. 7:25; 2) the figure 06¥r8:22 and Wisd. 7:25 both refer to a pre-
existent Sophia/Wisdom figure; 3) for Athenago@sefer the Sophia of Prov. 8:22 to the Logos dued t
Sophia of Wisd. 7:25 to the Spirit is contradictofgcordingly, Malherbe takes the dative formaéfyog
in Leg.10.4 to refer to the Second Person, as opposeattmtint” as | have rendered it (see above p.
176n21), and the vedvadw (“to agree”) to refer to the agreement of the Lognd the Spirit in their
work of creation. Malherbe, “Holy Spirit,” 538-54Malherbe’s argument has several difficulties. tirs
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not intend to explain the Christian understanding of creation (which does not come until
Leg.10); rather, in this passage he intends only to give occasional examyies of t
parallels between Christian and Greek beliefs regarding the divine natuocedigty,
Athenagoras writes that “God’s spirit” is active in the creation in oadeotrelate

Christian doctrine with the Stoic belief in a spirit who moves through all “perioasadf

matter.*

Most likely, then, Athenagoras’ use@foua in Leg.6.2 refers not to the
Holy Spirit but to a generic spirit of God that permeates and sustains creatiergfa us
ntveopa, Which is paralleled in Theophilus’ worR Thus, the Holy Spirit, thamdopowx

of the Father ineg.10.4, has no function in creation; his work is strictly prophetic.

Athenagoras nowhere else refers to the Spirit @hi@pbut he specifically refers to the Logos apla
(Leg.24.2) where the title juxtaposes with that of tipériBwho is not the Sophia but tlietdooix of God
Thus, if Athenagoras is appropriating the Jewisksd&/im tradition in order to establish a pre-exisfentre
in creation, the figure with which he is concerigdore likely the Logos. However, even if Atheneago
associates Sophia with the Spirit (by, for examatiibuting the figure in Wisd. 7:25 to the prast@nt
Spirit), this does not necessitate him attributimg figure in Prov. 8:22 to the Spirit as well. éed,
Theophilus regards the Spirit as Sophia and yeetegs to the figure in Prov. 8:22 as the Loghstol.
2.10). In neither Athenagoras’ quotation of Pra223 nor his allusion to Wisd. 7:25, does he rédethe
pre-existent figure called Sophia by name—Malhdré® provided the name. Second, Malherbe overlooks
the adjectiverpodnticoc used to describe the Spiritlieg.10.4. Its presence signals not a creative
function of the Spirit but a prophetic function—t8pirit prophesies to the presence of the Logos @iid
and his actions in creation in Prov. 8:22. In te&trdine, Athenagoras underscores this prophetictfan
only as characteristic of the Spirit. Moreover, timdy other use of the adjective in connection wiith
Spirit (Leg.18.2) likewise underscores his function of spealkimgugh the Scriptures. This prophetic
action of the Spirit explains both the vertvddw and the change of the referentéf os from the Second
Person irLeg.10.2-3 to an “account” iheg.10.4. The prophetic Spirit “agrees” with Athenagdra
“account” of the generation of the Logos insofahagrophesied of the same generation in Prov. 882
translation of the first sentencelaég.10.4, then, is a transitional statement-t@y.10.2-3, Athenagoras
addresses the Logos. In the first sentendeegf10.4, he offers the scriptural proof of his statateg
inspired by the Spirit, which then leads him toapef the Spirit in the remainder bég.10.4. Thusleg.
10.4 does not refer to a creative function of th&i§ making the interpretation dfeg.6.2 as witnessing to
the Spirit’s creative function less likely.

¥ Leg.6.4.

% Although he did not develop his idea, Grant obsérhat the sustaining agent.ieg.6.2 is the
pre-existent Christ, and he located the sourchefdea in Colossians and Ephesians. Gf@mtistian
Doctrine of God92. Apparently he had in mind a spirit of the Logberefore, he united the two functions
in the one person of the Logos. Grant's interpratasprings from the absence in Athenagoras’ wék o
notion of Spirit as Creator. In hBreek ApologistsGrant says nothing of a creating or sustaining tionc
of the Spirit in Athenagoras’ understanding, despis generally high view of the Athenian Apologist
Trinitarian theology. GrantGreek Apologist992. Unfortunately, the most prolific Athenagorahaiar,
Pouderon, is unclear on his interpretation of thieptial creative function of the Spirit. Althougrs
translation ol_eg.6.2 favors the position of Malherbet, al.(Athénagore91), Pouderon fails to address
the passage in his larger treatment of AthenagpraesimatologyAthénagore d’Athéned40-142). In the
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Despite the Spirit's distinct role of prophecy, his work is limited. Athenagoras
like Justin®® does not address the question of an ongoing role of the Spirit in the present
life of the Christian community. His lack of attention to this point stems frorfaiise
to address any aspect of the incarnation or the life of the Church. Thus, fer all hi
advances upon Justin’s ill-defined notion of the Spirit, Athenagoras fails to attabute

the Spirit a lasting role in God’s economy.

1.3 Theophilus

Theophilus exhibits two important pneumatological advances from both his
predecessors. Both developments are the result of a Second Temple Jewisteinfluenc
gained from Theophilus’ strongly Jewish/Jewish Christian setting in AnticEhe first
of these developments is his identification of the Third Person with the hypedtasiz
Wisdom or Sophiadodia) of God present in Jewish Wisdom literature. This

identification denotes a significant change from Justin, Athenagoras, anc:atlye

latter treatment, Pouderon notes that Athenagareapable of usingveoua not to refer to the Holy Spirit
but to refer to a general attribute of God, whiahuld appear to favor my reading. However, his chart
categorizing Athenagoras’ usesrafeopa according to his schematization inexplicably ortiis use of
nivebpa in Leg.6.2. Interestingly, Pouderon notes a useafopa with possible connections to the Spirit's
creative function overlooked by other scholars, elgrm.eg.5.3, which he rendergRieu) tient les rénes
de la creation par son Espnit.PouderonAthénagore d’Athened40. Nevertheless, Pouderon rejects this
passage as a reference to the Holy Spirit becatisnAgoras attributes the thought to Euripidese®iv
Pouderon’s limiting of the work of the Spirit togmhecy and his general ambivalence toward Athe@agor
doctrine of the Holy Spirit regarding his distimetrsonhood, the scholar likely does not ascribeative
function to the Spirit in Athenagoras’ thought. Orifinately, his failure to address the key passaajees

it impossible to be certain of his thoughts.

% See above p. 175n20.

37 See above p. 51n11@n the Jewish background of the images that follswelated to
Theophilus, see Bardfhéophile 43-45, DaniélouJewish Christianity110-114, Grant, “Problem of
Theophilus,” 188-196, idem., “Theophilus to AntigcB34-242, Kretschmafruhchristlichen
Trinitatstheologie28-31, 59-61, and LebretoHjstoire 2:570. Two of these images are present in Barnes’
schematic of the “four traditions of Jewish Chestpneumatologies,” namely, “Spirit as creator” and
“wisdom pneumatology.” The other two traditions Bes identifies are angelic pneumatology and consort
pneumatology. Barnes, “Early Christian Pneumatalb@jy0. Of the four great sources of Jewish Claisti
pneumatology Barnes identifies, Prov. is the mogtdrtant for Theophilus. Barnes, “Early Christian
Pneumatology,” 177.
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writers who universally identified this Sophia figure with the $6fhe second
development is his attribution of the work of creation to the Holy Spirit alongside the
Son. According to the second century Jewish Christian understanding of God, this
attribution gives to the Spirit a divine function, and as a result, the divinity of the Holy
Spirit is clearest in Theophilus’ works.

Theophilus makes the identification of the Holy Spirit and Sophia in two places.
First, he interprets Psalm 33/2:6 to say that two agents are at work in creabpppaed
to the standard one agent (the Logos) proclaimed by the Fourth Gospelanddby
Justin and Athenagoras. Theophilus understands this second agentzcalied by the
Psalmist, as the Sophia of God. He writes, “God made all things through hisdrabos
his Sophia, for ‘by his Logos the heavens were made firm and by his Spirit all thei
power.” In Theophilus’ interpretation that introduces the Psalm, Sophia replaces the
Psalmist’s use of Spirit. Theophilus’ parallel placement of Logos indi¢thét he does
not intend to introduce a fourth agent calledoua into the equation. Since the first
agent is the same in both Theophilus’ statement and the Psalm with which he supports his
statement, it follows that the second agent is the same, despite a change $etitind,
when he refers to the prophetic work of the Holy Spirit, Theophilus interchangds Spiri
and Sophia. He writes, “The men of God, who were possessed by the Holy Spirit
[vevuartog ayiov] and became prophets and were inspired and instructed by God

himself, were taught by God and became holy and righteous. For this reason they wer

3 Although Athenagoras alludes to Wisd. 7:25 indigcussion of the Spirit, which could have
constituted an identification of Spirit and Sopltia,does not develop the idea to any significagteis
and he never makes explicit the connection betv@pirit and Sophia. For Athenagoras, following Justi
the Sophia of God is the Logos.

3946 0edg dL TOD AGYOL avTOD kal TG codlag €moinoe Ta mavta: T Yoo Adyw avtov
¢otegedOnoav ot ovpavol kail @ mvevpatt avtov.” Autol. 1.7
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judged worthy to receive the reward of becoming instruments of God and containing
Sophia fodiav] from him. Through Sophia they spoke about the creation of the world
and about everything else *”In this passage, the Sophia acts as the agent who inspires
prophecy, and the same is implied, both here and elsewhere, of the Holy Spirit.
Accordingly, the two figures are equated by their identical funétion.

The identification of the Holy Spirit with Sophia represents a significant
development in pneumatology because it provides Theophilus the logic establishing the
Spirit as a distinct person alongside the Father and the Logos. With Theptbia|Gpirit
is no longer an ambiguous, vague figure subsumed into the person of the Logos (as was
witnessed with Justin) or an entity emerging from and returning to therHite a ray of
the sun (as was witnessed in Athenagoras). As the Sophia of God, the Spirit ghrallels
Son’s identity as the Logos of God. Both entities are eternal attributes fedittiner and
both stand in equal relationship to the Father (allowing Theophilus elsewhere to refer t

them as the “hands of God™.

“0 Autol. 2.9, Grant, 39 with minor revisions.

*!In Grant’s understanding, Theophilus never equatespa andoodia in the manner | have
here suggested. Instead, Grant segga in Theophilus’ understanding refers to the entiarest to the
Third Person, whom | have been calling the Holyri§pwhile mveoua refers to either the breath of God
(Autol. 1.7) or a “medium of revelation, though not quiteesisonal agent like Logos or Sophia...” Grant,
“Theophilus of Antioch,” 251. He discounts the sed@xample | have drawn in favor of the identificat
of nvevpa andoodia because of the lack of a definite article wittevpatoc ayiov (admittedly, my
adding the definite article is an interpretive reridg). Nonethelesawith the first example Grant admits
that the Sophia is identified with this medium e¥elation. He rejectsveoua as a title for the Third
Person, however, because “the identification issyetematic or thoroughgoing.” Grant, “Theophildis o
Antioch,” 252. Other scholars with similar interfations include Kretschmafrinitatstheologie 32 and
Rogers,Theophilus81-89. | think the tradition of the Holy Spirit &tee agent of prophecy in both Jewish
and Christian traditions is too strong and Theahiteferences to the Holy Spirit as the agentroppecy
too many to sustain the argument that Theophiles dot consider theveoua in some places as the Third
Person, also callegb¢ia. In any case, Grant’s interpretation is too citmus to sustain the division he
perceives betweemnvesopa andoodia. His interpretation begs the questiéwhat does it mean to say that
the mveopa is impersonal but is sometimes identified with pleesonabogia?” | offer a potential solution
below, in which | suggest thatveoua, like codic, is fluid and can refer to multiple entities, onendfich
is the Third Person.

2 Autol. 2.18.
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Moreover, Theophilus demonstrates the parallel natures of the Second and Third
Persons through their comparable generations from the interior heart of GaddiRg
the generation of the Holy Spirit, Theophilus writes, “Therefore God, having his own
Logos innate in his own bowels, generated tagether with his own Sophigomiting
him forth before everything elsé*Due to Theophilus’ inclusion of the Spirit with the
Logos in this statement, all the aspects of distinct personality giviie L.ogos based on
his generation ought to be given to the Spirit as Wellccordingly, the Spirit is eternal,
although he exists from eternity as an impersonal attribute of God, indishiaglagrom
God and (presumably) indistinguishable from the Logos. At his generation begore
creation of the world, he comes forth from the Father with the Logos allowing both
entities to work as the agents of God in the world.

For Theophilus, the Spirit performs the same functions as the Logos in the
material creation; namely, the Spirit reveals the purposes of the Faithenost
importantly, he is the agent of creation. Like Justin and Athenagoras, Theophiluedelie
that the Spirit functions as the prophets’ agent of inspiration. He writes, “All thiegs
are taught us by the Holy Spirit which spoke through Moses and the other prophets...”
Elsewhere he writes, “It is obvious how agreeably and harmoniously all the grophet
spoke, making their proclamation by one and the same Spirit concerning the sole rule of
God and the origin of the world and the making of ni&myain, in the third book, he

writes, “[T]he teaching of the prophets and the gospels is consistent witbdjus

43 Autol. 2.10, Grant, 39, italics added.

4 See above pp. 129-132.

5 Autol. 2.30, Grant, 75. For a similar statement, Aetl. 3.23.
46 Autol. 2.35. For a similar statement, s&atol.3.17
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because all the inspired men made utterances by means of the one Spirit &f Goal.”
observations emerge from Theophilus’ passages regarding the prophetic fundi®n of t
Spirit. First, the prophetic function is normally associated with thertitt®ua as

opposed t@roq)ia.48 Second, unlike the previous two Apologists, Theophilus does not
limit the prophetic/revelatory function to the prophets; instead, he understands this
function as ongoing in the Christian community. The Holy Spirit spoke through the New
Testament writers in the same way he spoke through the Old Testamerst\Watel he
continues to speak to Christians. Theophilus writes, “For this reason it is plair that al
rest were in error and that only the Christians have held the truth—we who ardexdstruc
by the Holy Spirit who spoke in the holy prophets and foretold everythfrithese
passages are noteworthy insofar as Theophilus says little about theatoafiisak

beyond the Old Testament.

47 Autol.3.12, Grant, 117. See alsaitol. 1.14, 16. Theophilus, like Justin, also attributes
function of prophecy to the Logos. For examplewhiges, “Solomon—or rather, the Logos of God
speaking through him as an instrument—say#ufol. 2.10, Grant, 41. As with Justin, this tendency doul
be interpreted as confusion or inconsistency. Nbe@ss, given Theophilus’ more defined understamndi
of the Sophia/Spirit as equal to the Logos, TheapHikely intends to show their cooperation insthi
manner—both agents speak the prophetic words ofl@oduse both were with God in the beginning.

“8 One exception occurs Autol. 2.9 quoted above. Theophilus makes this exceptissiply in
order to solidify the identification between theirB@nd the figure he calls Sophia. Two other fass
exceptions exist. First, iAutol. 2.10, Theophilus writes, “For the divine Sophiakria advance that some
persons were going to speak nonsense and makeomeffith multitude of non-existent gods. Therefane,
order for the real God to be known through his wpdad to show that by his Logos God made heaven an
earth and what is in them, he said: ‘In the Begigrntod made heaven and earth.” Grant, 41. Her&idop
is credited with speaking these words of Scriptbi@wever, the meaning Theophilus draws from this
passage is not prophetic—the Logos is not proptdsieork in creation so much as he is describeghas
agent of creation. Instead, Theophilus contragtsrthaning of the Holy Spirit's statement in Gernthimse
people who “speak nonsense.” Thus, the title “Sapbeétter underscores this contrast than doesttae t
“Spirit” for it contrasts the wisdom of God to thaolishness of the pagans. The second exceptiomgom
from Autol. 3.15 in which Theophilus writes, “God is acknowledgtruth controls, grace preserves, peace
protects, holy Logos leads, Sophia teaches, Lifg¢rots, God reigns.” Grant, 121. Theophilus regylar
describes the words of Scripture as “the teachiteggling to the conclusion that he means heredicate
the Sophia as the one who speaks in the ScriptNmrsetheless, once again the import of the passagst
prophecyper seso much as the teachings of Christianity in gen&rhaich, again, are more appropriately a
function of the title “Sophia,” insofar as Theopfsilconsiders Christian teachings as full of wisdom.

9 Autol. 2.22 notes that John spoke by the same Holy Spirit.

%% Autol. 2.33, Grant, 82.
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If mvevua is associated most often with the work of propheoyia is
associated most often with the work of creation. This association likely is dge to it
Jewish origins as well as the parallel it establishes between the EngahRas God’s
eternal Wisdom and the Second Person as God’s eternal Word. Therefore, ligagdbe L
the Sophia is with God in the beginning—God has two agents of creation. Theophilus
writes, “For the prophets did not exist when the world came into existence; érer¢he
Sophia of God which is in [God] and his holy Logos who is always present wittthim.”
Regarding the work of creation itself, Theophilus writes, “God is found sayingu4_e
make man after the image and likeness’ as if he needed assistance; but et said *
make’ to none other than his own Logos and his own Sophia.tontrast, Justin's
interpretation of the same verse—Genesis 1:26—identified the Logos altme a
recipient of God’s statement. Theophilus elsewhere writes, “He is God, whahdals
gives life through Logos and Sophi&.Theophilus also speaks of the Sophia apart from
the Logos in this work when he writes, “His Sophia is most powerful: ‘God by Sophia
founded the earth; he prepared the heavens by intelligence; by knowledge tlee abyss
were broken up and the clouds poured forth dew/sThese passages demonstrate
Theophilus’ conviction that the Sophia is an equal agent of creation with the Logos. In
fact, Theophilus nowhere distinguishes the kind of work they do in creation; the work is,
evidently, identical.

As important as Theophilus’ identification of Spirit and Sophia and his attribution

of the work of creation to the Spirit is for the development of pneumatology in general,

*L Autol. 2.10, Grant, 41.

*2 Autol. 2.18, Grant, 57.

3 Autol. 1.7, Grant, 11.

> Autol. 1.7, Grant, 11. The Scripture passage here quot@es from Prov. 3:19. On this point,
see als®utol. 1.13.



187

and Irenaeus’ pneumatology in particular, two factors limit their s@amfie and produce
confusion in Theophilus’ pneumatology. First, “Sophia” is not solely a title for thvel Thi
Person; it describes the Second Person as well. For exampilgpln2.10, shortly after
distinguishing Logos and Sophia into two distinct entities by means of thallgbar
generations, Theophilus uses the title “Sophia” of the Logos. He writesd['@ed this
Logos as his servant in the things created by him, and through him he made all things. He
is called Beginning because he leads and dominates everything fashioned through him.
was he, Spirit of God and Beginning and Sophia and Power of the Most High, who came
down...”™" Theophilus makes the same identification between the Second Person and
Sophia and Power in a later passage when he writes, “But his Logos, through whom he
made all things, who is his Power and Sophia, assuming the role of God and conversed
with Adam.”®® Theophilus likely is influenced by Paul in these passages, who called the
Son the “power and wisdom of God” in 1 Corinthians 1:24. Although he does not cite the
scriptural reference, it might explain the change of referent for “Sophistn
instances. Still, the change of reference shows that the Spirit-Sophia idgotifitas yet
to be fully established.

Second, although Theophilus distinguishes between Spirit and Sophitoht
1.7 and 2.9, it is not at all clear that every time Theophilus speaks of Bediga, he

intends the personal figure of Sophi&everal uses ofvevua suggest that he is

referring to an impersonal, all pervasive spirit more akin to the Staieua or Middle

55w = o e L . Ve o o
“Tovtov Tov Adyov €oxev DOLEYOV TV UTT ADTOD Yeyevnpévwy, Kai dl’ avtoD t& mavia

nemoinkev. O0Tog Aéyetat apxr), OTL &QXEL KAl KUQLEVEL TAVTWY TV dL’ ADTOL DeDNULOVQYNHEVWV.
O07og 00V, OV mvedpa BeoD kai aoxn Kai codia kai dvvapic viplotov, katoxeto...” Autol. 2.10, Grant,
39, 41.

%% Autol. 2.22, Grant, 63 with minor revisions.

" This statement is in contrast to the assumptiddder scholarship in representative works
such as BardyThéophile43-45 and Swetedoly Spirit, 46-47.
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Platonic World Soul than to the Third PersBiror example, he writes, “the air and
everything under heaven is anointed, so to speak, by light and 3pEls&where he

writes, “the whole creation is surrounded by the spirit of God and the surrounding spirit,
along with the creation, is enclosed by the hand of GbBe&rhaps clearest of all is his
interpretation of thewvevopa of Genesis 1:2, which he does not understand to be the Holy
Spirit proper, as indicated in Justin, but this generic, Steioua. He writes, “The

‘spirit borne over the water’ was the one given by God to give life to theamebke the

soul in man, when he mingled tenuous elements together (for the spirit is tenuous and the
water is tenuous), so that the spirit might nourish the water and the water vdgirihe
might nourish the creation by penetrating it from all sifé$a’Autol. 1.7, Theophilus
eqguates this all-pervasive spirit with the breath of God. He writes, {9y God, the

Lord of the universe, the one who alone spread out the heaven...who established the
earth upon the waters and gave a spirit to nourish it. His breath][gives life to
everything; if he held back the spirit for himself everything would f&ilChe equation of
nivevpa andmvor) confirms the impersonal nature of thiseopua and adds to the

confusion of Theophilus’ intended referent with his usenaefoua.

% Here | agree with the first of Grant’s two integtations oftvebua in Theophilus. He writes,
“[Spirit] is the breath of God, which we oursel@gathe; it sustains the world and surrounds elremyt
like the anima mundi of the Stoics. But the ideassentially derived from the Bible; if God held hi
breath, the world would perish.” Grant, “TheophitfsAntioch,” 251. As indicated, Grant distinguishe
this impersonal entity from the personal Sophigedghilus may at times usedia to refer to this cosmic
World Soul as wellAutol. 1.6, 13), but these passages equally could refegreio the Son or the Holy
Spirit. The difficulty with identifying the referémf these uses @fodia illustrates Theophilus’ lack of
clarity.

% Autol. 1.12, Grant, 17.

¢ Autol. 1.5, Grant, 7.

® Autol. 2.13, Grant, 49.

62 “Outoc pov Be0g 6 TV BAWV KVELOG, O TAVVOAS TOV 0VEAVOV HOVOG...0 BepeAwdoag v YRV
ETIL TV DOATWV KAt dovg TTvedUa TO TEEDOV ATV, 00 1] TVor) Lwoyovel TO mav, O €&V CLOXT) TO TVEDUA
i’ €avte EkAeler o mav.” Autol. 1.7,
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The fluency with which Theophilus uses the titles “Spirit” and “Sophia” as well
as the indistinct functions of the Sophia/Spirit in creation and prophecy from those of the
Logos suggests that Theophilus’ pneumatology lacks consistency despiteidk cruc
developments. Moreover, the lack of a unique role of the Sophia/Spirit (both functions he
performs are identical to functions of the Logos) in Theophilus’ pneumatology irdicate
he lacks the logic to support the presence of two agents in the economy. The logic
supporting the presence of a third entity in the economy did not develop until the work of
Irenaeus, and this subsequent development grounds Irenaeus’ Trinitarian theology to a

previously unmatched degree.

2. lIrenaeus

The previous chapter demonstrated that Irenaeus develops his understanding of
the nature of the Second Person largely in the context of his anti-Valentiniangolem
particularly regarding the eternal relationship of God/Father and Lagasgtice their
reciprocal immanence countered the topological theology of the Valentiimamseus’
understanding of the nature of the Third Person does not receive a paralleriteatm

these early books ¢faer.®® The Spirit is present in Irenaeus’ early writings, but he

8 Barnes writes, “The strong account in the firseéhbooks oAgainst Heresiesf the Word as
‘mapping’ or containing the whole content of Gos tlae single offspring, and as co-creator is ndathed
by a comparable account of the Holy Spirit. Inddezhaeus’s arguments that the Word contains th@evh
content of God and is the single offspring of Gaakmit difficult for him to speak in similar terna$ the
Holy Spirit, if he wanted to.” Barnes, “Irenaeudsnitarian Theology,” 94. On this point, see also
JaschkeHeilige Geist175-176. One consequence of the lack of developedrmpatology in the first two
or three books dflaer.is a general neglect or undervaluing of Irenaenguymatology in scholarship.
Harnack’s influential and negative appraisal andfsbinfluential thesis, which identified the trgenius
of Irenaeus’ pneumatological features as Theophiliedled this general neglect. Harnack believed th
Holy Spirit was obscure in Irenaeus’ thought, ashee his personality nor his function was wellidef].
This interpretation is due in part to Harnack’suson Irenaeus’ christology and in part to his dngw
largely from the early books éfaer. His summary statement, “even the personality ofSpiit vanishes
with [Irenaeus]” is occasioned only biaer.3.18.3, in which Irenaeus speaks of the Spirihasunction of
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remains largely undefined and devoid of a developed work necessitating his@xiste
alongside of the Logos. When the aspects of Irenaeus’ high pneumatology—thasSpir
Sophia and Spirit as Creator traditions, respectively—appear at the dadro8, they
have already been developed apart from any polemic. Thus, identifying whguiee
develops his pneumatology alongside of his Logos theology or tracing this developme
in connection with his opponents’ theology proves diffiéilt.

Two factors, distinct from Irenaeus’ polemic against his opponents, explain this
development. The first factor is his firm conviction that belief in a personal eatigd
“the Spirit” alongside God/Father and Logos/Son is a traditional adi¢lee faith

handed down to the Church from the apostles. The Spirit’s presence in tiegtus

the Son. Harnacllistory of Dogm&:353n556. Harnack’s conclusions are largely peledl by Orbe
whose various writings on the Spirit in Irenaeugiofrender the Spirit an impersonal power unithrey t
Father and the Son. Moreover, like his understandfrthe Logos, Orbe interprets Irenaeus as saiiag
Spirit comes forth for the purpose of creation stsubordinating him to the Father (and the Sorg, foe
example, Orbel,a Teologia del Espiritu Sant&studios Valentinianos 6 (Rome, 1966), 464-467 r&he
have been some exceptions to this generally negatipraisal, notably Swete who speaks of the Sysrit
divine and co-equal to the Son in Irenaeus’ thepl@yvete Holy Spirit,84-94. More recently, Jaschke has
argued for a basic unity of Irenaeus’ pneumatol@ggainst Loofs’ thesis) and more importantly a
centrality of pneumatology to Irenaeus’ theologigalon from its foundations as the third articletlee
“Glaubensformelri JaschkeHeilige Geistesp. 160-180. Many of his arguments on this corsf@amed
in specific contrast to Orbe’s understanding. Salvwercent works have argued for a well-developet an
“high” pneumatology in Irenaeus, notably those layries, “Irenaeus’s Trinitarian Theology,” 93-104lan
Briggman,Theology of the Holy Spirigsp. 95-225. Both Barnes and Briggman perceivelévelopment
in Irenaeus’ pneumatology identified here, whidowas them to subordinate those passages that giapla
undeveloped pneumatology in the early bookslaér.to the more developed pneumatology of the later
books ofHaer.andEpid. | will follow the same method.

% Irenaeus does not develop his pneumatology coelplepart from polemic. Indeed, his
understanding of the coming of the Spirit upon$io@ at the baptism, which he develops in the middle
chapters ofaer. 3, counters the “Gnostic” conception that the heiv€hrist came down upon the
earthly Jesus at the baptism (see, for exarhfder 3.9.3, 10.4, 17.1-4). He claims that with this
interpretation, his opponents “set the Spirit asitfegether...” which leads him to develop certain
pneumatological aspects against their absenceeafrpatology. Aeby develops this point well. See Aeby
Missions Divines60-62. | will return to this aspect of Irenaeusepmatology in chapter five in relation to
its Trinitarian implications. See below pp. 253-28#6/ statement here refers only to the high aspefcts
Irenaeus’ pneumatology. Conversely, Fantino cldims Irenaeus does develop these high
pneumatological aspects, particularly the workhef $ophia alongside God and the Logos in creaition,
response to “Gnostic” theologies. See Fanfirtgologie d’lIrénée279-287. | am unconvinced by his
argument and will counter it in the text that foll® (see below p. 204n100).
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statements dflaer. 1 indicates this convictioff. While the existence of a personal Holy
Spirit offers Irenaeus’ polemic nothing additional to his consideration of theerattine
Logos/Son, his belief in the Holy Spirit as part of the teaching passed dowrhfom t
apostles ensures that he will give the Spirit some attention and development. He
demonstrates this attention and development when he turns to his own exposition of
Scripture inHaer. 3.°° The second factor is Irenaeus’ encounter with TheophHuss|.

at some point during his writing éfaer. 3.°” As Briggman has observed, in the first two
and a half books dfiaer.,Irenaeus’ pneumatology resembles Justin’s—the Holy Spirit is
the agent of prophecy and appears alongside the Father and the Son in certaad liturg

statements, but does not have a distinct role in the economy. Conversely, in the last two

% The first reference to the Holy Spirit occurslie tegulastatement oHaer.1.10.1, in which
Irenaeus argues that the Church, although scattieredghout the world, is one in her belief in Gbd
Father and in Jesus Christ the Son, “and in thg Bplrit [Spiritum Sanctunilveoua &ywov], who
through the prophets preached the Economieklagr.1.10.1, Unger, 49. The Greek fragment comes from
EpiphaniusPanarion,31, 9-32. See Rousseau and Doutrel&841263:64-73. A second reference to the
Holy Spirit, although less clear, comes iregulastatement near the endtééer. 1, where in the midst of
the article on God the Father, Irenaeus writese$SENGod] did not make through Angels or some Pewer
that were separated from His thought. For the Gal ¢hings needs nothing. No, He made all thibgs
His Logos and Spirit$pirituni, disposing and governing them and giving alll@rh existence.Haer.
1.22.1, Unger, 81 with minor revisions. Irenaedenseto the Spirit here not as an object of Clarstielief,
but as a description of the means by which Godé#fatteates.

% Briggman notes thataer. 3 marks the beginning of Irenaeus’ pneumatologigplnsion. In
the first two books, Irenaeus’ pneumatology doddaxtor largely into his theology. Startingtéder. 3,
Irenaeus develops multiple images for the Spioie of which continue to dominate his work (inchgli
the Spirit as Sophia and Spirit as Creator themed)some which do not have a lasting impact omvhik.
Briggman,Theology of the Holy Spiri7,6-150. Briggman does not offer much exploratiagarding
causes for the expansion. My understanding suggestsas Irenaeus turns from the polemitiagér. 1-2,
where the focus was on the unification of the Gadh#rough Logos theology, to his exposition of the
economy of salvation irlaer. 3-5, he is less concerned with showing the unigsenéthe Logos/Son and
more concerned with interpreting Scripture, wherebnsistently sees the work and presence of tii. Sp
This expansion of the Holy Spirit's work in thedibf Jesus and beyond in turn encourages him telajev
his understanding of the Spirit as Creator becdosdrenaeus, the economy begins at creation tlaad
same God who works in creation works in salvatiéteenberg means something similar when he writes,
“[T]he distinction of creative roles is bound upnflamentally, in the distinction of salvific act®owrought
by the Father, Son and Spirit in the one econonrg@démption, and it is here that one must lookrdeo
to understand their delineation in the protologitéenberglrenaeus on Creatiory,2.

67 Kretschmar finds the roots of Irenaeus’ pneumagpl@nd Trinitarian theology) not in a
response to Valentinianism but in the influenc&loéophilus. Kretschmarrinitatstheologie44-45. His
thesis generally is correct, although he lackséta to the clear places in which Irenaeus alters
Theophilus’ understanding. Instead, he often glazes the differences by assuming that certainaspd
Irenaeus’ understanding not evidenfiatol. must have come from Theophilus’ lost work. Thus,itleas
present merely a chastened form of Loofs’ thesis.
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books ofHaer.and in theEpid., Irenaeus’ pneumatology is more akin to Theophilus'—
the Spirit is the Sophia of God, who like the Logos, is an agent of creation with an
integral role in the economy. This change suggests that Irenaeus’ readimgpphilus
sparked his pneumatological developm&nt.

The rather undeveloped pneumatology of the first two and a half bobleeof
suggest that Irenaeus likely would have approved of Theophilus’ pneumatology, since it
would have confirmed the Jewish ideas of the Spirit as Sophia and the Spirit as,Creat
two pneumatological themes to which Irenaeus alludes but does not develop in the early
books®® Theophilus’ pneumatology likely would have encouraged Irenaeus to develop

these themes further in his own exposition of Scripture (which he immediatebepis

% In chapter one, | mentioned the thesis put forimr@riggman; namely, that Irenaeus reads
Theophilus sometime in the midst of writikiger. 3. Here | will revisit the thesis in detail, sinkcwill
assume its truth in the discussion that followsg@man’s argument rests on two primary points. fits¢
is Irenaeus’ interpretation of Ps. 33/2:6p"Adyw tov kLoD ol oveavol éotepeOnoav kal T MvevpAaTL
oL otdpatov avtov...” (LXX). Irenaeus quotes Ps. 33/2:6 three timedjaer.1.22.1, Haer. 3.8.3, and
Epid. 5. In the first two uses, Irenaeus quotes the vierfdl and applies it only to the one agent of th
Logos, both by the presence/afyoc in the passage and by the image of God’s mouttitarehplied
connection to speech. As a result, thevua of the verse refers not to “spirit” but to “bredtn the last
use, Irenaeus quotes a variant of the verse—the sarmant that occurs in Theophilusutol. 1.7—which
leaves off the last three wordsp otéuarov avtov, consequentlgissociatingtveopa from the image of
“mouth” and its concomitant sense of “breath.” Bens is then free to interpret thesoua of the passage
not as the Logos but as a second agent calleddihie $he Epid.5 use of the passage parallels
Theophilus’ use while the former two do not, sudiggsboth that Irenaeus gains the unique intergicata
from Theophilus and that he is not aware of itllsametime after writingdaer. 3.8.3. Briggman’s second
point is that the concentration of parallels betw&heophilus’ and Irenaeus’ respective works ocapri
betweerHaer.3.22.4 and 3.24.1 suggest a proximity between &esiaacquisition of Theophilus’ work
and his writingHaer. 3.22.1 through 3.24.1. These parallels include AdadhEve’s creation as innocent
children, their disobedience that caused the dalll the remedial value of death. (Although my
interpretation of Theophilus’ distinction betweée tHoly Spirit and the impersonalcopa of God, a
distinction which Briggman does not recognize, wiodiscount the parallel he findslitaer.3.24.1, his
thesis remains persuasive.) Thus, Irenaeus lilgg TheophilusAutol. sometime between writinigaer.
3.8.3 and 3.22.4. For the entire argument, seeggBrém, Theology of the Holy Spirif,51-159.

% The Spirit as Creator tradition appears as pat@fegulain Haer.1.22.1 (see above p.
191n65). The first identification of the Holy Spidf theregulawith the Sophia of God comeslifaer.
2.30.9, quoted below. The presence of these idelasriaeus prior to his acquaintance with Theoghilu
confirms that Theophilus is not his original soufaethe ideas. Rather, he is drawn to the notiwaugh
contact with Jewish or Jewish Christian sourcensilar to those influencing Theophilus, which he @icess
perhaps from his time in Smyrna. On the Jewishasttar of this material in general, see above pn381
On the Jewish character of this material in retatmIrenaeus, see Briggmarheology of the Holy Spirit,
198-200 and Kretschmafrinitatstheologie 34-36, 27-35, 59-61. (Although Kretschmar, largeljowing
Loofs, believes that Irenaeus acquired these idedisyelatively little alteration, from Theophil)s
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to do). Nonetheless, Irenaeus also may have found many of Theophilus’ pneumdtologica
ideas unsatisfactory in light of several identifiable differences bettesetwo figures’

use of the same traditions and ideas. Irenaeus develops certain aspects of Theophilus
pneumatology—the Spirit as Sophia and the Spirit as Creator traditions—into a more
cohesive system by providing the logic and consistency missing from Theophilus’

account.

2.1 The Holy Spirit as the Sophia of God

Prior to reading Theophilus, Irenaeus refers to the Holy Spirit aktindaas the
Sophia of God only onc®.Near the end dflaer. 2, he writes, “This one alone is found

to be God, who has made all things, alone Omnipotent and alone Father, founding and

1 do not take theapientia(codia) in Haer.2.25.1-2 as a reference to the Third Person. There,
Irenaeus writes, “[W]ith great wisdoregdpientig and diligence, all things have clearly been mad&bg,
fitted and prepared [for their special purposes{ His Logos formed both things ancient and those
belonging to the latest times...” ANF 1:396. Thediffty with takingsapientiaas a reference to the Third
Person in this passage is the presence of the dilagdntia, which is connected teapientiawith et
indicating that both words function in the same n&nAsdiligentianowhere else refers to a separate
entity, the use of both words more likely refeqtalities of God, for certainly Irenaeus believiest tGod
is wise apart from the presence of Sophia in Ibaer.2.25.1, then, is a passage espousing a single agent
of creation, much more indicative of Irenaeus’ thgy in Haer.1 and 2. The same can be said of the
reference to God'sapientiain Haer.2.30.3. For a similar interpretation of these pgssasee Jaschke,
Heilige Geist 262. Likewise, Briggman interprets thapientiain these passages not as the Third Person,
but as an inherent quality of God. Briggma&hgeology of the Holy Spirig03-207. However, because
Briggman sees a similarity in the kind of work iittited to this quality of God and the work lateribtted
to the Sophia/Spirit, Briggman argues for contiphietween the two concepts. He writes, “The partial
overlap and general semantic agreement of thesss faiscribed to the Sophia/Spirithtaer. 2.30.9] with
those ascribed to the wisdom of God in 2.25.1-22860.3 shows that in the expansion of his wisdom
language, from wisdom as a quality or attribut&ofl to also include Wisdom as the third membehef t
Godhead, Irenaeus ascribes to Wisdom the activigynally used to characterize the wisdom of God in
creation.” BriggmanTheology of the Holy Spirig07. | agree with Briggman’s assessment, partiular
because the continuity between the concepts hslps understand the nature of the creative workakee's
envisions for the Sophia. On this point, see bgo@03n98However, Briggman tends to blur the
distinction between this impersonal wisdom of Gad the Sophia/Spirit (as seen on pp. 208-209 wken h
includes those verbs associated with the wisdo@arf inHaer.2.25.1 and 2.30.3 with the list of verbs
Irenaeus associates with the Sophia/Spirit) gitiregimpression that Irenaeus has developed a\eeeati
work for the Sophia distinct from the creative woifikhe Logos already iHaer.2. The evidence, as | will
argue below, suggests that Irenaeus does not geaaldstinct creative work for the Sophia/Spiritilitihe
later books oHaer.,after he has read Theophilusutol.
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making all things—both visible and invisible, both perceptible and imperceptible, both
heavenly and earthly—by the Logos of his power, he both fitted and arranged all thing

by his Sophia...he is Father, he is God, he is Founder, he is Maker, he is Creator, who
made those things by himself, that is, by his Logos and his Sophia—heaven and earth,
and the seas, and all things that are in theft THe passage is notable insofar as it

makes the Spirit and Sophia identification, suggested by the parallel placeithent

Logos that mirrors theegulastructure of Son and Spirit, but the indentification remains
undeveloped. First, Irenaeus provides no scriptural references to support the
identification. Second, he does not use the entity of Sophia (or the implied meaning of the
name) to further his argument in the immediate corifeRespite an expanded role for

the Spirit inHaer. 3, the use of “Sophia” as a pneumatological title is absent until a

"L «[S]olus hic Deus invenitur, qui omnia fecit, solDmnipotens et solus Pater, condens et

faciens omnia, et visibilia et invisibilia et sdnifia et insensate et caelestia et terrene, Veriboitis suae,
et omnia aptavit et disposuit Sapientia sua...hie@Rdtic Deus, hic Conditor, hic Factor, hic Fabrioca,
qui fecit ea per semetipsum, hoc est per Verbymereapientiam suam, caelum et terram et maria et
omnia quae in eis sunt’.Haer.2.30.9. Although this passage makes no specifidiorenf the Holy
Spirit, theHaer.1.22.1 passage quoted above implies the identdicdietween Sophia and the Spirit. The
argument of both passages is the same; namelyd@exinot need any other entity to create, but éated
through his own attributes. Haer. 1.22.1, Irenaeus wrote that God created everytthiraugh his Logos
and his Spirit. Here, Irenaeus makes the samenstaite but substituteSapientia(Zodpia, Wisdom)for
Spiritus.(Though we lack the original Greek for these passamy methodology will continue to refer to
the Spirit in Irenaeus’ work according to the Gré8kphia,” as opposed to the Latin “Sapientia.” Bags
universally accepted as the original.)

2 From the first part of the statement, Irenaeusappto identify two distinct creative works for
the Logos and Sophia respectively—the Logos “fodraied made” while the Sophia “fitted and arranged.”
Such is Briggman's interpretation of the passag&dBnan,Theology of the Holy Spirig06-207 (see
above p. 193n70). Such an interpretation wouldesemark an important pneumatological development,
suggesting that Irenaeus has grasped the sigrnioaithe Spirit as Sophia tradition for his wank i
creation apart from his reading of Theophilus. Hesvethe end of the statement reveals that Irenhasis
yet to fully assimilate a distinction in creativerks, for there he speaks of the creative workefltogos
and Sophia with the same terfad(f), a statement that parallels thatH#er. 1.22.1 and fits better with the
logic of one agent in creation that generally dates the theology d¢iaer.1-3 (although there are two
agents irHaer.2.30.9, they perform the same work). Additionadlfter the apparent distinction in creative
works, which would necessitate two agents for agleta creation, Irenaeus returns to a one-agent
theology in the beginning chaptersHdier. 3. See especiallfaer.3.4.2, 3.8.3 and 3.11.1-2. This
vacillation between one and two agents of creationpled with the general underuse of the Spirit as
Sophia tradition in the first three booksHidier. suggests that, despite the reference to Soptiaén.
2.30.9, Irenaeus had yet to assimilate it as ampa#logical title or understand the advantagesuta
give his traditional understanding of the naturd aork of the Holy Spirit.
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passage near the end of the book, written at a point after which Irenaeus has read
Theophilus’Autol.

The first identification Irenaeus draws between the Holy Spirit and Sopéra af
readingAutol. occurs near the end Bfer. 3, and immediately shows the influence of
Theophilus. Irenaeus writes, “[W]e should know that he who made and formed and
breathed in them the breath of life, and nourishes us by creation, establishinggalbty
his Logos, and binding them together by his Sophia—this is he who is the only true
God..."” Here, Irenaeus uses two separate verbs to describe the creative work of the
Logos and Sophia respectively—the Logos “establishasifirmarg all things, while
the Sophia “binds togethertgmpingerg all things. Nonetheless, unlike the possible
distinction of creative works iHlaer.2.30.9, Irenaeus makes the distinction permanent
insofar as after this reference he never again conflates the Logosopimd’S respective
creative functions without a specific reason. In other words, from this point onward, al
general descriptions of the creative act in Irenaeus’ work featuragerts with two
distinct creative functions. Although | will reserve detailed comment on this gadht
other points related to the work of the Sophia/Spirit for the next section, I note the
development here in order to show that Irenaeus, by the étaeof3, has assimilated
the Spirit as Sophia tradition and begins to develop its potential to understanding the
nature of the third entity of the traditionaigula

The fourth book oHaer. displays Irenaeus’ greatest use of the Spirit as Sophia

tradition. Irenaeus now is able to incorporate the tradition to a greater degnasebe

3 4[U]t sciremus quoniam qui fecit et plasmavit etuffationem vitae insufflavit in eis et per

conditionem nutrit nos, Verbo suo confirmans eti@afa compingens omnia, hic est qui est solusseru
Deus...” Haer.3.24.2. In general, Irenaeus, like Theophilus,dwes that the Holy Spirit and the breath of
life are two different entities (cHaer.5.12.1). This is one aspect of his pneumatologwhianot

concern the present discussion.
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has acquired from Theophilus the scriptural passages lacking in his passiagoete
Sophia inHaer.2.30.9, in order to ground the traditibhThe first of these passages,
Genesis 1:26, states, “And God said, ‘Let us make man according to our image and
likeness...” The second passage, Proverbs 3:19, states, “God by Sophia founded the
earth, and by prudence he prepared the heavtrefiaeus makes the most use of the
Genesis 1:26 versé Although the Genesis passage does not make specific mention of
Sophia, Theophilus provides the interpretation that Irenaeus accepts as awthoritati
Theophilus writes, “[God] regarded the making of man as the only work worthy of his
own hands. Furthermore, God is found saying: ‘Let us make man after the image and
likeness’ as if he needed assistance; but he said ‘Let us make’ to none other tham his ow
Logos and his own Sophid™The interpretation of the presence of two agents to whom
God speaks in Genesis 1:26 is opposed to Justin’s interpretation of Genesis 1:26 as
referring to one agent. Following Theophilus, Irenaeus writes, “For God did ndtista
need of these [beings], in order to the accomplishing of what He had Himself detrmi

within Himself beforehand should be done, as if He did not possess His own hands. For

" Briggman writes, “Irenaeus’ identification of theo [Spirit and Sophia] comes from an oriental
Jewish Tradition of which he was aware, a traditimat Theophilus probably used as well. His latertact
with Theophilus, then, provided the hitherto-lackiextual basis and intellectual categories tchiemt
develop the Spirit-Wisdom identification that Irens already held.” Briggmamheology of the Holy
Spirit, 199.

5 A third passage that Irenaeus gains from TheogligliPs. 33/2:6, which | will explore in more
detail in the next section.

® Irenaeus quotes Gen. 1:26 twice before readingttikus, both times in the course of his
exposition of “Gnostic” theologyHaer.1.24.1, 1.30.6). He quotes the verse for his owpgaes irHaer.
3.23.2, after having read Theophilus, but in thetext of speaking of Adam—neither the Logos/Son or
Sophia/Spirit are mentioned in this interpretatiBromHaer. 4 on, Irenaeus returns to Gen. 1:26 several
times and uses Theophilus’ interpretation of thespnce of two agents to whom God speaksHaee.
4.prefd, 4.20.1, 5.1.3. He also quotes the verse setigras to refer to the Logos, alone. $tger.5.15.4
andEpid.55. Nonetheless, in both the latter passages ofiiext is not a general description of creation, in
which case the absence of Sophia would be probiegiaen his integral role to the process, but an
explanation of the nature of the Logos made flasthese contexts, Irenaeus suggests through G 1
that the one who created in the beginning assunseaWn creation in the incarnation. The Spirit's
presence is not needed in these contexts. As thede passages do not suggest that Irenaeus revarts
one agent understanding of creation.

" Autol.2.18, Grant, 57.
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with Him were always present the Logos and the Sophia, the Son and the Spirit, by whom
and in whom, freely and spontaneously, He made all things, to whom also he speaks: ‘Let
us make man after our image and likeness’® Apparent similarities exist between the

two passages: both Theophilus and Irenaeus argue that God did not need an intermediate
being to create, but that he created through his Logos and Sophia who connect to God in
a particular manner through the “hands of God” metaphor.

Nevertheless, Irenaeus’ passage shows a precision in language that Tiseéophil
passage lacks.Irenaeus makes the connection between titles in the same passage—“the
Logos and the Sophia, the Son and the Spirit"—leaving no doubt regarding the identity of
the Sophia and Spirit as the same being, the third entity alongside God/Father and the
Logos/Son in the teaching of the apostles. Elsewhere, Irenaeus makédara sim
identification when he writes, “For His offspring and His likeness do mirtistelim in
every respect; that is, the Son and the Holy Spirit, the Logos and the Sophia; whom all
the angels serve, and to whom they are subfé&dain, in theEpid., he writes, “This
God, then, is glorified by His Word, who is His Son, continually, and by the Holy Spirit,
who is the Wisdom of the Father of &fif. Theophilus never made the identification
between Sophia and the Holy Spirit obvious, which resulted in disparate interpretations

as to the identities of the Sophia and Spirit as well as a fluidity of both terms. No such

®Haer.4.20.1, ANF 1:487-488 with minor revisions.

"9 Robinson came close to this thesis when he writésregard to Theophilus’ pneumatology, “Is
it possible that it is in view of the indistinctisesf this very teaching [viz. that the Spirit ispgBda] that
Irenaeus so often reiterates that the Word and disaie the Son and the Spirit, and that thesehare t
Hands of God? Theophilus has almost said it himbelfhe has stopped short of saying it...Irenaeus was
not on wholly new ground in this particular mattewen if he trod it much more firmly than his
predecessor.” RobinsoBDemonstration59-60.

8 Haer.4.7.4, ANF 1:470 with minor revisions. See atmer. 4.20.3 quoted below.

8 Epid.5, Behr, 43.
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fluidity exists in Irenaeus’ usage of the divine title. In Irenaeus’ minghta is linked
with the Holy Spirit to the same degree that Logos is linked with the Son.

Irenaeus’ clear identification of the Holy Spirit with Sophia allows him toeplac
more restrictions upon his application of the title. In Theophilus’ understanding, “Sophia”
could refer to both the Holy Spirit and the Son (and possibly the impersonal World Soul).
For Irenaeus, “Sophia” consistently and unambiguously is identified with the idoly S
the Third Person of theegula The consistency is displayed both by the precise language
he uses in the passages quoted above and in his consistent employment of Jewish
Wisdom literature, notably Proverbs 8, to refer to the Holy Spirit and not to the Son. For
example, Irenaeus writes, “And that the Logos, who is the Son, was alwhythevi
Father, we have demonstrated many times. Moreover, since the Sophia, who istthe Spir
was also with him before all creation, he says through Solom&hirehaeus does not
support his statement regarding the eternity of the Logos/Son here, sincgumsiat
consumes a majority dfaer.2. Accordingly, he can assume that his reader is convinced
of the Logos’ eternal nature. However, as | have noted, the Spirit did noterélteisame
attention in the early books bffaer. 2. Therefore, Irenaeus offers for the first time in this
passage several texts (beyond Genesis 1:26) supporting the eternity apbhied Spirit.
Following the previous statement, he quotes Proverbs 3:19-20, the second verse he
acquires from Theophilus, and Proverbs 8:22-25 and 8:27-31, the latter of which
Theophilus had used in regard to the LoYds. each case, Irenaeus identifies the pre-

existent Sophia figure of Jewish Wisdom literature with the Holy tSpiri

82 Haer.4.20.3.
8 Autol. 2.10.
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This interpretation of Proverbs is remarkable considering the strongdraditi
(Paul, Justin)—a tradition with which Irenaeus otherwise identifies—trexpreted the
personified Sophia figure in Proverbs as the Son. This tradition is so strong that eve
those figures prior to Irenaeus sympathetic to the identification betWweetoly Spirit
and the Jewish Wisdom figure (Athenagoras, Theophilus) still attributetjtine bf
Proverbs 8 to the Son. Irenaeus’ departure from this tradition resulted frormhizefief
in the personal, pre-existent figure of Sophia/Spirit who (if not earlier, stthgahe later
books ofHaer) is parallel in nature and stature to the Logos/8on.

Although the application of the title “Sophia” allows Irenaeus a means bywhic
to speak of the work of the Holy Spirit as Creator, as | will develop in the ndixtrgec
the primary advantage the pneumatological title offers Irenaewssimhérent logic that

establishes the Spirit as a distinct, eternal person alongside the Father hadds> As

8 |n Haer.5.24.1, Irenaeus refers to the figure of Prov. &id%he Logos. Fantino sees this
passage as evidence of Irenaeus’ inconsistengasdiag the identification of the Third Person witie
Sophia of God. Fantin@;héologie d’lIrénée289-290. Although the reference of the pre-exisfignire of
Prov. 8 to the Logos represents a departure fremakus’ normal manner of speaking, the referenes do
not prove inconsistent with his identification b&tSpirit and the Sophia. Haer.4.20.3, where Irenaeus
uses Prov. to make the Sophia/Spirit identificatitmdoes so on the strength of either Prov.'sofise
Sophia for the pre-existent figure (Prov. 3:19jh@ reference to the creative work of that persedibeing
apart from the title (Prov. 8:22-25, 27-31). Pr8\.5 does not identify the speaking figure with Bapor
with the work of creation, nor does Irenaeus invtiieverse to speak of the Logos as Sophia oreakspf
the creative work of the pre-existent figure of \Rnds. In factHaer.5.24.1 provides a different context,
altogether. In accord with his emphasis on rectgiitin, Irenaeus desires to showHaer.5.24.1 that the
devil is a liar both in the beginning and in the eRrov. 8:15 fits with this argument because of it
reference to kings, princes, and chiefs—the passemees that God through his Logos is in contrathef
leaders of the world. Therefore, the devil is ailighis wilderness temptations when he claimethanity
over all earthly kingdoms. The identification oétpre-existent figure of Prov. makes little diffiece to
Irenaeus’ argument in this context. In contrastheophilus, Irenaeus nowhere calls the Logos “Sophi
As such, the reference to the Logos as the figRrav. 8:15 inHaer.5.24.1 does not show an
inconsistency in Irenaeus’ identification so mushaarariant context in which the pre-existent fegaf
Prov. is invoked.

% This conclusion opposes Briggman’s argument tiettoly Spirit's work in
completing/perfecting/governing, as a function isftitle Sophia, offers the primary reason for kens’
use of Sophia as a title for the Third Person. @rign,Theology of the Holy Spiri08. While | agree that
Irenaeus continues to exploit the pneumatologitialin its abilities to secure a separate workngkide
the Logos in creation, and will develop this asgEdhe pneumatological title in the next sectibrcannot
be the primary reason Irenaeus uses the titlet, Fiemaeus speaks of the Spirit's work in creatipart
from the title “Sophia,” by usingveoua alone (seédaer.1.22.1 andt.pref4). Second, “Sophia” cannot be
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the Sophia of God, the Holy Spirit exists as an eternal, personal attribute of Gl paral
to the eternal Logos. Both entities have their source in God, both eternallywigxis

God, and both do the work that God wills them to do. Irenaeus writes, “For with [God]
were always present the Logos and the Sophia, the Son and the SBifitfeiv
paragraphs later, he elaborates on this point when we writes, “I have al$p large
demonstrated, that the Logos, namely the Son, was always with the Father; and that
Sophia also, which is the Spirit, was present with Him, anterior to all cre&fitmthe
same way that Theophilus paralleled the two entities and concluded that the Saphia c
out of the Father along with the Logos, so Irenaeus concludes that the Spialiyeter
coexists with the Father alongside the eternally co-existent Logo¥/Son.

The implication from Irenaeus’ conviction in the eternal coexistence of the
Sophia/Spirit with God/Father, and more generally from the parallel positidhs of
Logos and Sophia relative to God is that Irenaeus understands the Holy Spuimhasdi
the same degree that the Son is divine. Put another way, both entities possess the sam
quality of divinity, which in turn, is the same as the divinity of the Fathkenaeus has
already argued for the lack of spatial distance between God/Father andSargoather,
as spirit, they interpenetrate one another in a relationship of “recipracanence.” By

virtue of the eternal Sophia/Spirit's parallel nature with the Logos/Soigsdpkia/Spirit

used only by virtue of its ability to establishiatohctive creative work for the Spirit becausenlieus uses
the title “Sophia” prior to his development of &titict creative work of the SpiriHger.2.30.9).

% Haer.4.20.1, ANF 1:487-488.

8" Haer.4.20.3, ANF 1:488.

8 MacKenzie writes, “The Word semper co-existensontinually existent with, the Father’,
and, in the context of such observations, Irenaeu®nly takes it for granted that the Spirit lslivise
semper co-existenBut indeed explicitly states this around the thefihe Self-sufficiency of God who
does not stand in need of anything.” MacKenlzienaeus’'sDbemonstration, 83.

8 prestige writes, “[T]he mere fact that [Wisdom]sagut forward at all indicates that the being of
the Spirit and that of the Son were felt to be aisted and analogous, and that both needed somsursea
of definition of a similar kind. Both Son and Sphbielonged in some manner to the godhead, and thoug
the exact relation of each to the Father (so fatr\eas as yet conceived with any precision) wasdy
different, yet the difference was rather functiothan qualitative.” Prestig@atristic Thought92.
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must interpenetrate God/Father as Welh turn, this conviction makes intelligible the
teaching handed down from the apostles that described belief in the Spirit aslamfrti
faith alongside the articles addressing the Father and tf{é 8whnamed the Spirit as
the third name, along with the Father and the Son, into which new believers are
baptized®® Although Justin possessed similar liturgical and traditional statements, he
lacked the logic necessary to make these statements intelllgéol@eus provides that
logic through his development and application of the Spirit as Sophia tradition.
Irenaeus nowhere expresses this conviction of the Sophia/Spirit in the same
straightforward manner as his description of the Logos/Son. As previouslytatjica
such statements regarding the Logos/Son occurred in the midst of the polétaer &
prior to Irenaeus’ development and full application of the Spirit as Sophiadradiince
he concludes the polemic proper and turns to his own exposition of ScripHaerir8,
he does not revisit the fine points of his anti-Valentinian argufiéhinetheless, despite

Irenaeus’ development of his pneumatology in a different context and for a different

% Jaschke writes, “Since Irenaeus said directly fecfiie statement iHaer.4.20.3] that Word
and Wisdom are always with the Father, and now duetsvto retrieve for the Spirit what he alreadyvprb
for the Son, then [the formula] kept strictly fbetSon, statedlways-being-in-the Fatherlso refers to the
Spirit.” JaschkeHeilige Geist204. Irenaeus does not need to argue for thesiriature of the Third
Person, as he did for the First and Second Pemsander to justify his positing of their reciprdca
immanence, because the Third Person’s spirituak@as implied by his traditional nameyeopua.
Although, as Barnes observes, Irenaeus’ broad fusesoua language presents many limitations, this
implication for the nature of the Holy Spirit is@of its advantages. For Irenaeus’ broad usevebpa
language, see Barnes, “Irenaeus’s Trinitarian Tdggg! 91-93. | will have more to say about the usibn
of the Spirit in the reciprocally immanent and npienetrating relationship of Father and Son in tdrap
five. See below pp. 239-244.

I Haer.1.10.1,Epid. 6.

92«For this reason the baptism of our generatioresgiaces through these three articles, granting
us regeneration unto God the Father through Hisa®adrnby His Holy Spirit.’Epid. 7, Behr, 44.

% |n the same way, Irenaeus does not explore thergtan/origin of the Sophia/Spirit as he did
with the Logos/Son. Given Irenaeus’ relatively ‘fiigpneumatology, this omission has perplexed some
commentators. Nonetheless, in my reading, Irenssuains fully consistent. His normal method seeks t
avoid such speculative matters because they resand the bounds of revelation. He makes an exarepti
with the generation of the Logos/Son in order ftiqere the Valentinian emanation theory. Once that
polemic is complete, he does not need to retuthdse speculative matters in reference to thetSpor
these reasons, neither of these differences betlseeaeus’ discussion of the Logos/Son on the @melh
and that of the Sophia/Spirit on the other result diminished divinity of the Holy Spirit.
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purpose than his Logos theology, later passages regarding the work of the Sojghia/Spir

demonstrate that Irenaeus includes the Spirit along with the Logos/Sorvasedidure

existing in God/Father:
It was not angels, therefore, who made us, nor who formed us, neither had angels
power to make an image of God nor any one else, except the Logos of the Lord,
nor any Power remotely distant from the Father of all things. For God did not
stand in need of these [beings], in order to the accomplishing of what He had
Himself determined within Himself should be done, as if He did not possess His
own hands. For with Him were always present the Logos and Sophia, the Son and
the Spirit, by whom and in whom, freely and spontaneously, He made all
things..

The inclusion of the Spirit with the Father and the Son appears elsewhere iit specif

contrast to temporal and created humanity on the strength of statemenishin Isa

Irenaeus writes, “Thus does [Isaiah] attribute the Spirit as peculiar tosbah in the

last times He pours forth upon the human race by the adoption of sons; but [he shows]

that breath was common throughout the creation, and points it out as something created.

Now what has been made is a different thing from him who makes it. The breaths then, i

temporal, but the Spirit eternal>The logic of these arguments suggests that the

Sophia/Spirit, like the Logos/Son, is neither a creature with a starting poiat nor

“remotely distant power” from the Father. He is in the Father with the Logosdll

eternity and shares with these two entities the same quality of divinity.fotesras he is

included with the Creator in contrast to those who are created, the Spirit, likegib& Lo

participates in the act of creation.

% Haer.4.20.1, ANF 1:487-488.

% Haer.5.12.2, ANF 1:538. See Fantirithéologie d’lrénée378. Immediately prior to this
statement, Irenaeus quotes Isaiah 42:5, “Thustkayisord, who made heaven and established it, who
founded the earth and the things therein, and besath to the people upon it, and Spirit to thoatking
upon it” and 57:16, “For the Spirit shall go foftom me, and | have made every breath.” These gassa
are not cited because they support an eternal Sjoiljt, but because they establish a distinctidmben
Spirit ([Tvevpe, Spiritug and breathrovr), afflatug, a distinction that Irenaeus exploits in order to
demonstrate the eternal nature of the former.
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2.2 The Holy Spirit Creates

For Irenaeus, the Holy Spirit, like the Logos/Son, is an agent of creation. While
Irenaeus justified the eternal relation of the Holy Spirit to the Fathettridyusing to him
the title of “Sophia,” he justifies the presence of the Sophia/Spirit as adsagent of
creation by attributing to him a creative work in the economy distinct fin@emvork of
the Logos/Son. As noted, Irenaeus first makes definitive this distinctioeaife works
in Haer. 3.24.2, after having read Theophildgitol. At the end oHaer. 3, Irenaeus
writes, “[W]e should know that he who made and formed and breathed in them the breath
of life, and nourishes us by creation, establishing all things by his Logos, anagbindi
them together by his Sophia—this is he who is the only true G8YActording to this
passage, the Sophia completes God'’s creative work by binding together the work God
established through the Logos.

As Irenaeus develops in later passages, this “binding together” work of tide Thi
Person, a function of the very meaning of the title “SopHiaritails uniting the

individual pieces or parts of creation into a coherent widte other words, scattered

% Haer.3.24.2. For Latin, see above p. 195n73.

" Briggman,Theology of the Holy Spiri210. Similarly, MacKenzie writes, “The peculiar io#
of the Spirit is thus set out, and it bears a i@tato creation with regard to its form, its or@erd its
beauty.” MacKenzielrenaeus'sDemonstration, 81.

% Briggman has shown that this creative, perfeatmgk of the Sophia developed in the later
books ofHaer.was originally attributed to the impersonal wisdofiGod and developed through the
image of a lyre. Irenaeus writes, “But since crédhings are various and numerous, they are indedid
fitted and adapted to the whole creation; yet, whiewed individually, are mutually opposite and
inharmonious, just as the sound of the lyre, wisizhsists of many and opposite notes, gives risméo
unbroken melody, through means of the interval Wisieparates each one from the others. The lover of
truth therefore ought not to be deceived by theri@l between each note, nor should he imagineotiat
was due to one artist and author, and anotherdthan..but he should hold that one and the same perso
[formed the whole], so as to prove the judgmentdyess, and skill exhibited in the whole work and
[specimen of] wisdohi.Haer.2.25.2, ANF 1:396, italics added. Similarly, hetesiin a later book,
“[God’s] wisdom [is shown] in His having made creathings parts of one harmonious and consistent
whole.” Haer. 4.38.3, ANF 1:521. Irenaeus understands throughisutvorks that it is a mark of wisdom
that the creation fits together into a meaningfhbie, a creative work which seamlessly transfetbd¢o
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and disparate parts created through the Logos, take a perfect and complete form
creation through the Sophia. Thus, no longer does the Logos perform everythihg that
Sophia could do in the work of creation, as was the case with Theophilus’ understanding
and that of the first two books bffaer. According to this passage, both the Logos and the
Sophia have their respective, creative duties; thus, creation is no longerteomtbleut

the creative agency of the SopfiaGiven the likely proximity of Irenaeus’ reading of
Autol. to this passagéhe possible impetus for Irenaeus to distinguish the creative works

of the Logos and Sophia is Theophilus’ failure to d&’$érenaeus has perceived the

Third Person—the Sophia—once he perceives the foe@dseparate creative work to justify two agénts
creation. For the Hellenistic background of thegmaf the lyre, see Briggmanheology of the Holy
Spirit, 215-221.

9 Although his role is different, the Spirit is asich a creator or creative agent as the Son is.
Conversely, some scholars use the distinction oksvto deny that the Spirit creates in Irenaeus’
understanding. For example, Daniélou writes ofdmars’ thought, “Of the three major works of God,
creation is attributed particularly to the Fatherelation to the Son, and sanctification to th&iSp
Daniélou,Gospel Messag@62. Daniélou’s statement mirrors Orbe’s more tiedaheory of the
progressive works of Father, Son, and Spirit. Anguhat Irenaeus counters Trinitarian speculations
Ptolemaic Valentinianism, Orbe claims on the stterfHaer.4.7.4 and 4.20.1 that Irenaeus connects the
work of giving matter form with the Logos alone f@sponding to the static “image” of 4.20.1) anel th
work of sanctifying with the Spirit alone (corresmting to the dynamic “likeness” of 4.20.1). Orbe,
Espiritu Santo464-467. Orbe’s thesis ultimately leads him to démgyhigh pneumatological aspects |
have developed and, consequently, the Spirit'sndispersonhood. In contrast to Orbe (and Daniélou)
Jaschke has effectively argued that if the Sgribe sanctifier alone, then he is not a creasschke,
Heilige Geist,189-190n16. | would add that according to Orbeterjoretation the strength of the evidence
of the Spirit's parallel status to the Logos iret&in to the Father disappears (indeed, Orbe irgesphe
Spirit in Irenaeus’ writings often as impersonahaver common to the Father and Son). However, the
very passages Orbe used to support a theory tmaives the creative function from the Spikitaer.4.7.4
and 4.20.1) actually combine the creative workbkaih agents into one, the reasons for which | will
address momentarily. Irenaeus never says, as Gainesc that the Spirit perfects the man the Sosaaly
created; rather, Irenaeus holds that both agenfserate in the formation of humanity, a statement
supported by the parallel titles of “Logos” and {fhaa.”

1% Fantino argues that Irenaeus develops the distieetive roles of the Logos and the Sophia as
a polemical response to the Trinitarian schemaasfdstic” understandings of creation, using
approximately the same figures (the “Gnostic” schasrLogos-Sophia-Demiurge). Fantino writes, “Thus,
the critique of Gnosticism is a decisive factor ethhas led Irenaeus to formulate the Trinitaridresce
Father-Word-Wisdom to the work in the creation anthe economy.” Fantind;héologie d'Irénée284-
285. See also idem., “Théologie de la Création4ffl®@here Fantino makes an earlier version of tiaes
argument. In his argument, Fantino conflatesHber.2.30.9 and 3.24.2 passages, implying that Irenaeus
distinguishes the work of the Logos and the Sophizth passages. Nonetheless, as | have suggested,
Irenaeus does not make the distinction of worksnpeient untiHaer. 3.24.2. If the division of roles in
creation was occasioned by the “Gnostic” Trinitarnimderstanding of creation, as Fantino claims, one
would expect thélaer.2.30.9 passage, situated in the midst of the paleimimaintain this distinction of
works or at least develop it to a greater degréat Trenaeus does not develop or utilize the distn
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need for a logic that would necessitate the creative actions of Sophia @dotigsl.ogos
better than Theophilus. The work of the Sophia in “binding together all things” provides
that logic, and consequently, Irenaeus maintains the distinction through thedenod

his works.

Following Haer. 3.24.2, Irenaeus continues to speak of two agents in creation,
emphasizing the forming work of the Logos and the completing or perfecting work of the
Sophia. For example, he writes, “God who mddei{ all things by the Logos, and
adorned &dornavii [all things] by the Sophia..** Likewise, following the three
guotations of Proverbs regarding the creative agency of the Sophia/Spirit noted above,
Irenaeus writes, “Therefore, [there is] one God, who by the Logos and Sophia made and
arranged all things:® Here, the parallelism of the two phrases “Logos and Sophia/made
and arranged” establishes the distinct work$lder.4.38.3, Irenaeus writes, “...the
Father planning everything well and giving his commands, the Son carryingriteese i
execution and performing the work of creating, and the Spirit nourishing and ingreasin
[nutriente et augente.”*° In each of these passages, Irenaeus uses distinct verbs in
relation to the Logos and Sophia. Those verbs associated with the Swjuhizafe,
aptare, compingere, nutrire, aug@rare located in the same semantic field, suggesting a
developed notion of a creative work of the Sophia separate from that of the Logos.

This distinction of works and the developed notion of the Sophia’s creative work

exists most clearly in thEépid., in which Irenaeus produces a scriptural passage, Psalm

until the later books dflaer., after he has completed the rhetorical polemipersuggests that something
other than the polemic with “Gnosticism” occasiotieel development from the earlier passage. Irenaeus
acquisition of TheophilusAutol. better accounts for the development.

1«pDeo qui omnia Verbo fecit et Sapientia adornavitdaer. 4.20.2.

192«ynus igitur Deus, qui Verbo et Sapientia fecit ptaait omnia’ Haer. 4.20.4.

193 ANF 1:521-522 with minor revisions.
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33/2:6, in order to substantiate both the Spirit as Creator tradition and the distinction of
his creative work from that of the Logos to which Irenaeus has consistiundgdasince
Haer.3.24.2. As with Genesis 1:26 and Proverbs 3:19-20, Irenaeus acquires this verse
and its interpretation from Theophilus, who wrote, “God made all things through his
Logos and his Sophia, for ‘by his Logos the heavens were made firm and byriialSpi
their power.”** Irenaeus provides a similar interpretation when he writes, “And God is
verbal, therefore He made created things by the Word; and God is Spirit, so that He
adorned all things by the Spirit, as the prophet also says, ‘By the Word of theveer

the heavens established, and all their power by His Spirit’. Thus, since the Word
‘establishes’, that is, works bodily and confers existence, while the Spariigas and

forms the various ‘powers’, so rightly is the Son called Word and the Spirit the Wisdom
of God.”™®® Theophilus’ interpretation of Psalm 33/2:6 is the clearest of any of the verses
Irenaeus cites in favor of the two agent understanding of creation, for it alerenoes

both aAdyog and anvevpa/oodia in the creative process.

Nevertheless, the scriptural passage says nothing in support of Irenaeiliar pec
theology of a distinction of creative works. Irenaeus adds this component to align
Theophilus’ interpretation with the theology he has developed Biaee 3.24.2.
Nevertheless, Irenaeus implies that he distinguishes between theecveatks of the
Logos and the Sophia on the strength of the Psalm. In order to do this, he associates the
verb “to establish” with the Logos, alone. He then interprets the work of esiiallias
bringing about the existence of the world, the work attributed only to the Logtzsem

4 and 5. At this point, his understanding of the Psalm is plausible. However, to develop a

194 Autol. 1.7. For Greek, see above p. 182n39.
195 Epid.5, Behr, 43.
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second work for the Spirit Irenaeus has to augment the Psalm with the workgjitegra
and forming,” which he then associates with the Spirit. Although these verlissard a
from the Psalm, Irenaeus superficially connects his addition of the veties ¢oritent of
the Psalm by describing the object of the Spirit’s “arranging and fornaisi¢fie

duvapes (comparedvvaps in the Psalm). Irenaeus’ interpretation, then, is as follows:
the Logos establishes the creation by bringing it into existence, and the Spi
arranges/forms that creation.

While the theology of the distinct works of the Logos and Sophia is consistent
with that which he develops Haer.4 and 5, Irenaeus’ rather convoluted interpretation
of the Psalm does not reflect the intention of the scriptural passage, itself. Thi
interpretation, then, is more evidence of Theophilus’ positive and negative influence on
Irenaeus. Irenaeus acquires from Theophilus the interpretation of Psalm 33/2efetisa
to two agents in creation (prior to Theophilus, Irenaeus used the verse twice to speak of
the agency of the Logos alor8j.Nevertheless, having perceived that Theophilus lacks
the logic making a second agent necessary (Theophilus’ interpretatiom,toltdse intent
of the passage, holds that both agents do the same general work of “establishing”),
Irenaeus imposes his own understanding of the distinction of creative works onto the
Psalm through less than convincing exegesis. The result is the lone Scriptage pass

Irenaeus’ arsenal that supports the distinction of creative works of the twe 2gent

1% 5ee above p. 192n68.

197 One of the peculiarities with Irenaeus’ descriptid the work of the Sophia/Spirit in creation
is the conspicuous lack of Gen. 1:2 in his work:dnd the Spirit of God moved over the water.” Irarsme
refers to the verse only once in the midst of exjpig the Marcosian numerical system in which tip&is
is included with the water, the abyss, and themissk as a second Tetrad parallel to the first @etf&od,
Beginning, Heaven, and Earth named in Gen. Hake(.1.18.1). Given Irenaeus’ concern to demonstrate
the presence of the Spirit alongside the Logoketteation of the world, Gen. 1:2 seems ideahi®r
purposes. Although it cannot be known with cerfgihsuggest that the influence of Theophilus & th
reason why Irenaeus passes over this verse ircsil@ieophilus used Gen. 1:2 to speak of an impatso
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As shown in the previous section, Irenaeus makes the most use of Genesis 1:26 in
support of the Spirit’s work in creation, but his uses of this verse represent the @sly tim
in his work (after the definitive distinction of creative workddaer. 3.24.2) that
Irenaeus unites the respective creative works of the two agents into one. Tde prim
example is his statement at the outsdtdaér. 4, “Now man is a mixed organization of
soul and flesh, who was formed after the likeness of God, and molded by His hands, that
is, by the Son and the Holy Spirit, to whom also He said, ‘Let us make Mablilike
the passages quoted above, Irenaeus does not use two separate verbs to describe the
respective works, nor does he speak of a creation theology whereby the Soshestabli
material creation and the Spirit completes it. Rather, in this passage, asdiodherte
Genesis 1:26, the Son and Spirit cooperate in the same work of forming humanity.
Irenaeus unites the respective creative functions of the Logos and Sophia in his
interpretation of Genesis 1:26 for two reasons, both of which are attributable to
Theophilus. First, their cooperation in the same creative function makes the “hands of
God” metaphor work within Irenaeus’ developed theology of creation. As with its
function in TheophilusAutol, from which Irenaeus acquires the metapfidthe image
does not describe the right hand performing one function and the left performing another.

Rather, Irenaeus, like Theophilus, understands both of God’s hands as cooperating in the

spirit, an attribute of God. Irenaeus also showaraterstanding of an impersonal, life-giving breafth
God distinct from the Holy Spirit (sé¢aer.5.12.1). Possibly, he accepted Theophilus’ intagpien of
Gen. 1:2 as referring to this impersonal entitppgosed to the Holy Spirit. As such, this verse dawt
support the presence of the Third Person in creasio he neglects the verse in favor of Gen. 1r2bRs.
33/2:6.

198 Haer. 4.pref4, ANF 1:463 with minor revisions. See alstaer.5.1.3, 5.6.1, 5.28.4.

199 renaeus does not employ the “hands of God” imagelation to the creative work of the Son
and the Spirit until the later booksId&er. The first reference comes ltaer. 4.Pref4 after he has read
Theophilus. The absence of the image in the earbk® ofHaer. compared with the frequency with which
Irenaeus uses the image in the later books sugisétee acquired the image from Theophilus anersff
more evidence that Irenaeus does not read Thesplniltii sometime towards the end of writidger. 3.
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same work of forming humanity. Second, the cooperation of the Son and the Spirit in the
formation of humanity allows Irenaeus to emphasize humanity as special Wwehin t
creation:'® Only at the creation of humanity does God speak to the Son and the Spirit
together and say, “Let us make...” and only in the creation of humanity do the Son and
the Spirit come together to perform the same wWotlthough, as | have shown,
Theophilus does not distinguish between the works of the two agents, he still emphasizes
the special quality of the formation of humanity in the order of creation when tes wri
“For after making everything else by a word, God considered all this dgintal; he
regarded the making of man as the only work worthy of his own hatfd3éspite his
subtle critique and change of certain aspects of Theophilus’ pneumatologgubena
accepts these components from Theophilus (the “hands of God” metaphor, the special
character of the creation of humanity, and the use of Genesis 1:26) withoutatafifi

The creative work of the Holy Spirit confirms my conclusions regarding his
divine status from an analysis of Irenaeus’ use of Sophia language. Irenaadssncl
Sophia/Spirit with God/Father and the Logos/Son in the act of creation, becauke like t

latter two, the Sophia/Spirit is divift&® Moreover, Irenaeus’ peculiar understanding of

110 Steenberg makes a similar point when he referemmeus’ “anthropocentric notion” of the
divine economy in Irenaeus’ approach to cosmoléfiynans are the crown of creation and Irenaeus uses
Gen. 1:26-27 to make this point. Steenbéeyaeus on Creatiory4-80.

M1 Haer.4.20.1 combines the work of the two agents in iefeto “all things,” not just the
formation of humanity. This passage could be intgal as referring to the general work of creation,
which case, it would represent the lone exampkei(die definitive distinction dflaer. 3.24.2), in which
Irenaeus does not speak of two separate workedfdgos and Sophia in the creation of all things.
However, immediately followingdaer.4.20.1, Irenaeus quotes Gen. 1:26, and in the samtext he
refers to the two agents as God'’s “hands.” If Immais consistent with his normal use of the “hasfds
God” imagery, he has in mind here the formatiohuhanity, even though he says “all things.” This
intention, then, accounts for the cooperation,@®eed to distinction, of works in this contexaetord
with his normal interpretation of Gen. 1:26.

12 Autol. 2.18, Grant, 57.

113 Fantino writes, “Thus, the uncreated-createdmtiitn marks the difference between the
Creator and his creatures, but at the same timitesses the metaphysical opposition between lagidg
becoming, between the uncreated who is and théect@#ho becomes. It is in function of this oppasiti
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distinct creative works provides the logic by which the Sophia’s presence in the
beginning with the Logos becomes intelligible. According to Irenaeus’ staoheling,
only with the distinct yet cooperative works of two creative agents (wHoviartk
according to the Father’s will) can the creation be complete. As the ngxéciall
indicate, this Trinitarian scheme of creation aligns well with Iredaewderstanding of

the divine work of the economy in general.

2.3 The Holy Spirit Reveals

Before concluding this chapter, | must briefly engage a second pre-incaatati
work of the Sophia/Spirit. For Irenaeus, like all of the Apologists, the Holy Spthe
agent who spoke through the prophets regarding divine matters and in particular
regarding the coming of Christ. Unlike the Sophia/Spirit’s creative fomgcihich
Irenaeus develops in previously unparalleled directions in order to support the divine and
eternal nature of the Third Person, the Spirit’s prophetic function represeris@ s
component of the traditional faith handed down to Irenaeus, who adds little to the
teaching he received.

In Haer. 1, prior to his pneumatological development and expansion, Irenaeus
writes, “the Church believes in one Holy Spirit who through the prophets preached the
Economies...*'* Similarly, in Epid. 6, after his development of the person and role of the

Holy Spirit as a fully divine person alongside the Logos/Son, he reports the thule ar

that the Son and the Spirit ought to be situatBdritino,Théologie d’lIrénée342. Likewise, Jaschke
makes a similar interpretation on the basislaér.5.12.2, quoted just below, writing: “On the oneesid
stands the work, all of creation, on the otherdsahe life giving Spirit, ascribed to God, the war
contrast to the one who works, the eternal onerapnto the temporal ones. The Spirit is the credte
eternal power of God.” Jaschkéeilige Geist,205.

14 Haer.1.10.1, Unger, 49.
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of the Christian faith as belief in “the Holy Spirit, through whom the prophets proghesie
and the patriarchs learnt the things of God and the righteous were led in the path of
righteousness..*° Despite his expansion of the Holy Spirit's function, Irenaeus never
removes or diminishes the importance of this aspect of the Spirit's work. Like the
Apologists, he consistently refers to the Third Person as the “prophetic 8itiie
Theophilus, and unlike Justin and Athenagoras, Irenaeus also expands the Spirit’s
revelatory role to the Church and the New Testament writers and even tpectatgons
of the elders, or the generation after the apostlebyus providing another argument for
the continuity of the Scriptures—as the same Logos who creates is incarnati osoea
also the same Spirit spoke through the writers of both testafi&nts.

However, as important as the prophetic role is to his understanding of
pneumatology, it is not clear that Irenaeus believes the Spirit performs éhis/rairtue
of his divine nature, or at the very least, a divine nature that must be equal tattieat of

Father in order to perform the wolK First, Irenaeus never uses the title “Sophia” of the

15 Epid. 6, Behr, 44.

"°Haer.3.11.8-9, 4.20.6.

17«For the one and the same Spirit of God, who @ioekd by the prophets what and of what sort
the advent of the Lord should be, did by theserslda/e a just interpretation of what had beerytrul
prophesied.Haer.3.21.4, ANF 1:452. See alstaer.3.7.2, 11.8, 16.1, 16.9, 24.1. Irenaeus is thedifs
the early Christian writers to emphasize the Lukimmy of the day of Pentecost as the point in witeh
Holy Spirit is given to the Church and specificaltythe apostles. He writes, “For after our Lordedrom
the dead, [the apostles] were invested with poveenfon high when the Holy Spirit came down [upon
them], were filled from all [his gifts], and hadrfect knowledge...'Haer.3.1.1, ANF 1:414. See also the
references to Pentecosthiaer.3.11.8, 12.1 anépid. 6. For later Christians, Irenaeus emphasizes the
importance of baptism as the conduit of the gifthaf Holy Spirit Haer.3.17.1,Epid. 7). On this latter
point, see AebyMissions Divines62-64.

18 A good summary statement of this comprehensivelagary work of the Spirit comes in the
later chapters dflaer.4 where Irenaeus writes, “...the Spirit of God, whes\ram the beginning, in all
the dispensations of God, present with mankind,sambunced things future, revealed things presgiat,
narrated things past..Haer.4.33.1, ANF 1:506. This passage occurs in the sbofean anti-Marcionite
argument.

19 Robinson notes that regarding the prophetic fonotif the Holy Spirit, Irenaeus’
pneumatology resembles that of Justin, exceptitbabeus expands the revelatory role of the Spittihe
Church. RobinsorDemonstration34-36. This interpretation implies that Irenaeusginot speak of the
Spirit's prophetic function by drawing upon the 838 full divinity (for, as we have seen, Justiia chot
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Spirit in connection to the prophetic rdf8.This omission is noteworthy since the title
“Sophia” establishes the divinity of the Spirit alongside the Logos and Isemaeus
subsequently develops it to speak of the creative function of the Spirit, a function that the
Spirit certainly performs by virtue of his divine status equal to that dfakiger.

Second, while Irenaeus clearly affirms that the Logos performed hidingvede
by virtue of his divinity and specifically through his reciprocal immanevitethe
Father, no parallel argument exists with the prophetic function of the SpiriEgitde
provides an example of how the Logos reveals the Father because of his divemigy. Th
Irenaeus writes, “Therefore, the Father is Lord and the Son is Lord, andlibe iB&bod
and the Son is God, since He who is born of God is God, and in this way, according to
His being and power <and> essence, one God is demonstrated: but according to the
<economy> of our salvation, there is both Father and Son; since the Father of all is
invisible and inaccessible to creatures, it is necessary for those whmrageaapproach
God to have access to the Father through the Bbirénaeus emphasizes the Son’s
divinity here because he desires to underscore the soteriological tiutirdl@h contact
with the divine Son humans have contact with and access to the Father—if the Son were
not divine, the Father would not be made manifest. The Spirit’'s absence in this potential

Trinitarian text does not indicate that Irenaeus does not view the Spirityaditirie.

have a conception of the full divinity of the Spihat would allow such an argument). My argumeareh
does not imply that prophecy must not be a divicteladeed, it is difficult to posit another jugtition for
the Spirit’s ability to prophecy. | am merely demstmating, to prepare for chapter five, that
prophecy/revelation for Irenaeus is not a Tringaract in the same manner as creation and redemptio
Whereas in the latter two works, all three divingtées cooperate to perform the same general work,
although their individual tasks within that workryawith revelation/prophecy, Irenaeus stresseyg tihd
Son’s role as the revealer of the Father. As | gtbin chapter three, the Son’s revelatory roleiliy f
dependent upon his equal divine status with thedfaAs | will suggest momentarily, the Spirit's
prophetic role is to witness to the coming of tle® Sa function which does not lead Irenaeus todpée
any further on the Spirit’s divine status. For moreTrinitarian works in the economy related te thi
guestion, see below pp. 247-259.

120 Briggman,Theology of the Holy Spiri222.

121 Epid. 47, Behr, 71.
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Rather, the absence of the Spirit here demonstrates only that the prophéiaingve

function of the Spirit—the function that occasions an affirmation of the Son’s divinity in
this passage—is not performed by virtue of the Spirit's equal divine naturesugena

simply does not find in the work of prophecy an occasion to develop the Spirit's nature or
the Trinitarian nature of the act, itself.

This conclusion suggests that in Irenaeus’ understanding, the role of the prophetic
function of the Spirit is not to bring humanity into contact with God. The role of the
Spirit’s prophetic function is to prepare for the coming of Christ. For exametedus
refers to the “Spirit of God, who furnishes us with a knowledge of the truth, and has set
forth the dispensations of the Father and the Son, in virtue of which He dwells with every
generation of men, according to the will of the Fatfi&rElsewhere, he writes, “Thus,
the Spirit demonstrates the Word, and, because of this, the prophets announced the Son of
God, while the Word articulates the Spirit, and therefore it is He Himself wiigprats
the prophets and brings man to the Fath&Nothing in the Spirit's prophetic function
in these passages requires his full and equal divinity with the Father afdf Son.

Far from a detriment to his pneumatology, this distinction in revelatory roles of
the Son and the Spirit demonstrates a level of clarity in Irenaeus’ pneunyatolog
unmatched in the Apologists. | demonstrated above how Justin confused the revelatory
roles of the Logos and the Spirit, at times referring to the Spirit d®ethg who spoke

through the prophets, at other times referring that duty to the Logos. Altheungtelis

22 Haer. 4.33.7, ANF 1:508.

123 Epid.5, Behr, 43.

124 This is not to suggest that the Holy Spirit doeshave a function in the redemptive process.
As | will show below, the Spirit plays an intricatgle in this process and, like the Logos, he perfothis
role in virtue of his divinity. See below pp. 2532 Nevertheless, the redemptive role the Spiaypin
the economy is distinguished from his prophetierol
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likewise assigns a revelatory role to both the Logos/Son and Sophiatgphds a

separate prophetic or revelatory role for each of them—the Spirit preparesrid for

the Son, who in turn reveals to the world the Father. Irenaeus writes, “For God is
powerful in all things, having been seen at that time indeed, prophetically through the
Spirit, and seen, too, adoptively through the Son; and He shall be seen paternally in the
Kingdom of heaven, the Spirit truly preparing man in the Son of God, the Son leading
him to the Father, while the Father, too, confers upon him incorruption for eternal life,
which comes to every one from the fact of seeing G&tFurther explanation of these
points requires an inquiry into Irenaeus’ understanding of the relationship of the three
divine entities as they are expressed in the economy. This inquiry will be thet sibje

the final chapter.

3. Conclusion

In this chapter, | addressed the respective understandings of the Apaadists
Irenaeus regarding the nature of the Sophia/Spirit. | found Irenaeus, in his rhatiglet t
of Haer.4 and 5 and thEpid., much clearer than the Apologists regarding the status of
the distinct and eternal personhood of the Holy Spirit through his clear identification of
the Holy Spirit as the eternal Sophia of God. This language paralleled his Logos
theology, resulting in a parallel position of the Spirit to the Son in relation to therfFat
from eternity, the Spirit exists as the Sophia of God. Since the Spirit is ptrdhe
Logos in Irenaeus’ theology, | concluded that the Spirit possesses the saityeofjual

divinity as the Logos and that the Sophia, as spirit, likewise exists inpaoealiy

125 Haer.4.20.5, ANF 1:4809.
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immanent relationship with the Father and the Son. By contrast, Justin and Athenagora
lacked a category by which the Holy Spirit could be equal to and distinct from gos,Lo
much less to the Father. Although Theophilus made the Spirit-Sophia identification,
Irenaeus shows a consistency and explicitness in language that Theopkédds e
provides a theological structure by which the Spirit as Sophia tradition becomes
consistent and effective.

Furthermore, | found Irenaeus to affirm the Holy Spirit as a second & eafent
of God. The Spirit, in accord with the lexical sense of his title “Sophia,” is the agent
completes and perfects the work established by the Logos. The Spirit petf@ms t
distinct creative work alone, and this work justifies his presence in the worgatiorr—
without the Spirit, the work of creation is not complete. Neither Justin nor Athenagoras
affirmed the work of the Spirit in creation. Theophilus did affirm the creatork wf the
Spirit, but he lacked the logic to sustain the presence of a second agent. For Theophilus,
the Logos and the Sophia perform the same general work of creation, a forrhula tha
prefigures Irenaean theology but again lacks the logic that justifies tlenpeesf a
second agent alongside the Logos. Once again, Irenaeus has supplied @he cruci
component lacking in Theophilus’ thought.

In his understanding of both the person and the work of the Holy Spirit, Irenaeus
shows clear advances upon the theology of the Apologists. Furthermore, thesesadvance
likely were inspired by his reading of the Antiochene Apologist. The pneumatallogic
advances result in a theology of the Spirit that makes the traditional beliebastuof
the Sophia/Spirit alongside God/Father and the Logos/Son tenable, and estaltishes a

Trinitarian theology.
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Chapter Five: God, L ogos, Sophia

The preceding chapters have focused on Irenaeus’ understanding of the Triune
God considered apart from his economic manifestatis ] noted above, | approached
the question from this angle in order to fill a lacuna in Irenaean scholarshagb, s,
for the most part, neglected the immanent aspects of Irenaeus’ Triniteg@ogy. |
consider this task accomplished. Nonetheless, to stop here would result in an incomplete,
and thus, inadequate picture of Irenaeus’ Trinitarian theology for two reas@hs. Fir
Irenaeus’ understanding of the immanent, eternal Trinity results in a thoyoughl
Trinitarian understanding of the God who is manifested through his various works in the
economy; while | have argued that this economic manifestation does not exhaust
Irenaeus’ Trinitarian theology, it none the less remains crucial if not temtra
understanding that theology. Therefore, any substantive account of Irenasitafidn
theology must address God’s economic manifestation. Second, while | have considered
the inner relationships of the Logos/Son and Sophia/Spirit to God/Father individually,
have yet to consider the relationships of all three divine entities to one another or t
analyze the nature of the hierarchy that emerges when Irenaeus dishessgsoperative
work of the Father, Son, and Spirit in the economy.

Therefore, in the present chapter | will turn from the Apologists’ and lushae
respective understandings of the natures of the three divine entities indivehally

analyze their respective understandings of the relationships amongelkiitees

! Occasionally, | have deviated from this method. &@mple, in chapters three and four, my
sections addressing the creative and revelatomtifums of the Logos/Son and Sophia/Spirit respebtiv
necessitated addressing their manifestation ieto@omy. Nevertheless, my goal in these sectiosstova
discern what the divine agents’ respective econdurictions revealed about their natures and eternal
relationships to God/Father apart from their warkhe economy.
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through studying the passages in which Father, Son, and Spirit appear together. For the
Apologists, these passages primarily occur in contexts where thelatmaristian
belief with contemporary philosophical beliefs. Accordingly, these Trinitariasguges
reveal an ontological hierarchy among the three entities that gusi8onh and the Spirit
as ontologically subordinate to the Father in the manner of the Middle Platoniclyera
of first principles?

Irenaeus’ Trinitarian passages occur in two contexts. First, he brieflydeossi
the inner relationships of Father, Son, and Spirit apart from the economy by expanding
the arguments he madeHhaer. 2 for the relationship of the Father and the Son to include
the Spirit, as well. Second, and most prominently, Irenaeus addresses the hatetiohs
Father, Son, and Spirit in discussing their cooperative work in the ecohidke/the
Apologists, Irenaeus’ thought reveals a hierarchy that posits God as the abilre
work of the economy and the Logos and Sophia as the agents who perform the work
according to God’s will. Nonetheless, | will show that, as opposed to the ontological
hierarchy of the Apologists, Irenaeus’ hierarchy is functional dkifnile the divine
entities have different roles in the economy, they exist in an ontological unity from

eternity, a unity upon which the economic work of Father, Son, and Spirit is predicated.

2 By “first principles,” | mean God, the forms, anwhtter, all of which the Middle Platonists
understand as eternal, but of varying degrees alftyuSee Dillon,The Middle Platonists}5-49.

% Unlike material covered in previous chapters, dean scholarship has covered extensively much
of the material regarding the Triune nature ofdheéne work of the economy. The difference in my
treatment of this content and the pertinent Irengessages is my demonstration of the manner iohwhi
the economic manifestation of the Trinity corresgmith Irenaeus’ understanding of the immanent
Trinity. Past treatments omit this first step. Famtas | noted in the introduction, includes acdssion of
the immanent Trinity only after thoroughly discusggits manifestation in the economy. My study warks
the opposite direction. Barnes’ treatment lacksoadugh discussion of the economic component of
Irenaeus’ Trinitarian theology.

* By “functional,” | refer to their respective works functions within the economy. The hierarchy
emerges insofar as God alone is the source, wiglé dgos and Sophia alone carry out God'’s will in
complete obedience. A functional hierarchy diffiecsn the ontological hierarchy of the Apologists’
because the differences between Father, Son, antlde not the result of varying levels or degred
divinity.
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1. The Apologist3

1.1 Justin

Justin’s Trinitarian passages occur in two broad contexts. The firstusgacial
context that features Justin’s descriptions of the Christian pracfibeptism and
Eucharisf The second is a philosophical context in which Justin explains the Christian
understanding of God in order to correlate Christian and philosophical Belietse
Trinitarian passages occurring in a liturgical context, Justin singt/the names of the
three entities in the traditional order. For example, when he describes thga@hiiual

of baptism, Justin writes, “...for they then receive washing in water in the ob@ed

® As with chapter four, | will proceed in my studf/tbe Apologists’ Trinitarian passages
according to each figure’s work. This structureésessitated not by a development in their respecti
understandings, as was the case with their pnelmgés, but by the lack of discernable patterns or
themes into which their respective Trinitarian @&gs may be grouped.

® For a discussion of the liturgical passages iati@h to Justin’s understanding of the Spirit, see
above pp. 173-174.

"W. Rordorf, following an earlier schematic propd$y P. Hamann in relation to early Christian
Trinitarian thought in general, claims that Justifitinitarian theology is rooted in four contextaptism,
Eucharist, Christian prayer, and martyrdom literattRodorf, “La Trinité dans les écrits de Justiuig20
(1980): 285-297. The schematic is not a helpfudsifecation of Justin’s Trinitarian passages. Fitls¢ first
three contexts do not differ in any degree thatldaidfect interpretation of Justin’s thought. Sedoim
order to incorporate Hamann’s fourth context of tyralom, Rodorf has to cite the story of Justin’s
martyrdom, which did not come from the hand of iluahd therefore cannot be included as his own work
or as an example of his own thought. Finally, am$nimportantly for my purposes, the schematic does
not account for the most important context in whicistin’s Trinitarian passages appear, namely, the
philosophical context | develop below. This contextnarked by Justin’s efforts to correlate Chaistand
philosophical beliefs to reject as unreasonableti@@ge of atheism. Rodorf groups clear philosaghic
passages, such ag\pol.13.3, in the liturgical context of baptism, claigithat Justin describes here the
formula that Christians affirm at their baptism. éféers no evidence to support his conjecture thapol.
13.3 is a baptism passage. In fact, Justin saysngpabout baptism in this context. Rather, heudek the
Trinitarian formula to bolster his argument agathst charge of atheism. Even more confounding is
Rodorf’s failure to address theApol. 60.5-7 passage, arguably the clearest of all JasEimitarian
passages. This oversight likely emerged becaustAlpel. 60.5-7 passage does not fit Hamann'’s
schematic that Rodorf has adopted for Justin. VWhese passages are removed from the liturgicabgtst
in which Rodorf placed them, the result is the latkvidence for his larger claim, namely, thahis
Trinitarian passages, “Justin is referring to aeady existent tradition.” Rodorf, “Trinité,” 28Rather, as
| have argued throughout the present dissertaligstin develops the Trinitarian formula for thegmses
of correlating Christian and philosophical beligiaking it more likely that Justin’s Trinitarian pages are
original to him. This observation is significansafar as it suggests that the subordination tisatsefrom
Justin’s Trinitarian formula, which | will detaildbow, is not inherent to the traditional Fatherh S8pirit
liturgical formula of ancient Christian usage. Ratht results from the import of Middle Platonist
philosophy and Justin’s attempt to correlate the Iwlief systems.
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the Father and Master of all, and of our Savior, Jesus Christ, and of the Holy®Spirit.”
This order of naming the divine objects of belief has deep roots in Christian ynantbr
likely dates back to the earliest Christian communitidsvertheless, the traditional
formula indicates nothing of the inner relationships among the three entitieiss a
repetition at this early date does not constitute a developed Trinitarian th&blogy.

The Trinitarian formulas that occur in a philosophical context convey Justin’'s
Trinitarian theology more clearly than those formulas that occur in a Galrgpntext. In
these passages, Justin indicates that while all three divine entitibs atgdcts of
Christian belief and worship, God the Father is alone the Most High God, identified both
with “the One” of Middle Platonism and the Creator of the Jewish Scriptures. The Son
and the Spirit, as a result of their later generation from the will of therFatdeheir
diminished divinity'* are lesser divine Powers who exist alongside the Most High God of
the Jewish Scriptures. As such, in relation to the Father, the Son and Spirit exdshith se
and third place or position, respectively. For example, Justin writes, “Our ted¢hese
things is Jesus Christ...and we will show that we worship Him rationally, haanuele

that He is the Son of the true God Himself, and holding Him in second plaegda

81 Apol.61.3, Barnardé6.

° The Gospel of Matthew records this traditionahiata as coming from Jesus who, after his
resurrection, commands his disciples as follows tlerefore and make disciples of all nations, iaayg
them in the name of the Father and of the Son &tttedHoly Spirit...” Matt. 28:19, NRSV translation.
The same traditional, baptismal statement is ressbndDidache?.

2 The one, possible Trinitarian development fronriaitarian passage occurring in a liturgical
context is Justin’s record of an early Euchaript&yer. He writes, “Over all that we receive weskléhe
Maker of all through His Son Jesus Christ and thlotlne Holy Spirit.” 1Apol.67.2, Barnard, 71. Here,
the Son and the Spirit serve as mediators to theeFaunctions consistent with their individuakuaes
and functions addressed in previous chapters aradlglad in the formula developed in the philosaahi
context. According to this prayer, the Father &ssburce of the gifts, and all thanksgiving is tlulim,
alone.

M For a discussion of these aspects of the Sonten8piirit, see above pp. 124-127, 132-134 and
173-176.
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xwoa] and the prophetic Spirit in the third rando{tn ta&ed].” 12 Discerning Justin’s
precise meaning with use of the wosdsoa andtéa&is in relation to the Second and
Third Persons, respectively, proves difficult. This difficulty emergesuseche does not
define the terms; instead, he uses them as if they were a standard aspditafal
discourse regarding the Godhead. Scholarly interpretatiopsgaf andtaéic in Justin’s
work range from well-developed, technical terms defining the relation betiveelivine
entities according to the philosophical meanings of the t&ttes;asual, imprecise terms
of “Christian experience and worship rather than doctrinal definifibn.”

While there is no question thadoa andta&is lack the technicality of later
fourth century Trinitarian terms such@siac andoniéotaoig, the decisive factor in
determining Justin’s meanings is the philosophical context in which the ternosaied.
In 1 Apol.13.3, and other statements like it, Justin does not seek to describe Christian
belief, relate what Christians affirm at their baptism, or express hisrowen éxperience.
In these passages, Justin attempts to correlate Christian belief wiptealcpkilosophical
beliefs in order to dispel the charge of atheism. In so doing, his languagptatte
definition he believed and intended to be recognizable or understandable to his'feaders.
As such, these terms likely indicate truths about the divine entities approacling the

technical use within Middle Platonism.

121 Apol.13.3, Barnard, 31.

'3 Andresen, “Justin,” 190ff.

14 Barnard St. Justin Martyr116-117n77. Barnard perceives no difference irctireext of the
formula of 1Apol.13.3, and others like it, and those formulas appgan liturgical contexts. His
interpretation is similar to Rodorf's interpretati(see above p. 218n7).

15 For example, in the same context as the Trinitapissage quoted above, Justin notes that the
accusation of Christian “madness” is not the befighree related divine figures, but only the Gtian
insistence that this second God is a human beiagvtites, “For they charge our madness to consist i
this, that we give to a crucified man second pkter the unchangeable and eternal God, begettdl of
things...” 1Apol. 13.4, Barnard, 31. This passage implies Justirpsuant assumption that his readers will
recognize and find reasonable the concept of thlelaged divine figures.
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As noted aboveywopa is commonly used by the Middle Platonists, and
throughout antiquity, to refer to a literal place or space in which an entityatethand
this is the manner in which Justin employed the word to refer to the location of God
relative to the worldial. 127.2) If this spatial meaning transfers to Justin use of
xwoa to describe the Son’s place relative to the Father in #yeol 13.3 passage, the
meaning would be that the Son is in a different place or space than the Father. This
meaning works with Justin’s understanding of the subordinate nature of the lagas/S
shown in chapter three because | noted there that the Son’s lesser or lowsr divinit
allowed him to act in the place of the wotld.

Nevertheless, the location of the Son peamanentlydifferent “place” than the
Father, as the spatial interpretationy@ba in 1 Apol. 13.3 would suggest, is problematic
insofar as Justin believes, following traditional Christian teaching, th&dhescends to
the “place” of the Father following his incarnation and there reigns with him
continually?® In theDial., Justin often cites the ascension of the Son to the same place as
the Father as evidence for the divinity of the $tfor Justin to elsewhere insist that the
Son is permanently in a different literal place than the Father negatféeittereness of
this argument for the Son'’s divinity. Moreover, the description of the Son in a different
literal place than the Father is incongruent with Justin’s use of the adjé&ssoend”

(devtépa) to describewoa in the same passage. If Justin intended a spatial significance

'8 See above pp. 71-72. As noted there hask.reflects this use ofwoa. SeeDidask.8.2,
13.3.

" See above pp. 119-121.

18 See 1Apol. 21, 31, 42, 45, 46, 5Mial. 17, 32,36, 64, 82, 84.

9 For example, Justin writes, “Keep in mind, toonfrthe other words of David which | cited
above, it can be proved that he would come fodmfthe highest heavens and was to ascend agdia to t
same placetproc], in order that you may know that he came fortlGasl from above, and became man in
the midst of men, and will one day return to eanthen they who pierced him will look upon him and
weep.”Dial. 64.7, Falls, 100.
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of xwoa here, it would have made more sense for him to use an adjective that described
space, such as “lower.” For these reasons, it is unlikely that Justin intetedaladpatial
meaning in his use gfoa to describe the Son’s place in relation to the FatherApdl.
13.3.

Xwoa has a secondary meaning in antiquity that is more metaphorical in nature; it
is sometimes used to indicate the proper “position” of a person or riffen, this
usage reflects the status of that place or position relative to the position ofr qertuos,
as in the sense of “rank™If Justin has this secondary, metaphorical meaningook in
mind, the 1Apol. 13.3 passage would indicate that the Son is in second position or rank
to the Father, thus indicating not a lower, physical place in which the Son dwells, but a
lower “status” of the Son. This metaphorical meaningd@jd« aligns with Justin’s
understanding of the subordinate or lesser divinity of the Son. Moreover, this usage bett
aligns with the adjective “second”—the Son is in second rank to the Father begause h
possesses a lesser divine nature than the Father. Finally, the metaph@gagroé
xwoa corresponds witha&ig, the word Justin uses in the same passage to refer to the
position of the Spirit. The primary meaningwf i in antiquity is this same sense of
“rank” or “order” and is most often used to refer to the proper ordering or position of

people or entitie&>

0 Oftenxwoa is used in military contexts to describe the prqpesition or post of a soldier. For
example, Aristophanekysistrata5.24, AeschylusAgamemnor8, ThucydidesHistory4.126, 2.87.

% TheDidask.reflects this usage: “The aim of physics is toheahat is the nature of the
universe, what sort of an animal is man, and whateplxcoa] he has in the world, if God exercises
providence over all things, and if the gods ardedrbeneath him, and what is the relation of megotis.”
Didask.7.1, Dillon, 13. The place of humanity here is tetbto its positiorvis-a-visthe gods. The
metaphorical usage meaning “rank” in relation tmething or someone else also is reflected in Plato,
Theaetetusl53e, Theognis, 152, and XenophAnabasisb.6.13.

22 Notably, this usage appears in PlaZofias 109d,Tim. 71a, 83bTheaetetus]53e (where it
appears as a synonym witthoa), Didask.26.1. Plato also uses&wc several times in th&m.to describe
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Taken into Justin’s argument, therefore, these terms indicate an ontological
difference and subordination of the Son and Spirit to the Father in the same way that the
various Middle Platonist systems subordinated eternal entities such astleSoul or

the Forms or Thoughts of God to the Primary Gothe Son and the Spirit are in second

the proper order that God imposes on the unformattiemin the act of creation. For example, he write
“For God desired that, so far as possible, allghishould be good and nothing evil; wherefore, wHen
took over all that was visible, seeing that it was in a state of rest but in a state of discordauok
disorderly motion, He brought it into order outdi$order fic td&wv avto fyyayev ék g atagiag]...”
Tim.30a, Bury, LCL 234:55. ThBidask.employs this meaning afi&ig several times. Sdeidask 12.2,
13.1, 3, 29.2. Elsewhere, the same Middle Platamiter specifies that thexéig of the universe implicitly
involves a ranking of separate entities. He writethe order of celestial entities, “The sun is lgeder of
them all, indicating and illuminating everythingad moon is regarded as being in second ptlace: [
devtepa] as regards potency, and the rest of the plandtsif each in proportion to its particular
character.’'Didask.,14.6, Dillon, 24. Likexwoa, té&is often is used specifically in military contexts to
refer to the position or rank of soldieFor example, Platdlenexenu®46b, Thucydidedlistory, 5.68,
7.5 and XenophorAnabasis?.1.7.1 note this military usage of both words (see abpve22n20) to show
that there is precedence for linking and equatiegiérms as Justin does in thadol. 13.3 formula. They
are equated insofar as both words are used toidedhe position of the Son and the Spirit in lielato
God—xwoa in relation to the Son andés in relation to the Spirit. Moreover, in a repriséithe formula
in 1 Apol. 60.5-7 quoted just below, Justin describes thdiogiship of both Son and Spirit to the Father
with the wordyoa. Munier’s translation of Apol.13.3 correctly reflects the equivalence of thesege
in Justin’s thought. He renders the passage asnfsil«..nous savons qu'il est le fils du vrai Dieu et nous
le plagons au second rang, et I'Esprit prophétiguetroisieme» Munier,SC507:161. While the
metaphorical meaning gtooa fits well in the context of Apol. 13.3, it does not transfer to Justin’s
description of the Father’s place relative to theld; as | interpretegloa in chapter two, for several
reasons. First, in those passages wRékex is used in relation to the place of the Fathestidispecifically
interprets the word using spatial imagery. For gxamhe writes, “[The Father] always remains in his
place kwoa], wherever that may bigrov noté]...” Dial. 127.2, Falls, 191 italics added. It is difficult to
interpret the meaning @fwov given the metaphorical significanceaboa. Second, Justin does not
describe the literal location of the Father in acpl with the use afwoa alone, but he uses other devices
and terms, such as his description of the supestial regions@ial. 56.1) or with his use afmog (Dial.
64.7), which has no metaphorical connotations. &foee, the spatial significance gboa in Dial. 127.2 is
corroborated by other passages independeqnbad.

% something approaching this usage occurs iriblask.,the writer of which refers to the
highest God agoartoc 6¢dc. Dillon shows that although the entities in the MalPlatonic system of first
principles varied from author to author, the secand third entities always are subordinate to fingt F
God. Dillon,Middle Platonists45-49. The reason that the second and third entieeessarily were
subordinated, as | suggested in chapters two aed #bove, is that the transcendent nature ofitbe F
God precluded his action in the material worldMidldle Platonism, this function is rather the prapef
the World Soul. The writer of theidask.,for example, writes, “Since intellect is supetiorsoul, and
superior to potential intellect there is actualizaellect, which cognizes everything simultanegusid
eternally, and finer than this again is the caddbis and whatever it is that has an existendepsior to
these, this it is that would be the primal Godnbgdhe cause of the eternal activity of the intlt&f the
whole heaven.Didask.10.2, Dillon, 17. In this statement, the Primal G®the cause, but the activity is
attributed to the World Soul. Previous studies haoted that the ontological difference betweenRinst
God and the World Soul or Forms in Middle Platonisfftuences the Apologists’ understanding of the
hierarchy of Father, Son, and Spirit. For examgée, Andresen, “Justin,” 190, Daniél@gspel Message,
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and third place/rank not because they are named after him in a traditional fdyatula
because they derive their being from him and are dependent on his will in both their
existence and in everything that they do, as | have shown elsetthere.

A second Trinitarian passage located in a philosophical context confirms the
subordinating sense of these terms. Justin writes, “[Plato] said that therpoweés the
first God was place€@hi-wisein the universe. And as to his speaking of a third, since he
read, as we said before, that which was spoken by Moses, ‘The Spirit of God moved over
the waters.” For he gives second plagedav] to the Logos who is with God, who, he
said, was place@hi-wisein the universe, and the third to the Spirit who was said to be
borne over the water, saying, ‘And the third around the thffd&&cording to this
statement, which like its Middle Platonic counterparts has Plato as itspsmace,
Justin affirms the existence of three distinct, divine beings, each deservwogsbip
and each existing according to its own divine category. The tebgis andtaéig, in
combination with the scheme of descending numbers, indicates a difference of quality
among the divine categoriésThus, for Justin, while the Logos indeed is divine, he is

“another God and Lord under the Creator of all thirfdg.he Son rightly is called God,

346-347, Edwards, “Platonic Schooling,” 22ff, Munidpologie,160n4, and Schoedel, “Neglected
Motive,” 366.

%4 See above pp. 124-127.

2 ...V peta Tov medTov Beov duvapy KextdoBat v o mavti eine. Kal to eimelv avtov
TolTOV, EMELDY), WG MOOEITOUEY, EMAVW TWV VAATWY AvEéyvw Do Mwoéwg elonuévov émipégeaBat tO 10D
000 mveLpa. AeLTEQOV LEV YAQ XWOAV T( Tapax 0e0 AbYw, OV kexidkoOat év te mavti €, ddwat, TNV
d¢ Toltnv @ AexBévtL émupéoecBoan @ VdatL Tvevpaty, eimdv- T d¢ Tolta Tepl Tov toitov.” 1 Apol.
60.5-7, Barnard, 65 with minor revisions. For mimfermation regarding this Platonic passage in its
original context, see above p. 173n8.

% The closest nominally Christian equivalent to itstTrinitarian formula in the mid second
century is the Valentinian formula. This formulé&haugh not limiting the number of divine entitites
three, parallels Justin’s understanding of the dishiing divinity of entities that came forth afte First-
Father. As we saw in chapter three, this undersignmésults from a topological theory of divine
generation that approximates two-stage Logos tlgggboevalent in Justin and the other Apologist® Se
above pp. 151-158.

*’ Dial. 56.4, Falls, 84.
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but “he is distinct from God the Creator; distinct, that is, in numb@B[16c], but not in
mind [yvaun].” 28 The distinction between God and Logos (and Spirit) necessarily
creates the subordination. Therefore, Justin’s Trinitarian formula does nohecithef
one God of the Jewish Scriptures with a nuanced understanding of the divine sulistance.
Rather, he supplements the God of the Jews with the distinct Powers of the Son and Spirit
who work in the world on his behalf, the precedent for which is the Middle Platonic
system of first principles and the relationship of the Logos/World Soul to theHigs
God.

While Justin’s Trinitarian formula effectively correlates Christéand Platonist
beliefs through asserting the real distinction between three divine gntifels to
identify any mechanism for maintaining the divine unity. Rather, Justin’s corarettmef
divine unity ceases once the Logos separates out of the Father at hisigeffara

connection with Justin’s strong arguments in favor of the divinity of the Son, his lack of

*® Dial. 56.11, Falls, 85.

# Conversely, Osborn claims that for Justin, thén&aand Son are not distinct in substance.
Nevertheless, Justin’s location of the unity oftfestand Son in the passages Osborn cites in supipthit
statement refer not to the unity of the substarideather and Son, but to the conformity of the wflkhe
Father and Son. Osbordystin Martyr,32. Using many of the same passages as OsborngeGoagh
correctly shows that the unity Justin envisionsrie of the Son’s conforming to the will of the Fathas
opposed to any unity of substance. Goodenough gdes] “[I]n general, Justin found his Philonic figs
of the unity of thexvoia much less important than the dual divine Persdasjiand consequently he makes
the real basis of his argument for monotheism m@tumnity ofovoia but the subordination of rank of the
Second God.” Goodenoughystin Martyr,155. For Goodenough’s full argument, see pp. 155-A5 |
will show momentarily, the unity of the divine drés in the will or in the agreement of the enstimetter
aligns with Middle Platonic unity formulas. Seedelp. 228n38.

% This lack of concern for the unity of the threditis is displayed in Justin’s ability to insert
other celestial beings between the three divingiesin traditional Trinitarian statements. Foaexle, he
writes that Christians “worship and adore both Himd the Son who came from Him, and taught us these
things, and the army of the other good angels, feflow Him and are made like Him, and the prophetic
Spirit, giving honor [to Him] in reason and truth.1’Apol.6.2, Barnard, 26. Despite claims of certain
scholars, this passage does not reflect a completeof Trinitarian theology, but only a strongenghasis
on the distinction of the three entities than thwiity. The fact that the angels accompany thes®omv not
that they are divine but that the Son is a reatyemtistinct from both the Father and the Spititstin has
not developed a mechanism to maintain the divinty imtension with the distinction he is so coruen
to show. For a comprehensive listing of scholantgipretations of the Apol. 6.2 passage, see Martin,
Espiritu Santo244-250.
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concern for the divine unity results in a forfeiture of monotheism in any taditsense

of the word. Justin maintains the continuity with Judaism not through redefining the
Godhead or in particular, what it means to say that God is one, but by maintaining belief
in one Most High God, Creator of the universe, to which he adds belief in two other
lesser divine being$.God the Father remains supreme because of a superior divinity and
because both the other beings conform to his will, which is the source not only of their
existence, but also of all their work in the econdfiVhis imperfect solution, thus,

allows Justin to say at once that God is one and God is three, but it precludes an

understanding that the three divine entities together constitute the one God.

1.2 Athenagoras

For Athenagoras, whose primary task is to refute the charge of atheism by
correlating Christian doctrine and philosophical beliefs, the philosophical contbgt is

only context in which his Trinitarian passages occur. As | have shown in past chapters,

3L “Trypho, there will never be, nor has there eveerbfrom eternity, any other God except him
who created and formed this universe. Furthermeeedo not claim that our God is different from
yours...We have been led to God through this cruciadst, and we are the true spiritual Israel, ted
descendents of Judah, Jacob, Isaac, and Abrahamtladugh uncircumcised, was approved and blessed
by God because of his faith and was called theefathmany nations. All this shall be proved as we
proceed with our discussiorDial. 11.1, 5, Falls, 20-21.

%2 Although Justin never brings his understandinthefwork of the three divine entities in the
economy together into one Trinitarian passage h&®philus and Irenaeus will do, he consistently
maintains that all the events of the economy ofa@n originate in God’s saving plans and thatides
Christ’s obedience obeys and conforms to the Fathélt. For example, he writes, “[HJow can we ddub
and refuse to believe that, in conformity with thiél of the Father of all, he could also be borreofirgin,
particularly when we have so many Scriptural tewtéch clearly show that even this has taken place
according to the will of the Father®ial. 75.4, Falls, 118Elsewhere, Justin writes, “[H]e who is said to
have appeared to Abraham, Jacob, and Moses, aatldd God, is distinct from God, the Creator; idist,
that is, in number, but not in mind. For | statatthe never did or said anything other than what th
Creator—above whom there is no other God—desiradht do or say.Dial. 56.11, Falls, 85.
Goodenough writes that Justin here means “thaigtholie Second God is a distinct personality Hehgst
no impulsive power in His thinking, for there islpone such centre of the Godhead...” Goodenough,
Justin Martyr,156. Accordingly, this formula exhibits the begings of a “one power” argument for the
unity of Father and Son; nonetheless, Justin faittevelop it. As we shall see, the “one power'uangnt
is developed first by Athenagoras who may haveegdtte idea in its embryonic form from Justin.
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Athenagoras, like Justin, employs Middle Platonic terms toward this end. Nongtheles
Athenagoras’ Trinitarian formula shows a deeper concern than Justin’s Taimitar
formula for maintaining the unity of the divine agents with the Most High God, even afte
the respective generations of the Logos and Spirit out of God. This concets ireanl
added component to Athenagoras’ formula not present in Justin’s. For example, in his
explanation of Christian belief, Athenagoras writes, “Who then would not be amazed if
he heard of men called atheists who bring forward God the Father, God the Son, and the
Holy Spirit and who proclaim both their power in unity} év t évooet dovapuw] and
their diversity in rank{nv év ) tad&et diaipeowv].” % n this passage, Athenagoras not
only underscores the distinction of the three entities, as witnessed in Justiofswsa
andtaéic, he emphasizes their continuing unithe mechanism of unity Athenagoras
identifies here is the three entities’ possession of the same pawer(c). Athenagoras
does not state explicitly the nature of this power, but it appears to be theycapaci
divine action possessed by Father, Son, and Spirit that manifests itself battioncr
(by the work of the Son) and in prophecy (by the work of the Spirit). In other words,
insofar as the Son and the Spirit perform the divine work in the world, they are one with
God.

This concern for the unity of the divine entities is not manifest in Justin’s

formula®* and, as such, represents an important Trinitarian development. Nonetheless, in

% eg.10.5, Schoedel, 23. Athenagoras reprises the faertater in the work, writing, “We say
that there is God and the Son, his Logos, and titg Slpirit, united according to powetdrta dvvapy]
yet distinguished according to rankafa té&1v] as the Father, the Son, and the Spirit, sincé&theis
mind, reason, and wisdom of the Father and that$pan effluence like light from fire.Leg.24.2,
Schoedel, 59 with minor revisions.

34 As noted above, Justin only is concerned to shm@wunity of the three entities prior to the
generation of the Son and Spirit. He emphasizestbel real distinctions among the entities follogvtheir
generations.
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contrast to the position of a number of scholars who find in this formula of unity an early
example of developed Trinitarian thoudh#thenagoras’ argument for unity does not
equate to an argument for one essence or nature shared by Father, Son, dA@8pirit.

the contrary, in chapter three, | showed how Athenagoras’ understanding ofthe S
ability to work in the world is predicated upon his lower or lesser divinity: whehea
Father’s transcendent nature precludes him from working in the world, the Sonés natur
allows him to act in the world—or to be in the place of the world—on God’ b&hAs.

a result, the Father and Son cannot share one divine essence or the Logos wdwdd lack t
ability to work in the world as well, and Athenagoras’ argument for divine action in the

world would break dowr® Concomitantly, Athenagoras’ two-stage Logos theology

% Notably, BarnardAthenagoras101-103 and GranGreek Apologistsl09. In a similar vein,
Swete finds the formula quite advanced for the tegod, particularly when compared to Justin’'s
formula. He writes, “There is unity in the Diviniéel, and there is also diversity. The unity corssiatthe
possession of the same Divine power; the diveisitydistinction of rank or order...It will be real@¢hat
this is a great advance upon all that we have faani@dr in post-canonical writings, and a remar&abl
result to have been reached before the year 18@teSHoly Spirit,44. More recently, Pouderon calls
Athenagoras’ Trinitarian formula an “original rati@e for reconciling the divine monarchy with thiaity,
by the distinction (vaguely subordinationist) o thower or capacity and rank or role.” Pouderon,
Athénagore d’Athéne431. | agree with these scholars’ assertion thaeAagoras shows an important
Trinitarian development from Justin by his attetgpmaintain the unity of the distinct entities aftiee
generation of the Logos and Spirit. Nonethelesgaking this formula of unity out of the context of
Athenagoras’ entire thought, these scholars ovierast its sophistication. As | will show momentgyil
Athenagoras’ Trinitarian formula is closer to Ja'stithan is often assumed.

% This argument most recently is made by Monica @hiirHer comments assume the self
evident nature of this equation. For example, stiesy “[Athenagoras] does not insist on this
subordination but rather on the equality and onuthigy in essence of the Father and of the Saturally,
when he speaks of the abilities of the three pargotheir unity and of their distinction in ordée seems
to imply such a nuance...” Monica GiunchDtinamiset taxisdans la conception trinitaire d’Athénagore,”
in Les Apologistes Chrétiens et la Culture Grecauk,Pouderon et Joseph Doré, Théologie Historique
105 (Paris: Beauchesne, 1996), 121-134, italicedddkewise, Pouderon, although raising the speifte
subordinationism, ultimately interprets Athenagofasmula as affirming “not a hierarchical distii,
which would raise a heresy, but a functional ditton, with each of the persons having a propes.rdl
PouderonAthénagore d’Athéned32.

37 See above pp. 128-129, 132-134.

3 Despite Giunchi’'s assumption that the identificatdf power and essence in Athenagoras'’
formula of unity is “natural,” nowhere does Athepags suggest an equation of diviReapc and divine
ovoia. Athenagoras’ meaning is not at all clear—liketiflysAthenagoras assumes the meaning of these
terms as a standard aspect of traditional discaegsrding the Godhead. The closest Athenagorassom
to an argument of a unity eboia, and by implication a definition @fovauis, centers on the unity of the
Father and the Son. There, Athenagoras writes, “Bioge the Son is in the Father and the Fathdren t
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results in a temporal beginning to the separate existence of the Logasi8@p(rit).
Put in other terms, at the generation the essence of the Logos sep#rafeaheessence
of God, meaning that only God’s essence is eternal. These aspects ofjAtasha
thought exclude a unity of essence of Father, Son, and 8pirit.

While locating the unity of Father, Son, and Spirit in one shared power,
Athenagoras follows Justin in affirming the real distinction of the thregemntiike
Justin, he locates their distinction according to their differing “ranks®ec). This
affirmation forms the second part of his Trinitarian formula—Father, Son, and@pirit

“unified according to powerpta dovapwv] yet distinguished according to rankofra

Son by a powerful unity of spirifotnTt kai duvépel tvevparos], the Son of God is the mind and the
reason of the Fatherl’eg.10.2, Schoedel, 21, 23. While Athenagoras cledeyiifies the common
spiritual nature of the Father and Son as the lodidi®eir unity here, the context of the statementals
that this binitarian formula is governed by thetymif dovapuic in his Trinitarian formula quoted above.
Just prior to this statement, Athenagoras writf=r] in [the Son’s] likeness and through him &ihigs
came into existence, which presupposes that theeFahd the Son are on&&g.10.2, Schoedel, 21. In
other words, in explaining the spiritual unity adtRer and Son, Athenagoras identifies the Son’spdov
act in unison with the Father as the rationaldleir spiritual unity. Consequently, Athenagoraatesment
that the Father and Son are united in a unity oit$e not an argument from the oneness of nature
essence; rather, this argument depends on thefomatamental argument that the Father and Son share
same power, which, as we have seen, cannot logieqllate to essence given Athenagoras’ assumpifons
transcendence and divine work in the world. Crelithpugh failing to comment on Athenagoras’ uimity
power, diversity in rank formula, discerns in theg.10.2 statement a developed Trinitarian formula that
anticipates Augustine’s understanding that the EBgirit is the bond of unity and love between Fatrel
Son. According to Crehan, theveopa in this passage refers to the distinct Third Persssulting in his
statement that “[t]he idea of considering the $jgisi the uniting power of the Father and the Sdreie set
forth for the first time in Christian theology.” €manAthenagoras133. This interpretation is questionable
given Athenagoras’ failure to develop this formudtafact, this is the only example of Athenagonase of
spirit as the unifying factor of Father and Sonthea, Athenagoras prefers the unity in power, diifgiin
rank formula, perhaps because of its capabilibesffirm a distinct Holy Spirit. Crehan’s failure t
comment on this latter formula, given his prociMio see Athenagoras as an early Trinitarian thinke
surprising. (For more on the argument of a uniiedence of Father, Son, and Spirit in Athenagoras’
thought, specifically as it relates to the mearhgi&ic, see below p. 230n41n) contrast to Crehan and
Giunchi’s attempt to find in Athenagoras a unityesbence in Father, Son, and Spirit, Schoedelhtuagns
precedence for Athenagoras’ common power argumesgveral Middle Platonic sources. Schoedel,
“Neglected Motive,” 362-365. As Schoedel correathpws, the unity of power in these sources is not a
unity of essence, but a unity of purpose.

39 Previous scholarship’s failure to read this Terin formula in the context of Athenagoras’
entire thought leads to an oversimplified as welaa over enthusiastic interpretation of Athenagjora
Trinitarian formula.
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taEw] as the Father, the Son, and the Spirit®.As noted above with Justin’s formula,
ta&ic refers to “rank” and, in accord with Athenagoras’ assumptions of the respective
natures of the Son and Spirit, indicates their lesser divinities in relation tattier FAS |
have argued elsewhere, according to Athenagoras’ logic, the Son and the &pirit ar
enabled to work in the world because of lesser divine natures, which are themselves a
consequence of their generation from the will of the Father. As a result, #gvngiff
ta&eg of the Son and Spirit are a function of their gradated divine natures, a usage that i
in line with the use of&&ic both in Justin and Middle Platonisth.

When Athenagoras’ thought on the nature of the divine work in the world and on

the nature of the two stages of the Logos are considered, his Trinitarian forfrfuay

“Leg.24.2.

1 Schoedel, “Neglected Motive,” 360-361, 366. Cosedy, Barnard renderst&.c in
Athenagoras’ formula as “order,” claiming that ite$ not imply an ontological, and therefore
subordinationist, distinction. He writes, “Rathfem, the apologist, the logos is divine, immanenGiod as
‘idea’ and ‘power’ yet economically distinct as ttreative agent of the cosmos. The logos has two
relationships with the Father, immanent in the Gaadh and expressed in procession when He presides
over the ordering of the universe. This is a défere of function rather than nature and, properly
understood, does not lend itself to a subordin&ionterpretation.” Barnardithenagoras101. Barnard’s
argument has several difficulties. First, Barndiké the scholars noted above (see p. 228ns 3386,
equates the formula unity of power with a unityesfence. This interpretation results from a failare
distinguish adequately between the two stageseoftiyos’ existence. Barnard’s argument rather iegpli
that the Logos is at once eternally immanent in @od separated from him as his agent in the economy
This blurring of the stages allows Barnard to artha the differingrd&eg occur even in the first stage
when the Son is interior to the Father. Howevéigue shown that the two stages of the Logos’ exigtén
Athenagoras’ understanding are quite distinct—anfifst stage the Logos is indistinguishable frwe t
Father while at the generation the Logos sepafaiesthe Father in essence. Thus, the diffetifagyc, in
which Athenagoras locates the distinction of Fatre Son (and Spirit) can only be a function of the
second stage. The distinction, then, is one ofressdor as | have said, the lower rank, or sulartei
essence, of the Son allows him to work in the woklsl more evidence of the blurring of the stages,
Barnard argues that the Logos is immanent in Gefi(ting to the first stage) by virtue of his s&fas the
“idea” and “power” of God. However, the Logos’ staas the “idea” of God occurs in his economic
manifestation as the idea of creation, which ocefler his generation and separation from the Fathe
(“[the Logos] came forth to serve as Ideal Form Enérgizing Power...L.eg.10.3). As such, if idea is
equivalent to power, as Barnard insists, then ¢dhedila of unity in a common power refers to thehEat
Son, and Spirit in the economic manifestation ainefefore, cannot be one of essence. If the ugityt in
essence, then Barnard’s renderingdfic as “order” does not make sense. Second, althoughaBh
argues for Athenagoras’ dependence on Justin dsagvdlistin’s subordinationist language in his
Trinitarian formula, Barnard fails to note the apmce oftiéis in both authors’ respective formulas. If
Athenagoras follows Justin, the correct assumptionld be that he intends the same meaning witluggs
of the same word, unless there is compelling evidea the contrary. Barnard does not provide this
evidence.
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in power, diversity in rank” is closer to Justin’s formula than is often assumedchAs s
Athenagoras’ formula features an ontological subordination of the Son and thédSpirit
the Father and possesses the same difficulty maintaining continuity wighJewi
monotheism. Athenagoras’ concern for their unity following the generation obthe S
and the Spirit is the only difference between the two fornftilfibe Logos and Spirit are

united to the Father and to one another by theinoneuc, but they are subordinated to
the Father and distinguished from one another by their diffetiigs which are a

function of their distinct, and graduated, divine essences.

1.3 Theophilus

As shown in previous chapters, Theophilus stands apart from the other two
Apologists in this study in several ways, most notably regarding the Jewishtiofgdnis
writings*® The Jewish influence also is evident in his Trinitarian formulas, which while
emphasizing similar truths to those of Justin and Athenagoras, do so in a completely
different medium. The formulas of Justin and Athenagoras establish the bgginhthe
development of technical Trinitarian vocabulary, notaltyoic andtéaéis, which

describe the relationships among the three divine entities according tonthef figliddle

“2The reason for Athenagoras’ greater concern thatinls concern regarding the subsequent
unity of the divine entities is unclear. Perhapstidits concern to identify the pre-existent Logathwhe
human person of Jesus demands he maintain a patsigtinction between God and Logos (and Spirit)
that Athenagoras is not as concerned to emphasize.

3 Theophilus is not devoid of a Hellenistic influenéndeed, his doctrine of the Logos belies a
profound Stoic influence. Additionally, Justin aAthenagoras are not devoid of a Jewish influense, a
both stress the continuity of the Christian Gochwiite Creator God revealed in the Jewish Script 8l
Theophilus’ context places him in the closest pro to a strong Jewish community in Antioch. This
Jewish influence comes to the forefront in his ustdending of the Spirit as Sophia, as | arguechapter
four, and in the expressions of his Trinitariamioia precisely because they occur in the conteat of
HexaemeronAs Grant observes, “Almost everything in [Thedpsi] exegesis can be paralleled in Jewish
haggadic literature.” Grant, “Theophilus of AntigtR37.
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Platonic literary sources. Conversely, the Trinitarian formulas of Theoploitne o the
form of metaphorical pictures or images that describe the inner relationshngstfdae
divine entities according to analogy with an anthropomorphic image of God rooted in
Scripture.

When Trinitarian formulas were formalized in the fourth century, they took a
medium much closer to that of the first two Apologists. As such, Theophilus’ images ar
more difficult to recognize as Trinitarian formulas. Still, his Tringanmages are crucial
to the theological development of the Trinity as they present two new elelmegatsus
will incorporate into his understanding of the relationships among Father, Son, ahd Spi
These elements are (1) the use of the anthropomorphic image of God creating with his
hands, the Logos and Sophia, to interpret the Genesis creation narratives and (2) the
preference for the alternate Trinitarian formula of God, Word (Logos)lakigSophia)
as opposed to the more traditional Father, Son, Spirit formula.

Theophilus invokes the image of the “hands of God” in the context of his
Hexaemerormnn Autol. 2 and in particular, in his interpretation of the Genesis 1:26
passage. He writes, “For after making everything else by a word, dasddered all this
as incidental; he regarded the making of man as the only work worthy of his own hands.
Furthermore, God is found saying: ‘Let us make man after the image and likeeniss
he needed assistance; but he said ‘Let us make’ to none other than his own Logos and his
own Sophia.** Theophilus does not introduce the image of the “hands of God” to
elucidate the respective natures of the Second and Third Persons. Insteadttee uses
image to affirm the importance of humanity in the scheme of creation. Aogbrdne

stresses that of all the works of creation, only humanity is created by thatatouch

4 Autol.2.18, Grant, 57.
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of God. Furthermore, the conversation present in Scripture (“[tjhen God said, ‘Let us
make...”) marks a pause in the course of the narrative that heightens the uniqueness of
humanity’s creation. God speaks, as he has at every other point in the creativenarr
but in this case, God’s speech does not create. Rather, according to Theophilus’
interpretation, God converses with his hands, the Logos and the Sophia, who
subsequently form human beings.

As has been noted elsewhere, the use of the “hands of God” image to describe
God'’s creation of human beings comes from a Jewish traffifpenhaps most clearly
represented in the retelling of the Genesis creation account in 4 Esdrdsstates, “O
sovereign Lord, did you not speak at the beginning when you planted the earth—and that
without help—and commanded the dust and it gave you Adam, a lifeless body? Yet he
was the creation of your hands, and you breathed into him the breath of life, and he was
made alive in your presenc& Elsewhere, the same work unites “hands” language and

“image” language: “But people, who have been formed by your hands andledeycair

> See, for example, Barnes, “Irenaeus’s Trinitafihrology,” 102. Grant refers to parallels in
Rabbinic literature, notably Abot de-R. Nathan. i@rdTheophilus of Antioch,” 237-238. Numerous
biblical passages, particularly the Pss., attriloagation to the hands of God, frequently usingpihese
“the works of his hands.” Some examples includeJaiB-12, Pss. [LXX] 8:3-8, 19:1, 28:5, 92:4, 954-
102:25, 119:73, and 138:8, Wisd. 11:17. Similaalypther tradition describes the Lord stretchingtbet
heavens with his hands. See, for example, Isa24indl Sir. 43:12. P. Joseph Titus reports thaivtrel
“hand” is used in the figurative sense of God’s kitog power in over 300 passages in the Hebrew Bible
alone. Titus, “The Hand of God’: Inquiry into tethropomorphic Image of God in Gen 243545
(2008): 421-447. For a concise discussion of thédail nature of this image, see Mambrino, “Deux
Mains de Dieu,” 355-358. The difference with tmeaigery in the Jewish literature and Theophilus’afse
the tradition, as Barnes observes with Irenaeubaisthe Hebrew Bible refers “the work of God’s\a”
to all aspects of creation. Barnes, “Irenaeus’sifaiian Theology,”103-104. Theophilus limits thergse
to the formation of humanity, thus employing theaga to a different end. The Jewish usage reveals
something about God; Theophilus’ usage reveals gongeabout humanity. An earlier Christian uselaf t
same image is motivated by the same concern tdigiigtthe priority of humanity in God’s creation.
Moreover, it also represents a midrashic traditiat has reconciled the two creation accounts of. Ge
and 2. The writer of Clementvrites, “Above all, as the most excellent and hytfee greatest work of his
intelligence, with his holy and faultless hands fiGformed man as a representation of his own imgage.
thus spoke God: ‘Let us make man in our image ikethéss. And God created man; male and female he
created them.”1 ClemenB3.45,Holmes, 65.

4 Esd. 3:4-5, NRSV translation.
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own image because they are made like you, and for whose sake you have formed all
things—have you also made them like the farmer's séetiRése passages reveal the
likely origin of the “hands of God” image, namely the midrashic connection of the two
creation accounts of Genesis 1:26 and 2:7, the first of which emphasizes the image of
God in humanity created through God’s command and the second of which emphasizes
the dust in which humanity is created by God’s hands. The writer of 4 Esdkas the
two stories a composite narrative by combining God'’s creative command and forming
hands in the same creative act. Oddly, however, the object of the command referred t
4 Esdras 3:4 is the dust, which dutifully gave forth Adam. Although the passageaefers t
God’s hands in v. 5, the emphasis on the dust as obedient to the command of God makes
the action of God’s forming hands superfluous. Presumably, in 4 Esdras, as in the
Genesis 1 account, God’s speech is the creative action.

Theophilus’ use of the Jewish “hands of God” tradition in his exegesis of Genesis
1:26 resembles the usage in 4 Esdras in that Theophilus also connects the commandment
of Genesis 1:26 with the forming action of God’s hands in Genesis 2:7. However, in
Theophilus’ interpretation, the object of God’s command is not the dust, but God’s own
hands; thus, this interpretation makes the combination of the disparate creation accounts
intelligible. Theophilus can make this interpretive move because he understands the
hands of God as separate and distinct creative agents able to receive and respond to
God’s command. By the time he uses the imagsuiol. 2:18, Theophilus already has

established the existence of two distinct agents—the Logos and the Sophia—who have

474 Esd. 8:44, NRSV translation. See also 4 Bsd.
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separated from God in their generation in order to act as agents in the c¥easiauch,

the Jewish image of the “hands of God” in creation suited Theophilus’ description of the
creation of humanity perfectly. The image of the “hands of God” allowed him to
underscore the intimacy of the creation of humanity in order to elevate humans above the
other aspects of creation, while at the same time maintaining God'’s trdaesce, since

the Logos and the Sophia rather than God himself, touch material.

This image represents a Trinitarian formula inasmuch as it affirme thstinct
entities—namely, God and his two “hands,” the Logos and Sophia. Theophilus affirms
the distinction of the Logos and Sophia from God by their ability to receive God’s
command as separate dialogue subjects and by their ability tarmibik material
creation according to the will of G88Nonetheless, all three distinct entities are unified
in one creative act of making humanity. At this point, the formula approaches that of
Athenagoras. The Athenian Apologist asserted the truth of distinction in unityaf act
through technical, Middle Platonic terms; the Antiochene Apologist assert@niaetith
through the Jewish picture of an anthropomorphic God—God the Father is united with
his “hands,” the Logos and Sophia, who together as one being form humanity.

The resulting scheme establishes a triad with God at the top, in whom and from

whom all divine action originates and under whom the Logos and the Sophia stand in

“8 Theophilus first makes the distinction definiteAintol. 2.10. For a discussion on Theophilus’
understanding of the generation of the Logos, beeapp. 129-132.

9 Theophilus writes, “Since the Logos is God andveéer his nature from God, whenever the
Father of the universe wills to do so he sendsihimsome place where he is present and is hearisan
seen. He is sent by God and is present in a plaegdl. 2.22, Grant, 65. Although Theophilus’
understanding of the work of the agents in the engnlacks the detail of Justin’s understandings thi
small insight demonstrates that his understandirigeoagents’ works aligns with Justin’s teaching,
namely, that the Son and Spirit conform whollyhe will and intention originating in the Father.
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relationship, equal to one another, although together subordinated to the’¥attisr.
formula aligns well with Theophilus’ understanding of the nature of each individual
divine entity. His two-stage Logos theology presumes that God is etendaihat the
Logos and Sophia both separate from him at a point in time, thus commencing their
respective separate existences in subordination to the Father. Theophilus writes
“Therefore God, having his own Logos innate in his own bowels, generated him together
with his own Sophia, vomiting him forth before everything eféé\bnetheless, no
distinction in time exists between the generation of the Logos and the Soplafgrihe
unlike Justin and possibly Athenagoras, no subordination exists between the Logos and
Sophia.

| already have addressed Theophilus’ use of the titles “Logos” and “Sophia” and
the implications of the titles for the nature of the Second and Third Persons,ive$pect
These titles, when brought together, produce a Trinitarian formula distinctifeom t
traditional Father, Son, Spirit formula. For example, Theophilus writes, “Siynike
three days prior to the luminaries are types of the trigick§] of God and his Logos and
his Sophia.® This alternate Trinitarian formula displays a more intritisionnection
between althreeentities than does the traditional formula. Whereas the titles of the
traditional formula emphasize the close relationship of Father and Son ownigglea
ambiguous how the Spirit fits into their filial relationship, Theophilus’ formulasons

both the Second and Third Persons existing in an equally intimate relationship totthe Firs

*%|n addition to the “hands of God” image, the eifyalf the Logos and the Sophia is suggested
by their common functions in creation, as welltzstiming of their generation, as | noted in chafuer.
See above pp. 183-185. Theophilus asserts bothoidpes and Sophia separate from the interior of &od
the same time and for the same purpose Asid. 2.22.

*L Autol. 2.10, Grant, 39.

°2 Autol. 2.15, Grant, 53.

%3 By “intrinsic” | mean a formula that possessesgid in which all three entities are necessary to
the common relationship.
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Person, for both exist as God'’s personified, intellectual qualities. As such, bath Log
and Sophia equally are eternal (God could no more be devoid of his wisdom than he
could be devoid of his reason), equally valued, and in equal status under God. Thus, this
alternate Trinitarian formula again underscores the equality of Second add”&rsons
in hierarchical relationship to God as pictured in the “hands of God” image didcusse
above>*

The Trinitarian formulas of the Apologists, including both the technical

definitions of Justin and Athenagoras and the metaphorical pictures of Theophilus, are

** The intrinsic relationship of all three entitiégightened by the God, Logos, Sophia formula,
may offer a reason for Theophilus’ collective refeze to them aswiag (trinitas, Trinity). Past scholars
have attributed much importance to Theophilus’ efse termroias. For example, Quasten, representing
a commonly held notion, deems Theophilus a sigaifidigure in the development of the Trinity be@us
he is the first figure to use this term of Fatt®own, and Spirit, together. Quast®atrology1:239. Even
Harnack makes much of the word, specifically wheseasing Irenaeus’ Trinitarian theology. In Harreck
estimation, Irenaeus’ failure to use any word likexs to describe the Godhead puts the state of his
Trinitarian theology in doubt. Harnadljstory of Dogm&:353n556. Certain scholars’ emphasis on
Theophilus’ use of the word implies that he mustehimtended a significance approaching fourth agntu
(if not modern) understandings of the Trinity, thmarking him as an important figure in the develepin
of the Trinity. Nevertheless, a word can be definaly by the theology with which it is infused; doaw
significance from the word, itself, is to anachsiizially read later uses of the term into Theoghilse.
According to my conclusions of previous chaptegarding the individual natures of God, Logos, and
Sophia in Theophilus’ theology, notably the absesfcan eternal distinction between the Logos and
Sophia on the one hand and God on the other, Thlaspitiely did not intend his use abias to indicate
anything like a fourth century use of the term.haliigh | think Rogers ultimately undervalues théestd
the Trinity in Theophilus’ writings, his observatithat “all of this trinitarian language [in thehsdarly
interpretation ofpiac] is derived from the modern historian’s anticipatiof later theological
developments and, therefore, is anachronistic vdirercted towards Theophilus” is correct. Rogers,
Theophilusy5. Theophilus may use the word to indicate notlithggr than a grouping of three entities, as
Prestige notes. Prestige writes, “The word triadpdy means a collection of three objects. It wdnd
quite wrong to translate it here by ‘Trinity.” Tleeare three days to be explained, and they représen
group of three entities or ‘powers’ that were toréekoned on the divine side of the catalogue atieg
beings.” PrestigeRatristic Thought91. Prestige’s interpretation is supported by Thédap’ statement
following the use ofpiag: “In the fourth place is man, who is in need ghli—so that there might be God,
Logos, Sophia, ManAutol.2.15, Grant, 53. Here, the triad becomes a tetittdne theological
significance. Grant comments, “This ‘triad’ is nyecisely the Trinity, since in Theophilus’ mind mean
be added to it.” Granf,heophilus53n15. In another place, the same writer in regrdise same passage
makes an important, although undeveloped, statefoetiie present dissertation: “a triad which bg th
addition of ‘man’ becomes a tetrad is hardly whiahbeus, for example, would have regarded as a
Trinity—had Irenaeus used the word.” Grant, “Problef Theophilus,” 188. For a similar interpretation
see Swetekloly Spirit,47. That Theophilus can add humanity to the trizalrs how far removed his use
of tolag is from modern Trinitarian sensibilities. The imfzorce of Theophilus’ Trinitarian theology lie
not in the use of a certain word, but in the forasul have raised here; that he chooses a wordvithddter
acquire Trinitarian significance to describe on¢hef formulas is of little consequence.
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consistent with their understandings of the respective natures of God/Failpes/3%on,

and Sophia/Spirit. Each Apologist envisions the three entities in a subordinating,
ontological hierarchy, with God the Father as the source of both the being of the other
two as well as the work they perform. Theophilus stands apart from Justin and
Athenagoras in that he alone understands the Son and Spirit as equal with one another,
although both are equally subordinate to the Father. While all three authors araednce
to maintain the unity of the three distinct entities prior to the generation bbgus,

only the respective Trinitarian formulas of Athenagoras and Theophilus mamgain t
unity after their generations; Justin alone shows no concern for the ongdyngfuithe
distinct, divine entities. While these primitive formulas can be considereiafian

insofar as they represent an effort to maintain the distinction of the thiteseas well

their respective divinities, they are plagued with difficulties for Cilanstheology not

fully perceived until the advent of developed “Gnostic” theologies.

2. Irenaeus

Irenaeus’ Trinitarian passages occur in two contexts corresponding to the two
facets of his polemic against the various “Gnostic” theologies. The firedotargely
comprising the first two books éfaer., puts forth a logical and rhetorical argument in
which Irenaeus considers the nature of God as he is in himself. The second context,

largely comprisindHaer. 3-5 andEpid., presents Irenaeus’ exposition of the work of God



239

in the economy, works which Irenaeus interprets as Trinitarian involving the cbepera

work of God/Father, Logos/Son, and Sophia/Spirit.

2.1 The Triune God in Himself

In Haer. 2, Irenaeus’ description of the divine nature as spirit emphasized the
truth that God is a simple being who is “all mind, all Logos, all active spirltght, and
always exists one and the same® if contrast to the ValentinigPleromacomposed of
numerous, spatially separated divine emanations. As described in chaptdrehesis
understands the nature of the Logos and his relation to God through the lens of this

definition of the simple, spiritual divine nature. Accordingly, the Logos, who “away

*5 My analysis will not include the variousgulapassages. Despite their Trinitarian structure,
they offer nothing substantially different from tipaovided by an analysis of the work of the theeéties
in the economy. Additionally, | will not considene notoriously difficult Trinitarian passage thatars in
Epid. 10: “This God, then, is glorified by His Word, wioHis Son, continually, and by the Holy Spirit,
who is the Wisdom of the Father of all. And theamwer<s>, of this Word and of Wisdom, who are called
Cherubim and Seraphim, glorify God with unceasioges, and everything, whatsoever that is in the
heavenly realm, gives glory to God the Father bf &pid. 10, Behr, 46. | avoid this passage without
comment not because | view it as non-Trinitariart,decause the history of scholarship on the passag
reveals its complexity and the difficulty with aigg from its content for or against a Trinitariqretlogy.
The passage has garnered much attention, particinaelation to the apparent identification oétBon
and the Spirit with the angelic figures Cherubind &eraphim. This identification has raised the tgyeaf
angelomorphic christology and pneumatology. Seeefample, D.E. Lanne, “Cherubim et Seraphim:
Essai d’Interpretation du Chapitre X de la Dématgin de Saint IrénéeRSR43 (1955): 524-35. More
recently, however, Briggman has argued on the lodigslee Armenian translation that the Cherubim and
Seraphim are not the Son and Spirit, but are aldadergs and therefore ought to be identified whth
lower powers. BriggmarT,heology of the Holy Spiri95-308. See also Briggman, “Re-Evaluating
Angelomorphism in Irenaeus: The Case of Proof 10361.2 (2010) 583-95. His argument is persuasive,
but he does not acknowledge the possibility thatXhmenian translator could have altered Irenaeus’
original text, which did equate the Son and Spiith angels, in order to remove from Irenaeus’ thgp
an angelomorphic understanding of the Second aid Plersons no longer acceptable at the time of the
translation. Because we do not possess a Greakérddor this important paragraph, absolute cetydam
impossible. Therefore, despite the preponderansehailarship on the text, the results are incomgis
and basing any account of Irenaeus’ Trinitariamlingy on such a dubious text would prove unwise.
Therefore, | will focus my attention on other tettiat prove a substantial Trinitarian theologyrenkheus’
thought. While | do not have the space or the neetkvelop this statement further, | contend thahsan
understanding of Irenaeus’ Trinitarian theologyha later books dflaer. necessitates a reading of the
Epid. 10 passage more in line with Briggman'’s reading thi@vious angelomorphic readings.

*®Haer. 2.28.4, ANF 1:400 with minor revisions.



240

existed with the Father,” exists in a reciprocally immanent relationsittipthe FatheP’
As both Father and Son possess the same quality of divinity instead of the gradated
divinity of the Valentinian Aeonsnd as both Father and Son are spiritual in nature, they
interpenetrate one another wholly such that the divine nature remains one and simple.
Although Irenaeus is aware of the existence of the Holy Spirit at this poirgt ihdught,
as indicated by the Spirit's presence intbgulastatements dflaer. 1, the polemic of
Haer. 2 offers a binitarian, rather than Trinitarian, argument.

Nonetheless, following the pneumatological expansidiaer.3 and 4, where
the Spirit emerges as an equal entity alongside Father and Son, Irenaesusaei to the
argument oHaer. 2 and retroactively includes the Spirit in the reciprocally immanent
relationship of the Father and Son. He writes, “And that the Logos, who is the Son, was
always with the Father, we have demonstrated many times. Moreover, siSaptiia,
who is the Spirit, was also with him before all creatiori®.l’already have engaged this
passage in connection with the nature of the Holy SBikit.the following material, |
will engage the passage as a Trinitarian statement in order to understand thefrtair
relationshipsaamong the three entities.

First, the presence of the Logos/Son and Sophia/Spirit with God/Father here is
eternal, devoid of a time element or a reason for their separate exslemgside the

Father. Irenaeus simply notes that their presence with the Fasieenjef’ Absent is a

*"Haer.2.30.9. See above pp. 162-165.

8 “Et quoniam Verbum, hoc est Filius, semper cum Ratag per multa demonstravimus.
Quoniam autem et Sapientia, quae est Spiritus,aat eum ante omnem constitutionemkakr. 4.20.3.
The reference to the divine existence prior to @part from the creation suggests that this statenaésrs
to the logical argument dfaer. 2.

*9 See above pp. 198-199.

% Technically,sempereferences only the Logos/Son, but the presenaeteim which introduces
the second phrase about the Sophia/Spirit, pasdheltwo statements and indicates thastraperefers
to both Logos and Sophia. As | suggested in theigus chapter, the quotations from Proverbs foltayvi
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reference to their work in creation to justify their separate existéocgsade God, as
was the case with the two-stage Logos theology of the Apol&disenaeus’ point,
opposite of the Apologists’ and, to a certain degree, Valentinian thought, asserts the
Logos/Son and Sophia/Spirit’s eternal existence with the Father regaotilbe
presence of creation. For Irenaeus, the existence of the Son and Spirit is pecdksar
same manner that the existence of the Father is necessary.

Irenaeus’ paralleling of the respective statements on the Logos/Son and
Sophia/Spirit coupled with the summary reference to the rhetorical argofitéaer. 2
suggests that he intends the fruits of his earlier rhetorical argument, whielssattithe
immanent relationship between Father and Son alone, to apply to the immanent
relationships of all three divine entities. In other words, Irenaeusnséatt inHaer.
4.20.3 makes the binitarian argumenHater. 2 a Trinitarian argument. Consequently,
every truth affirmed of the Son’s relationship to the Father now is affirmége @pirit’'s
relationship to the Father, as well as of the mutual relationship between fihargpthe
Son. Therefore, the Trinitarian formula representetidgr. 4.20.3 affirms the existence
of three eternally divine and personal entities, independent of the roles tfaynpear

the economy, who exist as spirit and fully interpenetrate one another.

the reference to the Spirit also support the eteraire of the Spirit and are given precisely lseahe
Spirit originally was not included in théaer. 2 rhetorical argument.

®LIn the Apologists’ understanding, the occasiothefSecond and Third Person’s separation
from the Father is their work in creation (see abpp. 121-134). Irenaeus’ mention of “creationHaer.
4.20.3 does not entail the work of creating, betehtity of creation, and is mentioned in ordepriovide a
reference point in time in which to contrast thereality of Father, Son, and Spirit. The tempoeférence
to creation recalls another passagelaer. 2, which | have already addressed, namely, Irenatatement
that “[i]f, for instance, anyone asks, ‘What wasdGining before he made the world?’ we reply that th
answer to such a question lies with God himseHaker.2.28.3, ANF 1:400. Irenaeus does not contradict
this strong statement in referring to the time ptaocreation in thélaer. 4.20.3 passage because he does
not speculate regarding God’s activity during tihise. He simply notes that the God who exists lefhe
creation of the world exists as Father, Son, anky Bpirit.
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The Trinitarian formula resulting from this retroactive alteration obihéarian
argument oHaer. 2 is quite advanced from the ontologically subordinate hierarchy
witnessed in the Apologists’ formulas. Unlike his sources, Irenaeus does not rank the
three divine entities in descending order. In fact, the argumétaerf 2 indicts
Valentinian theology on just this count for this understanding would render the divine
nature compound and therefore comprised of gradated and spatially separated divine
beings® Rather, in Irenaeus’ formula, the Logos/Son and Sophia/Spirit exist in a
reciprocally immanent relationship with the Father and with one another, such that the
same divine nature encompasses all three entities. The one divinity, or g@ranal
nature that comprises all three entities, makes Father, Son, and Spirit one.

Irenaeus’ emphasis on the equality of divinity of the Father, Son, and Spirit
explains, in part, his reluctance to address the respective generatioeasSetbnd and
Third Persons from Got.For the Apologists, the generation of the Second and Third
Persons served as the basis for their lesser, subordinate divine natureasguar
generations displayed a temporal beginning to their personal existenaedoiiéhen the
Apologists’ understanding, only the Father was eternally personal and equétéuewi
God of Israel. As noted earlier in this chapter, the subordinate natures of the Son and
Spirit allowed the Apologists to maintain some semblance of monotheism.

As opposed to the Apologists’ emphasis on the generations, Irenaeus underscores

the distinction between the eternal divine nature—equally shared by Fathem&on, a

%2 Irenaeus writes, “But God [is] all Mind, and abhgos...So, again, with respect to Logos, when
one attributes to him the third place of producfi@m the Father...he is ignorant of his greatnedsér.
2.25.5, ANF 1:400 with minor revisions.

83 As noted in chapters three, Irenaeus’ understgnofithe generation of the Logos is implicit in
his polemic against the Valentinian theory of entimma but never directly addressed. As | showed in
chapter four, Irenaeus never addresses the gameddtthe Holy Spirit.
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Spirit—and created material things. While this distinction is a consistenethe

throughout Irenaeus’ works, two passages offer particular emphasis. Tipassage,

from Haer. 2, addresses the Father and Son. Irenaeus writes, “[I]n the same proportion as
he who was formed but today, and received the beginning of his creation, is inferior to
Him who is uncreated, and who is always the same, in that proportion is he, as respects
knowledge and the faculty of investigating the causes of all things, infeditim who

made him. For you, O man, are not an uncreated being, nor did you always co-éxist wit
God, as did His own Logos.%"In a second passage, fr¢taer.5, Irenaeus includes the
Spirit with the Father and the Son in their distinction from created beingsritds,

“Thus does [Isaiah] attribute the Spirit as peculiar to God, which in the last iHme

pours forth upon the human race by the adoption of sons; but [he shows] that breath was
common throughout the creation, and points it out as something created. Now what has
been made is a different thing from him who makes it. The breath, then, is temporal, but

the Spirit eternal®

For Irenaeus, the Logos/Son and the Sophia/Spirit are included in the
uncreated nature of God/Father because they are etewihlle Irenaeus also believes

the Son and Spirit are generated from the Father, his removal of the timatdieme

this generation allows him to maintain the Son and Spirit's eternal néfuresrefore,

Irenaeus remains a monotheist insofar as all three entities are ggodlgnd share one

divine, spiritual nature. As Barnes has observed, Irenaeus does not have a cgtegory b

% Haer.2.25.3, ANF 1:397 with minor revisions.

% Haer.5.12.2, ANF 1:538.

% Although Irenaeus does not use technical languhigeline of argumentation is a primitive
form of the distinction between “uncreated” anddanerated” that will become central to the Trinigar
controversies of the fourth century. Irenaeus grdtes the argument by asserting that the Son pimid S
are generated while at the same time strongly miaiinig their uncreated nature. See Fanfiri@ologie d’
Irénée,344ff.

%7 See above the discussion on Irenaeus’ undersgodlihe generation of the Logos/Son, pp.
158-162.
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which to identify the separate existence of the Son and &hirénaeus believes Father,
Son, and Spirit are distinguished, as indicated by the differing roles thew pleey
economy, but he is much more interested in their unity, such that he fails to develop a
separate category approximating “person.”

Irenaeus understands the Son and the Spirit to share the same uncreated, divine
nature with the Father, so his work shows an increasing awareness that theadtm “G
(6edc, Deuy is inadequate as a title for the Father alone, for insofar as alkethtiiges
are uncreated, all three are God. As such, Irenaeus begins to explore a redefitligon of
title “God” to refer not only to the Father (or to the Son or Spirit for that maltiet
rather, to refer to the uncreated, divine nature that all three entitiesygupsdess.

Following the rhetorical argument Biaer. 2, he first expands the divine title “God” to
include the Son:

But the things established are distinct from Him who has established them, and

what have been made from Him who has made them. For He is Himself

uncreated, both without beginning and end, and lacking nothing. He is Himself
sufficient for Himself; and still further, He grants to all others tleig/\thing,

existence; but the things which have been made by Him have received a

beginning. But whatever things had a beginning, and are liable to dissolution, and

are subject to and stand in need of Him who made them, must necessarily have a

different term [applied to them]...so that He who made all things can alone,

together with His Logos, properly be termed God and £ord.
In a later statement, he includes the Spirit with the Father and Son undde th&oit.”
He writes, “[M]an, who is a created and organized being, is made accordingnate

and likeness of the uncreated God, of the Father who plans and commands, of the Son

who assists and accomplishes, and of the Spirit who nourishes and completes, but with

% Barnes writes, “Here it may be useful to make gwaaently minor point about Irenaeus’s
Trinitarian theology: it has no word to answer “t¢ay three)what?” The need which drives that question
does not appear in Irenaeus’s thought, much less do answer.” Barnes, “Irenaeus’s Trinitarian
Theology,” 84.

*Haer.3.8.3, ANF 1:422.
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the man making progress every day and ascending towards the perfect, becontimg near
the uncreated Oné®The parallel structure of the Latin (and Greek) version
demonstrates that Irenaeus includes Father, Son, and Spirit in his definition of the
uncreated God. As a result, humans are being conformed daily into the image of this
Triune being, as opposed to the image of the Father alone.

Irenaeus’ redefinition of the title “God” to refer not to the Father alone, bbeto t
one divine nature of Father, Son, and Spirit is displayed most clearly in the jutkbapos
of two alternate interpretations he provides of Ephesians 4tadn 2, Irenaeus writes,
“Moreover, that this God is the Father of Jesus Christ, the apostle Paul said of him:
‘There is one God the Father, who is over all and through all and in u&afi.this
interpretationDeusrefers to the Father alone, and the verse is significant because for
Irenaeus it proves that the Creator God is the Father of Jesus Christ, tinstielgrihe
“Gnostic” and Marcionite notion that Jesus Christ revealed a previously unknowff God.
In Epid. 5, following the rhetorical argument Bliaer. 2 and the pneumatological
expansion oHaer. 3 and 4, Irenaeus offers a Trinitarian reading of the same passage. He
writes, “Hence, His apostle Paul also well says, ‘One God, the Father, aihovis all,
and through all and in us all—because ‘above all’ is the Father, and ‘throughtaé’ is

Word—since through Him everything was made by the Father—while ‘in’us #ie

70 u « \ N , ¥ s Vo , , ~ .
“o YEVNTOC Kl TCST(/\(XOHEVOC (XV@Q(,&)T(OQ KAT EKOVA KXL OHOLWOLV YIVETAL TOU XY EVTTOV

Beov, Tov pév IMateog eVdOKOLVTOC Kal keAevoVTOg, TOD d¢ YioD DTTOVEYOUVTOS Kal TEATTOVTOC, TOV d¢
ITvevpatog TéPpovtog Kat avEovTog, ToL d¢ dvOQWTOoL NUEQ TEOKOTITOVOS KAl AVEQXOHEVOL TOOG TO
téAelov, TAnolov TovtéoT ToL dyevrytov yvopévov.” Haer.4.38.3. The Greek fragment comes from John
Damascene’Sacra ParallelaSee Roussea®C100:56, 73-74. | have chosen to translate thelGneee,
although the Greek does not differ significantlyrfrthe Latin. The two versions diverge in the final
sentence, where the Greek repeats “the uncreatetiidhthe Latin haBeus.The difference actually
illustrates the point | am trying to make here; eymfor Irenaeus, “God” means uncreated, and srau
Irenaeus considers the Son and Spirit uncreated alith the Father, he necessarily considers theoh G

""Haer.2.2.6.

"2 For the use of this passage in the context of isgugdsion on the Fatherhood of God, see above
pp. 80-82.
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Spirit, who cries ‘Abba, Father,” and forms man to the likeness of &dd.this passage,

Irenaeus argues that the Father alone no longer encapsulates theottlelfiGact, the

title refers to the Father, Son, and Spirit together. Thus, while God is abowecaigH

all, in all, the Father alone is above, the Son alone is through, and the Spirit alork is in a
Irenaeus’ references to “above,” “through,” and “in” indicate the different

functions of the three entities in relation to the Triune God'’s work in the economy. This

definition implies that while this one divine nature of Father, Son, and Spirit is best

expressed in its distinction from created material (‘uncreated’ verseged’), the

cooperative work of the three entities within this created material betiyligheir

distinction’*

3 Epid.5, Behr, 43. IrHaer. 5, Irenaeus offers a similar exegesis of the pasddg writes, “And
thus one God the Father is declared, who is ablyvana through all, and in all. The Father is iade
above all, and He is the Head of Christ; but thgd=is through all things, and is Himself the Heathe
Church; while the Spirit is in us all, and He ig ttving water...”"Haer.5.18.2, ANF 1:546. While this
passage initially seems to support a subordinatioaading of Irenaeus insofar as the Father i$Hiad
of the Son,” when read in connection with his esitixegesis of the same Pauline verse, the vensallsc
equates the Father, Son, and Spirit under theit@éGod.” This equating is justified because laens has
proven through rhetoric and Scripture that all ¢hpessess one divine nature. Conversely, Norrisisla
that Irenaeus’ interpretation of this passagespined by a Middle Platonist “distinction betweée t
world-transcending supreme Mind and the immanentith\®oul.” Norris,God and World87. Thus, the
Father is above all while the Logos is in all. Tinterpretation has several difficulties. Firsg tontrast
that Norris perceives between the Father and Smnitdoreign to Irenaeus’ thought. As | have shown
elsewhere, Irenaeus everywhere equates the twigesnstriving to demonstrate that they are ofsme
spiritual and Logos nature. Second, Norris’ intetation runs counter to Irenaeus’ use of the vierbeth
Haer.5 andEpid.5. InEpid.in particular, Irenaeus emphasizes the identityefentities by arguing that
each deserves the name “God,” not their distinc@srNorris’ interpretation assumes. The Ephesiarse
gives Irenaeus three different ways of referringte God—the actual prepositions (“above,” “throfigh
and “in") are secondary. Third, given Norris’ reagli Irenaeus’ motive for mentioning the Spirit
disappears. If Irenaeus is inspired by the Middédnist distinction between the Supreme Mind dred t
World Soul, then he has no need to include theitS@in the contrary, the Spirit is an intricate tpair
Irenaeus’ interpretation of the passage and thk that there are three divine entities, as opptséao
according to Norris’ interpretation, is what dralwm to the Ephesians passage in the first placerisNo
does note the insufficiency of his interpretatindight of other statements Irenaeus makes regauttia
nature of the Logos.

" Elsewhere, Irenaeus explicitly refers to this poémarding the Father and the Son when he
writes, “Therefore, the Father is Lord and the 8olord, and the Father is God and the Son is Giode
He who is born of God is God, and in this way, adog to His being and power <and> essence, one God
is demonstrated: but according to the <economysuofalvation, there is both Father and Sorkpid.
47, Behr, 71. Fantino reads the Spirit into thisseeby identifying the Spirit as one who, like Ben, is
born of God. FantindaThéologie d’lrénée380-381. | agree with Fantino that the Spirit isrbof God,
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2.2. The Triune God in Relation to the Economy

Irenaeus believed the Logos/Son and Sophia/Spirit, as eternally with God and as
God themselves, cooperated with God/Father in every divirl@ s primary acts
demonstrate the Trinitarian nature of the work of God in the economy, nameligrcreat

and redemption.

2.2.1 The Trinity in Creation

As early aHHaer. 2, where he is only concerned with the relationship of Father
and Son, Irenaeus speaks of the creation of the world as a Trinitarian act.dde writ
“[God] is Father, he is God, he is Founder, he is Maker, he is Creator, who made all those
things by himself, that is, through His Logos and His Sophi&.Two observations can
be drawn from this passage regarding the nature of the cooperative work atittee Tr
God. First, God is the source of the creative work, while the Logos and Sopageats

of the creation. In other words, the creative work originates with the Fatioperly

although I do not think it necessary to turn evgnjtarian statement in Irenaeus’ work into a Tdnian
statement.

5 This reality is the centerpiece of Fantino’s tneait of Irenaeus’ Trinitarian theology and what,
for him, justifies studying Irenaeus as a Trindartheologian. For example, he writes, “All theatien
indeed, and as we will see, all the economy arevtirk of the Father, of the Word, and of the Wisdom
who acts according to this scheme; no other pargenvenes in this process aids for this reason that
the Irenaean scheme perhaps legitimately qualé&@3rinitarian” Fantino,Théologie d’'Irénée293,
italics added. | already have addressed severdsnafrthe economy where the three divine entities
cooperate—namely, creation and revelation. Nonesisebecause the Spirit does not perform his
revelatory/prophetic function by virtue of an eqdaldinity with the Father, revelation does not agpas a
Trinitarian act when defined as all three divinétess cooperating to perform the same general viegrk
virtue of their equal divinity. On the Spirit’s grbetic role and its relation to his divinity, sd®ge pp.
210-214. Thus, | will not readdress the revelatmyin this chapter. | will revisit the creativet atsofar as
| have yet to address Irenaeus’ understandingeo€tloperative work of all three entities or hisyary
image in addressing this Trinitarian act, namdig,itnage of the Son and Spirit as “the two handsaif.”

®“IHJic Pater, hic Deus, hic Conditor, hic Factor,hFabricator, qui fecit ea per semetipsum,
hoc est per Verbum et per Sapientiam sudriaer.2.30.9.
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called “the Creator” in this passage, but he enacts this creative intentionhtifpetgg
two agents named the Logos and Sophia.

The initial implication of such a scheme suggests a hierarchical subordination of
the agents to the source similar to the hierarchy witnessed in the Apsldgisitarian
formulas. Like the Apologists’ understanding, Irenaeus believes thhbgos and
Sophia do everything in obedience to God’s will. Nevertheless, a second observation
from this Trinitarian passage suggests an alternate interpretatibrs passage, Irenaeus
closely unites the Logos and Sophia with God, such that he can say at once that God
created all thingby himselfand that he created all thindgough the Logos and Sophia
This formula, unlike that of the Apologists, implies that Irenaeus does not sgeeSert
and Spirit as agents, which would necessarily emphasize a subordinate relatiotinship wi
the Father, but the immediacy of God in the act of cre&fidhe rhetoric of “by
himself” is an anti-“Gnostic,” anti-Marcionite phrase directed agalresilogies that

would attribute creation to a lesser, demiurgic Gdwerefore, whatever the Logos and

" In this contextlebreton has grasped the crucial development oftras from the Apologists,
which as | have said before, he downplays elsewlhtiseobservation is significant enough to relatéuil:
“Certain apologists of the second century, insistedhe role of the Word, creator or revealerhim t
concern to safeguard the divine transcendence difficult for these theologians to avoid
subordinationism; indeed, the essential [thing] tfem, is to bring God and his work or his faithdnes
closer by an intermediary which assures his trardeece, while carrying out his will or while camgi his
messages...an intermediary, if one intends the pregrese, necessarily implies subordination. In kesa
the path of his thought is inversed: what he rgjecthe same notion of an intermediary; what hetsvto
safeguard, is this thesis that the Creator Godimteediately, by himself.” Lebretohistoire 2:578.
Anatolios also identifies Irenaeus’ developmenttua count. He writes, “This succinct synopsisha t
Christian narrative in terms of the dramatic intaypof the threaramatis personaef Father, Son, and
Spirit is received rather than constructed by lezrsa What Irenaeus contributes, in response to the
confrontation with Gnosticism, is the emphatic s¢ren the notion that theersonaeof Son and Spirit,
insofar as their role in the Christian narrativéoidemediatorsof the creative and salvific activity of God,
are themselveisnmediatelyrelated to the divine realm. In this way—and omiyhis way—does their
mediation not detract from the immediacy of thartBwpresence.” Anatolios, “Immediately Triune God,”
169. Missing from both these accounts, howevehddogic by which Irenaeus can affirm both a
transcendent and immediate God. Despite Anatalitadements, Irenaeus is as interested in maingainin
the transcendence of God as are his Apologist eppaits. The roles of the Logos/Son and SophiatSpir
as creative agents of the Father do not necesaitbordinate nature, as they do in the Apol@gist
Valentinian understandings, because Irenaeus dettreedivine transcendence as absolutéaar. 2 (as
opposed to the relative transcendence of the Apgitbgnd “Gnostics”). See above pp. 84-91.
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Sophia are in Irenaeus’ understanding, they are not another or a secofid@igdhe
variant functions of the Father, Son, and Spirit serve eternally to distinguish them.
Therefore, as | have shown in previous chapters, only the Father is the soyrtee onl
Son forms/establishes, and only the Spirit completes/peffects.

As noted above, Irenaeus reads TheophAuwsol. at some point during his
writing of Haer. 3.2° Theophilus provides him with a metaphorical image that illustrates
well the Trinitarian act of creation describedHaer. 2, namely, the image of God

creating humanity with his hands, the Son and the Spifitow man is a mixed

8 Elsewhere, Irenaeus emphasizes that God creaesfiagn any other god. For example, he
favorably quotes an authoritative, unnamed preshyi® says, “[T]here was no other God besides Him
who made and fashioned us, and that the discofitbese men has no foundation who affirm that this
world of ours was made either by angels, or byaher power whatsoever, or by another Gather.
4.32.1, ANF 1:505. This manner of speaking of tfeation contrasts with that of Justin, who imagities
Son as spatially remote from the Father and catts“another God.” Irenaeus never uses this sort of
language to refer to the Logos. For Irenaeus, tgok, along with the Spirit, is God Himself.

" For a discussion of the distinction of the creativorks of Logos/Son and Sophia/Spirit, see
above pp. 203-207.

8 For the specifics of this argument, see above@pnés.

81 Every scholar who has described the status oftimity in Irenaeus has addressed Irenaeus’
use of the “hands of God” motif and more often thahhas deemed it the central Trinitarian imagen&
of the more prominent examples include Lebrektistoire 2:579-582, Mambrino, “Deux Mains de
Dieu,™ 355-70, LawsonBiblical Theology,122-125Wingren,Man and the Incarnatior§1-23,Fantino,
Théologie d’Irénée306-309, and more recently, Steenbém@pnaeus on Creatiorg0-84, Barnes,
‘Irenaeus’s Trinitarian Theology,” 101-104, and @man,Theology of the Holy Spirif,61-192. Two
issues normally consume treatments of the “handoaf’ image in Irenaeus. First emerge the questibns
showing the “biblical nature” of the image and, mgpecifically, identifying Irenaeus’ source of then.
1:26 exegesis tradition that produced the imaghoWwing Loofs’ work, the latter issue increasindigs
been a question of whether that source was Theapbila separate Jewish source. | assert Theopisilus
Irenaeus’ likely source for the image, a point BBEggman has argued thoroughly quite recently. See
Briggman,Theology of the Holy Spirif,65-183 andDating Irenaeus’ Acquisition,” 397-402. Unlike
Irenaeus’ use of the Apologists in other contelxits use of the “hands of God” image is remarkabtyilar
to Theophilus’ employment of the image. Both uéliz for the same purpose and in connection with
similar Scriptures and Jewish midrashic traditisee the discussion in relation to Theophilus’ afsthe
image above pp. 232-236). Nonetheless, as thedingcdiscussion has displayed, Theophilus and
Irenaeus have variant understandings of the hieyasithin the Godhead. Therefore, the differencéhef
significance for the hierarchy within the Trinity mot provided by the “hands of God” image itskift by
each figure’s understanding of the respective eatof the three divine entities overlaid upon thage.
Put another way, for Theophilus the image suppartsntological hierarchy within the Godhead (insofa
as the hands are not the source of the creativie)waomd for Irenaeus the image supports an eternal
equality of divinity within the Godhead (insofar the hands are themselves God). The question dhehe
Theophilus is Irenaeus’ source, then, has no bgapon my interpretation of the image, and | domesd
to explore this question in any further detail. Beeond issue dominating treatments of the “hahod”
image is ascertaining the significance of the imfagé¢he status of the Trinity in Irenaeus, prirham
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organization of soul and flesh, who was formed after the likeness of God, and molded by
his hands, that is, by the Son and Holy Spirit, to whom also He said, ‘Let us make
man.”®? Following this mention of the “hands of God” image in teer.4 preface,

Irenaeus uses the image frequently and always in conjunction with a citation from

Genesis 1:28°

terms of its economic manifestation. The imagel®en so central to past treatments of Irenaeus’
Trinitarian theology that one might assume that thetaphor, alone, encapsulates Irenaeus’ Triaitari
theology. (Steenberg mistakenly identifies Fantisdhe source for this line of thinking. Steenberg,
Irenaeus on Creatior81. Even if Fantino were an example of this uséhefimage, an assertion with
which | do not agree, examples of this use of thage occur at least as early as Swete and Hitctjcbaok
presumption that Irenaeus’ Trinitarian theologestomized in the “hands of God” trope is problemat
because, as | have said, the image is quite flexifis flexibility is demonstrable not only in mgadings
of Theophilus and Irenaeus, but also in varianbkaly interpretations of Irenaeus’ use of the mbta.

For example, Hitchcock reads the image as supgpitéamaeus’ view of the consubstantiality of Sod an
Spirit with God. Hitchcocklrenaeus of Lugdununi09ff. Conversely, Orbe uses the image to dematestr
the mediatory (and subordinate) nature of the $whSpirit to the transcendent Father. Orbe, “Sando,”
76-78.1 already have shown adequately that Irenaeusita@rian theology is manifest apart from his use of
the “hands of God” image, and assuming Briggmamesis of the relationship between Theophilus and
Irenaeus, it develops long before he becomes autgukwvith the “hands of God” metaphor. As such,
Irenaeus’ use of the “hands of God” metaphor otglie read through the lens of his Trinitarian thgp

as developed in earlier parts of his work as opptseeading the image as the primary expressidnsof
Trinitarian theology. Thus, my goal in addressirenheus’ use of the “hands of God” image is to stiow
as an expression of Irenaeus’ economic Trinitatti@ology consonant with his understanding of the
immanent Trinity.

% Haer.4.Pref4, ANF 1:463with minor revisions.

8 Haer.4.20.1-2, 5.1.3,5.5.1, 5.6.1, 5.28hid. 11. When Irenaeus does not use Gen., he speaks
of the creation apart from this image, althoughmtantains the Trinitarian nature of the act. Two
prominent examples reveal this truth. First, hdegrinHaer.4.38.3, “[M]an, who is a created and
organized being, is made according to the imagdikedess of the uncreated God, of the Father wansp
and commands, of the Son who assists and accomgliahd of the Spirit who nourishes and completes,
but with the man making progress every day andratieg towards the perfect, becoming near to the
uncreated one.” Despite the reference to imagdileewkess language, this passage does not use the
forming language of Gen. 2:7 that suggests thedbani God” metaphor. In addition, Irenaeus’ condarn
this passage is less on the creation of humandynaore on its growth following creation. SecondEid.
5, he writes, “In this way, then, it is demonstdafthat there is] One God, [the] Father, uncreatedsible,
Creator of all, above whom there is no other God, @ter who, there is no other God. And as God is
verbal, therefore He made created things by thedanrd God is Spirit, so that He adorned all thibgs
the Spirit, as the prophet also says, ‘By the Wadrthe Lord were the heavens established, antiill t
power by His Spirit.” Behr, 43. In addition to theck of the Gen. narrative, two reasons explaén th
absence of the ‘hands of God” image in this pasdaigst, this is aegulapassage; thus, Irenaeus likely is
adapting a traditional statement to his purposhs.‘hiands of God” image never appeareigula
material. Second, Irenaeus employs Ps. 33/2:6stdyjuhe presence of the Son and the Spirit imtoa.
This Psalm plays on the titles of Logos and Sopkiapposed to the anthropomorphic image of God and
his hands, and Irenaeus underscores the meanthg tifles Logos and Sophia in his explanatiorhef t
passage. He writes, “Thus, since the Word ‘estaddis that is, works bodily and confers existendaije
the Spirit arranges and forms the various ‘powess tightly is the Son called Word and the Spiré t
Wisdom of God.”Epid. 6, Behr, 43. These Trinitarian texts offer moreragles that Irenaeus’ Trinitarian
theology, even in its economic manifestation, islimited to the “hands of God” passages alone.
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Scholars traditionally draw out two implications from the image. First, by
situating the image in the context of his polemic with “Gnosticism,” scholas oft
observe that the image affirms God'’s active presence in the material veooloh@sed to
the distant, unknown God of the “Gnostié8the truth seen as central to Irenaeus’
polemical argument dflaer.2 and the Trinitarian passageHttder.2.30.9. The following
“hands of God” passage particularly emphasizes this truth: “For God did not stand in
need of these [beings], in order to the accomplishing of what He had Himself detrmi
within Himself beforehand should be done, as if He did not possess His own hands. For
with Him were always present the Logos and the Sophia, the Son and the Spirit, by whom
and in whom, freely and spontaneously, He made all things, to whom also he speaks: ‘Let
us make man after our image and likene&sAtditionally, scholars note that the image
aptly describes Irenaeus’ understanding of the nature of that divine, creatkvasithe
cooperative action of a three-in-one God. The “hands of God” image clearly gteows
Father (the person who speaks the command “Let us make...” in Genesis 1:26) as the
source of the creative work and the agents who carry out this work as the Son and

Spirit.2°

8 For example, Lawsomiblical Theology122-125, Mambrino, “Deux Mains de Dieu,” 357-
360. More recently, Osborn writes, “The hand of @d symbol of the descending love by which God is
known. For we do not merely meet God face to faceare formed by God’s hands in ineffable proxymit
God does not merely talk and appear: he touchaspgr shapes, and models.” Osbiremaeus92.

% Haer.4.20.1, ANF 1:487-488ith minor revisions.

8 For example, BehAsceticism and Anthropolog98-40, Steenberdrenaeus on Creatior§4-
71. An exception here is Minns who finds in thisage the paradigm of the manner in which God
encounters humanity in the economy, but he intéspghe image in a non-Trinitarian manner. He writes
“[W]hen it is said that God fashions the earth tweafrom clay by his Word and his Wisdom we arétno
understand that God’s Word and his Wisdom arerdisfrom him, but that the economy of salvatiothis
work of the one indivisible God who is revealeditoas Father, Son and Holy Spirit.” Minfrgnaeus51.
This interpretation suggests that Irenaeus is aafigidr at the very least has modalist tendenaidine
with Bousset's interpretation of Irenaeus addresd®ve p. 165n182. Additionally, Minns’ interprédat
is yet another example of the fluidity of the “haraf God” image. However, when the image is read in
connection with the eternal distinctions of theuifieé God, as manifested throughbiater. 2, Minns’
interpretation clearly becomes problematic.
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Secondary scholarship often ignores the effectiveness of the image fobidegscri
the functional hierarchy of the three divine entities, necessitated lgttloé creation,
without contradicting Irenaeus’ understanding of the eternal, ontological unitg of t
three divine entitie&’ In relation to the individual natures of the Son and the Spirit, the
creative actions of the Logos/Son and Sophia/Spirit are predicated on ttiefabey
are themselves God, for Irenaeus believes that only God can &réhte“hands of God”
image demonstrates how God’s creative agents, despite their status asaagent
eternally God insofar as a person’s hands enact the will of his or her mind, wthae a
same time remaining an integral part of the person himself or h&Beif.another way,
just as God, when imagined as divine nature, can never be devoid of reason or wisdom
(“for God is wholly Logos, and wholly Sophia”), the Father, when imagined
anthropomorphically, can never be without his hands, nor do the hands come into
existence simply for the purpose of working. Thus, the work of the hands can be
attributed at once to God himself and to the Son and the Spirit (as Irenaeus htaed in

2.30.9).

8" The following insights often are present in wofikam the second trajectory, as | categorized
Irenaean scholarship in the introduction. The dififee between my approach and those works of the
second trajectory is that | have proven these aisre Irenaeus’ Trinitarian theology apart frore th
“hands of God” image; the use of the “hands of Gioatige merely confirms these insights. Thedus
operandiof works in the second trajectory is to argue ttgsiats from the “hands of God” image, itself.
For example, Swete writes of the image, “As the d$aof God, [the Son and the Holy Spirit] are Divine
and coequal; of the eternal relations of the tworte another and to the Father Irenaeus does eak sp’
Swete Holy Spirit,88. Swete concedes, incorrectly in my reading efideus, that his only textual
evidence for his profound conclusion of a “Divinedacoequal” Son and Spirit is the “hands of God”
image.

8 | have addressed this supposition of Irenaeuséatral points in this work. It is manifest in
both his understanding of the divide between Creatd creation, where the Son and the Spirit aaeeul
with the Creator, as well as a poignant statemreHtbier.5 where Irenaeus writes, “Now the work of God
is the fashioning of manHaer.5.15.2, ANF 1:543. Significantly, in the “hands@bd” metaphor,
Irenaeus underscores the involvement of the Sorsairit specifically in the forming of humanity.

8 Steenberg’s observations are helpful: “An inditisihands are dependent upon the will and
being of that individual in order to function; armhnversely, all the activities of the hands cas4id
accurately to be directly the activities of the fehimdividual and not the hands alone. Whilst threé¢
entities may remain individual or conceptually seps, there is an inherent unity among them thatesa
into a single, concrete being the reality they cosep” Steenberdrenaeus on Creatiorg1.
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The image of God working with his hands, beyond the insight it provides into the
cooperative work of the Triune God, is consonant with Irenaeus’ understanding of three
eternally distinct divine beings interpenetrated in one divine and spiritwaenat
Therefore, while the image does not encapsulate Irenaeus’ Trinitag@iody, the

“hands of God” passages provide a powerful witness to its developed nature.

2.2.2 The Trinity in Redemption

In Irenaeus’ understanding, the cooperative work of the Triune God in creation
continues into the divine, salvific work that occurs throughout the incarnation. This
continuity is a function of his anti-Marcionite and anti-Valentinian polemignite the
God of creation and the God of salvation, whom both groups had separated. Whereas in
Haer. 2 Irenaeus argued for the unity of God using logic and rhetoritaén. 3-5 and
Epid.,Irenaeus’ primary source is the Scripture narrative. Thus, in the sambatay t
Irenaeus’ model for the Trinitarian work of creation was tied to a reading &ehesis
creation narratives (particularly Genesis 1:26 and 2:7), his primary modkddoribing
the cooperative work of the incarnation comes from a scriptural passage, namely, t
account of John’s baptism of JeSlisrenaeus writes, “For Christ did not at that time

descend upon Jesus, neither was Christ one and Jesus another: but the Logos of God—

% As with the “hands of God” image, Irenaeus’ untierding of the descent of the Spirit on Jesus
at his baptism has been the subject of much diemusSome of the more important studies for my
purposes include, Aebiissiones divine§8-67, AndiaHomo vivens]185-223, BriggmanTheology of
the Holy Spirit,96-122, idem., “The Holy Spirit as the Unction diri3t in Irenaeus,JTS61 (2010): 171-
193, E. Fabbri, “El bautismo de Jesus y la uncétdpiritu,"CyF 12/45 (1956): 7-42, Fantindhéologie
d’Irénée,378-81, HoussialChristologie,173-86, K. McDonnellThe Baptism of Jesus in the Jordan: The
Trinitarian and Cosmic Order of Salvatig@ollegeville, MN: Liturgical Press, 1996), 57-611,6-123,

Orbe, “El Espiritu en el bautismo de Jesls (emtarsan Ireneo)Greg76 (1995): 663-99, idem., ‘San
Ireneo adopcionista? En torno a adv. haer. 111'1Gy&g 65 (1984): 5-52, D. Smith, “Irenaeus and the
Baptism of Jesus,Theological StudieS8 (1997): 618-642, and D. Vign€hrist au Jordain: Le baptéme
de Jésus dans la tradition judéo-chrétieriRaris: J. Gabalda, 1992), 78-81.
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who is the Savior of all, and the ruler of heaven and earth, who is Jesus, as | haye alread
pointed out, who did also take upon Him flesh, and was anointed by the Spirit from the
Father—was made Jesus Christ® Despite its implications for christology, and in
particular the relationship between the humanity and the divinity in Christ, fohwhic
Irenaeus’ account of Jesus’ baptism has been studied most often, the force ofé&hisima
soteriological. Irenaeus uses the account to elucidate the way in which Gsed save
humanity, and the description is profoundly Trinitarfan.

First, Irenaeus uses the account of Jesus’ baptism to argue for the whéay of

heavenly Logos and the man Jesus as one person “Jesus Christ,” a unity that

' Haer.3.9.3, ANF 1:423. See al¢taer.3.12.7.

%2 The interpretation of Irenaeus’ understandingesiud’ baptism as Trinitarian depends on
whether Irenaeus understood the descending SegitliteaHoly Spirit or as an impersonal spirit or powf
God, a question debated in scholarship. Not sunglis the divide occurs along the same lines as th
divide over the status of Irenaeus’ Trinitariandlogy in general, and his pneumatology in particut@r
those scholars who think that Irenaeus lacks auredgrstanding of the Trinity (even in its economic
manifestation), the entity descending upon Jeshssdtaptism is an impersonal spirit of Gedg(Fabbri,
Harnack, Orbe, and Smith). On the contrary, fos¢ghscholars who perceive in Irenaeus’ work the
presence of a real Trinity (at least in its ecormmanifestation), the descending figure is the qeab
Holy Spirit (e.g.Aeby, Andia, Briggman, Fantino, Jaschke, McDonnédlhe scholarly divide suggests
that, like the “hands of God” passages, the in&gtion of the baptismal passages as Trinitariaroor
depends on the Trinitarian assumptions gained &ls@where in Irenaeus’ work. Nonetheless, Briggman
recently has argued definitively from the passdbemselves that Irenaeus understands the descending
agent as the Holy Spirit and that the refusal tbaspersonal Spirit in this passage results imadtéble
interpretive problems. For the entire argument,Bsgggman, “Unction of Christ,” 180-186. The keyhis
argument is his interpretation Hier.3.12.7. This passage is the foundation of a nonif@rian reading
of the baptism storye(g.Fabbri and Orbe) because its use of Acts 10:5&(slef Nazareth, how God
anointed him with the Holy SpiriSpiritu sanctdand with power Yirtute]...”) supposedly shows that
Irenaeus understan&piritu sanctdo be equated or modified by the more imperswoitaite. Accordingly,
those scholars in favor of a non-Trinitarian intetption understand the passage as affirming ngpibtiner
than that the power in which the human Jesus midtwas an impersonal power of God, a power that
came upon him at his baptism. Conversely, Brigghmks Irenaeus’ Acts 10:58 citation to Irenaeus’
explanation of the passage later in the same pgvhgwhich reads, “Jesus was himself the Son of God
who also, having been anointed with the Holy Spisitalled Jesus Christaer.3.12.7, Briggman,
“Unction of Christ,” 182. The lack ofirtute in Irenaeus’ explanation of the passage revea@mitdllary
nature to Irenaeus’ understanding of the passdges, bySpiritu sanctojrenaeus does not indicate an
impersonal power. Instead, he indicates the sagueefito whom he referred in the third article afffan
the variougegulastatementsHaer. 1.10.1,Epid. 6). This figure, alternately called Sophia, is gerat of
creation alongside the Logos/Sdtagr.2.30.9, 4Pref4, 4.20.1), the same figure who speaks through the
prophetsilaer.3.21.4), the same figure promised by Jesus in (dhar.3.17.1-2), and the same figure
poured out on the Church at Pentecbiatgr.3.1.1, 3.12.1). Fabbri and Orbe both miss the dielar
between the use of Acts 10:58 and its explanainrgversight that can only be the result of a bgenst
finding a developed pneumatology in Irenaeus, a tiaceable to Harnack.
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accomplishes humanity’s salvatiohThis understanding contrasts with various
“Gnostic” theologies that denied the true union of the divine with flesh, teachiegdnst
that the human Jesus was merely a receptacle for the heavenly Christ aedupptire
account of the descent of the heavenly Logos on the man Jesus at his Ydptisagus’
identification of the descending entity as the Holy Spirit instead of the Laigosunted
the primary “Gnostic” proof text for this variant christology and thus supported Inis ow
contention that the point of union of the Logos with flesh occurred at the conception in
Mary’s womb?° Second, Irenaeus interprets the baptism as an anointing that consecrated
Jesus as Messiah and empowered him in his humanity to fulfill his mi$sionjssion
that finally entailed his passing on the Spirit to the rest of the human racengesulti
their redemption and communion with GYd.

Therefore, from this account emerges a paradigm for the divine work of

redemption which involves the cooperative work of three figures, namely God/Rather

9 See HoussiaGhristologie,177. | will return to Irenaeus’ understanding of/ation
momentarily.

° For an example of Irenaeus’ exposition of thiothgy in the Marcosian system, ddaer.
1.15.3.

% “[T]he Holy Ghost came upon Mary, and the powethaf Most High did overshadow her:
wherefore also what was generated is a holy tlding,the Son of the Most High God the Father ofvatio
effected the incarnation of this being.Haer.5.1.3, ANF 1:527.

% Irenaeus is clear that Jesus is anointed in hisahity alone, for his divinity is without need of
empowering. Furthermore, the Holy Spirit, who imkelf divine, does not need to become accustomed to
the divinity of Christ, but only his humanity. Ir@eus writes, “For inasmuch as the Logos of Godmaes
from the root of Jesse, and son of Abrahamthis respectlid the Spirit of God rest upon Him, and anoint
Him to preach the Gospel to the lowlyHaer. 3.9.3, ANF 1:423 with minor revisions, italics add&ee
HoussiauChristologie, 175-177, 179, Fantind@,héologie d’lrénée380-381, and Briggman, “Unction of
Christ,” 173-180. Smith misunderstands Fantinofenoretation of the baptism account here, claintiray
Fantino does not offer a Trinitarian account of passage. Smith, “Baptism of Jesus,” 624n26. Fantin
does see the Trinity in the baptism account insadane identifies the descending Spirit with théyHo
Spirit. His comments on these pages are againgt'©ititerpretation of the anointing of Jesus as a
transcendental event; instead, for Fantino, thisixeeccurs only in the economic relationships ef th
Second and Third Persons. Fantino’s interpretatigms with my own interpretation insofar as | posp
the unction passages as a model for understanuingpoperative economic work of the Trinity, nat fo
understanding their inner relationships apart fthair work.

" “Therefore did the Spirit of God descend upon(idggthe Spirit] of Him who had promised by
the prophets that He would anoint Him, so thatmeeiving from the abundance of His unction, miggat
saved."Haer.3.9.3. See alsblaer.5.17.2. On this point, see Andidpmo Vivens]191-192 and Vigne,
Christ au Jordany9.
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source of redemptive work, and Logos/Son and Sophia/Spirit who execute this work as
agents. Their real distinction is evident from their different salvific fanstwithin the
economy. The Father sends the Son, the Son unites his divinity to flesh, and subsequent
to his life, death, resurrection and ascension, he pours out the Spirit, who remains with
humanity. Besides the effective polemical move of discounting his opponents’yrimar
proof text, the baptism account remains the paradigm for these distinct, yetativepe

works because Irenaeus finds théseedistinctions represented in tbaeaction of the
anointing. He writes, “For in the name of Christ is implied, He that anoints, Hes that
anointed, and the unction itself with which He is anointed. And it is the Father who
anoints, but the Son who is anointed by the Spirit, who is the unéfitm ther words,

only the Father anoints, only the Son is anointed, and only the Spirit is the anointing
agent. The economic manifestation of God, represented in the anointing, demonstrates the
distinctions within the Godhead.

Despite the functional distinctions necessitated in the act of anointingelus’
metaphor implies a prior unity. For although the metaphor stresses thresesepar
components (an anointer, an anointed, and the entity with which he is anointed), they are
united in one image or act. Indeed, Irenaeus’ understanding of salvation logically
necessitates a prior unity of the three divine entities that is locateteidivine and

spiritual nature.

% Haer.3.18.3, ANF 1:446. See al§ipid.47. InHaer. 3.6.1 the Father and Son are distinguished
according to the anointing. The Spirit is not nartteelunction in this passage, but appears as thevbo
withesses that both are God because of the angintin

% As with the “hands of God” image and creationnéeus is not tied always to the anointing
metaphor to describe the cooperative work of redimpElsewhere, Irenaeus describes these disiimeti
without recourse to the metaphor. He writes, “Thierefore, was God revealed; for God the Father is
shown forth through all these [operations], theriBideed working, and the Son ministering, wtike
Father was approving, and man’s salvation beingraptished.”Haer.4.20.6, ANF 1:489.
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Irenaeus understood humanity’s salvation as accomplished through its union with
God. He writes, “And unless man had been joined to God, he could never have become a
partaker of incorruptibility.**° According to Irenaeus, this union is accomplished through
the work of the Logos/Son and Sophia/Spirit. The Logos unites with humanity through
the incarnation, and God subsequently joins with humanity through the outpouring of the
Spirit after Jesus Christ ascends. Both acts are essential to the comgilétumanity’s
salvation. Irenaeus writes, “[T]he Lord thus has redeemed us through His own blood,
giving His soul for our souls, and His flesh for our flesh, and has also poured out the
Spirit of the Father for the union and communion of God and man, imparting indeed God
to men by means of the Spirit, and, on the other hand, attaching man to God by his own
incarnation, and bestowing upon us at His coming immortality durably and truly, by
means of communion with God.** Only if the Logos/Son and the Sophia/Spirit are
themselves God does this understanding of salvation cBliéter the agents do not
unite humanity to God by bringing them to the Father; they unite humanity to God
insofar as they themselves are God. Irenaeus writes, “[l]n the end, the dfode Father
and the Spirit of God, having become united with the ancient substance of Adam’s
formation, rendered man living and perfect, receptive of the perfect Father, ithatde

as in the natural we all were dead, so in the spiritual we may all be made'&livethiis

1%Haer.3.18.2, ANF 1:448.

%' Haer.5.1.1, ANF 1:527.

192 Fantino, Théologie d’lrénée378-379.

% Haer.5.1.3, ANF 1:527 with minor revisionslaer.5.1.3, ANF 1:527. See al¢taer.5.5.1.
Some scholars assert the opposite, namely, th&ging and Son bring humanity to the Father, the
ultimate source of their redemption. See, for examfpndia,Homo Vivens]139-143. The passages cited in
favor of this position feature Irenaeus descrilitmgorderly progression of humanity’s sanctificatand
growth. For example, Irenaeus writes in one plae¢ lhiumans “ascend through the Spirit to the Sod, a
through the Son to the Father, and that in due tieeSon will yield up his work to the FatheH&er.
5.36.2, ANF 1:567. Nonetheless, this interpretat&sults from a failure to grasp Irenaeus’ undeuditegy
of the immanent Trinity apart from the economy, tlee assumption that the end goal is unity with the
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context, Irenaeus stresses the continuity between the Triune God who andates a
Triune God who saves by illustrating salvation with the same image and sdriptur
passage he used to illustrate creation. Irenaeus continues, “For newetimteaid
Adam escape the hands of God, to whom the Father speaking said, ‘Let Us make man in
Our image, after Our likeness.’ And for this reason in the last times, not bylltloé the
flesh, nor by the will of man, but by the good pleasure of the Father, His hands formed a
living man, in order that Adam might be created [again] after the image andskkeie
God.”® The reprisal of the “hands of God” image in the redemptive context emphasizes
the point that the God who created with his hands is the God who redeems with his
hands.

The implication of this logic is clear, and it works in the reverse direction of the
Apologists’ logic. The Logos/Son and Sophia/Spirit act as creative and calyénts of

God/Father in the economy because they uniquely share one divine and spiriteal natur

Fatheralonemisses Irenaeus’ inclusion of the Son and theitSgith the Father as, by nature, uncreated.
As such, in uniting with the uncreated one, hunaesuniting with the divine nature encompassed by
Father, Son, and Spirit. Accordingly, he writedM]@n, who is a created and organized being, is made
according to the image and likeness of the uncde@ted, of the Father who plans and commands, of the
Son who assists and accomplishes, and of the 8idtnourishes and completes, but with the man mgaki
progress every day and ascending towards the pegofmoming near to the uncreated oréaer. 4.38.3.
The passages which describe humanity’s progress $pirit to Son to Father are significant in thayt
underscore Irenaeus’ understanding of salvatiem@®cess of growth from immature child to Godlike
adult. The passages indicate nothing about theeafithe Triune God other than that Father, Sod, a
Spirit have different functions in the economy. Adingly, Irenaeus understands that humanity fiegts
the Spirit, through whom they see the Son, througbm they see the Father. He writes, “For God is
powerful in all things, having been seen at thattindeed, prophetically through the Spirit, anehs¢oo,
adoptively through the Son; and He shall also lea gaternally in the kingdom of heaven, the Spiuity
preparing man in the Son of God, and the Son legdiim to the Father, while the Father, too, confers
[upon him] incorruption for eternal life, which casito everyone from the fact of his seeing Gothér.
4.20.5, ANF 1:489(The significance of the paternal vision of Godhis passage, as | suggested in chapter
two, is not that the Father is the ultimate sowfceedemption, but that salvation entails adopttbat is,
seeing God and knowing him as Father—but insofahiassision is the effect of redemption, it
presupposes the work of Father, Son, and Spirévektheless, the reciprocally immanent Godheadessu
that in seeing one divine person, humans seerak tflwhether or not they realize this. Irenaeutewri
“[W]ithout the Spirit it is not [possible] to seka Word of God, and without the Son one is not &ble
approach the Father; for the knowledge of the Fdisethe Son, and knowledge of the Son of God is
through the Holy Spirit..."Epid. 7, Behr, 44.

% Haer.5.1.3, ANF 1:527. See alstaer.5.5.1.
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with him enabling the cooperative divine works. Although a hierarchy emerges in the
economic manifestation of the Triune God insofar as only the Father is the source and
insofar as the Son and Spirit only do what the Father wills them to do, this Inyeisrc
functional only. As such, it should be understood in light of an eternal and ontological
unity of divinity enabling the Son and Spirit to accomplish the divine work of creation

and redemption.

3. Conclusion

In this chapter, | have engaged the Apologists’ and Irenaeus’ respective
understandings of the relationships among Father, Son, and Spirit as manifesteal in thos
passages in which all three entities are discussed. My study has judge@rthiégrian
relationships as consonant with the figures’ respective understandings of tiduizidi
natures of each person, as developed in previous chapters.

The Apologists addressed the relationships of all three entities in order to
correlate Christian belief with Middle Platonist belief. Accordinghg Son and the
Spirit exist in an ontologically subordinating hierarchy to the Father in the sey that
the intermediary figures of Middle Platonism are subordinate to the One MiogtéHigh
God. This subordinating hierarchy is expressed by terms sygbpasandta&ig, but
more importantly, the hierarchy serves as a function of their overall undergfaridhe
Father’s transcendent relation to the world. As the transcendent essence ti¢he Fa
precludes him from working in the world, the lesser divinities of the Son and Syt all
for these mediating roles. The Apologists only avoid being tri-theists byfidegtthe

God of Israel with the Father alone.
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Conversely, Irenaeus addressed the relationships of all three entities i
continuation of his anti-Valentinian polemic. He displays a profound development from
the Apologists insofar as he understands that Father, Son, and Spirit shameitoiaé s
nature and consequently, the same quality of divinity. Irenaeus’ transformation of
binitarian argument dflaer. 2 to a Trinitarian argument by his retroactive inclusion of
the Spirit in the reciprocally immanent relationship of Father and Son sertreslzssis
for this conclusion. Accordingly, the three entities fully interpenetrateanather such
that, although they are three distinct entities, only one simple divine natsense
Furthermore, the Son and Spirit's possessing of this same divine nature vititbe
qualifies them for the titles “uncreated” and “God,” and moreover, this possessi
gualifies them to be agents of God in the cooperative work of creation and redemption. In
both economic works, a hierarchy manifests itself whereby the Fathersisutee of the
work and the Son and Spirit are the agents of that work in accord with the Father’s wil
However, this hierarchy is not ontological, indicative of distinct and gradatattigis,
but functional, indicative only of distinct works. The Son and Spirit, although subordinate
to the will of the Father, are equal to him in divinity insofar as their economlcisor
predicated on their divine essence. They are enabled to create and to redeeny humanit
precisely because they possess one spiritual and divine nature with theaRdthes
themselves “God.” Irenaeus is a monotheist because he believes in only one divine

nature, encompassed equally by Father, Son, and Spirit.



261

Conclusion

In this dissertation, | have sought to communicate Irenaeus of Lyons’ Tignita
theology through a study of his understanding of the respective natures of God/Father
Logos/Son, and Sophia/Spirit, as well as through a study of the relationships among
them, in both their immanent and economic manifestations. In order to avoid the errors of
past scholarship that with few exceptions have prevented an accurate assetbime
Trinitarian theology, | placed Irenaeus’ thought in the context of the seeoiaryg
through a comparative methodology that connected Trinitarian themes in his thought with
the thought of Justin, Athenagoras, and Theophilus, as well as in polemical response to
Valentinian theology. According to my guiding thesis, the Apologists’ theology, iknow
to Irenaeus through the works of Justin and Theophilus, was insufficient to meet the
challenge posed by Valentinianism, particularly in its variant conceptiahe alivine
nature, the relationship of God to other divine beings, and the relationship of God to the
world—in other words, in the very areas that bear on Trinitarian theology.

The differences between the Apologists and Irenaeus stem from the logic
established in the latter’s rhetorical polemidHafer. 2, insofar as the Valentinian
understanding of God that Irenaeus presents and rejects can be understood as a
radicalization of the Apologists’ understanding. Several convergences mayntigeide
Both the Apologists and the Valentinians conceive of the divine nature spatialtyy whi
manifests itself both in their description of transcendence (God is in a distant@tat
is separated from the material world, and the like) and in their understandireg of t
generation/emanation of divine beings (they physically separate oragréGod).

Both the Apologists and the Valentinians bridge the spatial gap between God and the
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world with lesser divine beings who consequently serve as a filter betweemttea
world. For the Valentinians, these beings are the 29 Aeons of the Bieirtana,with

the actions of the last Aeon resulting in the existence of an unintended, inherdntly evi
material creation. For the Apologists, these beings are the Logos andrihg Byt the
Apologists, in accord with Scripture, do not think of material creation as inheestitig

of little consequence for their understanding of the respective natures afgbe and
Spirit.) They came out of the Father at their respective generations fopttessed

purpose of working in the world on behalf of the Father, whose transcendence precludes
such immanent action. Both the Valentinians and the Apologists understand the
generation of these lesser divine beings to involve both a spatial separationengiost
High God and a time element—prior to their generations, they did not exist as personal
beings, distinct from the Father. Thus, they are divine but of a different anddesser
nature than the Father. They are eternal but not eternally personal. Tiexyspiaeation

but can be located and seen in it. In other words, like the Valentinian Aeons, the Logos
and Spirit in the Apologists’ understanding exist in relationship with the Father in a
ontologically subordinated hierarchy of gradated divinities.

The Apologists’ theology may be considered Trinitarian in the sense that they
speak of three divine entities in accord with the tenets of the eclectic philosophy the
attempt to correlate with Christian belief. Nevertheless, the Apodogiishot account
adequately either for the distinct personalities of the three divinessrtititheir unity in
distinction. The Apologists only maintain their unity, in the stage prior to the gemerat
of Logos and Spirit, with a loss of their distinct personalities. Likewise, threce

Apologists establish the distinctions of God and his agents by means of theigenerat
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they forfeit any claim to the continuing unity of the three. The Apologistsire
monotheists only in the sense that they identify the Father alone with ther@ed of
the Jewish Scriptures. The Logos and the Spirit are divine beings, but they are
subordinated to the Father, who alone properly is called God. The demands of the
Apologists’ understanding of God’s transcendence and active work in the world
necessitate such a formulation.

Unlike the Apologists, Irenaeus explicitly states that correct thinkingt &boa
must be tied to the teaching of the Church in Scripture and as passed down from the
apostles in the Churchtegula fidei.His interests lie neither in speculative theology nor
in aligning Christian beliefs with philosophical doctrine. He is interestedwoitify
faithful interpretation of the Church’s teaching, and he found the topological theology of
the “Gnostics,” and the Valentinians in particular, incommensurate withetighing.

First, a spatially distant God could not be reconciled with the active and immanently
present God of Scripture. Second, a spatially distant God, and a series of semi-divine
Aeons, conflicted with the properties of spirit, which Irenaeus understans esntral
description of the divine nature.

The difficulty he faced in arguing against Valentinian theology is the inadgqua
of his immediate sources of the apostolic tradition to address these eegmetaitions.
Namely, the Apologists’ interpretation of thegula’s Father, Son, and Spirit as a
spatially distant Creator God and two intermediate, lesser divine beiualgisnai reject
adequately and fully either the Valentinian topological understanding of the divine
Pleromaor the corresponding theory of emanation. Consequently, without impugning the

writers who had passed on key aspects of the Church’s teaching to him and who, in some
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cases, had proved their faith either through martyrdom or through possession of an
apostolic office, Irenaeus departs from their conception of God. Using Scriptieaca
through the lens of theegulaand the logic of the traditional definition of God as spirit,
Irenaeus took on the Valentinians, and as a result, he took Trinitarian theology in a new
direction.

In contrast to the spatially distant God of the Valentinians (and Apologists),
Irenaeus defines God’s transcendence as “absolute.” As such, God is of a higher order
than his creatures, as the prophets proclaimed (Isaiah 55:8) and as Irenaetandsler
the creation account in Genesx fihilg. Only God is “uncreated,” while every other
being is defined by being created or having their source in him. Consequently, Irenaeus
understands all material creation to exist in God, who contains all things as the
“Fullness.” (Irenaeus uses “containing” language apart from any notion clgpat
because of his guiding principle that God is spirit.) The theological upshot of this
understanding of transcendence is the absence of a need for any barrier or filt
separating God from his creation, as was necessitated by the Vatesitjarsd
Apologists’) understanding. As “absolutely” transcendent, God’s nature cannot be
infringed upon by material creation. He is free to move and work in creation in accord
with the God to whom Scripture testifies. To use Irenaeus’ language, the Godeates cr
with his hands always keeps his creation in his hands.

For Irenaeus, God’s hands are the Logos/Son and the Sophia/Spirit, two figures he
finds in Scripture and in the Churchiesgulg for that reason, he incorporates these
figures into his understanding of God and the divine work in the ecortestigwing

Scripture, and the Fourth Gospel in particular, Irenaeus understands the bagosdS
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Sophia/Spirit’s respective works in the world, both prior to, during, and following the
incarnation, as mediatory in nature—they perform the work and will of God/Father who
alone is the source of the work of the economy. Nevertheless, since Irenaeus does not
need to keep the transcendent God physically separated from materiah¢tbati
respective natures of Logos/Son and Sophia/Spirit are not required to be lesser or of
different quality than that of God/Father in order to perform this work. Insteahdus
understands better than his predecessors that the agents of God’s work musteeemse
be divine in the same way that God is divine—the agents of God’s work are included
with God in his “uncreated” nature over against everything else that hasdbese or
beginning in God.

In order to align this understanding of the relationship of God/Father and his two
agents with the principle of a simple divine nature (stemming from the pexpefti
spirit), Irenaeus conceives of an enduring unity among the three divine entittesl limca
one divine and spiritual nature. According to the properties of spirit, all thremdivi
entities fully and completely interpenetrate one another such thatusocae say both
that the Son is in the Father and that the Father is in the Son (and in later books, the Spirit
is included in this reciprocal, interpenetrating relationship). The reldtionty is eternal
insofar as the eternally reasonable and wise God can never be without his Logas and hi
Sophia. Thus, their existence with and in the Father is maintained apart from an
mediating work they may perform in the economy.

While God/Father, Logos/Son, and Sophia/Spirit exist in an eternal unity ibf spir
Irenaeus does not consider them indistinguishable. Again taking his cue fromi®gript

Irenaeus believes that the Father generates the Logos/Son and the Soph#ltSpirgh
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he says little directly regarding the generations because of Scripsilezice on the
matter, his polemical argument against the Valentinian theory of emanatiafsriize
understanding of generation as dictated by the spiritual and eternal unity $ierenvi
among God/Father, Logos/Son, and Sophia/Spirit. First, he removes any tireatalem
the process. Although Logos/Son and Sophia/Spirit are generated from Gagtré&he
generation does not result in a beginning point to their existence. As Logos qndtas S
they are always with God in a spiritual unity and in agreement with a sinvohe di
nature. Second, he removes any spatial connotations in the process. Althoughdrogos/S
and Sophia/Spirit are generated from God/Father, they do not separate from hine or com
out of him. They remain in a spiritual and interpenetrating unity with God at aktim
even when the Son is incarnate upon earth.

Irenaeus further argues for the eternal distinctions of God/Father, Sogosind
Sophia/Spirit by their distinctive economic functions. Only God/Father is theesotir
the work; only Logos/Son establishes or brings the work into existence; only
Sophia/Spirit arranges or forms that work. In the context of the redemptive work of the
incarnation, the Father alone sends the Son, the Son alone unites his divinity to flesh, and
the Spirit alone remains with humanity after the Son’s departure. Put metapiotine
Father anoints, the Son is anointed, and the Spirit is the anointing agent. Nonetheless,
these distinctive works do not depend upon the lesser divinities of the Logos/Son and
Sophia/Spirit who work in the world on behalf of a God who cannot undertake such work
by virtue of his transcendence. Quite the opposite, the work of Logos/Son and
Sophia/Spirit in the world is based on the truth that they are divine in the same manner

that the Father is divine (literally, they are “God,” according to Inesiaeature
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interpretation of Ephesians 4:6). Accordingly, it is the nature of God to create aod not
be created—both Logos and Sophia create and are not created. The Logos, who is
invisible by nature, reveals the Father in the economy such that when humesiityese
Son (prophetically and literally), they see the Father. Likewise, the woddemption
involves the uniting of divine with material, a union affected by the work of the
Logos/Son and Sophia/Spirit by virtue of their divine status. The result is a fuhctiona
hierarchy—God/Father is the source of the work and the two agents perform that work
that assumes a prior spiritual or ontological unity. To put this understanding in modern
Trinitarian terms, for Irenaeus, the economic manifestation of the Trigtgrals on the
reality of an immanent Trinity, which exists from eternity regasit#fghe presence of
creation.

Irenaeus’ theology thus may be considered Trinitarian in the full sense of the
word. He believes in the existence of three divine and eternally distimgish@amed
God/Father, Logos/Son, and Sophia/Spirit. He accounts for both their eternal unity
through a common possession of one spiritual nature and their eternal distinction through
the generation of the Son and Spirit from the Father and through their differentrigncti
in the economy. In Irenaeus’ understanding, the two agents’ equal divinity with the
Father allows them to perform these economic functions.

| have argued that the lack of an accurate account of Irenaeus’ Trinitarian
theology in secondary scholarship to this point has precluded an appreciation afdrenae
important place in the narrative of the development of the Trinity from its nascent
presence in the New Testament to its full flowering in the fourth century. Thefgbés

dissertation was to produce an accurate account of Irenaeus’ Trinitee@dogy. Having
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accomplished this task, | will offer a few brief remarks on Irenaeusépirathe

development of the Trinity as a way of concluding. What follows is intended not to be

comprehensive but to serve as the opening remarks for potential future studiesrgpmpar

Irenaeus’ Trinitarian theology to the theologies of Trinitarian wribélater centuries.
Significantly, the areas in which Irenaeus departs from the Apologists point

toward emphases in later Trinitarian thought. In particular, five areagoatie exploring.

First, while Irenaeus does not utilize Father/Son language to argue &ethity of the

Son, as in the manner of Origen and Athanasius, his use of the title “Father” tbedescr

God in relationship to the Son prepares for this later argument. Second, whiledrenae

does not speak of an “eternal generation” of the Son, as the Alexandrians do, his rejection

of the connotation of a temporal starting point (and the resultant “two-stages Log

theology) is consonant with this later understanding. Third, while Irenaeus does not

describe a generation of the Spirit, as the Cappadocians will develop, his agyfonent

the parallel, eternal natures of the Spirit and the Logos, using “Sophia” as a

pneumatological title, affirms the logic necessary for understanding raxalgte

processing Spirit. Fourth, while Irenaeus does not specify that the Son is @sseree”

(opoovoiog) or of “one power” with the Father, as the Nicenes and pro-Nicenes insist, his

emphasis on the one divine and spiritual nature and mutual interpenetration oféhe thre

entities anticipates if not fully expresses an argument of unity in esgéfiogwhile

Irenaeus lacks a category (i.e. “person”) to describe the distinctions ef,Fatm, and

Spirit, his redefinition of “God” to name what is shared among the three apthplsasis

on their titles to express their distinct functions, encapsulates the trutmiy an

essence, distinction in persons affirmation unknown prior to Irenaeus. Theseesda
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further explanation and development, and they are not, perhaps, exhaustive of Irenaeus’
contribution.

Regardless of the areas in which Irenaeus may have influenced lat&riEmi
writers, | hope that this work has revealed Irenaeus’ importance and geshifing the
course of the second century’s dominant theological trajectories with regte t
natures and interior relationships of God/Father, Logos/Son, and Sophia/Spirit, and thei
resulting expressions in the economy. The shift was occasioned by the histaita ne
reject the variant understandings of God in “Gnosticism,” in much the same way that
Irenaeus’ understanding of the economy was occasioned by the historical neeckto rej
variant understandings of the relation between the Old and New Testaments in
Marcionism. Irenaeus’ understanding of the immanent Triune God desemwvesias
praise, recognition, and scholarly attention as is traditionally assignedd@sstanding

of the economy of salvation.
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