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INTRODUCTION

The most exact and expressive doctrines of the Church 
were hammered out under the pressure of controversy. It was 
in this way that the Church was most successfully forced to 
grapple with the profundities of revelation. The literature 
of the* early Fathers provides us with their own statements 
as well as a description of their opponents. That which 
they say concerning themselves stands or falls in itself. 
Their descriptions of the Gnostics--the opponents of the 
Fathers with whom we are concerned--have been approached 
with a certain scepticism because the Fathers had every rea
son to be prejudiced. Although a few documents of varying 
importance have been available for soma time, our information 
was long confined in the main to Patristic refutations, but
in recent years the discovery of a fairly extensive Gnostic

1
library at Nag Hammadi (Egypt) has provided greater accessi
bility to the thought world of these heretics and has at the 
same time made more detailed comparison possible. Indeed we 
now have reasonably direct access to a part of the conflict 
out of which certain doctrines emerged.

1At this point one must assume some awareness of this 
discovery. Details will be given at appropriate points. An 
introductory bibliography would includeî G. Quispel, H, C, 
Puech and W. G, van Unnik, The Jung Godex, tr, F, L, Gross 
(London: 1955); J, Doresse, The Secret Books of the Egyptian
Gnostics (English translation, London^ 1960); W. G, van
Unnik, Newl^ Discovered Gnostic Writ ins: s (English translation, 
London*. 1960), etc.



ii
This possibility of comparison is of supreme impor

tance, A treatment of any specific theme from the orthodox 
side only would amount to an abstraction with little if any 
of its really vital character remaining. Access to these 
Gnostic documents renews the living reality of the original 
controversy as it has not been since the days of the Gnostics 
themselves. However little it may be possible to conclude 
with certainty at the close of our investigation--and one 
should not become too optimistic--a greater understanding 
of the nature of this conflict stands as justification for 
the effort expended.

Beginning with elements dating centuries prior to 
Christ, this is a study of one aspect of the Jewish-Christian 
tradition in a life and death struggle for survival.
Although the Gnostic aspect of this investigation is of 
crucial importance, this is not a study of the Gnostic Sophia 
myth. Rather, it is a new study of the Wisdom-Logos tradi
tion in the light of recent developments in certain areas, 
especially 1 Corinthians 1-4, the " Chris to logical hynms,’*
etc, , with the Gnostic speculation drai'zn in in order to give

2
the study a genuine dimension of struggle.

2
For an examination of this point see S, Laeuchii, 

The Langues:e of Faith, 230,
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Our study is divided as follows* Chapter one will 

examine Old Testament backgrounds, observing the self-imposed 
restrictions of the relation to Wisdom speculation in other 
cultures. Chapter two will examine possible areas of affinity 
in the Greek world as well as developments in Diaspora 
Judaism. Chapter three will follow this tradition in the 
New Testament and chapter four will observe its continuation 
and development in the second century. All of this will 
serve as a background for our examination of similar material 
within Gnostic thought. Chapter five will begin by exam
ining the early Church Fathers* description of the Gnostic 
phenomenon and continue with a discussion of certain 
manifestations of what we have come to call the "non-Valen
tinian Sophia myth." Chapter six will observe the Valentinian 
type of this particular mythical form. A brief conclusion 
will close the examination. However, before beginning 
there are a number of introductory matters requiring 
discussion.

It will be our purpose in this study to survey these 
various areas noting similarities (and as far as possible 
their relation), differences, dependence, individuality, 
interpenetration, etc., with regard to the Wisdom-Logos 
theme as well as areas that are tangent but relevant to a 
clear understanding of that theme. Although it is felt here



XV
that such an examination of tangent areas is important,
it should be noted that some have felt that it is not
necessary to go outside Judaism to account for the Jewish

3
Wisdom figure. Indeed, whatever the relationships may 
have been to other cultures, etc., the Jewish-Wisdom figure 
certainly had its own distinctive character.

There is within the "Wisdom-Logos" tradition a 
rather extensive development of doctrine. This of course 
is the point of interest. Often the phrase "development 
of doctrine" means nothing more than that there was a formal 
explanation/explorâtion of a particular realization. This 
is true generally, but when working in the area of Chris- 
tology, it is especially true. All who treat the matter 
seriously will be constantly revising their convictions, 
not because the reality is changing but because their compre* 
hension of it is. Christianity will always be in need of 
better and more complete categories with which to attempt 
an explanation of the incarnation.

It will soon become quite evident that we are working 
in an area where many similar as well as divergent elements 
merged. The three basic constituents in the original 

3 '
See e.g., W. D. Davies, Paul and Rabbinic Judaism.

173.
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situation were Judaism, Hellenism, and Christianity--not 
all at the same time of course. Complicating this however 
wer^ subjects which may only be described as "Hellenistic- 
Jewish" or Jewish-Christian," Then, too, one must reckon 
with the Hellenistic mission of the church. That the church-- 
originally a Jewish phenomenon--changed as it encountered 
other cultures is generally accepted. The extent of this 
change has been and will continue to be the object of scho
larly investigation. All of this results in a complex 
situation wherein many questions must be left to one degree 
or another unanswered, Quispel says;

Late antiquity is a land of three streams in which 
Greek philosophy, Christian faith, and Gnosticism flow 
side by side. In a fruitful confrontation Christian 
theology purged out rationalism and mysticism, while it 
integrated the Logos of the Hellenes and the Myths of 
the Orient, The history of the Church is the Christian
ization of Greek thought and Eastern mysticism on the 
basis of the G o s p e l , 4

Because of its very nature, the kind of Wisdom specu
lation that went on in Israel may be paralleled elsewhere. 
Indeed, there were reflective men in many cultures who were 
concerned for truth and the right way to conduct one's life. 
Among other things this meant that Wisdom speculation took

G, Quispel, "The Jung Codex and its Significance" in 
The Jung Codex, ed, F. L, Gross, 78, For Harnack's famous 
dictum that Gnosticism was "the acute Hellenization of Christ
ianity" see A, Hamack, PoRmen^eschichte. (Third edition),
I, 215.
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on a "non-national" or "international" character. More
will be said about this later, but the point to be drawn out
here is that men who stood in any given "Wisdom tradition"
drew freely from any available source. Truth or correct
opinion was the controlling factor. As one might expect,
such a thrust would serve as a unifying force in any culture,

5
This was particularly true within Judaism,

It is certainly legitimate to trace the history of 
a specific idea or concept as is our intention here, but one 
must keep in mind that this is not the whole story. The 
"Wlien," "How," and "By Whom" of associations, developments, 
changes, etc,, is of vital concern. Indeed the challenge 
of this study will prove to be the extent to which one 
can make specific observations in this regard* What one 
hoped for at the outset was a detailed comparison of the 
different things that were happening more or less concurrently, 
especially in the second century. What developed however 
were two basically different traditions with little evidence 
of links between them beyond their common heritage. We 
shall see that Jonas observed this some time ago. The Gnostics 
for example do not offer a rationale for doing a thing a

 ̂ g  ^

See G, von Rad, Old Testament Theology, 1, 441,
Cf, R, N. %iybray, Wisdom in Proverbs^ 77
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certain way, For that matter neither do the more "orthodox" 
groups or individuals. Although it will always be an 
unreliable guide, we are largely left to our imagination 
as to the inner workings of this complex phenomenon.

We will observe in our investigation of the pre- 
Christian tradition little association with a Messianic 
figure. This association of older categories with newer 
reality seems to have been made subsequent to the incarnation. 
It might be asked, "Why was this link between Israel's wis
dom figure and Jesus established at all?" Part of the 
answer lies in the principle that unknowns are apprehended 
by means of knowns. There were at least a few in the earliest 
days of Christianity who had a significantly deep realization 
of the reality of the incarnation. Although it took the 
church at large several hundred years to achieve worthy 
standards in this regard, at least some had the insight to 
lead the way, and Noyos were two of the categories
that they used as means of expressing their conviction.
These were the "knowns" in this particular situation.

The form of this study might be described in terms 
of Religionsgeschichte, It is approached in this way mainly 
for convenience, that similarities and differences may be 
more easily observed. In the case of similarity, no infer
ence should be made with regard to any sort of dependence.

1 .i
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However, occasionally some type of dependence is reasonably 
evident. Sometimes it is not. One of the basic questions 
to be kept in mind is, "What links were there between 
Jewish-Christian tradition and Gnosticism with particular 
regard to Sophia?" As we have already indicated and as we 
shall have occasion to repeat, conclusions that possess 
any reasonable degree of certainty are extremely difficult 
to make.

Again, more will be said later, but something by 
way of introduction should be said concerning the emergence 
of independent deities or demigods within Judaism, especially 
in view of well known convictions with regard to monotheism. 
Just how did this apparent paradox occur? Grant describes 
this situation as follows %

But even the purest monotheism did not rule out the 
recognition of subordinate spiritual beings, inferior 
to God as his creatures but superior to man in nature, 
power, knowledge, and nearness to God. They were 
deathless, and were endowed with supernatural abilities 
and knowledge, true denizens of heaven, and obedient 
ministers of the divine will. These were the angels, 
archangels, "sons of Elohim, " the seven or the four 
spirits about the throne ; or the personified "Wisdom" 
of Proverbs and the Wisdom of Solomon; or--viewed from 
some aspects--the Logos and the divine"Powers" of Philo. 
Certain passages in the Old Testament apparently des
cribed them as fleeting existences, comparable to winds 
and flames (Ps. 94:4; cf. Heb. 1*7); but first century 
Judaisxn took for granted their permanence, if not 
their hypostatic or independent existence. Once having 
created them, God did not return them to nothingness—  
not even when some of them fell into sin and disobedience 
and became wicked spirits. ^

^F. C„ Grant, Ancient Judaism and the New_Tes^meot,
59f.
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Although this situation may be viewed logically as a 
paradox, it' is seen to have been "natural" from a Jewish 
point of view originally.

Through the years there have been many different 
opinions of the Gnostics. Some have dismissed them while 
others have given them very serious consideration. It 
would be fair to observe that opinions in this century have 
generally tended to be more respectful with the passing of 
time. The discovery at Nag Hammadi in the late 1940’s has 
definitely led to a more positive assessment of this move
ment, In view of these comparatively recent developments
one is struck by Harnack's assessment that these men were

7
the first theologians of the church. indeed, the Gnostics 
were the first to transform Christianity into a set of 
doctrines and to treat the scriptures systematically. Their 
results were made essentially equal to those of their 
contemporaries in the "philosophy of religion." The 
difference was that a foundation had been found in revelation. 
It is for this reason that Harnack in the discussion just 
mentioned describes the Gnostics as "a class of Christians 
who essayed through a sharp onset to conquer Christianity 
for Hellenic culture, and Hellenic culture for Christianity,"

7
A. von Harnack, Lehrbuch der Dogmen^?.eschichte 

(Tubingen: 1931) I, see especially 243-61,



X
With these points in mind we. are ready to begin. 

Procedural points beyond those already mentioned will 
appear as they are needed through the discussion.



PART ONE 
PRE-CHRISTIAN BACKGROUND

CHAPTER I

THE TRADITION OF THE OLD TESTAMENT 
AND PALESTINIAN JUDAISM

I. INTRODUCTION 
The very nature of the Palestinian wisdom tradition-' 

especially that found in the Old Testament--leads one to 
the conviction that it was the product of a long process 
of evolution, a process in which many different elements 
were exerting their influence and were being woven into the 
patterns which appear in the text. Such a situation among 
other things results in extremely complicated background 
questions. However, it has not been necessary in this 
study to cormait ourselves to any particular set of assump
tions in the attempt to solve these problems. We have 
rather judged these things to be outside our concern. We 
do generally however follow Eissfeldt in holding that 
neither the study of literary types nor the analysis of 
the development of conceptual forms gives' either final or 
complete answers. We also agree and feel that we must



2
urge in spite of the many problems occupying scholars in
this field^that this same wisdom tradition contains a
significant though perhaps indeterminable amount of

1
pre-exilic material. Although there may be pre-exilic 
material in the wisdom literature, any exact dating of the 
Old Testament material is impossible. As we have observed, 
the chief contributing factor to this situation is the 
very nature of the material itself. The aphoristic 
"saying" type of text is consistently regarded as the 
collection of the ages. Even the reflective type (e.g.. 
Job, Ecclesiastes) deals with problems that have concerned 
man through the centuries. It may contain late accretions 
that are fairly easily recognized, but much of it has been 
gathered in such a way that literary analysis is at best of 
little value. The tendency of scholarship a generation or 
two past was to emphasize the later elements in this 
material, whereas today the inclination seems to be almost 
exactly the opposite.

Wisdom speculation demanded an environment that was 
conducive, one that not only permitted but even demanded 
the production of these particular types of thought forms. 
It is not our purpose to attempt a detailed description

1
For a summary statement of the problems in this 

area see: 0, Eissfeldt, The Old Testament, esp. 1-7.
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but this set of circumstances occurred within the Jewish
tradition mainly after Solomon came to the throne. If
nothing else his conception and implementation of the royal
court contributed heavily toward making this activity a
natura.1 thing. Tliat is, wise men whose duty it was to
speak wisdom to the king were a part of the trappings of

2
many seats of government of that period, Although the
evidence surely indicates Solomon's prowess in matters of
judgment, it may also be that one of the factors was that
he was simply the focal ooint of this particular set of

3
circumstances.

Further, we have been led to the conclusion that 
the wisdom literature of the Old Testament sustained com
plex relationships to literature of similar types outside 
Judaism, However any investigation of this question has
been judged arbitrarily outside the scope of the present 

4
study. Our emphasis ultimately falls on second century

2
Cf, Jeremiah 49,7 and Obadiah 8,
3
See Sirach 47,13,

4
Literature in this area would include the following : 

W. F. Albright, From the_Stone Age to Cliristianity, (Garden 
City, N, Y.; 1957, originally published in Berne and Munich :
1949): J, Fichtner, Die _aItorienta1ische Weisheit in ihrer 
israelitisch-jlidischen Auspragung, B2AW 62 (Giessen: 1933);
P. Humpert, Recherches_sur^Xes_.spu^^^
liË&erature_s,auient d j . ^ s r a e l , (1929); A. Jeremias, Das

TeStament im Lichte des alten Orients/ (Leipzig, 1904); 
0. 2. Rankin, Israel's v7isdom Literature. (Edinburgh: 1936);
H, H. Schmid, hZAM,
( B er I .In : 1966 ) .



Â,D, heretical fourras, which are represented as we shall
see by literature that has not been surveyed with the
present purpose in mind. Our task therefore in this first
chapter is to examine the products of Palestinian Judaism

5
as we now have them. It is our view that this material,
largely in its present form, served as part of the source
material for later developments both inside and outside

6
the Jewish Christian tradition. However, before turning
to this survey there are certain introductory issues that
must be examined.

Justification for considering the wisdom tradition
•as a separate and distinct area in Jewish studies is found
in a familiar but important reference in Jeremiah. Eax'lier
in the context Jeremiah had been extremely direct once
again in his judgment against Israel, The people responded :

Come, let us make plots against Jeremiah, 
for the law shall not perish from the 
priest, nor counsel from the wise, 
nor the word from the prophet. Gome let 
us smite him with the tongue, and 
let us not heed any of his words,

7
Jeremiah 18 ? 18 

The passage clearly recognizes the "offices’* of priest,

^This has been done by different scholars, as we shall 
see, but the need for this review we feel'is based on the 
fact that there is ample room for these older studies to be 
examined in terms of more recent trends in modern scholarship.

Davies, ' Paul and Rabbinic Judaj.sra, 163f,
^Cf, Isaiah 5u21; Jeremiah 9,23* For the goals and 

ideals of these men see Ecclesiasticus 38.24-39,11,
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wise man and prophet. And although the action proposed
is designed against the prophet Jeremiah, it is recognized
that the words of truth spoken by all of these men will
not be permitted to perish. The fact that the wise man
is made equal to the others makes the passage an unusual
confirmation of the importance of his position in Israel's 

8
history.

Before going further it would be useful to make
9

certain basic distinctions mainly by way of definition.
As we shall see later in some detail the Hebrew word HtoDHT i T

is most often used in the Old Testament with refeirence to 
a quality, both divine and human. Early in the process of 
development, the divine quality tended to be abstracted 
and given personal characteristics such as a voice, a body, 
etc. We have chosen to refer to this process as "personifi
cation." Later in the process of development this 
personification became "hypostatization," that is, the 
speculation forrrtulated an independent entity set over 
against God and acting at least to some extent independently 
as his companion. The transition, particularly from

8
Gf, Eissfeldt, qp, cit., 86f,
9
For one concise conceptual definition of Wisdom as 

it appears in the Jewish-Christian tradition see: J.W,
Montgomery "Wisdom as Gift" Interpretation XVI, 1 (January 
1962), 43-57,
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personification to hypostatization, is often extremely
difficult to detect. We have attempted to be consistent
in employing the capital letter only of the hypostatized
figure. Our judgment may of course be open to question
in certain "borderline" cases. It should also be apparent
that the extent of personification or hypostatization in
an author's mind and what may have been seen by others at

10
a later date may often be two quite different things.

The evidence is to be considered in detail later, 
but it is probably fair to say that it is doubtful that 
wisdom is anywhere in the Old Testament fully hypostatized.
It is generally felt that this occurred later. However, to 
say the least, there were strong tendencies in this direction 
in the Old Testament itself. In spite of all protests 
otherwise, it should be observed that many commentators 
are inclined to feel that "something more" than simple 
personification is to be found in a passage like Proverbs 8, 
For example vJhybray says f

There are other examples in the Old Testament 
of extended and elaborate personification, where it 
is clear that the figures are allegorical and not 
to be regarded as real persons : but in the case of
these passages which represent wisdom as a person 
there are circumstances which have given rise to 
the view that something more than a mere literary

10
Ibid,, 50,



metaphor is intended: that in the mind of the
author wisdom had assumed a degree of reality as 
a being distinguishable from, though not independent 
of, God, a divine agent rather than merely a divine 
characteristic.

There are certain characteristics which are common 
to almost all the Jewish wisdom books. The writers regu
larly speak in their own name. They ‘claim no special 
inspiration, nor do they use the law of Moses as a founda
tion or source. They may in fact on occasion go beyond 
the decrees of Moses (cf. Proverbs 6,32-35), They certainly 
do not mention any collection of sacred books. When these 
sages do refer to any part of the Old Testament, they do 
so freely, without any other purpose than to discovej? the 
truth on a given matter. The writers conceive their function 
to be the pursuit of universal moral and religious know
ledge, They make their appeal solely on the basis of human 
reason. Occasionally they may have pursued their purpose 
in such a way as to attract the suspicion of the prophets 
(cf, Jeremiah 9,23),

The wisdom literature is also primarily "non- 
12

national," Generally speaking, the religion of the
11
R. N, Whybray, Wisdom in Proverbs, 13. For Whybray's 

assessment of Ecclesiasticus and the Wisdom of Solomon, see 
page 11.

12
See W.O.E, Oesterley, The Books of the Aoocryoha, 

225f, Davies, pp. cit.; however, see: Rankin, pp. cit.. Ilf,
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Jews was quite nationalistic in character. The faith of
Israel as well as their law was couched in events of national
history. The wisdom books depart from this mood completely.
Their quest for truth rises above any national barrier.

An introduction to the most basic uses of the word
"wisdom" is to be found in a range of associations which , '
extends from the mundane to the very religious. It is
possible, for example, to cite certain insects as models
of industrious wisdom:

Go to the ant, 0 sluggard;
consider her ways, and be wise 

Without having any chief, 
officer or ruler, 

she prepares her food in summer,
and gathers her sustenance in harvest.

Proverbs 6,6-8
Here it is "wise" in the example to be industrious and to 
prepare for the future.

The word is often found in a context in which it 
refers to technical skill in a craft or trade. Solomon, 
when building the temple, sent for Hiram of Tyre because 
he "was full of wisdom and understanding, and skill, for 
making any work in bronze." (l Kings 7,14; cf, 2 Chronicles 
2.13ff.).

Ezekiel (28,4) records the fact that God announced 
to the prince of Tyre, ", , , by your wisdom and your 
understanding you have gotten wealth for yourself," In



this passage the characteristic has to do with a certain 
shrewdness with regard to business manipulation. The word 
here does not have altogether good connotations because 
it is also recorded (Ezekiel 28,7ff.) that this same 
characteristic was responsible for his premature dethrone
ment, The use of the term to speak of something bad is 
further evidenced in 2 Samuel 13,3 where Jonadab is 
described as a "crafty" man in conceiving a plan for 
Absalom to seduce Tamar.

Further, in a rather different situation, the term 
is also applied to the woman who counselled Joab (2 Samuel 
20,16ff.) that the continued existence of an important 
city-was of more value than the life of a single man. Here 
a woman's good judgement receives the epithet.

In a context that is both religious and political, 
Joshua is said to have been "full of the spirit of wisdom" 
(Deuteronomy 34.9), The context indicates that this 
possession was a divine gift through his predecessor Hoses, 
The gift Itself had to do with Joshua's ability to offer 
the kind of leadership needed by the children of Israel,

More frequently, however, "wisdom" is used to 
speak of a human quality which expressed itself in more 
ethical and sometimes almost purely religious terms. In 
this type of context "wisdom" implies the ability to know
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what is right and therefore consistency in doing the
right thing. Deane describes this as, "The habit of

13
making a right choice". Depth of understanding and
comprehension within the individual concerned are always
present. The sheer force of right judgements is its
primary manifestation. And, somewhat paradoxically at
first glance, the "fear of the Lord" is its beginning 

14
point. Though it presents certain obvious difficulties
this "fear" of the Lord had very natural beginnings in
Israelite religious history.

The term fear goes back historically to the dread 
which was felt in the presence of the powerful and 
stern tribal or national deity; Semitic deities were 
in the historical period generally conceived of as 
lords or kings, exercising constant control over 
their peoples, and inflicting punishment on them 
for disobedience. This is the prevailing attitude 
of the pious man toward God throughout the OT; 
only the sentiment gradually advances from the form 
of mere dread of the divine anger to that of 
reverence for the divine law, ^5

Job was a righteous man, "one who feared God, and 
turned away from evil,(l.l),” It seems more than 
coincidental that this same formula occurs in what appears

13
W„ J, Deane, The book of Wisdom  ̂ 25,

14
hroverbs 1.7; 9,10; 10,27; 14.26f,; 15,33; 16,6 

19,23, etc,
15
Co H, Toy, Proverbs = 10.



11
to be an independent oracle at the end of a well-known 
wisdom passage*

And he said to man#
•Behold, the fear of the Lord, that is wisdom|

And to depart from evil is understanding.•
Job 28.28

Though the verse stands independently, the relationship 
expressed between "fear" and "wisdom" is important, i.e., 

"fear"="wisdom", and
"departure from evil"="understanding".

In the typical Jewish legalistic view, not to keep the
law is to do evil. To do evil is to make punishment
inevitable. To expect punishment results in fear or
dread. In a positive expression* wisdom as a human
quality manifests itself in keeping the law.

The best solution to the problem is to recognize
it and treat it as one of the genuine limitations of the
Hebrew mind of the period. To attempt to gloss over or
explain away is unsatisfactory. It is also inadequate to
read back twentieth-century theological treatments of the
question. Cohen comments on Proverbs 1.7.

Not dread, but reverence of God expressed in 
submission to his will. It is •that fear of 
reverential awe which is perfectly consistent with 
aspiration, trust and love,• ( M a c l a r e n ) ^ ^

Ï6
Infra, 28.

17 ^
A, Cohen, Proverbs. 3. Cf. R. Bultmann, 

Primitive Christianity. 25.



12
This "fear of the Lord" may have arisen at least

partly out of a deterioration of a more genuine concept 
18

of wisdom. Psalms 1 and 128 are particularly important
in the elevation of those who let the law determine their
practical lives. Of these two Psalms, Eissfeldt says :

They are in fact not real wisdom poems, but they 
belong with this group in so far as they reveal 
its special characteristics, though they have 
replaced the wisdom which is normally glorified 
in the poems of the group by faithfulness to the 
law and the fear of God, and they thus reflect 
the development which wisdom literature in general 
went through in Israel.

Eissfeldt discusses the possibility that there are other
Psalms that may belong to this kind of a classification,
being characterized by a dissolution of wisdom into piety.

This dissolution contained a tendency to equate
wisdom with Torah, This association was made as early as
Deuteronomy, ."Keep them and do them (the commandments);
for that will be your wisdom and your understanding in
the sight of the peoples," (Deuteronomy 4.6), Bevan
goes so far as to say:

Yes, the Hebrew sage feels vividly that this Law 
handed ûo\<m. among his people, is no mere code of 
a single small race, not even merely of the earth,

18
Eissfeldt, op, cit., 126f.

19
Ibid,20

20
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but the incarnation, if one may say so, of a cosmic 
principle and akin to the stars,

One should not however imply that the Old Testament
concept of Law always led to legalism. Even Deuteronomy
encompasses a genuine concept of love. We will have
occasion to return to this aspect of wisdom studies a
number of times. Nevertheless it is in order to notice
Davies’ three-point summary. He argues that through its
association with Wisdom, Torah came to be considered: l)
older than the world, 2) connected with creation, and

22
3) the beneficiary of the creation of the world. If this 
is true we have another insight into the complexity of the 
line of development which we are investigating.

It will be apparent at many points that the con
ceptual world which we are considering includes the Old 
Testament notion of the "word ["1 X T ] of the Lord," This
word was associated both with the creative and saving

23
activity of God, Cullmann summarizes;

There are many passages in the Old Testament in 
which, following the first chapter of Genesis, the 
’Word of God* is made the object of independent 
consideration because of its powerful effect, even 
though it may not yet be personified. These passages

21
E, Bevan, Jerusalem Under the High Priests, 60,

22
Davies, op. cit,, I70f,

23
A, Richardson, An Introduction to the Theology of 

the New Testament, 159f.
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are connected above all with the creation story, in 
which everything happens as a result of the word 
which God speaks, ’Let there be light, and there 
was light,* When one reflects on this, the idea 
comes that every creative self-revelation of God to 
the world happens through his word. His word is the 
side of God turned toward the world,29

Although this idea played an important role in the 
Old Testament the opinion reached in this study is that it 
does not reach either genuine personification or hypostati
zation, Moore argues that this kind of development was the

25
product of the Targums, It does seem true however that
the reality present in the Semitic mind was so vivid that
when it passed into Hellenic thought hypostatization was in

26
a sense inevitable.

There can be no reasonable doubt that the ideas of
27

Word and Wisdom in the Old Testament grew up together. It
may even be possible to observe a certain interpenetration
of the ideas surrounding the two words in the authors

28
of the wisdom literature. It will be possible to see 
a number of points of development in the course of

24
0, Cullmann, The Christology of the New Testament,255

25
G, F, Moore, Judaism. 4l7ff,

26
S, Laeuchli, The Language of Faith, 181,

27
E, M, Sidebottom, The Christ of the Fourth Gospel, 32, 

For a broad discussion of these words in this context see 
H, Ringgren, Word and Wisdom (Uppsalai 1947),

28
Richardson, op, cit., 160,
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this investigation. However, it is fair at this point 
to anticipate a direct link between the various Old 
Testament manifestations and New Testament passages such 
as John's prologue.

One familiar passage that enters almost every
discussion of this Old Testament theme is Psalm 33.6,
tVhiteley with penetrating insight says :

, , , it is tempting to quote Ps. 33,6, 'By the 
word of the Lord the heavens were made,* and to 
say that the 'word of the Lord* has been hypostatized. 
But if we complete the verse, 'And all their host 
by the breath of his mouth*, we are led to suspect 
that the Psalmist is merely reproducing or antici
pating in m more vivid poetical form, the thought 
of Gen, 1,1.4-15, 'And God said, Let there be lights 
. . i and it was s o .  *2.9

Even when exercising necessary caution it is evident that
we have here background material for later New Testament
themes. This will be supported a number of times as
our discussion proceeds,

II, THE OLD TESTAMENT

Solomon « Of Israel's wise men, Solomon was idealized 
30

as the greatest, Tb.is occurred in spite of the well-
29,
D, E. H, Whiteley, The OJieoIqgy of St. Paul, lllf, 30  ̂ -
See R, B , Y Scott, "Solomonic Tradition" in 

Wisdom in Israel and in the Ancient Near East, Supplements 
to Vetus Testamenturn 3 (Leiden: 1955),
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known factors which might have set themselves over against 
such an idealization. The relative freedom from outside 
interference and the comparative wealth of Israel at the 
time must have been two of the elements which contributed 
to the development. Easily remembered associations are 
also important. From the story of the two harlots 
arguing over the one live child to the visit of the 
Queen of Sheba, associations were drawn together which 
still stir the imagination.

The story goes that the Lord spoke to Solomon 
telling him to ask whatever he would. This rather 
ambiguous command has the overtones of a testing if not 
a temptation, Solomon did not consider wealth or length 
of life, but reflecting on the extreme difficulties of 
leading the Lord's people, he realized his most funda
mental need.

Give thy servant an understanding mind (cf, "wis
dom hnd knowledge", 1 Chronicles 1,10) to govern 
thy people that I may discern between good and evil; 
for who is able to govern this thy great people?

1 Kings 3,9
Not only was his request honored, but because it took 
this form, wealth and long life were given in addition.
Not only is the situation thus described, but divine 
reasons are given for the facts.
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The summary of this episode of Israel's history

soars to great literary heights, It not only includes
the "facts," but was something of an achievement in itself.

And God gave Solomon wisdom and understanding 
beyond measure, and largeness of mind like the sand 
on the seashore, so that Solomon's wisdom surpassed 
the wisdom of all the people of the east, and all 
the wisdom of Egypt. For he was wiser than Ethan 
the Szrahite, and Herman, Calcol, and Darda, the 
sons of Mahol; and his fame was in all the nations 
round about. He also uttered three thousand proverbs; 
and his songs were a thousand and five. He spoke 
of trees, from the cedar that is in Lebanon to the 
hyssop that grows out of the wall; he spoke also of 
beasts, and of birds, and of reptiles, and of fish.
And men came from all peoples to hear the wisdom of 
Solomon, and from all the Kings of the earth, who 
had heard of his wisdom,

1 K ings 4.29-34
Although Solomon is usually associated with wisdom,

such is not always the case. In Ecclesiastes he is cast
in the role of disparaging its quest as one other of the
impossible tasks of men. This is clearly evident in the
following quotations.

For in much wisdom is much vexation, 
and he who increases knowledge increases 

sorrow.
The wise man has his eyes in his 
head, but the fool walks in darkness; 
and yet I perceived that one fate 
comes to all of them,

Ecclesiastes 1,18; 2,14 
Although one should not over-emphasize elements of this 
sort, they must be taken into account if we are to acliieve 
a balanced view.
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Psalms, Certain of the Psalms reflect character-

31
istics generally attributed to "wisdom" literature.
There lies behind this reality a strong tendency of the
psalmists to equate right living with an observance of 

32
the law.

The whole range of religious interests reflected 
in the hymns, the prayers, and the meditations of 
the Psalter are directly or indirectly related to 
the ordinances of the law.

It is hère that wisdom itself is measured by the standard 
of the law; thus another Toirah association is observed.

It is difficult to characterize this set of atti
tudes without being unfair in one way or another. There 
is the problem of theodicy as well as the tendency in 
reviewing this kind of situation to telescope the develop
ment of attitudes that could only have taken centuries to 
occurt It is our contention that it is possible to find 
traces or at least implications in the Psalms of all the 
attitudes mentioned here.

The suggested list varies from source to source. 
Regularly included however are; Psalms 1; 19; 37; 49; 73; 
112; 119 ; 128; 133, For an introductory article in this 
area sees S, Howinckel, "Psalms and Wisdom," essay in 
l i M 9aUa.UsmeJ=..,-and^lie^çJ.^O;eaj^asl:, Supplements to 
Vetus Testamenturn, vol. 3 (Leiden: 19551, 205-224.

32Supra, 9fL.
33

Interpteter.̂ s_Jible, Vol. 4, 17.
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There seems to have been at least something of a 

desire to make security and prosperity in this life direct 
results of observing the law. Difficulty arose when one 
observed a wicked man, i.e., one who did not regard the 
law, who also prospered. There were times of national 
historical interest when such a theology could be put to 
a severe test. This is of course the point at which 
theodicy becomes a problem. This sort of thing had the 
potential for the individual of causing him to reflect 
on his own keeping of the law; if he had overlooked some
thing, or perhaps failed altogether. There were therefore 
elements that one might describe as "typically Pharisaic" 
at an early period.

The wicked were so judged because they refused to 
keep the law. The pious keeper of the law expected the 
judgment of God to descend upon the wicked in some drastic 
form momentarily. Their prosperity could only be a 
temporary delusion. They were surely expected to come to 
nought —  and that within this life. Any attempt to give 
birth to a longer theological view within the Israel 
reflected by this literature was destined to meet with 
great difficulty.

These "wisdom" psalms have only to do with right 
and wrong living. That is to say that "wisdom" in them
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is seen as a human quality only, The "divine principle", 
as defined earlier, is only distantly related to these 
"rules for living," Only in so far as the rules themselves 
are good and trtie, do they represent God, They are usually 
viewed as coming from the eternal, but there is no attempt 
to personify wisdom itself. It is viewed as a human 
quality, inseparably related to the law, but which dwells 
in the hearts of men.

As well as serving as a beautiful prelude to the 
collection itself, Psalm 1 demonstrates the great dichotomy 
that exists between the righteous and the wicked, the 
wise and the foolish indeed, right and wrong.

1,1 Blessed is the man
who walks not in the counsel of the wicked, 

nor stands in the way of sinners, 
nor sits in the seat of scoffers;

2 but his delight is in the law of the Lord*
and on his law he meditates day and night,

4 The wicked are not so,
but are like the chaff which the wind drives 

away,
5 Therefore the wicked will not stand in the judgment,

nor sinners in the congregation of the righteous;
6 for the Lord knows the way of the righteous,

but the way of the wicked will perish.

Though unique in a number of ways itself, Psalm 
119 contains most of the elements characteristic of this 
type of literature. The Psalm contains the cry of a man
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who has done right in his own eyes. He is, however, 
undergoing taunting and persecution by certain of the 
prosperous wicked. This creates doubt. Why is he, a 
pious keeper of the law, subjected to this kind of treat
ment from this kind of person? It occurs to him that he 
may not have kept the law as well as he thought he had.
His is a legal righteousness and his fear rises directly 
out of his observance of the law.

The psalmist insists that he loves the law. Indeed, 
he insists on the fact to the point of distraction# It

34
may be that above all he is attempting to convince himself.
He had apparently expected the "good life" to follow from 
his observance of the law. It had not. He observes some 
who openly disregard the law who are prospering by all 
material (and spiritual?) standards. They are in fact the 
sources of his own trouble. He prays that his hope will 
not be so destroyed. He calls on the Lord to act because 
his law had been disregarded. The action is not forth
coming, He despairs at an attempt to reconcile his o\m 
attempts at righteousness with his anguish in this life 
and the prosperity of the wicked. vJhen viewed in its 
most revealing light his problem is not unlike that of Job,
' 34: ~   ̂  ̂ ”

The Psalm is usually interpreted more positively,
Cf. e.g., Whiteley, qp. cit,, 78,
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It is just this problem in its many manifestations that 
is fundamental to the reflective wisdom literature of the 
Old Testament,

Job, Though impossible to date because of its
very nature, the book of Job represents one of man's
earliest reflections on the dilemma of good and evil within
the spectrum of human existence. The book contains elements
that go well back into antiquity, though its form as it
now stands may be as late as the Greek oeriod (333-165 

35
B.C.), The setting of the book is patriarchal and no
doubt some of the attitudes it manifests were current
during that period.

Before considering the key wisdom passage, it is
in order to consider the book as a unit. In addition to
the fact that the book is a part of Israel * s wisdom
literature, Job himself, though a fictitious character,
was considered by the author as a wise man.

There was a man in the land of Uz, whose name 
was Job; and that man was blameless and upright, 
one who feared God, and turned away from evil.

Job 1,1
The key phrase is "that man was blameless and upright,"
The English "blameless" and the LXX fall somewhat
_  ^

Anthony and Miriam Hanson, The Book of Job, 87,
Somewhat more conservatively Dhorme (E, Dhbrme, Jp,b» Paris: 
1926, E, T, Leiden: 1967, clxix ff,) suggests 500-450 B,C,
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short of rendering the Hebrew TIB. It implies a complete
character, "all of a piece, not, as the Satan and after »
him the friends insinuate, one thing on the surface and

36
another within." "Upright" (iW^) reflects a concept of 
loyalty. Job was loyal to God and this loyalty is measured 
against the standard of the law. Job would have "measured 
up" to the most rigorous legal standard. This relation
ship to Torah is stated here in terms of turning away from 

37
evil,

After the narrative introduction (chapters 1 and 2) 
the book follows a definite pattern. Job makes the first 
.speech, then his three friends speak one at a time 
alternating with Job, This continues until Job * s friends 
complete eight speeches, Tlie pattern is broken at this 
point and a number of questions concerning the development 
of the text arise. It is possible that 27.1 and 29,1 
indicate a pause on Job's part awaiting a response; and, 
when no response was forthcoming, Job picked up again. 
Chapter 28 appears as an insertion in this wider context, 
Dhorme, while recognizing thiS; describes the chapter as

36
S, R, Driver, Job (ICG), 3f.

37
See the discussion of 28,28 for a treatment of this 

principle in a "wisdom" context, infra 2.Ô. It should not 
be necessary to call special-attention to the fact that 
Torah associations are present every time they occur.
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a "magnificent poem on wisdom," Although the chapter 
seems to have little if any literary connection with what 
precedes or follows, the insertion itself possesses a 
certain logical claim. This is seen especially in Job's 
lament for his former respect found in chapter 29,

The present form of chapter 28 itself is not without 
question, e.g,, the LXX omits w ,  14-19, However, as it 
stands this poem about wisdom is divided into three sections. 
The first reflects on the fact that man spares no effort 
to force the depths of the earth to yield their treasures 
which make man's earthly existence either better or more 
pleasant,
28,1 Surely there is a mine for silver,

and a place for gold which they refine,
2 Iron is taken out of the earth,

and copper is smelted from the ore,
3 Men put an end to darkness,

and search out to the farthest bound 
the ore in gloom and deep darkness,

4 They open shafts in a valley away
from where men live ;
they Sare f orgotten by^travelers,
they hang afar from men,
they swing to and fro.

5 As for the earth, out of it comes bread;
but underneath it is turned up as by fire,

6 Its stones are the place of sapphires,
and it has dust of gold.

7 That path no bird of prey knows,
and the falcon's eye has not seen it.

8 The proud beasts have not trodden it,
the lion has not passed over it,

38
Dhorme, cit> a li.
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9 Han puts his hand to the flinty rock*

and overturns mountains by the roots,
10 He cuts out channels in the rocks *

and his eye sees every precious thing,
11 He binds up the streams so that they do not trickle,

and the thing that is hid he brings forth to 
light.

The second section (w, 12-22; LXX 12, 13, 20-22) points
out that wisdom cannot be thus sought or valued. In this
sefction it is to be noted that man has no means of access
to the domain of wisdom,
28.12 But where shall wisdom be found?

and where is the place of understanding?
13 Man does not know the way to it,

and it is not found in the land of the living,
14 The deep says, * It is not in me’,

and the sea says, ’It is not with me',
15 It cannot be gotten for gold,

and silver cannot be weighed as its price,
16 It cannot be valued in the gold of Ophir,

in precious onyx or sapphire,
17 Gold and glass cannot: equal it,

nor can it be exchanged for jewels of fine gold,
18 No mention shall be made of coral or of crystal;

the price of wisdom is above pearls,
19 The topaz of Ethiopia cannot compare with it,

nor can it be valued in pure gold,
20 Whence then comes wisdom?

and where is the place of understanding?
21 It is hid from the eyes of all living,

and concealed from the birds of the air.
22 Abaddon and Death say,

'We have heard a rumor of it with our ears,'
After laying such a foundation the author then comes to
answer the supreme question, "Whence then comes wisdom?"
28,23 God understands the way to it, 

and he knows its place,
24 Fo3: he looks to the ends of the earth,

and sees everything under the heavens*
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25 When he gave to the wind its weight,

and meted out the waters by measure;
26 when he made a decree for the rain,

and a way for the lightning of the thunder,
27 then he saw it and declared it;

he established it, and searched it out.
28 And he said to man,

•Behold, the fear of the Lord, that is wisdom;
and to depart from evil is understanding*.

In these verses: l) only God is aware of the approach
to wisdom (w. 23f,), and 2) at creation, sustained a 
rather complex relationship to it (vv. 25-27). The con
cluding statement concerning human wisdom (v. 28) should 
be regarded as an independent epilogue.

An analysis of this last section--especially verse 
27--is vital, Tliat is, the exact way in which this 
relationship was conceptualized is important for it is 
here that we may obtain a glimpse of the ea^rliest develop
ment toward the notion of a wisdom figure as an independent 
reality.

Verse 27 reads*
rixi

Though it has been argued that the text should be emended 
to read more like a typical synonymous parallel, the 
general conclusion is that the four verbs represent a 
single "progression".

.1
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A careful progression is observed in the succession 

of the verbs used here; God first perceives the exist
ence of wisdom (dXl) and thereupon he measures and 
computes its significance (DDO) î then after he has 
tested its value, he fixes and settles it, or sets 
it up, thet'eby ensuring its stability and its 
duration ( ; finally he scrutinizes and explores
it to its ultimate consequences

"The last verb FUQH *He examined it* marks the climax of
40

these intellectual operations,"
It should be carefully noted that there is no 

concern in the passage to establish the fact that God 
created wisdom. This element comes in at a later stage. 
Here it: is recorded that God recognised wisdom at creation 
and that he determined that its existence should continue. 
Tills continued existence is based on the fact that he 
completely explored it, Ihis exploration determined its 
absolute goodness. Tb.is inherent goodness demanded the 
right of eternal existence.

The basic point rests upon the eternal validity 
of truth. The word "wisdom" here stands for that which is 
right and good. Overlooking relative factors, what is 
"right and good" will always be so. Such completely valid 
truth deserves and here receives assurance of eternal 
existence.

39
Interpreter* s Bible. Vol. 3, 1104,

40
Dhorme, qp, cit., 413,
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Verse 28 (cf, 1,1) stands as an independent

oracle.
And he said to man,
•Behold, the fear of the Lord, that is wisdom; 

and to depart from evil is understanding*.
To this point in chapter 28, the discussion has had as its

41
object that eternal principle--not yet personified 
which was thought to exist only alongside God, Indeed, 
only God had access to it. Here that other kind of 
wisdom is introduced which ip accessible to man and which 
he may make a part of his own existence. This synthesis 
would have been made by one who saw the similarity of 
subject matter without apprehending the finer distinction 
as to type. That is, it is not likely that an accessible 
wisdom would have been placed side by side with an 
inaccessible one if the author had realized that such a 
distinction should be made.

Proverbs, The most important single passage which 
contributes to the Old Testament foundation for the later 
development of the wisdom theme is Proverbs 8,22-31,

41
It should be observed that some have seen personi

fication here, Richardson, for example (qp, cit,, 156) 
speaks of Job 28,12-27 as "the earliest personification of 
Wisdom," He does however go on to say that it is "little 
more" than "poetic emphasis" of the broader concept of 
wisdom.
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The significance of its contribution will become evident
as the relevant passages from the inter-testamental period
onwards are considered. Although the entire book is
included within Israel's wisdom literature, chapters 1-9,
because of their concern for wisdom, will occupy our
attention here.

Proverbs is a collection of material which continues
to defy detailed literary analysis. It is apparently
impossible to reach any widely accepted view of its

42
literary history, in the midst of this uncertainty, 
however, it is almost universally concluded that chapters 
1-9 belong to the last stratum of material, Yet they too 
reflect changes, developments and accretions. Before 
considering any passages in detail, it is important to 
consider general impressions.

Though often attributed to Solomon (l.lj 10.1;
25.1), the Hebrew title is simply Hishle OVvL/D, i.e., 
Proverbs). It is also indicated (24.23; 31,1) that 
material was gathered from other sources. In addition, 
it is confided (25.1) that at least a portion of the book 
was subjected to a certain transition at a later period.
The present literary form would seem to presuppose a long 

42
For the latest, but highly imaginative view sees 

R, N, Whybray, Wisdom in Proverbs (London : 1965),
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period of time during which popular sayings, which arose
out of the experience and observation of life, gradually
became proverbial, Oesterley sees variation in outlook

43
as one evidence of a long period of development.

The wise men were deeply concerned about walking
righteously in the sight of God, Every phase of life was
religious for them. This principle not only explains their
reason for addressing themselves to diverse subjects, but
also reveals their deeply religious mind. Their concern
was for the broadest development of character and they
laid doX'jn principles of guidance toward this end.

This means that the most practical suggestions made
by these wise men were, for them, set in a religious con- 

44
text, Tliough in a scholar's reconstruction a definite 
dichotomy of thought can be observed between the two 
types of wisdom, it must be emphasised, especially in 
Proverbs, that this does not entirely do justice to at 
least some aspects of this material, "worldly wisdom in 
its manifold forms does not differ in kind, but only in

43
W. 0. E. Oesterley, Ike.Aeok_of_PrwQtMi. xtii,

cf. xxii.
44

Cf, 11,5; 23.17.
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degree, from wisdom at its highest," All of the elements 
which go to make up the realities of any man's daily life 
are considered to be a part of God's order. The obliga
tion of every man to seek truth is recognized in chapters 
1-9, but the 'truth* is a law of conduct, obedience to which 
makes prosperity and happiness secure.

In agreement with the other wisdom books, Proverbs 
equates virtue and knowledge. This may manifest a tendency 
of the wisdom literature to move away from the remainder 
of the Old Testament.

In the latter portion of Proverbs (i.e., chapter 10 
onwards) wisdom is a human quality which exerts its 
influence in the ordinary affairs of.men. In the opening 
chapters it appears in the larger character of "sovereign 
of life," It should be apparent that it is only a single 
step from this to the portrayal of 8:22-31, in which "she" 
is a divine attribute. It is not altogether clear, however, 
whether the sages themselves had taken this step and/or 
to what extent they were aware of it. The material at 
hand does not present any self-consistent pattern.

In addition to the influential passage in chapter 
8,‘ there are occasional references in the early chapters 
of Proverbs that merit attention. The first of these is 
found in chapter 1,

^■^Oesterley, Proverbs, LX,
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1,24 Because I have called and you refused to listen,

have stretched out my hand and no one has heeded,
25 and you have ignored all my counsel

and would have none of my reproof,
26 I also will laugh at your calamity;

I will mock when panic strikes you,/
27 when panic strikes you like a storm,

and your calamity comes like a whirlwind, 
when distress and anguish come upon you,

 ̂Surely the thing that strikes the reader is that
wisdom is here for the first time openly personified. As
regards the intention of the author, there may be nothing
more in l,24f, than the fact that it was unpopular at the
time of writing to follow the wise way. However, in the

46
later developments of the wisdom theme, the rejection 
of wisdom by various individuals or groups plays an 
important role. This is the earliest hint of such a 
phenomenon in the Jewish-Christian tradition.

In the latter portion of the above quotation 
(w, 26f, ) wisdom manifests a rather strange attitude, 
i, e,, mockery, etc,, which any developed view would 
reject as extremely primitive. However, it must be 
emphasized that that point of view was quite acceptable 
at the time.

The attitude of the personified Wisdom here does 
not appeal to us, being neither dignified nor wise, 
according to our ideas; but the enemies of Wisdom

. _  —
See especially, Enoch 42; John 1,11, etc.
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' are regarded in the same light as ordinary enemies, 
and to exult over them in the day of their defeat 
was the natural thing to do, '

It has been observed that Job 28 asserts that 
wisdom was present at and existed prior to the material 
creation. It is also the case that the author of Job 
appears to be extremely careful not to involve wisdom in 
the fact of creation itself. It may simply be that this 
question had not yet occurred. In any case, presence and 
pre-existence only are mentioned. It is in Proverbs that 
we find wisdom dravm into creative activity for the first 
time,

3,l9 The Lord by wisdom founded the earth;
by understanding he established the heavens;

20 by his knowledge the deeps broke forth, 
and the clouds drop do\̂ n the dew.

There is a remarkably similar reference in Jeremiah,
It is he who made the earth by his power, 

who established the world by his wisdom, 
and by his understanding stretched out the heavens,

Jeremiah 10,12
If we only possessed the first phrase of the

Proverbs passage it might be possible to argue that the
47
Oesterley, oj>, ĉ it, , 12, cf, 2 Chronicles 20.27; 

however Micah 7,8 and Proverbs 24,17 seem to put another 
view. That this attitude may ultimately depend upon the 
Ugaritic myth of Baal and Anath; see R,B,Y, Scott, Proverbs, 
39; J, B, Pritchard, Ancient Near Eastern Texts RelatinR 
to the Old Testament (2nd, ed,), 136.
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author was thinking of a personified figure. However,
when "understanding" and "knowledge" appear as parallels

48
in the context, wisdom must be limited to a quality.
Here wisdom is an attribute of the creator* The skill
manifest in the created order itself would seem to be the

\primary emphasis.
Wisdom here seems to be simply an attribute, with 

no approach to hypostatization, --The expressions 
founded and established belong to the old Hebrew 
cosmogonical ideas. The earth was conceived of as 
a plane mass, resting on an ocean (Ps 24,2; 136,6), 
as having foundations (Isa 51,13; Ps 104,5; Pr 8,29) 
and as supported by pillars (Job 9,6; Ps 75,3(4)); 
Sheol was apparently supposed to be beneath the sub
jacent ocean (cf. Am 9.2, 3), Above the earth the 
heavens or sky was thought of as a material expanse 
(Gen 1.2), fixed in its place by God and supported by 
pillars (Job 26,11; Ps 18,7 (8)), by which we are 
probably to understand the mountains,'^"

To look momentarily at the wider circumstance, the 
link between creation and wisdom seems to have been 
established quite naturally. The eternal nature of the 
rightness of wisdom demanded existence at the time of 
creation; and involvement was a "natural" result of 
presence. There is also here an important step towards 
hypostasis, "Creation" is conceived as a "time" when

48
Cf. Scott, 0]5. cit. I 48.

49
%y, Ersverbs, 71.
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God "acted," Once wisdom appeared in the creative 
situation, it could not be long until "it" would be 
drawn into an active role alongside and in conjunction 
with God, That is to say that there is what one must 
call a "natural" mutual dependence between conceptions 
of an anthropomorphic type and hypostasis. One would 
assume that the ease of anthropomorphic statement would 
depend upon nearness to hypostasis.

The author of Proverbs 8,22ff,, in drawing a number 
of things together, demonstrates a rather extensive , 
effort on his part toward a systematic presentation of 
the complex of ideas surrounding wisdom,

8,22 Tlie Lord created me at the beginning of his work,
the first of his acts of old,

23 Ages ago I was set up,
at the first, before the beginning of the earth,

24 When there were no depths I was brought forth,
when there were no springs abounding with water,

25 Before the mountains had been shaped,
before the hills, I was brought forth;

26 before he had made the earth with its fields,
or the first of the dust of the world,

27 When he established the heavens, I was there,
when he drew a circle on the face of the deep,

28 when he made firm the skies above,
when he established the fountains of the deep,

29 when he assigned to the sea its limit,
so that the waters might not transgress his comraand,

30 when he marked out the foundations of the earth,
then I was beside him, like a master workman ; 

and I was daily his delight,
rejoicing before him always,

31 rejoicing in his inhabited world
and delighting in the sons of men.
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The passage includes three basic points: (l) wisdom
was brought into being before the material order (vv, 
22-26), (2) was present (w, 27-29), and (3) in some 
sense active (vv, 30f,) at the creation of the material 
order. The nature and extent of its activity is the 
primary question to be asked of the passage,

it is right to say of wisdom in the passage that
it is "so distinctly personalized (personified) that it

50
is well on the way to being hypostatized," However,
it is our conviction that the author of the passage had

51
in mind no concept approaching hypostasis. On the
other hand, it should be apparent that the wording of 
the section certainly admits to that kind of interpre
tation, It would appear, as we shall see, that this was 
the way the passage was often taken in the later tradition. 
In this way it played an important part in the developing 
thought patterns. As we have observed earlier, the 
potential of the passage was so great that even certain

50
Interpreter's Bible. Vol. 4, 774,

51
Scott holds that the passage does not contain a 

hypostasis. He (op, cit., 7lf.) comments: "What is here
being affirmed is not that Wisdom is creator, but that 
Yahweh's attribute of wisdom "existed" prior to its 
expression in his acts of creation,"
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modem commentators tend to read back into the passage

52
later interpretations. One must always be aware of the 
possibility of interpretations technically legitimate and 
yet at possible/probable variation with the original author’s 
intention.

. The meanings as well as the implications of the 
verbs used to describe Yahweh’s relationship to wisdom at 
its origin are of supreme importance. The first of

53
these L n has received a great deal of attention.
Tile most common meaning is to acquire or possess. However, 
a less regular, but quite legitimate translation is to 
'create,

And he (Melchlsedek) blessed him (Abram) and said 
Blessed be Abram by God Host High 

maker ({lip) of heaven and earth.
Genesis 14.19 (cf.v. 22)

And,
For thou didst form (Ç''Jjl) my inward parts,

thou didst knit together in my motj^pr’s womb *
Psalm 139,13

52
Suora, 6 f ,

53
See especially, G, F. Burney, JTS, xxvii (1926), 

160-177, In an elaborate and well known treatment of 
the problem Burney explores the possible meanings,

54
Cf, Sirach 1,4, 9j 24,8, etc.
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Burney, in view of the specific nature of the situation, 
concludes that "begat" would be the best translation of 
the verb in Proverbs 8,22, Cohen, partly perhaps because 
of his point of view, makes a unique contribution at this 
point.

The verb kanah, usually 'acquire*, has the meaning 
create in Gen 14,19, 22; Deut 32,6; Ps 139,13, It is«KM»II,"m i % #1 i»i V »to be noted how the writer stresses the thought that 
wisdom is something apart from, brought into being by, 
and therefore subservient to God, by asserting the 
fact of its creation at the outset, "What distin
guishes this conception of wisdom is the fact that here
wisdom is, as it were, temporarily detached from its 
divine source and treated as a Personality , . , ,
But what is of importance to point out is, that its 
detachment from its divine source was not meant by 
the writer to imply * any theory'of permanent distinc
tions within the divine nature, each endowed with 
its omi separate self-consciousness*, Wisdom has no 
perEional life of its own and points to no profound 
mystery on the Being of God, Right through the 
passage it is "God's wisdom"*" (Ab el son) , For the 
Jewish reader this interpretation is of much impor
tance in view of the Ghristological use made of 
this section by the early Church Fathers.

Few thinking Christians would argue about this 
assessment of the original meaning of the passage. How
ever, regardless of its correctness, Cohen's comment puts 
in sharp relief the problem of the use of scripture in 
explaining events or phenomena occurring later than the

Burney, gjy* cit. , 166
56
Cohen, oo. cit., 48.
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writing of the scripture being interpreted.
The second verb in the sequence (Hebrew text :

•I was set up') was apparently considered difficult by 
some early translators,,", ,'. the renderings of the

57
Versions presuppose the reading ' I was founded'",

53
In this connection Burney analyses Psalm 139,13, and 
Job 10,11,

Thou didst clothe me with skin and flesh,
and knit me together (̂ )3 D\iiA) with bones and 
sinews.

However, he concludes, , in Proverbs 8,23 . , ,
' ' "59

means 'I was woven* (prenatal growth of the embryo). , , , 
Tf, therefore, the first two verbs are properly 

translated "begat", and "knit together" (in the womb), 
there is only one more step, and that is clearly provided 
by "I was brought forth," The four verbs of the
sequence found in vv. 22-25 (the last is used twice) 
would therefore seem to indicate a process analogous to

57
Oesterley, up, cit., 62.

58
Supra. page

59
Burney, ĉ . cit,. , 166.
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the birth of a child from conception onwards.
As this study unfolds we shall see a number of

variations in the employment either of this passage or
what appear to be aspects of it in the explanation of the
incarnation. It is our conviction that this conception of
the incarnation was the result of what to the Jewish mind
were logical associations and that it was originally based
on the thoughts of conception and birth as an aspect of
human existence,

—  - ^

It is widely kno^m that the interpretations of 
this passage have differed somewhat through the years. We 
do not have the space to give any adequate review of them 
here. One modern treatment of the passage is that of 
Scott (pp. cit,. 69ff,), He translates as follows:

8,22 The Lord possessed me, the first principle of 
his sovereignty,
Before any of his acts,

23 Ere then, from of old I was poured out,
From the first, before the beginnings of the world;

24 I was brought forth when there were no watery deeps,
No primeval sources or springs of the sea,

25 Before the mountains were settled on their bases,
Before the hills, was I born,

Scott thus follows the more traditional meaning of ill p ,
He concludes that the birth figure should be confined to 
w ,  24f, Our interpretation on the other hand may be open 
to criticism in that we have given over to this birth 
analogy in the wider context. Perhaps the most apparent 
unanswered question in Scott is why this should not be so.
The obvious point of course is that a certain amount of 
uncertainty must remain in the passage. In either case our 
final conclusions are not materially different from those 
of Scott,
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It is important to assess the time suggestions made

in the passage. The Hebrew prepositions, it would appear,
introduce the point of time not before which but ^  which
wisdom came into being. Nothing is said of the status of
wisdom before creation began. This would seem to imply
that wisdom was conceived to have been created at a definite

61
point in time. It will be observed later in detail that 
this differs from the Logos of Philo and the gospel of John.

As we have observed, it is outside the scope of this 
investigation to probe in detail into the relationships 
of the biblical material with the literature of other 
cultures. However, the similarity of this passage to the 
opening lines of the Babylonian Creation myth cannot be 
overlooked. Although the following quotation is incomplete 
grammatically, it is possible to see certain vague 

61
The simplest explanation may be that this particu

lar point had not been raised, T, W, Hanson (On Paul and 
John. 142) says that in this passage "Wisdom" "(apparently 
viewed as a hypostatized figure) claims pre-existence, "The 
pre-existence is real pre-existences Wisdom was there before 
the world or any part of it was formed," Hanson nevertheless 
goes aliead to urge that "Wisdom" was a created being.

For a modern examination of JTV/j|l see W. Eichrodt,
"In the Beginning" in Israel's Prophetic Heritage, edited by
B. W, Anderson and W, HarrelsorTXLondoni 19627# 1-10, See 
also: Dodd, The Bible and the Greeks. 109; Burney, gg, cit.?
and Davies, on. cit,, 152,  ̂ ^

Further, see discussion of Colossians 1 , infra 193ff,
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similarities in tone and phrasing between it and Proverbs 
8 .2 2ff.

’When the heaven above was not yet named,
And the earth below had not yet been created,
But the primeval Ocean, the begotten , , *
When no fields had been formed,
And no marsh land yet existed;
When the gods had not come forth, not one.
And no destinies were decided • • . ,’̂ 2

Returning to Proverbs 8 , the stanza contained in
verses 27-29 states that wisdom was with the creator God
when material things were brought into existence* Wisdom
was therefore active in the creation itself only so far
as the creator God was "wise" in his creative actions.
This conclusion is of course based on the opinion that
although elements tending toward hypostasis are in the
passage, hypostasis itself is yet some distance away*
Oesterley concludes that this stanza, "describes , , ,

63
what God created by the instrumentality of wisdom."

It seems that an unquestionable conclusion con
cerning verse 30 is impossible. The facts, however, are 
clear. The Hebrew occurs here and nowhere else in
the Old Testament, There is uncertainty about its 
meaning but "ward’ and "little child" are possibilities* 
From very early times however the word has been understood 
as , "architect". Rabbi Hoshajah seems to reflect such 
an interpretation. He says:

62  ̂ 63
Oesterley, on. cit,* 63, Ibid.. 61
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’The Torah says, "1 was God’s instrument, " when 

a king builds a palace he does hot build according 
to his ideas, but according to those of an architect; 
nor does the latter build arbitrarily; but he has 
parcliments and tablets whereon the divisions of the 
apartments and chambers are specified. In the same 
way God looked into the Torah, and then created the 
world’. 64

Bereshith Rabba
Here, too, wisdom and Torah are drâ -m very close together; 
indeed, Torah stands in the place of wisdom. However, if 
it can be assumed that Wisdom of Solomon is dependent 
upon Proverbs 8 , a similar interpretation was made some
what earlier in the Greek of the Wisdom of Solomon,

I learned both what is secret and 
what is manifest, 

for wisdom, the fashioner of all 
things, taught me.

Wisdom of Solomon 7,21
A certain amount of support may be found for both

of the preceding suggestions. However, they both require
vowels different from those of the Masoretic tradition.
Both may also be related to a desire to find hypostasis
in the passage. And, no doubt, once these interpretations
had been made, in themselves they contributed to the
to the conviction that the original author intended to

65
spealc of a hypostasis. Scott observes:

In fact there are three other possible readings 
with some ancient support: (i) the noun ̂ omen.

^^Quoted in Oesterley, pp., cit, , 64f, Gf, Moore, 
Judaism, vol.I, 266f. This work is assigned to the third 
century A.D, Attention should be called to the fact that a 
similar concept was attached at an earlier date to the 
Philonic Logos, note infra 133,

^ % f , Scott, pp. cit., 72,
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"guardian, teacher"; (ii) the participle'omen,
"uniting, binding"; (iii) the adjective 'âmên,
"true, faithful." In the present writer's view 
the poet intended the vocalization 'omen, with the 
meaning "uniting, binding together," as in Sirach 
xlii 26, "by his word all things hold together."

In view of these observations Scott translates
8.30f, as follows :

Then I was beside him binding [all] together;
I was his daily joy,
Constantly making merry in his presence,

Rejoicing in the habitable world
And delighting in the human race.

To say the least, Scott's suggested pointing and transla
tions are technically legitimate. The clarity of the 
translation enables the poetic personification to appear 
in what we feel must be its true form. That is, one is not 
overly inclined to see hypostasis. In our opinion Scott 
has clearly opened to view the author's original intention. 

The final verb of Proverbs 8.30 has been
translated "sporting" and, perhaps better, "rejoicing" 
(RSV). It is obvious that such words are not usually 
associated with an "architect," Again, Scott's trans
lation resolves the difficulty,

66
Ibid, See also Scott's article ""Wisdom in Creation*, 

the amon of Proverbs 8.30" in Vetus Testamenturn 10 (i960). 
213-223.

67
Toy, op, cit,. 177.
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To some extent the difficulty of the passage 

remains. However this will not prevent our understanding 
how the passage was later interpreted and used. Again, 
it is our opinion that this passage appeared to some readers 
to possess a hypostasis but only after other developments 
had taken place. The passage appears in a developing tradi
tion which was often disturbed by interpreters who tended to
read back developments which they knew for a certainty only

68
at some later point in the tradition.

6 8a
III. INTER-XESTAMENTAL LITERATURE

Sirach. The last document still in our possession 
produced by the Jewish wisdom tradition that was relatively 
untouched by Greek thought of a similar type is Sirach. In 
a significant way it anticipated a new trend of develop
ments within Judaism.

The importance of the book of Ecclesiasticus 
as a whole is to be found in its function as an 
important link in the development of ancient Judaism, ,

68
Gf, J.A.F. Gregg, Wisdom of Solomon, xxxii;

W. J. Deane, The Book of Wisdom. 24; J. Geyer, The Wisdom 
of Solomon. 30; H. Jaeger, "Patristic Conception of Wisdom 
in the Light of Biblical and Rabinnical Research," in 
Studia Patristica IV (Texte und Untersuchungen 79). 93f. 
Somewhat confusingly, and in contrast to these other 
scholars, A. Richardson (An Introduction to the Theology 
of the New Testament. 156) says that in Proverbs 8.22-31 
"Wisdom is personified and hypostatized."

68a
It should be noted that in this section we are 

concerned only with Palestinian intertestamental literature. 
Documents such as the Wisdom of Solomon will be examined 
within the structure of "Diaspora Judaism" (see infra 97ff.).
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It is the last great example of the type of wisdom 
literature represented in the Old Testament; it 
is the first specimen of a form of Judaism part of 
which thereafter developed into the sect of the 
Sadducees and part into Talmudic rabbinism,

The book itself demonstrates an awareness of Israel's
past wisdom tradition. Although it claims no heritage
here itself, the links are present. For example:

The Lord himself created wisdom, 
he saw her and apportioned her, 
he poured her out upon all his works,

.1,9 (cf. V, 19)
The similarity to Job 28,27, is obvious.

Then he saw it [wisdom] and declared it; 70 
he established it, and searched it out.

Wot only does Sirach reflect this dimension backwards, but
it established itself in the tradition in such a way that
its influence was widely known later. For example:

If you desire wisdom, keep the comiTiandments, 
and the Lord will supply it for you.

1.26
Compare :

If any of you lacks wisdom, let him ask God, 
who gives to all men generously and without 
reproaching, and it will be given him.

J ame s 1,5
69
B, M, Metzger, Introduction to the Apocrypha, 8 8 ,
For a list of parallels between Sirach and Proverbs 

see R. Karris, The Origin of the Prologue to St, John's 
Gospel, 12,
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This one example shows the far-reaching influence of this 
particular work. The discussion to follow will only serve 
to underline this observation.

The prologue (to the Greek text) was written by 
the translator who was the grandson of the author (which of 
course raises the question of reliability). By his own 
witness it is possible to date the translation. He went to 
Egyptin the thirty-eighth year of the reign of Euergetes."

Allusions in the body of the work make it certain 
that the king was Euergetes II (Ptolemy Physkon), 
whose 38th year was 132 B.C. It is, therefore, 
customary to say that Jesus bar Sira wrote his proverbs 
at about the year 180 B.C.71

The book has appeared under several valid titles.
In some of them, as one might expect, the name of the only 
known apocryphal writer is included. The title which 
reflects Hebrew background is, "The Wisdom of Joshua ben 
Sira." The Greek equivalent is,  ̂ . Jesus the son of 
Sirach." Fairly early in the history of the Latin church 
it came to be known as "Ecclesiasticus," which seems
roughly to mean "church book." This title owes its

—  "

C.C, Torrey, The Apocrvohal Literature. 94, Because 
of the nature of the evidence there is little question here. 
The major authorities agree. Oesterley (The Books of the 
Apocrypha. 327f.) and Pfeiffer (History of New Testament 
Times. 366f) include complete discussions. The importance 
of the date for the structure and development of this 
investigation is obvious.

I ■';!
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existence to the high regard which the early Latin church

72
had for the work. Out of such a background, "Sirach"

. seems to be a convenient modern abbreviation,
Ben Sira wrote in such a way that he quite sincerely

and innocently betrayed some of his owi feelings that
most authors would be careful to conceal. For example,
he would seem to include himself among Israel's wise men.
24,30 I went forth like a canal from a river

and like a water channel into a garden,
31 I said, "I will water my orchard and

drench my garden plot"; 
and lo, my canal became a river, 
and my river became a sea,

32 I will again make instruction shine
forth like the dawn,
and I will make it shine afar;

33 I will again- pour out teaching like prophecy,
and leave it to all future generations,

34 Observe that I have not labored for.ymyself alone,
but for all who seek instruction*

There seems also to have been a certain amount of
deliberate preparation on ben Sira's part for the role he
intended to play as one of Israel's wise men. He had both

74
traveled and been in courts of royalty. If his absolute 
sincerity were not so obvious, it would be easy to conclude 
that he was somewhat vain.

72
Torrey, op, cit., 93; Metzger, pp. cit,, 80,

73 '
Cf. 33,l6ff, and 39,12ff,

74
See esp, 39,1-4.
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34.9 An educated man knows many things, 

and one with much experience
will speak with understanding.

10 He that is inexperienced knows few things,
but he that has traveled acquires much cleverness,

11 I have seen many things in my travels,
and I understand more than I. can express,

12 I have often been in danger of death,
but have escaped because of these experiences.

The most detailed reflection of this -nature is found in
chapter thirty-eight. Torrey rightly observes;

In chapter 38, in the contrast drawn between 
the man of learning (vs, 24) who wields influence 
in his city, and the ploughman in the country who
can talk only of his bullocks (vs, 25), all commen
tators have seen that Bar Sira is thinltcing with 
satisfaction of his own favored status. Not that 
he could despise any laborer: the craftsman, the
smith, the engraver, the potter, each absorbed, 
like the ploughman, in perfecting his own work 
(vss, 26-30), may not indeed sit high in the 
council of the people nor shine as teachers, "but 
they maintain the fabric of the world," (vs. 3 4)

Ben Sira, with his limitations, was possessed by
a desire to know and make knô vn the 'î ise way," Although
it is. possible to view the passage metaphorically, he
may have organized a school. He says:

Draw near to me, you who are untaught,
and lodge in my school,

51.23
The author of Sirach was concerned to further the 

cause of "wisdom," In exploring this area of thought he
75

See also, 39,1-11, 12, 13; 24.30-34; 50.27-51.30.
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seems to be primarily concerned with the way in which it
relates to day-to-day living* At least the major portion
of his book is so occupied. However, he also includes a

76
wisdom figure that is at least personified. The 
combination is such that it is evident that great care 
must be exercised to ensure the comprehension of Sirach’s 
own understanding. If the two-fold distinction is pressed 
it may become misleading. In fact, Sirach occa.sionally 
puts his ma.terial in such a way that certain aspects of 
"worldly wisdom" are very closely related to the person
ified figure. For example:

1.9 The Lord himself created wisdom, 
he saw her and apportioned her, 
he poured her out upon all his works.

10 She dwells with all flesh according to his gift, 
and he supplied her to those who love him.

This phenomenon underlines the fact that his own distinc
tion between the two things was not absolute in any sense, 
Metzger comments, . according to Ecclesiasticus,
worldly wisdom is the same in kind as divine wisdom, and

77
differs from it only in degree.

Pfeiffer (on, cit. 385-92), in his discussion of 
"wisdom" in Sirach, hardly mentions the personified figure. 
He evidently feels that' Sirach’s o\m treatment of the 
subject demands such a response. However, for the purposes 
of this investigation, the emphasis must be placed upon the 
personification of wisdom,

77 -Metzger, on, cit., 77, Cf, note 45 suora and the 
quotation there referred to from Oesterley,
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It would be trvîe to say of Sirach generally that 

it lacks the insight of some of the earlier canonical 
books. Among other things, this implies that the concepts 
surrounding wisdom may not be quite as penetrating.
Because of this, Sirach probably represents a more widely 
accepted view. Whereas the canonical writers were, for 
their time, more among the avant-.g;arde, ben Sira would 
represent a better cross section of Judaism.

Though couched in language very much its ô vn, Sirach
contains familiar ideas; ideas that we have come to expect
as a part of the wisdom tradition. According to Sirach,

78
wisdom had her origin with the Lord (l.l). She was in 
fact "created" by him "before all things" (l,4, 9; 24.8,9), 
More specifically, she proceeded "from the mouth of the 
Host High" (24*. 3), Once brought into being, she was 
endowed with eternal existence (1,1; 24,9). Though given 
to "all flesh" (l.lO), she possesses a special relation
ship- with Israel (24.8ff.). In spite of this, she is 
unsearchable (1.6), In one, somewhat indefinite reference, 
she seems to be involved in God's creative work (24,3),

Somewhat arbitrarily we have decided at this point 
to use feminine pronouns. The question of hypostasis in 
Sirach will be discussed below.
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Her continuing function is summarized in that she "exalts 
her s on s" (4.11),

Wisdom, in Sirach, has an existence in her ovm 
79

right. Yet, all commentators recognize that the concept
as a whole is dra'm very near that of law. In fact, on
occasion they are identified.

All of this (wisdom) is the book of the covenant 
of the Most High God, 
the law which Moses comxaanded us,

24.23
It is in this way that human wisdom is ma.de approximate
to the divine. Worldly wisdom in all its forms comes in
line with the divine precepts as they are expressed in
the law. As we have seen, such a concept was not unknown
in the Old Te'stament.

Keep them and do them; for that will be your 
wisdom and your understanding in the sight of 
the peoples, who when they hear all these statutes, 
will say, 'Surely this great nation is a wise and 
understanding people," 80

Deuteronomy 4,6
Again we see the "fear of the Lord" as a part of

this complex of ideas.
Personal piety is called by Sirach, according to 

Old'Testament usuage, "fear of God" or "of the Lord" 
(the noun fear occurs 23 times; the verb "to fear"

79
Pfeiffer, op* c^, , 384, however, cf,, 400,

80
Gf, Ezra 7,25,
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31 times) or "love of God" (only in the form 
"those who love the Lord", occurring four times): 
since the publication of the Deuteronomic Code 
(621 B. G.7 the two expressions were used inter
changeably ang mean primarily obedience to God’s 
law (2.15f. ) , '̂

Smend has added, "subject5.vely wisdom is the fear of God,
82

objectively the 1aw book of Moses,"
Elsewhere in Sirach, the "fear of the Lord" is 

"wisdom’s full measure" (1 .1 6), It is both the "crown" 
and "root" of wisdom (l.IB, 20), Wisdom is the "fulfill
ment of the fear of the Lord" (2l.ll), Indeed, wisdom 
is identified with fear (1,27; 19,20),

That this "fear" essentially implies obedience 
(i.e., "personal piety") is evident. The man who 
fears the bord will do this l_seek wisdom] and he 
who holds to the law will obtain^wisdom.

15,1
This obedience seems to be solely dependent upon man’s 
ovm desire.

If you will; you can keep the commandments,
and to act faithfully is a matter of your own 
choice,

15.15
The fact that this "fear" was conceived by ben 

Sira in a positive way is evidenced by the fact that it
81
Pfeiffer, og. cit., 376

82
R. Smend, Die Weisheit des Jesus Sirach, p. xxiii, 

quoted in Pfeiffer, on. cit., 368.
83
Cf. 19.20; 23.27; 33.2, etc.
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is closely related to obedience (l0,l9)j "trust" (2,9, 10),
and even "love" (2,l5f,), Thus it is that for ben Sira
the "fear of the Lord" is a completely good thing. His
"fear" certainly does not rise out of legal obedience
(32.15-17). Therefore, what seems quite impossible to
most modern minds is almost casually accomplished in Sirach.

It is evident that the concepts which are included
in ben Sira’s investigation of wisdom are neither new or
unique. lliey do establish the fact that the book itself
is definitely a part of the wisdom tradition. Yet these
old ideas are fresh and vibrant with the desire for that
which is right and good. Thus the seed-bed is prepared
for later deve1opments, A desperate need is all that is
required to bring these concepts into completely new usage.

We observed earlier that wisdom in Sirach is "at
least personified." Opinions on this point have varied.

84
Gregg, comparing wisdom in Sirach with that in Proverbs, •
suggests that "no real advance" may be discerned. On the
other hand Brockington says :

Whereas in Proverbs the figure is probably nothing 
more than personification of wisdom, it is almost 
certain that ben Sira wrote of it in_terms amounting 
nearly, if not quite, to hypostasis.

84
Gregg, op. cit., xxxii,

85
L, H, Brockington, A Critical.Introduction to the 

Apocrypha, 6 6 .
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Finally, Fuller declares without reservation, "She is 
now fully hypostatized"

Our opinion is that hypostasis in Sirach is more 
nearly a complete reality than it is in Proverbs. What 
happened in this regard must have been very subtle. We 
have concluded that Proverbs does not contain a hypostasis 
Yet it may have been viewed as such at a very early date. 
One could even wonder if wisdom in Proverbs was already 
(circa 180 5. G.) viewed as some sort of abstraction.
One does not find--nor should he expect--any argument 
that wisdom should be viewed as a separate entity over 
against God. As far as it is possible to determine from 
the available evidence this separation of wisdom simply 
occurred. It was not planned, thought out, or argued.
It just happened, Sirach x'eflects one other stage in 
this development, one controlled largely by the needs of 
people. This is its significance. It is here possible to 
see an entity more separate than that found in the earlier 
tradition? yet one not yet fully distinct as may be found 
later.

86
R, H, Fuller, Foundations of New Testament 

Ghristology, 73.
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Enoch.
Enoch pleased the Lord, and was taken up, 

he was an example of repentance 
to all generations.

Sirach 44.16 (cf. 49.14)
Enoch was the object of much "spiritual" contem

plation. It may be that the ancients thought he was 
talc en by God as a reward for his good life. The scrip
ture says,

Enoch walked with God? and he was 
not, for God took him.

Genesis 5,24
It is interesting to note that the Genesis record says 
that, "Enoch walked with God after the birth of Methuselah." 
In the parallel statements connected with all the other 
characters introduced in Genesis 5, the wording is,
"lived." Though Genesis does not say so specifically, it 
does seem to imply that God’s action toward Enoch was in 
the nature of a reward, In view of these things it is not 
surprising to find Enoch’s name in apocalyptic connections. 

In the last two centuries before Christ, particLi- 
larly, it became quite customary, when desiring to obscure 
the authorship of a 'ï-nriting that could be provocative, to 
reach back into history for the name of a" man that in some 
way or ways peculiarly related to what the real author 
wanted to say. Thé actual author would then write from
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the assumed man’s point of view, Enoch was just such a
man. His well-known spiritual reputation was in his

• favor as well as the length of his life. Three hundred
and sixty-five years is a natural framework for cosmolog-

87
ical speculation. Enoch’s life is the shortest of
those (nentioned and this too may have contributed to his
"reputation," It would appear that some thought God "took88
him" in order that his "wisdom" might not be corrupted.

The Book of Enoch is not included in "Tîie Apocrypha
of the Old Testament", though in a wider sense it is often
referred to as "apocryphal." This need not be taken to
mean "false," In the broadest sense, the word is used in
modern times to refer to various works written at the time
and in similar context of "scripture," but not strictly
speaking "canonical." With regard to usefulness or
validity, each work must be considered separately, Enoch
happens to compare favorably. It is in fact the only
"apocryphal" book to be quoted in the New Testament (Jude
I4f,), This fact stimulated considerable discussion both
during and after the formation of the canon. It was not
easy to determine the implications of the fact that a

89
"canonical" writer had quoted an "uncanonical" one.

87
Cf, e.gn,. Enoch 72-82, "The Book of the Courses of 

the Heavenly Luminaries,"88
Cf, Wisdom of Solomon 4,10-14.

89por a discussion of this point see, B.M. Metzger, 
illt » 172.
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The Book of Enoch is also "the best typical example 

90
of an apocalypse." This is to say that it deals with a
consummation, like the end of the world, when all the
injustices of present life will be corrected. This type
of document was written primarily in times of oppression.
It seems reasonably certain that Daniel’s new doctrine of
the resurrection had not yet been widely accepted, therefore
the future promised in Enoch must be terrestrial, not 

91
celestial, Enoch is the most important book of its type 
because of its wide use and, therefore, its effect on 
doctrinal development.

There has been considerable variation of opinion 
with regard both to the nature of the book’s authorship 
as well as its date, Charles conclusively states ;

As all critics are now agreed that the Similitudes 
are distinct in origin from the rest of the book, 
there is no occasion for treating exhaustively the 
grounds for this conclusion,^-

—  ,

Ibid., 5.91
R. H, Pfeiffer, History of New Testament Times, 77,

92
R, H, Charles, The Book of Enoch (Commentary, 1893), 

106; cf, W.O.E, Oesterley, The Books of the Apocrypha, 203ff,, 
R, H, Pfeiffer, History of New Testament Times, 75, As far 
as we are able to discover, there is as yet no trace of 
chapters 37-71 among the Qumran scrolls. This would seem to 
confirm the opinion stated above. Exclusion at Qumran does 
not however rule out the possibility of their existence 
elsewhere. Because of this and their Messianic view they 
are included here in the "intertestamental" period.



59
On the other hand Torrey concludes that though there may
be relatively minor accretions, the work should be thought

93
of as "mainly the work of one author." The question of 
the composite authorship and nature of the book are, of 
course, one. It should be observed that it was the ten
dency of late nineteenth century scholars to view books 
like Enoch as composites. Since then the movement has 
been away from such a pre-disposition.

In the earlier days, some also thought that Enoch
94

was originally written in different languages. It now
95

seems that Torrey has settled the question. Though he
does not so argue himself, it is apparent that unity of
language naturally affects his attitude toward authorship.
If, as Torrey argues, the book was written in Aramaic, the
unity of authorship is much more likely than otherwise.

The question of the date of writing is much the
same as that of its composite nature, Pfeiffer represents

96
a typical composite view. He divides the book into ten

93
C, C, Torrey, The Apocrypha l Literature. 112.

94 .
 ̂Charles, The Book of Enoch (Commentary), 22,
C, C, Torrey, "Notes on the Greek Text of Enoch," 

Journal of the American Oriental Society, Vol. 62 (1942"̂ . 52-60. “  -----------------—  ---^
96
Pfeiffer, pp., cit. . 75f.
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sections and the dates given to these sections range from
163 to 80 B, C, Again» Torrey, representing the unity of
authorship says, "The book is thus to be dated in the first
decade of the last century B, G,, probably in or soon after 

97
the year 95,

Apocalyptic books, because they often deal with a
consummation of one sort or another, are not always self-
consistent. This is a natural result of their attempt to
look into the future. It is interesting to note however
that Enoch’s inconsistency has been attributed to its com-

98 99
posite authorship as well as its apocalyptic nature.
Both elements have such potential. The apocalyptic element 
may be simply observed, but adequate proof would be necessary 
to establish the point with regard to authorship.

Evidence of Greek influence is minimal. Generally 
speaking, the book reflects a Jewish background. This is 
important in this investigation as the difference between 
developments in Palestine proper and other places, particu
larly Alexandria, will become quite evident.

There is no room for doubt as to the Palestinian 
origin of the book. The various authors are at home 
in Palestine and accurately acquainted with the

Torrey, The Apocryphal Literature, 114,
Oesterley, op. cit., 207,

99
Charles» The Book of Enoch (Text), x.
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various localities close to Jerusalem, the valleys, 
brooks, and other natural features in its immediate 
neighborhood. To them further Jerusalem is the city 
of the elect, the centre of the coming Messianic 
kingdom, the Gehenna is the destined habitation of 
the apostate, Greek elements have no doubt found an 
entrance in certain fragments of the book, but as a 
rule there is a deliberate and sustained opposition 
rendered to all Hellenistic ideas and influences. The 
whole tone and exegesis of the book are Palestinian 
in character,

Charles’ view on these points has not been questioned.
Inasmuch as ’Enoch* contributes substantially to the 

development of Jewish messianic expectations, it will be 
necessary to briefly examine his presentation of this ideal 
figure before turning attention to the wisdom theme and the 
relationships between the two. It should be indicated here 
that although the wisdom theme is related to ’Enoch’s* pre
sentation of his messianic figure it is not a primary 
, category.

’Enoch* presents a more definitely personified 
Messiah than any other Jewish writer before him. It is in 
this way that he greatly advances the Messianic thinking of 
his people. His emphasis on the super-human character of 
the Messiah is remarkably confined to the "Parables" (i.e,, 
chapters 37-71), This is one of the arguments in favor of 
composite authorship. However, we have not found it necessary 
for our purposes to pursue such a distinction.

Too
Charles, The Book of Enoch (Commentary), 22,

Cf. supra 58, note 92,
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The significant titles used by ’Enoch’ are: "Anointed

One" (i.e., Messiah), "Righteous One," "Elect One," and
101

"Son of Man." It is in and with these designations that
the writer of Enoch constructs his figure of the Messiah,
His most significant contribution surely is to be found in 
his "Son of Man" figure, Charles says that Enoch’s use of 
"Son of Man" is both "definite and distinctive," and there
fore is "the first instance in which the definite personal

102
title appears in literature," Although many questions 
still remain, ’Enoch’s’ Messiah appears quite^clearly. The 
essential features of this distinctly personalized character 
are as follows : (l) he is pre-existent (48,1-3), (2) he
sits on the throne of God (55,4) which is in fact his own 
(62.3, 5; 69,27, 29), (3) he possesses universal dominion 
(62,6), (4) judgment is his (41,9j 55,4; 61,9, 27), and (5) 
the wicked are slain with the "word of his mouth,"

^^^The references are: "Anointed One," 48,10, 52,4;
"Righteous One," 38,2; 53,6; "Elect One," 39.6 | 40,5; 45,3,
4; 49.2, 4; 51,3, 5; 52,6, 9; 55.4; 61,5, 8 , 10; 62,1;
"Son of Man," 29 (2); 70.1; 71,14, 17,10?‘"Charles, The Book of Enoch (Commentary), 315. The 
question of the relationship between Enoch’s Son of Man and 
the depiction of Jesus under that title in the gospels has 
been one of great concern. See: T,W, Hanson, The Teaching
of Jesus (Cambridge: 1936); H, E, Todt, The Son of Man in
the Synoptic Tradition (E.T., London; 196317 A. J,~B, Higgins,| 
Jesus and the Son of Han (London: 1964); R, H. Fuller, The
Foundations of Hew Testament Christoiogy (London: 1965); F.H,
Borsch, The Son of rTan in Myth and History (Philadelphia;
1967); and H, Hooker, The Son of Han in Mark (London: 1967),
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With regard to wisdom, it should be urged that
any reconstruction is apt to do injustice both to the
author’s own mind as well as his intentions. The author
of Enoch makes one statement in particular that seems
to indicate that any careful distinction between a
heavenly and earthly wisdom was not in his mind.

And the righteous shall arise from their sleep,
And wisdom shall arise and be given unto them,

91.10
The scene is a part of the apocalyptic vision. The con
fusion occurs when ’Enoch’ says, "wisdom shall arise," 
in which wisdom is personified; and then he immediately 
speaks of it as a characteristic to be given to men. In 
this connection, the author of the book speaks a number 
of times of wisdom as an apocalyptic gift to men (5,8; 
48,1; 49,1; 99,10), Those who graciously receive it are 
to be blessed (99,10), and upon reception there should 
follow a joyous response in like spirit (62,7, 1 1 ; 63,2), 

Tlie word "wisdom" itself is not always used in a 
good sense. Once (69,8), the knowledge imparted to men
by those angels who forsook their heavenly abode and came

103
to men is referred to as "wisdom,"

10'̂o
Cf, Genesis 6 ,Iff,
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Then, in a curious passage (32) the tree of "know

ledge" (E, "wisdom") which originally enlightened Adam 
and Eve is cast in a remarkably good light. It is some
what strange to hear this tree styled as, "very great,

104
beautiful, glorious, and magnificent." Pfeiffer traces
the history of both of Eden’s trees as they are mentioned 
in Enoch.

• • . after the resurrection (2 0 ,8 ) , , , the 
righteous Jews will enjoy a happy life on earth-- 
after partaking of the fruit of the tree of life.
This tree was transplanted from Eden to a high 
mountain of God (where it was inaccessible) and 
thence to the Temple for the benefit of the 
righteous and elect (25.4-6); whether they will 
also partake of the tree of knowledge (32,3-6) is 
not stated, but is not to be excluded.
•Enoch’ himself is both a-source (82.2, 3; 92,1)

and mediator of wisdom (37,1-4), though its ultimate
origin is to be found in God (14,3; 101,8). In the
apocalyptic vision (48), ’Enoch’ saw "fountains of wis- 

106
dom." The thirsty drank and were filled. Though he
had been "named" before the Lord of Spirits prior to

104
The thought here is similar in kind at least to 

the Gnostic (and other) emphasis upon 5 , as we shall see
105 u

Pfeiffer, cit,, 78,
Davies (o^, cit., I58f.) examines the possible 

influences of this passage on Paul, Our estimate of Davies* 
position is found mainly in our examination of Pauline 
literature^ infra 17Off.
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creation, the Son of Man was so "named" again. This
Messiah "chosen and hidden" before creation was revealed
by "the wisdom of the Lord of Spirits." Thus, in these
ways, wisdom is closely related to though not identified
with the messianic figure,

‘ In the consummation the "Elect One" is to sit on
God’s throne and pour forth wisdom, for it dwells in him:

And the Elect One shall in those days sit on My throne. 
And his mouth shall pour forth all the secrets of 

wisdom and counsel:
For the Lord of Spirits hath given (them) to him and 

hath glorified him,
51.3

And in him (the Elect One) dwells the spirit of wisdom, 
And the spirit which gives insight,
And the spirit of understanding and of might,
And the spirit of those who have fallen asleep 

in righteousness,
49.3

As has been noticed, in the apocalyptic vision the
messianic figure was to sit on God’s throne, which is also
spoken of as his. It is interesting to note that wisdom
is drawn into this kind of context.

For thou hast made and Thou rulest all things,
And nothing is too hard for Thee,
Wisdom departs not from the place of Thy throne,
Nor turns away from Thy presence.
And thou knowest and seest and hearest everything.
And there is nothing hidden from Thee,

107
34.3

107
Cf, Wisdom of Solomon 9,4,
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Charles comments,

, . • Wisdom is represented in both these passages
as the assessor or of God, The idea is to
be traced to Prov. 8 ,̂ 30 in the LXX version, wvum
/vTw : cf, S C C I U S .  1,1, -ro\4 o/iwVL ,108

It should be emphasized that though ’Enoch* places wisdom 
eternally at "the place" of God’s throne, he does not 
describe her as sitting on it.

Though perhaps fragmentary and out of its proper 
place, the passage most regularly noticed in the develop
ment of the wisdom theme is chapter 42. Wisdom is definitely 
personified. The significant development is, however, that 
the passage suggests that wisdom found her place among the 
angels after she had been rejected by men. We find in effect 
for the first time the concept of descent and reascent.
This element plays such an important role in later Christian 
thinlcing that the passage should be noted in full.

Wisdom found no place where she might dwell;
Then a dwelling-place was assigned her in the heavens. 
Wisdom went forth to make her dwelling 

among the children of men,
And found no dwelling place:
Wisdom returned to her place:
And took her seat among the angels.
And unrighteousness went forth from her chambers:
Whom she sought not she found, 
and dwelt with them,

T08 '
Char1es, The Book of Enoch (Commentary), 226,
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As rain in a desert, 109
And dew on a thirsty land,

42,1-3
Humanity’s rejection of wisdom is here detailed

carefully for the first time. There have been numerous
mentions before of those "unwise" who did not follow in
the wise way, etc., but the rejection itself has not been
so carefully described. Thus, another factor enters the
picture which was of extensive benefit to those who wanted
later to speak of the rejection of the Son of God.

In connection with chapter 42, it is interesting
to note as a side point that "unrighteousness" is set over
against "wisdom" in the discussion. This in itself tends
to stress the legalistic element in "wisdom," However,
in chapter 46, the messianic figure, here styled "Son
of Man," "hath righteousness,"

This is the Son of Man who hath righteousness.
With whom dwelleth righteousness.
And who revealeth all the treasures of that 

which is hidden,
46, 3b

"Unrighteousness" is "wisdom’s" opposite. Righteousness 
therefore must in some indirect way be roughly equal to 
wisdom. Later, it is discovered that the Son of Man 
possesses righteousness. Though this is far from any

— j-Q-g - ” —  —  —
Cf, Sirach 24, Although admittedly vague there 

does seem to be some parallel phrasing, etc.
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identification, it is fair to observe that the two 
pietistic concepts are placed in similar contexts.

With regard to the question of hypostasis, we 
must conclude that although it is unclear, it is in our 
opinion doubtful. We feel that to some extent we do not 
understand the author’s mind and this restricts our judge
ment. If there was a hypostasis in some dark corner of 
his mind, or if he was aware of it, however vaguely, from 
elsewhere, he was certainly not clear in his presentation. 

We would suppose that the more or less muddled 
nature of the wisdom theme in Enoch was typical of the 
period in which the book was %fritten. However, it is 
nevertheless clear that ’Enoch* contributed substan
tially to a number of New Testament themes. Although 
wisdom itself is not directly associated with the messianic 
figure, the relationship is indeed close. Again, the 
conclusion must be that all that was required to bring 
the full association was the desperate need felt by those 
who attempted to inform humanity of the events surrounding 
the incarnation,

IV. CONCLUSION

Odes of Solomon, Roughly contemporary with the 
establishment of Christianity we find that one of these 

odes, messianic in tone, also speaks of a "perfect virgin"
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110

who can easily be identified with Wisdom. We quote
in full.

And again Grace ran and forsook corruption, and came 
dovm in Him to bring it to nought; and He destroyed 
perdition from before Him, and devastated all 
its order; and He stood on a lofty summit and uttered 
His voice from one end of the earth to the other: 
and drew to Him all those who obeyed Him; and there 
did not appear as it were an evil person, but there 
arose a perfect virgin who was proclaiming and calling 
and saying, 0 ye sons of men, return ye, and ye 
daughters of men, live ye: and forsake the ways of
that corruption and draw near unto me, and I will 
enter in to you, and will bring you forth from 
perdition, and make you wise in the ways of truth: 
you shall not be destroyed nor perish: hear ye me
and be redeemed. For the grace of God I am telling 
among you : and by my means you shall be redeemed,
and become blessed. I am your judge; and they who 
have put me on shall not be injured: but they shall
possess the new world that is incorrupt: my chosen
ones walk in me, and my ways I will make knot̂ m to 
them that seek me, and I will make them trust in 
me. Hallelujah. Ill

Ode 33
In the passage the "virgin" promises salvation

through "Grace" and immortality to those that walk in her 
112

ways. The point of emphasis is therefore to be found
in the goal to be achieved. Because of this it is imposs
ible to determine just how the Wisdom figure is conceived. 
Although it is perhaps impossible to prove we have come to 
feel that hypostasis was well established by the time of

110
R. Harris, An Early Christian Psalter, vii, 56f,

111
The translation is that of Harris, ibid., 55f,

112
Ibid., 57.
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Christ, V/hatever the exact nature of the conception may 
have been, we have here an excellent example of the kind 
of thing that was free to appear in Palestine in the 
first century A, D.

Pirke Aboth, In the course of our investigation 
one other Palestinian example of the association of Wisdom 
and Torah appeared. It is also roughly contemporary with 
the later books of the New Testament and is therefore of 
special interest. The principle taught was that God’s 
instrument in the creation of the world was the Torah, 
not wisdom.

Beloved are Israel to whom was given a precious 
instrument wherewith the world was created. It was 
greater love that it was made known to them that 
there was given unto them a precious instrument 
whereby the world was created, as it is said: ’For
a good doctrine have I given you; forsake not my 
Law’".

Pirke Aboth 3,21
The saying is attributed to Rabbi Akiba (cf, 3,17),

113
Proverbs 4,2, is quoted at the end. Oesterley has 
made a detailed investigation of both the^man and the' 
saying. We are told that the name of Rabbi Akiba was 
"second to none," He was born about the middle of the 
first century A, D, and was killed about 135, because he

113
W.O.E, Oesterley, The Sayings of the Jewish 

Fathers, 41f. Cf. G. F. Moore, 413.
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was one of Bar Cochba’s supporters.

In the quotation cited above, Akiba himself 
implies that the "instrument" mentioned is the Torah.
In this connection we should note that the pre-existence 
of the Torah was clearly taught.

Six things preceded the creation of the world ; 
among them were such as were themselves truly 
created, and such as were decided upon before the 
Creation; the Torah and the throne of glory were 
truly created, 114

Bereshith Rabba
The establishment of pre-existence made other 

associations easy, Oesterley makes the explanation of 
associations almost too simple in a very condensed state
ment . /

The doctrine that the world was created by the 
Torah is logically evolved from various other 
doctrines of Judaism; first, the Torah is the 
expression of the divine mind and will; then, the 
Torah and Wisdom are again and again identified 
(e.g. Sir, 5,23; Baruch 4.1; etc,); moreover, an 
identification, or something very close to it, is 
taught between the Torah and the Memxa (="Word" of 
Gody, Bearing these identifications in mind, and 
remembering how distinctly it is taught that the 
world was created by Wisdom (e.g. Wisd, 8.22-31, etc,) 
and by the Word (e.g. Ps. 33,6; cp, 148,9; Sir,
42,15; Wisd, 4,1; 4 Ssdras 6.38; cp, John 1 ,Iff.) 
of God, it is easy to understand how the idea arose 
of the world having been created by the instru
mentality of the Torah,11^

1.14
Quoted by Oesterley, op,, cit,, 42,

115
Ibid, The reference should be to Proverbs 

(not Wisdom) 8,22-31,
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The extreme interest of the period in a legal code 

for the everyday affairs of life must have dominated this 
transfer of interest, wherever it occurs. There were many 
other factors, of course, but the type of conception 
found in Akiba marked the end of any genuine interest in 
the "wisdom" tradition as it had been known. Factors of 
major significance were causing important changes elsewhere.

Summary, It is our opinion that there was within 
Palestinian Judaism both a rise and a decline of interest 
in wisdom/Wisdom and all the variety of things that attached 
themselves to that term. It would appear that it was 
Palestinian Judaism that provided the greater portion of 
the raw material for the wisdom theme as it appears in the 
New Testament, Yet, as we shall see, it would just as 
surely appear that these associations with the Christ event 
did not occur altogether as a result of an impetus received 
from Palestinian Judaism. Firmly fixed in between the 
Palestinian background and the New Testament reality is 
the phenomenon of diaspora Judaism, with its singular 
association of Jew and Greek, particularly at Alexandria,
We shall find in this context items of some importance 
which at least complement the Palestinian phenomenon as 
we have observed it. We shall examine these things in 
the next chapter.
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Thus we have seen the various contributing factors 

that make up the body of thought that encompasses the 
words wisdom , law (HJH), and word etc.). The
phenomenon as a whole manifests a strange and unusual 
character. One reason for this nature, which is shadov^, 
may have been the dominating influence of the concept of 
Jewish monotheism. Any open suggestion of alteration on 
this point would have met with great difficulty. Whatever 
development occurred, it had to happen in at least apparent 
consistency with this fundamental conviction.

We feel that we are correct in viewing the total 
picture at this stage as complex, loosely arranged, and 
not thought out in any organized fashion. It is necessary 
to leave the concept (or figure) in this figurative 
limbo if we would see it as it was, This is, simply put, 
the misty edge of Jewish speculative thought.



CHAPTER II

THE EXTRA-BIBLICAL TRADITION AND DL\SPORi\ JUDAISM

i/ INTRODUCTION

That there are "relevant areas" in the Greek world 
is certaino However, whether or not the Christian writers 
of the New Testament drew upon them as sources is quite 
another question. In the course of this study we have 
come to the conclusion that the most fundamental certainty 
here is that the Christian message was at certain points 
compatible, at least apparently, with the Greek tradition. 
Such a suggestion recognizes the affinities while reserv
ing judgement on the question of dependence.

Although the current trend is generally away from
the opinion that the New Testament, etc,, was to any
extensive degree dependent upon Greek thought,* Sidebottom,
commenting on the essence of Gnostic thought says :

. . * the Greek idea of Wisdom has an intellectual 
t̂ 'Zist which is foreign to the Semitic; it thus 
appears in connection with the gnostic myth of mind 
imprisoned in matter. In view of the dubious 
connection of this type of dualism with Persian 
religion, Quispel is probably right that the oldest 
form of the gnostic myth, which transforms the Man 
into a prisoner of matter, goes back,* not to Gayomart, 
but to the Greek Wisdom who brings forth the seven 
planets. We are back at the essential factor in all 
gnosticism.I

IE . M, Sidebottorn, The Qrxrist of the Fourth Gospel,
111.
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The primary point here surely is that the further one
goes in the thought world of this study, the more he
realizes the complexity of the relationships between the 
various areas of thought.

The points of interest in the Greek tradition are 
by nature rather nebulous. Some things not directly in 
our area of thought must be brought in in order to under
stand other things that made a more open contribution. Our
concern will be with those areas that bear some relation to
the Wisdom-Logos of the New Testament and the later tradi-

2
tion, both "orthodox" and heretical,

II. GREEK BACKGROUND

This study has its essential beginning in 
the writings of Plato (429-347 B. G.), particularly the

oIVliatever we say here with regard to Greek backgrounds 
must of necessity be extremely brief and therefore not the 
least inclusive. Our debt to Ax'mstrong, (A.H. Armstrong,

, Taylor, (A.E.Taylor, 
Ê1& S , etc. ), and others will be 
obvious. Armstrong includes quite an adequate bibliography 
(oD, ci;t,, 227-233). Oiat of this list we found the follow
ing particularly useful. G.S, Kirk and J.Eh Raven, The 
£tSrSocra.ŷ c.,Ttt,il̂ ^̂  (Cambridge; 1957). Included'
here are introductions to a number of primitive cosmogonies. 
Although strictly speaking they are outside our area of 
concern, they are quite useful for the purpose of deter
mining the kind of thing going on elsewhere at the time of 
the concern of this study. See also % F . Coplestoii, A 
Hi.stgrv_ofPh 3j^gnh , asp. vol. 1 (London; 1946); C,' J. 
DeVogel, Grsek..Fhilosophy. ssp, vol. 1 (Leiden; 1950);
W.C.K. Gutlirie, AJdj^ppr%^f_Gre^ , vols. 1 and
.2 (Cambridge: 1962, 19(
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Timaeus. It must be stressed that the interpretation of
the Timaeus is not an easy matter. Just when a basic
comprehension of the work seems to be within grasp, the
mythological character of the writing asserts itself
again and uncertainty wins the day. However, despair
should not be our point of departure. Plato himself says :

, , , if in our treatment of a great host of matters 
regarding the Gods and the generation of the Universe 
we prove unable to give accounts that are always in 
all respects self-consistent and perfectly exact, be 
not thou surprised ; rather we should be content if 
we can furnish accounts that are inferior to none in 
likelihood, remembering that both I who speak and 
you who judge are but human creatures, so tha.t it 
becomes us to accept the likely account of these 
matters and forbear to search beyond it. o

Timaeus 29 C, D
To attempt a systematized study of outstanding 

thinlcers more often than not does ttiem a distinct injustice. 
This is certainly true of Plato. Taylor says of Plato:

If he had a system, he has refused to tell us 
what it was, and if we attempt to force a system on 
a mind which was always growing, we are sure to end 
by misrepresentation.^

We must therefore take great care in formulating firm
conclusions. It should be urged however that much can be

3
Quotations from Plato are taken from the transla

tion found in the Loeb Classical Lib^rary.
4
A. E. Taylor, Pl.â£2> vii.
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Stated with relative clarity and the main stream of Plato’s 
thought can be sketched reasonably well*

It is, of course, somewhat arbitrary to begin 
with Plato as there were a number of capable thinlcers who 
preceded him. Yet, it is re^cognized that in Platonic 
thought the Greek tradition reached a high point in many 
respects that was seldom, if ever, achieved again. How
ever, to some extent Plato built on the foundation Iciid 
by his predecessors. It would therefore be useful to
indicate a few of the items that he borrowed or at least

5
expanded, which are also relevant to this discussion,

Plato was deeply convinced that the world was
directed by good intelligent powers toward good .purposes,
It was Socrates who had developed this concept, and in so
doing, had broken with the tradition that the gods were
capricious beings. It was Pythagoras who taught that the
"soul" had a part both in the divine and eternal world of
"Being" as well as in the material and transitory world
of "Becoming'.'" Anaxagoras had first conceived that "Kind"
or "Intelligence" was "the cause of all motion and the6
coming to be of things," All these things converge to 
one degree or another in Plato’s concept of "Soul,"

5Arms trorig, op • cit «, 46f.
Ibid.■ 47.
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It should also be stated at the outset that Plato’s, 

approach to these matters results in a kind of "natural 
theology." "Natural theology, then, meant originally a 
doctrine about God which is neither imaginative fiction 
nor socially useful fiction, but science, . . . "  Plato 
was genuinely convinced that there was a system within and 
behind observable reality and that it could be comprehended
if one had the time and energy to devote to the task. The

)
nature of his approach is important because it inevitably
colors the results,

Plato was convinced that knowledge in the strict
sense could be obtained. Sense-perception was, however,
considered invalid because it was so variable and trans- 8
ient. This led to his construction of the world of
"Ideas" or Forms," These had to do with the intelligible
world behind that of sense perception. For example,
because one could sense ’beauty" in specific objects, it
was thought that it must exist as an objective essence in
itself, Plato assumed that these universal concepts were

9
not merely subjective. Because the Forms belonged to

7
Taylor, Pla.tgru.̂ m._and.lts .Jn.flu_en.ce, 99.
8
J. N. D. Kelly, , 10.
9
Coplestone, cit,, I, 164, For a selection of

Platonic texts on "The origin of the theory of Ideas" see 
C, J, DeVogel, Greek Philosophy, I, I72ff,
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the divine and eternal world they were consistent and
everlasting. Things both concrete and abstract in nature
were conceived in this ideal fashion and enjoyed existence,
at least metaphorically, "apart from" the world of sense 

10
perception. Something similar is intended by modern
philosophers when they speak of "universals." The primary
difference is that for Plato this transcendent, non-

11
sensible world had objective existence.

In the world of Forms the highest was the Form of
the Good. Because of the way Plato speaks of this highest
form it is possible for some to conclude that his concept

12
tion was "something like what we mean by God." It
should be immediately urged, however, that God-like elements
may also be found elsewhere. Armstrong later adds :

There is good reason, as we have seen, for regarding 
the Good as in a real sense Plato's God, but not 
as the Creator of heaven and earth,

Such has to do with the "God" which is the natural product
of Plato's method. Any similarity between this figure
and the God of the Jev/ish-Christian tradition is coincidental*

T o  -
Copie8tone, qp, ^.t,, I, I67ff,

11 ~  ~  12
Kelly, op, pit., 10, Armstrong, op.cit,, 39,

13
Ü>id»? 49, As we shall see, the unclear relation 

between the world of Forms and the concept of Soul makes 
"something like God" appear in both areas.
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Inasmuch as the form of the Good is given the

characteristics that it is, it becomes more than a Form
in the usual meaning of the word. The form of the Good
is both the cause of the other Forms and the means by
which it is possible for the human mind to apprehend them,
"It is the siîmgle transcendent reality of absolute
perfection which is the ultimate cause and explanation

14
of the universe," The Good however does not order or 
rule_the universe. This, for Plato, is the function of 
Soul.

The exact relation between the world of Forms and 
that of particulars is not altogether clear. It is 
certain however that the3?e is a distinct separation 
between the transcendent and the material. This was to 
come under severe criticism later from Aristotle in his 
attempt to clarify the relationships. The question here 
to a large extent is bound up with the difficulty of 
using earth-bound terminology and language to speak of 
more or less "spiritual" objects.

Unlike the Forms which were conceived of as being 
characteristic of the transcendent world, the Platonic 
concept of Soul is directly related to material things,

T4
IMâ-» 39.

«AT» k ^
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In fact, Soul does more than anything else in Platonic 
thought to bridge the gap between the conceptually trans
cendent and the material. Basic to the complex of ideas 
is the concept of motion. It is referred to as the 
"motion which can move itself."

In the Phaedrus (245C5ff.) he [Plato] lays the 
foundations by proving that Soul , , • is immortal, 
ungenerated and self-moving and is the source of 
motion or change in all which is not soul,15

For Plato, as for Socrates, the soul is the most
important part of man. It is his moral and intellectual
personality, Plato even considers it in a genuinely
profound sense more real than the body. It is immortal
in its oxm right because it belongs to Plato's divine
world, i.e., that transcendent world essentially a part
of contemporary Greek speculation. It does not in this
respect depend upon any higher being. It has always
existed and will always continue to do so. That is its 

16
nature.

Not only is soul responsible for movement, but it 
17

also knows. Hi is is perhaps its more important function.
further, the seat of
15 ■II»! 1 L# 1,1 m w n

Ibid,, 47.
16

Ibid,, 40
17
Taylor, natoni^Bu.
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emotions. Within man, soul is that which animates him.
The very fact of life and activity is proof of the
presence of soul. Such is also true of the cosmos. It
would appear that in Plato's mind the souls that are
responsible for the cosmical movements are perfectly good
souls,. Over all is a supreme soul which is the medium
through which the material world partakes of the world of 

18
Forms, This soul may also be referred to as God.

It is important to remember that, according to 
Plato, God is a soul and not a Form and that a soul 
is a "motion which moves itself," This is really 
the last word of Platonism on the question of how 
things come to 'partake of* Forms ; they do so 
because God apprehends the Forms, and his apprehension 
of them inspires his 'orderly' m o t i o n s , 19

Before passing to other matters it would be in 
order to let Plato speak for himself.

And when the construction of the Soul had all 
been completed to the satisfaction of its Constructor, 
then he fabricated within it all the Corporeal, and 
uniting them centre to centre He made them fit

18
Timaeus, 4ôDj cf. 47S.

19
Taylor, Platonism and Its Influence, 103, 

therefore see the term "God" used of the form of the Good, 
the supreme Soul, and later of the Demiurge, What we have 
in Plato is three different (although in his philosophy 
related) uses of the word God, Such use of terms was bound 
to lead to confusion when the Jewish-Christian tradition 
was brought into relation to this different conceptual 
world.
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together. And the Soul, being woven throughout 
the Heaven every way from the centre to the 
extremity, and enveloping it in a circle from 
without, and herself revolving within herself, 
began a divine beginning of unceasing and intel
ligent life lasting throughout all time. And 
whereas the body of the Heaven is visible, the 
Soul is herself invisible but partakes in reasoning 
and in harmony, having come into existence by tlie 
agency of the best of things intelligible and 
ever-e]i:isting as the best of things g e n e r a t e d ,

This raises the point of the role of the "Con
structor" or "Demiurge" ( , "Hie 'artisan' or
'craftsman' who makes the world thus comes into the

21
story, and it is assumed that this maker is God,"
That the Demiurge is ete.rnal is implied in that the 
effect of which he is the cause, i.e., the sensible 
world, is a copy of an eternal "likeness,"

Thus, in the scheme of Tima eus, we see that the
'efficient cause' of the world is thought of
definitely as a 'personal' God, and this 'creator' 
or 'malcer' is, strictly speaking, the only God, 
in our sense of the word, the dialogue recognizes. 
Later on \7e shall find the name 6^05 given both 
to the world itself as a whole and to certain 
parts or denizens of it, but this must not mislead
us. Hie se are all 'created* 5 their'I *  I*. »

20
ÏÏJSaeS-is» 36E-37A; cf. 30G f.21
Taylor, Plato. 440. One wonders if it might not 

be' better to omit the word "god/God" from this discussion 
altogether.



83

raison d'etre is the will of the oh
(?9e, 4Ïb), who is thus distinguished from them
as God is from 'creatures* in Christian theology.
Hie formal cause of the world, however, is not 
God but the 'intelligible living creature', the

a IsXlu. which God contemplates as the
model for his work, 37he language used about this 
model shows that we are to thin3.x of it as a form, 
the 'fo3rm* of an organism of which all other 
organisms are parts,22

Speaking of God "in our sense of the word" Taylor
can only be referring to the western "Cbxistian" world.
Thus it would appear that in Plato there a]:e two primary
principles. First is Soul in its best fonti. It is the
most perfect and rational. It is the "ultimate principle

23
of life and ordered motion," It is indeed, goodness

24
in action, "This is the Good Craftsman of the Timaeus,"
Then, on the other hand, there is the Good itself. It

25
is "the ultimate principle of the World of Forms," It 
is the source of the model which the Craftsman copies.

22
23
24

SlW., 441f. ,
Armstrong, Oj,5. cit.., 49. 
Ibid,

25
Ibid
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One other area of Plato's thought demands consider

ation, Hie material with which the Craftsman is required 
to work is irrational. Order is imposed upon it from 
without. Running through material things is also a char
acteristic that Plato refers to as "Necessity," It is 
a sort of "blind brutal chance." It would seem to be 
an attempt to account for the irregularities of nature as 
well as serving as an explanation for certain forms of
"evil," Hie Craftsman is cast in the role of making the

27
best possible with the material at hand.

It is partly in these ways then that Plato attempts 
to explain the origin and form of the created world. As 
has been pointed out, it is largely mythological and 
therefore any interpretation which depends on a clear and 
concise identification of the elements is destined for 
difficulty from the start, Plato's genius manifests 
itself primarily in his tremendous depth of observation and 
his consequent mythological structure whicli so admirably 
accounts for the facts that he observed, Hiat there are

27
ifeM*» 51
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many "points of contact" in the later tradition, both 
Jewish-Christian and other, is widely recognized.

Heraclitus.' is not among the terms employed
by Plato in describing the origin or function of the cos
mos. ■ This is remarkable inasmuch as it had been introduced
in these connections by Heraclitus (fl.c. 500 B.C.) a

28
century earlier. Heraclitus* gift was an extremely 
vivid intuition with regard to the nature of the world.
This intuition led him to the basic conclusion that the 
world perceived by the senses was not chaotic as it appeared 
to some, but that order and harmony penetrated it consis
tently, if only one were able to comprehend it. This 
inherent character he conceived as an immanent principle, 
which was also the cause of proportion and balance. He 
named this principle The significant thing is
that not only was this term used first by Heraclitus in 
these philosophical senses, but he also gave it objective 
existence. For him, it was a living reality, indeed,
"God." "It is this union of life and rationality in the 
single concept of the Logos which is one of Heraclitus*

28
Ibj_d. , lOf, For a broadly based and penetrating 

analysis of Heraclitus* Logos see: Guthrie, op,, cit. ,
419-434. Guthrie includes a list of current definitions 
of f and points out how Heraclitus used the word in
these ways also, in addition to his divine figure.
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great contributions to our traditional inheritance of 

29
thought," The Logos, for Heraclitus, was law because
it V7as God, i.e., a "living all-ruling intelligence."
The fact that the Logos was law meant that it imparted as
well as possessed its distinguishing characteristics.
Though somewhat obscure in Heraclitus* thought, the Logos
is related to the "Ever-Living Fire," which is the "stuff

.30
of the univer se,"

True perceptions, no matter what the source, demand 
their own right to continued existence. It is, of coursé, 
axiomatic that truth and revelation are consistent with 
each other. This is the validation for "Christian use,"
It is indeed in Heraclitus that we find the earliest re
corded roots of this particular category (i.e., \ 6yoy) 
which after much time and development was employed to 
describe the reality of Jesus.

31
Aristotle. Plato's pupil, Aristotle, both 

followed in his master's footsteps, and took his own 
path. It is difficult to know which point to stress for 
he accomplished both successfully. Paradoxically,

29 30
Ibid, , 1 1 . ÜLid-I 10

31
For this review of Aristotle, see especially 

Armstrong, op, cit., 73-81, 87-92, etc.
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Aristotle's conclusions were most distinctive precisely 
in those areas where he attempted to follow his teacher 
with the greatest devotion.

Aristotle* s most widely knovm disagreement with 
Plato lies in his rejection of the world of Forms, The 
primary reason for this rejection seems to have its roots 
in his deep concern with the visible world, the world of 
sense that presented itself to him at any given moment. 
This concern may have been imparted to Aristotle by Plato 
late in his life, Thbugh his arguments often leave some
thing to be desired, Aristotle here sensed Platonism's 
greatest weakness, Plato, as has been noted, left the 
two worlds inadequately related. Though he did supply 
the concept of Soul, it was often neglected or misunder
stood by those who came later. Aristotle's second reason 
for rejecting the Forms was their transcendent nature. 
Because Plato had posited the two worlds so far apart it 
was extremely difficult to understand any causal relation
ship between them.

In agreement with Plato, Aristotle felt that it 
was the business of rational beings to pursue objective 
truth. He also agreed that these truths were immaterial 
and unchanging. The difference was that Aristotle felt 
that the Form was to be found within the material object, 
not in another world transcendent to it. He recognized



88
the ever changing nature of the world, but argued that
consistent objective truth was to be found in the midst
of these changing material objects. Individual things
were, for him, the primary realities. The universels do
have objective existence, but as characteristics of
individual things. This means, among other things, that
the world of sense perception was real in a sense never

32
allowed by Plato,

For Aristotle, body and soul form a single unity.
In his owi well-knotm statement, Aristotle illustrates the
unity, "If the eye was an animal, its sight would be its 

33
soul." The body serves as matter for the soul. The 
soul gives Form to'the body,

Aristotle concluded that every motion must have a 
cause. This, through its various ramifications, led him 
to posit the "Unmoved Mover." Since matter suggests 
potency, the Mover was totally immaterial. It ceaselessly 
exercised its ability to create motion. This is a necess
ary characteristic. It could not by its very nature
merely have this power potentially,

—  —  -

There is a line of development here, outside our 
present concern, which ultimately leads to the Nominalist 
and Realist controversies of the Middle Ages,

33
De Anima 412b,
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The Mover was related to the movement of the 

heavenly luminaries. However, because certain of the 
luminaries were observed to be moving in opposing 
directions, it became necessary to assume a multiplicity 
of movers. Ultimately, he suggested fifty-five. It is 
not completely clear, but even here it seems that one was 
still considered supreme. It must be remembered that 
Aristotle reached these conclusions sofely by speculative 
intuitionÎ dependent, of course, on his predecessors, 
I'Thatever truth they may have contained (or implied) was 
considered the rightful inheritance of those in the 
Jewish-Christian tradition who were attempting to articu
late revealed truth,

Stoicism, The Stoic school was founded by Zeno of 
Citium (c. 300 B. C,), and therefore arose entirely after 
Alexander the Great, The evolution from the city-state 
concept into a wider historical perspective was virtually 
complete. The new perspective made demands of the philos
ophers never before felt. It became somewhat commonplace 
to construct systems of thought hastily and later examine 
them for defects. The Stoics probably made the most 
adequate reaction to this extreme set of circumstances.

The Stoic theory of knowledge was a part of the 
continuing trend established by Aristotle, The emphasis
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was upon the material world that presented itself to the
senses. They concluded that only bodies had a real sub-

34
stantial existence. They emphasized this point so much 
that when they spoke of things normally considered "spirit
ual" (i.e., immaterial), they insisted that they possessed 
"body"^ "Comprehensions" presented themselves to the 
senses, but they required testing before they could be 
considered "knowledge," "This systematic and absolutely 
certain knowledge, the final concentrated grip of the mind
on facts, was the exclusive property of the Sage or Wise 

35
Man, "

It is evident that the Stoics reacted in extremely
negative terms to the Platonic Forms, For them, there
could be no transcendent world. As a result, their

36
theology became a "pantheistic materialism,"

In their concept of "body" they distinguished 
between an active and a passive principle. This is a

Armstrong, op, cit., 121
35

Ibid, , 122, R, H, Pfeiffer, History of Ne\7 
T est ament T imes, 122, refers to a definition of Stoic wisdom 
found in C.L.W, Grimm, Kuz'zgefasstes Sxegetischss Handbuch 
zu den Apokryohen, Vol. 4, 305, Grimm cites Plutarch, 
Cicero, and Seneca. The definition is quoted in 4 Maccabees 
1:1 6 , and Philo, De contressu eruditionis gratia 14 I MI,
531J, The definitions "the knowledge \̂ or science] of 
divine and human things and their causes,"

3̂6""' ' - - - - -  . -
Kelly, pp. cit,, 12
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new solution to the old problem of the dualism of form 

37
and matter, "There is crude, unformed matter, without
character or quality; and there is the dynamic reason or

38
plan ( Xcya ̂ ) which forms and organizes it," This Xoyos
of the Stoics should therefore be considered an abstraction,

39
not a hypostasis. Consistent with this type of dualism,
the Stoics distinguished two senses in the term ,
reason and word, therefore mental ( tv and spoken
or uttered (’TTpo<popu<oy) . This distinction is valid
although neither concept isolated from the other would
leave an accurate impression.

The cosmos was conceived as one complete entity.
It was permeated and governed by a divine power known as
the Logos, The Logos was the divine reason that bound the
physical world into one complete and integrated whole.

The Stoic active principle, the forming and 
vitalizing fire, is a materialization of Aristotle's 
Soul as form of the body, the principle at once of 
life and definite reality, the cause of existence as 
a particular living being,

37
R, Bultmaiin, Primitive Christianity in its Contem- 

■Porar-SL. Setting, 135.
38
Kelly, op, cit,, 13,

39
0 . Cullmann, The Christology of the New Testament,

40
Armstrong, pjD. cit, , 123:
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The Logos is also conceived as breath (i r v t u , 
or as an air-like substance (as  ̂It is * air
in motion' (̂ np \L\v ou^Wo\). 'ether* Wi 6v\p ). 'fiery 
reason* (vou^ nrvô woe T. 'rational and fiery breath*

I "Form-imparting f ire ' 
vy  vvHov ) t permeating the universe and giving 

it articulation. It is the 'breath which passes 
through all things* (tv\}̂ ô v; Su\\<o\J Six -viwny), 
giving unity to the w h o l e .41

In addition to the supreme Logos there were * seminal
logoi,' These were parts of the universal principle but,
because of the unified concept of the universe, they were
not cut off from the whole. They were in fact pieces of 

42  ̂ 43
God, The soul was identified as "the logos in man,"
Man's activity, integrated within the totality of all
things, was governed and directed by this particle of 'God,'

For the individual the Logos is a pointer, showing 
him the direction in which he must go (]\&̂ .̂ t
the nomos or law, Man is essentially a Logos-^eing,
It is important for him to recognize his identity 
with the universal Logos and give his assent to it 
( çruVKXTfXG ), 44
The orderly working of Nature was its [ o Xoyos ] 
operation. Organic beings grow according to regular 
types, because the Divine Reason was in them as a 
logos spermatikos, a formula of life developing from 
a germ,^^

% 1
]

42
44 

]
45

Bultmann, crp. cit ., 135, 
Armstrong, p̂ p, cit, , 124

43
Ibid., 122.

Bultmann, pp. cit., 136
E. Bevan, Stoics and Sceptics, 43,
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Every movement in the world was as much the expression 
of a Supreme Purpose as the voluntary movements of an 
animal were of its individual purpose. Chance had no 
place in the close-knit process which might be called 
Fate or Destiny ( pivjoutvix) , but which was really  ̂ 46
intelligent Law and all -pervading Providence (ttoovoi-x ).

The Stoics added to this a somewhat unusual doctrine
of cyclical history. They suggested that the passive
matter of the universe was to be periodically re-absorbed

47
into the "Divine Fire," They held that the same people, 
incidents, and relationships would re-occur, "The universe 
is thus not eternal or indestruhtible^. but is eternally

48
destroyed and re-created in an endless series of cyclesT

This, therefore, is the world and its motivating and
controlling forces envisioned by the Stoics, It has a
number of at least apparent affinities with later Christian
thought, especially the Logos doctrine. Yet Bultmann
rightly states of the Stoic \,

It is neither a divine spark fallen from the world 
of light, as in Gnosticism, nor is it a super-natural 
gift, as in Christianity. It is the Logos of man, 
identical with the universal Logos, his intellect 
and will. It is the divine element in him, which 
lies within his own control, ^

Thus it is evident once again that the evidence must
be evaluated very carefully in order to avoid presenting
an incorrect picture. At any rate it is at least true

46 47
Ibid,, 44. Armstrong, pp. cit,, 124

48 49
Ibid, Bultmann, o d , cit,, 142,
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that these Greek philosophical categories were ready to 
hand in the first century A, D, when the "gospel" was 
sweeping across the Mediterranean world. To anticipate, 
there seems to be a tendency among modern scholars to view 
these Greek forms as important but not extremely influent 
tial in the Christian revelation. Probably their greatest 
asset was that they were at least outwardly in harmony 
with certain Christian categories. An appreciation of the 
extent of their use will depend upon a careful examination 
of the evidence of that period.

III. DIASPORA JUDAISM

This study now turns to Diaspora Judaism in which 
the Jews with all their rich background met their contem
porary counterparts from the Greek world. This encounter 
occurred at a number of places in the Mediterranean 
world, but no where was it more dramatic, extensive, or 
complete than at Alexandria. Other sources may make their 
contribution from time to time, but our concern here is 
with the Alexandrian phenomenon, A number of elements 
contribute to this, but most decisive is the fact that the 
Wisdom of Solomon as well as the writings of Philo were 
produced by men who lived in Alexandria and had experienced 
the severe encounter just mentioned. The reality and
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nature of this encounter must be examined with the great
est possible care. Deane states with insight;

The civilization of both quarters of the world 
here met at a common centre, and from this point 
sent forth an influence that extended through all 
countries. It was however only by slow degrees 
that the rigid and unbending Oriental deigned to 
examine the tenets of other peoples. And when this 
inveStiga.tion took place, the Greek did not absorb 
the Eastern philosophy, nor the Eastern the Greek; 
but from the fusion of the two a new system arose, 
a combination of revealed truth and speculative 
opinion, which has received the name of Neo-Platonism, 
and of which Philo Judaeus was^the most eminent 
supporter, if not the founder,

Though the quotation to a considerable extent anti
cipates this study, it is nevertheless true. This will 
become apparent as the discussion proceeds. If questions 
were to be raised about its validity they would deal with 
the extent of the influence.

51
Aristobulus, The first preserved literary link

between Jewish Wisdom and the immanent causative principle
of the Greeks is found in a fragment from Aristobulus,

52
preserved by Eusebius, Aristobulus (2nd Century B, C.)

50
W, J . Deane, The Book of Wisdom, 8. See also B, M. 

Metzger, Introduction to the Apocrypha, 66, 73, 74, etc,
5r^"
With regard to the date and credibility of Aris

tobulus see J, Drummond, Philo, I, 242-255.
52
R, McL, Wilson, The Gnostic Problem, 38, See 

W. L. Knox, St. Paul and the Church of the Gentiles, 68f,
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was regarded by the early Christian Fathers as the founder 
of Jewish philosophy in Alexandria. This fact puts 
Aristobulus in a unique position. He believed that all 
the genuine insight achieved by the Greeks was ultimately 
dependent upon the truth of God revealed to Moses. He was 
also concerned to spiritualize or allegorize the anthro
pomorphisms in the Old Testament,

The passage in question reads:
t , , it has been said by some who were of the 
Peripatetic School that wisdom is in place of a 
beacon-light, for by following it constantly men 
will be rendered free from trouble through their 
whole life.

But more clearly and more beautifully one of our 
forefathers, Solomon, said that it has existed 
before heaven and earth; which indeed agrees with 
what has been said a b o v e ,

This fragment is of inestimable value for this 
study. It not only manifests the thought of the times, 
but it also demonstrates the kind of cross-fertilization 
that was taking place between two very different traditions. 
Aristobulus is probably referring to Proverbs 8,22ff,, 
even though vague links may be established elsewhere.
The exact statement made by Aristobulus is not found in

Aristobulus, in Eusebius Praepa.ratio Evangelica, 
XIII,. xii. tor a complete discussion of the passage see 
E. Schurer, The Jewish People in the Time of Jesus Christ. 
Il.iii, 237-243, Schurer does not discuss the fragment 
in Eusebius but rather gathers all the known references 
to Aristobulus.
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Proverbs but both "heaven" (8,27) and "earth" (8,23) are 
mentioned as having come into existence in the presence of 
wisdom. Although the quotation is not direct the thoughts 
contained in the two passages are almost identical.

Once this link was established it was preserved.
There is no recorded argument to justify it. Perhaps no 
need was felt. The situation may well have been such that 
the association seemed apparent and natural, and therefore 
no apology was felt necessary.

Wisdom of Solomon, As it appears that the Wisdom
54

of Solomon was written before the emergence of Philo^ it 
is in order to consider it before turning to the great 
Alexandrian, The book made an extensive contribution to 
the wisdom tradition. In order to adequately encompass 
this contribution our investigation will make two approaches. 
After introductory matters we will turn to a commentary 
on the passages important for this study. This will be 
followed by a summary which will attempt to gather the 
salient points taking into consideration their more natural 
affinities,

Goodrick insisted that the overtones of persecution 
contained in the Book of Wisdom referred to those under

54
Pfeiffex, o]3..cit., 327,
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55

Caligula (37-41 A.D.), This was rejected for two
reasons. First it is unnecessary to suggest that the
author of the book himself experienced the difficulties

56
to which allusion is made. Second, it seems quite
decisive now that the book must be pre-Philonic, This
conclusion is based largely on observations with regard
to doctrinal development. For example %

The Logos-idea is the leading feature of Philo's 
system, and there is in Wisdom no trace of the 
PhiIonian Logos, nor is the Divine Wisdom ever even 
identified with the Logos,

As to the terminus a quo the chief issue seems to
be the translation especially of Job and Isaiah in the LXX,
It would appear that the writer of Wisdom was aware of

58
both books in their Greek dress. In view of the various 

55
W, 0. E, Oesterley, The Book of Wisdom, xcii f. 

This is the basis for the terminus ad quem suggested both 
by Torrey (The Apocryphal Literature. I03f.) and Metzger 
( o p . cit., 67).

If it is necessary to suggest a specific perse
cution it is more likely that it was that suffered under 
Ptolemy Physcon at the end of the second century B, C,
See J, Geyer, The Wisdom of Solomon. 17.

57
Oesterley, The Book of Wisdom, xviii. The last 

assertion is open to some question, cf. Wisdom 9,1, 2.
See discussion infra 114f.

58
J.A.F, Gregg, The Wisdom of Solomon, x f. Cf, 

Wisdom 2.12 with Isaiah 3,10; Wisdom 15,10 with Isaiah 
44,20, and Wisdom 12,12 with Job 9,12, 19, ,
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* aspects of the discussion, it would seem best to assign 

the book to the first half of the first century B, G,
It is obvious that if any part of the preceding 

discussion is true the book could not have been written 
by Solomon. Such designation can only be literary arti
fice. -It has already been pointed out that this type of 
anonymity was originally a means of avoiding the displeasure 
of the authorities. Later it became acceptable more for 
its own sake as a literary device and was Widely used.
In all likelihood the original author intended to deceive 
no one. His desire was to identify with regard to type 
what he had written with that produced by Israel's ideal
wisdom figure. The author of the book of Wisdom is

59
therefore unknown.

Although both single and dual authorship have been
60

argued, in our opinion the evidence is inconclusive.
The number of authors is in fact comparatively unimportant, 
/̂hat is of more interest is the underlying convictions 
or desires that may lie behind the book as it is now 
knotm. Metzger suggests:

L. H, Brookington, A Critical Introduction to 
the Apocrypha, 68,

60
Single authorship: Gregg, pp. cit., xxvii-xxvill.

Dual authorship: Torrey, op, cit., 98. For the more con
servative approach see: Oesterley, The Books of the
Apocrypha, 469; The Book of Wisdom, xiv; Pfeiffer, op, cit, 
321-325. "" '
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It may well be, however, that pseudo-Solomon 

discovered what many another author has discovered, 
namely, that the sublimèst inspiration does not 
abide forever, and that in place of noble thoughts 
mere commonplaces and bathos can also come from 
one's pen, I

That there are differences between the two sections
of the book (i,e, chapters 1-9; 10-19) is easily recognized.
The reasons behind these variations are not so easily
determined. It is generally concluded however that the
author was "an orthodox Hellenistic Jew of Alexandria

62
with a philosophical education," He may have introduced
the kind of allegorical method so extensively used later 

63
by Philo, With overall purpose in mind Geyer pointedly
says; ,

Our author was not so enthusiastic about these 
new-fangled ways as some of his friends were, and 
he wrote his book to appeal to his fellow Jews to 
remain faithful to the true religion, , , , But 
his main purpose was to consolidate^ not to expand 
the community to which he b e l o n g e d , ^4

We must repeatedly insist that systematization 
more often than not does violence in one way or another 
to an author's intention. In the comiTients on the pages 
to follow we have tried to avoid over-systematization,

61 62
63
Metzger, op, cit,, 70i —  -
Gregg, op, cit,, xvii.

64
Geyer, pp. cit., 19,



101
Yet, even in this more flexible approach, the extent of 
the contribution made by the book of Wisdom to the wisdom 
tradition will be apparent. The passages themselves are 
relatively easy to gather being primarily found in chapters 
1, 6-9.

The first passage to be considered is the opening 
statement,
1,1 Love righteousness, you rulers of the earth, 

think, of the Lord with uprightness, 
and seek him with sincerity of heart,

2 because he is found by those who do not 
put him to the test,
and manifests himself to those who do not distrust 
him,

3 For perverse thoughts separate men from God, 
and when his power is tested, it convicts the

foolish Î
4 because wisdom will not enter a deceitful soul, 

nor dwell in a body enslaved to sin.
5 For a holy and disciplined spirit will flee from

deceit,
and will rise and depart from foolish thoughts,
and will be ashamed at the approach of unrighteousness,

6 For wisdom is a kindly spirit and will not free 
a blasphemer from the guilt of his words; 
because God is witness of his inmost feelings, 
and a true observer of his heart, and a hearer of
his tongue.

The address to "rulers of the earth" is in keeping
with the fact that the book is attributed to Solomon. It
is, ", . , an address in keeping with the ex hypothesi
Solomonic authorship: to none would a king appeal more

65
fitly than to kings." V/ith regard to Deane
says;

65
Gregg, op, cit. , 1; cf, Geyer, pjp, cit. , 59f,
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. , , 'righteousness,* not merely justice between 
man and man, but moral uprightness, which is equiva
lent to Wisdom in its full theoretical and practical 
meaning,

It should be urged that the entire passage speaks of men 
who live in accord with the principles of Wisdom. In 
addition to such men are also characterized by
"thoughts of uprightness," "sincerity of heart" and a 
"disciplined spirit," These are placed opposite those 
with Whom Wisdom has nothing to do. Wisdom ^will not 
enter a deceitful soul, nor dwell in a body enslaved to 
sin" (V ,4).

67
Wisdom is casually hypostatized in the book.

The author does not make any move to defend the fact 
which surely must mean that he felt it needed no defense. 
Such clear and easy hypostatization is particularly 
evident in verse six of the passage under consideration.

Although a hypostatized Wisdom figure is generally 
recognized in the Wisdom of Solomon, it should be noted 
that the author of the book is the most vivid example 
among those who pass easily in their writing from the

68
hypostatized figure to the characteristic and back again,

66 67
Deane, pp.cit,, 111, Pfeiffer, op, cit,, 333,68
Wilson, The Gnostic Problem, 39,
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This peculiar phenomenon is important in that it appar
ently represents a later stage of transition when the 
hypostatized figure was in the final stages of acquiring 
complete independent existence. This is just one example 
of the fact that Wisdom passed through some strange con
ceptual situations on her way toward hypostatization.

Verse six also suggests that Wisdom is a humane 
being, both kind and exacting as the situation demands.
The first two lines of verse six read:

VWl OU«. i<0wuj!3'ic fiXtiCrmniiiev rfSTo V;iXttoV ■K.OToO

She is indeed humane, but exacts punishment 
when deserved, so loving is she towards the souls of 
men, Cf, Ps, 62,12, Wisdom reflects the mind of 
God who created all things but loves men best of all, 
as being the noblest product of Wisdom’s work.

It should be noted that there is a change of
subject in verse six from "wisdom" to "God," A further
change is made in verse seven to the "Spirit of the Lord,"
It is impossible to be certain exactly what the author
intends in this. It is apparent that sharp distinctions
between these terms were not made. The primary point in
the section would seem to be that either directly or
indirectly God fills the universe. More specifically:

The Alexandrine idea was that God acted upon the 
world through the Logos, while the Wisdom mediated 
His immanence, ' And so here, it seems more in keeping

69Gregg, op_. cit. . 4.



104
with the author’s view of the universal activity of 
Wisdom, to see in her the medium whereby knowledge 
of the words of men is brought to God : Wisdom is
the "ear of jealousy.

It is also possible to interpret the passage in terms of
the Old Testament concept that "the spirit of God denotes

71
God in His activity in the world," The first interpre
tation must surely be more in keeping with what would be

72
expected to arise in Alexandria,

Another similar statement is found later,
9,17 Who has learned thy counsel,

unless thou hast given wisdom 
and sent thy holy Spirit 

from on high?
Hie identification between "Wisdom" and the "spirit" cannot 

73
be denied. It is evident that the author of the material 
is himself still exploring the possibilities of the var
ious ways in which these truths might be expressed. We 
shall see similar identifications a number of times in the 
course of this study.

In chapters 6-9, the author exalts wisdom and des
cribes her qualities and actions. The section begins

70 “ T" ™  ^  '
iilM. » 5, Ibid.

72
See Geyer, op, cit,, 60, Geyer (34) also discusses 

in some detail the relation between Wisdom and the Spirit 
of the Lord in the Book of Wisdom, See also Deane, op. 
cit., 25f.
. '  .73

Oestarley, The 'Wisdom of Solomon, x, and 53.
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with an address to "kings," "judges," and 

"monarchs" which recalls the opening appeal (l.l). It 
is promised that the Lord will search out and punish the 
wicked. The only way to avoid destruction is to "learn 
wisdom" (v, 9), Wisdom comes through "words" of the Lord 
(v. ll). The context also connects these things closely 
to a legal righteousness (w. 4, 9),

The author’s first description of Wisdom immediately 
follows,

6,12 Wisdom is radiant and unfading,
and she is easily discerned by those who love her, ■ 
and is found by those who seek her,

13 She hastens to make herself known
to those who desire her,

14 He who rises early to seek her will have no
difficulty, 

for he will find her sitting at his gates.
15 To fix one’s thought on her is perfect understanding, 

and he who is vigilant on her account
will soon be free from care,

16 because she goes about seeking those worthy of her, 
and she graciously appears to them in their paths ; 
and meets them in every thought.
It ha.s been mentioned repeatedly that Wisdom has 

nothing to do with those who are determined to live 
foolishly. From this it would be possible to expect her 
to approach carefully even those who are inclined toward 
her. This is however not the case as the preceding 
quotation vividly points out. She not only waits for 
those that seek her but she searches them out. Indeed she 
meets them in the way.
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One of the strikingly Greek elements of the Book 

of Wisdom is the Sorites found in chapter six. "Sorites 
is a cumulative series of syllogisms, in which the con
clusion of each becomes the premise of the next, until the

74
main conclusion is reached." It reads,

6,17 The beginning of wisdom is the most 
sincere desire for instruction, 

and concern for instruction is love of her,
,18 and love of her is the keeping of her laws, 

and giving heed to her laws is 
assurance of immortality,

19 and immortality brings one near to God;
20 so the desire for wisdom leads to a kingdom.

The Sorites or "Chain" is not quite complete. A
well-turned concluding line would make it more satisfying
as well as supply that final "touch" that would drive the
argument home, Gregg suggests the addition of the follow-

75
ing line: "Desire for wisdom makes men kings," Inas
much as "kingdom" seems to be the more likely rendering 
of y Oesterley concludes:

By "kingdom" in this verse is, of course, not meant 
■the kingdom of heaven, but dominion, i.e. the 
ascendancy over the mind of men possessed by one 
whose^desire for /Jisdom has enabled him to attain 
her.76

74
Gregg, OD. cit., 60.

75
Ibid, Gf. Brooking ton, ô , cit,*, 59,

76
Oesterley, The Wisdom of Solomon, 42.
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The VTriter of Wisdom mentions or implies the

77
immortality of man a number of times. Since it is 
the result of wisdom in the Chain it should be mentioned 
here, "Righteousness" is closely related. To know God 
is "complete righteousness" (l5,3). The righteous live 
forever (5,15). There is therefore a link between 
righteousness and immortality. But Wisdom also leads to 
immortality (8,13), Therefore there must be a close con
nection between wisdom and righteousness. It is apparent 
that this "righteousness" is only a thin veneer over a 
legal relationship. It is wise to obey. Obedience is 
righteousness in action. At any rate the end product 
of this spiraling cycle is immortality, Wilckens 
summarizes with characteristic completeness;

Darum vermittelt die Weisheit, indem sie 
dem Schuler die Srkenntniss ihrer selbst schenkt, 
zugleich ihre eigene Unmittelbarkeit zu Gottj 
namlxch (vgl 8, 17), welche Ayyu.s.
3LS11L. .âk&L (&, 19)./0

The sixth chapter of Wisdom concludes (w, 21-25) 
with what amounts to an introduction to chapters seven 
through nine. The author sets his task to trace the

77
Cf, 3,4; 4,1; 5,15; 8,13, 17; 15,3 and especially

2.23. 
78
Wilckens, in HMTi Vol. 7, 500.
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course of Wisdom "from the beginning of creation"
79

(v. 22). Again he addresses himself to "monarchs"
(v. 21) and as he begins he speaks in the first person
as though he were Solomon.

Even though he accepts his position as king, he
insists that his birth and early life were like that of
any other man (7.1-6). In fact it is for this very reason

80
that he prayed for Wisdom and sought her with the great
est concern (7.7). Though he counted riches less important

/

than wisdom, he received from Wisdom’s hands "uncounted
wealth" (7.11). Even his insight into nature he accounted
to be the gift of Wisdom (7.20), perhaps because she was

81
the "fashioner of all things." It should be noted that 
God (7.15) and Wisdom (7.22) are very nearly Identified in 
the passage.

The first serious attempt to describe Wisdom followsi
7.22b For in her there is a spirit that is 

intelligent, holy, 
unique, manifold, subtle, mobile, clear, unpolluted,
79
For the disparity between the promise made by 

the author in this regard and his actual accomplishment, 
see Gregg, 0 £. cit.. 62.

80
Or, "Wisdom." "The ideas of divine and human 

wisdom are not always clearly distinguished, and run into 
each other." Deane, cit.. 149. See discussion supraiolf. 

81
Wisdom as will be discussed in connection

with 8.6, 114f. r



109
distinct, invulnerable, loving the good, keen, 
irresistible,

23 beneficent, humane,
steadfast, sure, .free from anxiety,
all-powerful, overseeing all,
and penetrating through all spirits
that are intelligent and pure and most subtle.

24 For Wisdom is more mobile than any motion; 
because of her pureness she per^/ades

and penetrates all things.
25 For she is a breath of the power of God,

‘and a pure emanation of the glory
of the Almighty; 

therefore nothing defiled gains entrance to her.
26 For she is a reflection of eternal light, 

a spotless mirror of the working of God, 
and an image of his goodness,

27 Though she is but one, she can do all things, 
and while remaining in herself, she renews

all things;
in every generation she passes into holy souls 
and makes them friends of God, and prophets;

28 for God loves nothing so much as the man
who lives with wisdom,

29 For she is more beautiful than the sun,
and excels every constellation of the stars, 
compared with the light she is found to be superior

30 for it is succeeded by the night,
but against wisdom evil does not prevail

8.1 She reaches mightily from one end of 
the earth to the other, 

and she orders all things well.
In the list of Wisdom’s attributes (7.22b, 23)

there are twenty-one terms. Some have seen in the number
itself a secret symbol, i.e. 3 X 7. Three is, of course,
the symbol of the divine and seven that of completion. Be
that as it may, some of the terms have philosophical
associations. The difficult question is the extent to
which they were intended to convey philosophical meaning.
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In this bold attempt ’Solomon’ falls back on the 
terms used by the Greek philosophers, particularly 
the Stoics, when they were describing the world-soul 
in which they beiieved. But the reader must not be 
so misguided as to suppose that ’Solomon’ was des
cribing the same thing as they were. This book never 
deviates from a firm belief.in the God of Israel as 
he made himself known in the Old Testament,

It would in fact be impossible to deny that ’Solo
mon’s’ intention is Jewish and that his thinking is basically 
consistent with the thought of the Old Testament. Geyer’ s 
conclusion must be based on a reflection which would only 
be possible at some later point in time. At this early 
stage of the confrontation of the Hebrew world with the 
Greek these distinctions surely had not been made. The 
author of Wisdom would most likely be open to truth in 
Greek thought while still holding firmly to his own Jewish 
views*' It is quite possible that these difficulties were 
either unknown or only partially realized.

There is a textual question about (7,22), It
is found in A. Though only a technical point, it is not 
without significance. The identification of Wisdom with 
the Holy Spirit mentioned above is involved, Oesterley

82
Geyer, op*, cit., 85. That the author of Wisdom 

was dependent upon Stoic thought see also T, W, Manson, 
On Paul and John, 143. This is a commonly held position 
as will be indicated elsewhere.
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cites Goodrick with approval:

A good deal depends upon the reading here. If the 
variant be accepted we have something very like an 
identification of Wisdom with the Holy Spirit, which 
was favored by the Fathers, who did not understand 
that this was to ascribe the doctrine of the Holy 
Ghost to an Alexandrian origin, a mistake of which 
full use has been made in modern tmes. It is likely 
that the variant«was due to some supporters of this 
identification,

Deane thinks that the notion is "somewhat in advance of the
84

author’s theology, though half implied in 9,17,"
Certain of "Wisdom’s attributes" (7,22, 23) require

special attention, "Intelligent" stands for , The
word is used in philosophical connections by the Stoics,

The Stoics called the Sup3:erne Being to.
Tk o\cL votoov (Cudworth, Syst, Intel!, iv. 257 p,655, 
ed. MoshaT, and voepov Kxl Plut,
Plac, Philos, c, vi.”̂

"Unique" translates and is deliberately
set opposite . "manifold." This term (wgyo.^Wnj_)
is well-knoxm because it later found its way into the
creed and is there translated "only begotten," Its basic

86
meanings ares "single in nature/' "alone of its kind,"

83
Oesterley, The Wisdom of Solomon, 46,

84
Deane, op, cit.. 149. Cf., Wisdom 1,6, 7,

85
Ibid.. 150„

86
Ibid. That these suggestions correctly translate 

UpvoYs,x>>v< here see R, Harris, The Ori»in of the Prologue 
to St. John's GoSDel. 13, The New Testament use of 

j is established in John 1.14, 18, On
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The two terms may suggest certain philosophical specula
tions. The Greeks generally were at the same time somewhat 
dumbfounded by the vast diversity of the phenomena that 
presented themselves to the senses and convinced that it 
was possible to discover an underlying unity. It is natural 
that both concepts came to be associated with Wisdom, It 
has been said that "implies that Wisdom, the
creator, was not herself created, but like God is eternal," 
Though such implications may be dravm out it is doubtful 
if ’Solomon’ was so advanced in his thinking.

These are the words which have either philosophical 
or Christian associations. The involvement with the 
Greek world is minimal. Only one has been extensively 
applied to Christ, It should be noted here that of these
twenty-one terms Philo uses five either directly or in88
variant forms to speak of the Logos,

Because of her pureness, Wisdom is to be found in 
all things (7,24), The concept has a Stoic ring to it.
see I E. Bolden, " SieQlpgisçhe... Studien. und
Kritiken 101 (19291, 5d-90j F, H, Warden, "God’s Only Son" 
Review and Expositor 50 (1953), 216-223; and F, Buchsel, 
TWNT IV, 745-750.

87
Geyer, op. cit,, 85,

88
For the details see Gregg, pp. cij:,, 73, 74,
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She is like the air, whose omnipresence explained 

or suggested to the Stoics the Divine omnipresence.
To pervade and to penetrate were technical words in 
Stoic philosophy for describing the diffusion of the 
world-soul, cp. Diog, La. vii. 70, 138, 139, 147.

Wisdom is a means of knowing God (7.25). She is
the power that sustains all things (7.27). The verse
reads in such a way that both philosophical and biblical
overtones can be seen in it. The closing note of the
section (7,29-8,1) urges both Wisdom’s power and goodness.

In the next section (8,2-21) ’Solomon* explores
his deep yearning for Wisdom, The desire possesses him.
He wooed her as if she were his only love. He desired
her to be his bride. In so searching his desire he
occasionally speaks of certain of Wisdom’s attributes,

8,3 She glorifies her noble birth by living with God,
and the Lord of all loves her.

4 For she is an initiate in the knowledge of God,
and an associate in his works.

5 If riches are a desirable possession in life, 
what is richer than wisdom who effects all things

6 and if understanding is effective,
who more than she is fashioner of what exists?

7 And if any one loves righteousness,
her labors are virtues;
for she teaches self-control and prudence, 
justice and courage;
nothing in life is more profitable for men than these,

8 And if any one longs for wide experience, 
she knows the things of old, and infers
the things to come; 

she understands turns of speech and 
the solutions of riddles; 

she has foreknowledge of signs and wonders 
and of the outcome of seasons and times.

' -1
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Wisdom lives with God (8,3, cf, 9,9), Elsewhere

she more specifically sits by God’s throne (9,4). She is
loved by the Lord (9,3), Not only has she been made aware
of the knowledge which God possesses but she is also a
part of his works (9,4), Her relationship to God’s creative
work is mentioned or alluded to several times, God is
however always the creator (l,14; 2,23; 9,1), Once God’s
"hand" is mentioned as the creative instrument (ll,17).
This text presents a problem in that it expresses the Greek
concept of creation out of "formless matter" instead of 

90
ex nihilo.. Wisdom was present at creation (9,9), She
is spoken of both as God’s "associate" (qcVp t̂ i*̂ ,8.4) in the
creation as well as "fashioner ('v^ vXt ',<; , 7,22; 8.6) of
that which exists, God's "word" is also involved in the
creation along with Wisdom,

9,1 *0 God of my fathers and Lord of mercy,
who hast made all things by thy word,

2 and by thy wisdom hast formed man, . , .’
The Greek text reads:

9 , 1 \c/l KuOLgL TOO ^
o Tîoovrg><s k\j <roo
Kxl T^ VOVJ vJc^O~,g< S  , , « ,

This is the first time the two words are used in the same 
context referring to the creative activity of God. The 
far-reaching importance of this link will become evident

90
For a discussion of the problem see Oesterley, 

The Wisdom of Solomon, 60f,



115
as the discussion proceeds. "There is, of course, no
idea here yet of the Logos doctrine, but expressions like

91
these contain the germ of the later conception." The
two words are parallel in the passage, "’wisdom* is used

92
in the second as a poetic variant for ’word* in the first,"

. The Greek word j is found three times in the
Book of Wisdom (7.22; 8,6; 14.2), It seems to have been
introduced into the Wisdom tradition in the LXX translation

93
of ynX(originally ]1l3X) in Proverbs 8.30. It has been
suggested therefore that Wisdom is to be understood as 

94
the Creator, This probably oversteps the original inten
tion of the author, "The word does not imply the idea of
creating; God alone is the Creator, but He uses Wisdom to

95
carry out His will in the created world,"

Two further points arise out of this division 
(8,2-21), As well as possessing the foregoing qualities, 
Wisdom is a great teacher. She is such because she 
possesses all knowledge. The two things are inseparable.

91 92
Ibid,, 51 Gregg, op, cit,, xxxvii,

93 94
See discussion supra Geyer, op. cit. ,84,

95
Oesterley, , 46; cf. Gregg,

.cit., 71; Deane, op.. cit., 149.
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It should also be noted that at least a portion of that 
which she teaches has its roots in Greek philosophy.

The sage tells how he had begun to seek wisdom ( 
in his youth, and describes how she teaches men all 
the virtues (he enumerates the four cardinal virtues 
of Plato and the Stoics, 8,7) and instructs them in 
all knowledge (8,2-9)-^^

The desires contained in the preceding section form 
a base for the chapter to follow* In the Old Testament 
record, Solomon prayed for wisdom. The same is true here. 
Though the prayer form of chapter nine is rather loose it 
is recognizable. The important features concerning Wisdom 
that are included in this chapter have been incorporated 
into this discussion elsewhere.

Wisdom is mentioned nine times in the tenth 
chapter. She is characterized as the "guide and savior" 
of mankind from Adam onwards, Noah, Abraham, Lot, Jacob, 
Joseph, and Moses received her guidance, Cain "departed 
from her,"

The main theme of this section of the book 
(lO,1-19,22) is the demonstration from history 
that wisdom, by God's providence, saved the 
Israelites and chastized her adversaries, the 
Egyptians and other heathen,-^'

Oesterley again quotes Goodrick with approval,
"In this and the succeeding chapters we have 
perhaps the first attempt, at all events in 98
Hebrew Literature, at a philosophy of history.

96 97
Metzger, op,, cit., 69. Ibid., 70
Oesterley, The Wisdom of Soloinon, 54.
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It is interesting to note that although the word "wisdom”
often appears in driapter ten, its use diminishes rapidly
after that point. In fact, it is found only four times

99
in chapters eleven through nineteen. Although the 
question of significance is difficult to determine^it is 
intejresting to note in contrast that .the Greek word Voyoj 
is found in Wisdom six times, only one of which occurs 
before chapter eleven,

100
Gregg has an excellent treatment of these passages.

Four passages are discussed as simply representing "the101
will of God in action," One text is translated "reason" 
(2,2); but even here there is apparently no reflection of 
Greek background. Only one instance merits careful atten
tion, Of the Egyptians at the time of the last plague, 
’Solomon* says,
18,13 For though they had disbelieved everything 

because of their magical acts, 
yet, when their first«born were destroyed,

they acknowledged thy people to be God’s son,
14 For while gentle silence enveloped all things, 

and night in its swift course was now half gone,
15 thy all-powerful word leaped from heaven,

from the royal throne, 
into the midst of the land that was doomed,
99
11.1; 14.2, 5; 17,7,

100
Pp., .cit,, x3cxvi-xxxix. The discussion included 

above is largely a summary of these pages,101
Wisdom 9.1, 2; 12,9; 16.12; 18,22,



118
a stern warrior 

16 carrying the sharp sword of thy authentic command, 
and stood and filled all things with death, 
and touched heaven while standing on the earth.
With regard to the affinity of this passage with

the Philonic Logos, Gregg says %
. • • the celebrated passage in 18,15 has been 
claimed as an example of the Philonic use of the 
Logos. This, however, is not the case. The use 
of Logos in this passage must be determined both 
by its use elsewhere in Wisdom and by the character 
of the*chapter,

Two reasons militate against a Philonic interpretations
(l) the use of the word elsewhere in Wisdom, and (2) the

103
Hebrew character of this chapter. It would be difficult
to deny the reflection of the Old Testament.

And David lifted his eyes and saw the angel of 
the Lord standing between earth and heaven, and in 
his hand a drawn sword stretched out over Jerusalem,

1 Chronicles 21,16
The shift from "angel" to "word" seems to arise

from the fact that there is little place in Wisdom for
104

the ministry of angels. Though it may be concluded
that the use of Xoyoj here is only a "rhetorical personi- 

105
fication," it must be a development on the usual OJ.d

102 103
Gregg, op, cit., xxxvii. Ibid., xxxvii f,

104
ibid,, xxxviii, ,

105
Ibid,, XXXix, Cf, G, F, Moore, Judaism, 415,



119
106

Testament usage toward that of the Targums,
This hypostatization of the word of God , . « 

comes very close to its fully developed personality 
in the Targums ; thus, in the Targum of Onqelos,
Exod. 19,17 is explained as meaning that "Moses led 
the people forth to meet the Word of God," Similarly 
the words of Deut, 1,30, * The Lord God goeth before 
you’, is paraphrased in the same Targum* ’Jehovah,
your God, whose Word leadeth you,*

With regard to Wisdom 18,15, Gregg concludes*
", • • no valid reason exists for regarding the Logos as
more than a rhetorico-poetical personification of the

108
Divine will and energy," Yet, we should note future
development *

In the second century, the Christian theologian, 
Ignatius of Antioch, gave these verses a Christo- 
logical content. He maintained that, before 
creation, God existed in silence, and that when he 
sent out his_Word (Christ) the world was brought
into being. 109

Having sketched the preceding notes on the relevant
passages in the Book of Wisdom it is in order to note the
summaries of others. Deane says*

In the Book of Wisdom this idea Wisdom has become 
more definite and precise. The nature and sphere 
and operation of Wisdom are clearly stated. She is 
the breath of the power of God and a pure influence 
flowing from the glory of the Almighty, the bright
ness of the everlasting light, the unspotted mirror
T06  ̂  ̂ 7̂ '

See Isaiah 55. lOf. ; Psalm 33.6‘j 147,15, etc,
107

Oesterley, The Wisdom of Solomon, 87,
108 109

Gregg, loc. cit. Geyer, op, cit., 125
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of the power of God, and the image of his goodness.
Being One she can do all things, remaining immutable 
herself she maketh all things new, and in all ages 
entering into holy souls she maketh them friends of 
God and prophets. She is privy to the mysteries of 
God, sits by His throne, loves His works, was present 
when He formed the world, and gives to men all the 
virtues which they need in every station and condi
tion of life.IIG

Metzger makes a slightly different approach:
The Wisdom of Solomon carries the personification of 

Wisdom to its highest point in the Apocrypha. In a 
manner analogous to that of the Stoic teaching con
cerning the all-pervading Logos, the author identifies 
Wisdom with the spirit of the Lord (9.17), with the 
hand of God (14,6}, with God's providence (14,3) and 
power (1,3), In an enumeration of the attributes of 
Wisdom (7,22-24), she is said to possess intelligence, 
holiness, beneficence, omnipotence, and omniscience 
(see also 9,11), These functions and attributes mark 
her as being very near to God himself. The writer 
regards her as far more than a literary personifica
tion; he accumulates such expressions as breath, 
effluence, mirror, and image of God (7,25, 26) in 
order to assert her divineness. Yet the author stops 
short of attributing to Wisdom deity, separate from 
and outside of God himself.

Indeed the author of Wisdom achieved a unique advance 
on traditional Wisdom speculation. Whereas in the past 
various aspects of the subject have received emphasis, 
the author of Wisdom represents a more complete and balanced 
outlook. For him Wisdom is with God (8.3; 9.4), and has 
been so since "the beginning of creation" (6,22), Such 
concepts imply pre-existence although one cannot be sure.

110 111
Deane, pp̂ , cit,, 25 -Metzger, pp. cit, , 67
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While remaining one in herself (7.27) she is found through
out the cosmos (1.4; 7.27, etc.). She dwells in men, but 
not all (1.4, etc.). She both teaches (7.22) and aids the 
learner in understanding (1.4-6). This is a very elemen
tary form of her later role as an agent of revelation.

Wisdom* s relationship to God and matter at creation is 
mentioned in the greatest detail. For the author of Wisdom, 
God himself is the supreme creator (1.14; 2.23; 9.If,).
Wisdom is his "associate" (8.4) who was present at creation 
(9,9). Further, she is the "fashioner" of created things
(7.22; 8,6). Once she is called the "hand" of God in creation 112
(11.17). She is referred to as the instrument of God in
creation (9,2). In general, she "effects all things" (8.5).

The discussion of the Book of Wisdom to this point
includes.the concepts which attach themselves to Wisdom,
The relationship of these ideas to earlier, as well as

113
later, literature is impossible to determine exactly,

1Ï2 “  'Ibid. The concept of the hand(s) of God was in
volved in later Patristic speculation. See R, KcL, Wilson, 
"The Early. History of the Exegesis of Gen, 1,26" in Studia 
Patristica I (Texte und Untersuchunsen 63, Berlin» 1957)7 
423ff.

113
There are many references to this area of thought 

as the discussion to follow will indicate, Pfeiffer, op.cit.. 
328ff, is particularly concise. Presuppositions are 
especially important in an area of this sort. Probably the 
most balanced treatment of Platonic background is that of 
Stella Lange, "The Wisdom of Solomon and Plato," JBL LV 
(1936), 293-302.
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Relative certainty of connections is apparent, however, 
on certain basic points, Gregg says of the author in 
question:

, , , he is a Platonist in his sense of the beauty 
of the world, and in his argument that its beauty 
points to a supreme First Cause. He draws on Plato 
f03: his doctrine of pre-existing matter (11.17), of 
the pre-existence of the soul (8,19), and of the 
body as an obstacle in the path to spiritual knowledge 
(9.15).

The teaching of the Stoics suggested to him the 
penetratingness of Wisdom (7,24), and her quickness 
of understanding (vo^oov , 7,22), The doctrine of 
Providence (14,3), "anS^the conception of the four 
cardinal virtues (8,7), were.g, loan partly from Plato 
and pairtly from the Stoics,

Gregg adds further:
, , , he [the author] propounds his doctrine of 
Wisdom as a fundamental unifying principle, which 
coordinates Greek thought with Hebrew revelation 
(as functions of the same being) the various oper
ations of creative activity, guidance of history, 
advancement of science and philosophy, moral 
elevation of mankind, and mediation between God and 
man.

In this way, he hopes, while never passing the 
bounds of orthodoxy, to show that Judaism is not 
merely an insulated national creed, but one standing 
in relation with truth wherever found. Further 
nothing but the Wisdom revealed to the Hebrews can 
avert the doom threatening those rulers who have 
wrongly administered God's kingdom on earth,

114
Gregg, pp. cit,, xvii. The'passage in Gregg was 

taken almost verbatim from Oesterley, The Books of the 
Apocrypha, 458, See further, Metzger, op, cit,, 73f

115
Gregg, pp. cit.. xxiv.
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The Greek world of thought unquestionably lies in 

the background of this book. The very existence of this 
world of thought would seem to be one of the reasons 
Wisdom was written. Yet, in opposition to this in a way, 
it is not possible to compile a lengthy list of specific 
points of contact. The book itself demands to be left in
this indefinite and somewhat obscure position.

This is not the place to discuss in detail the 
relation between the Book of Wisdom and later documents,
New Testament and otherr-yise. This will be done as specific 
incidents present themselves in the course of this investi
gation. However, we should indicate that there appears to

116
be no direct quotation in the New Testament. Yet
there are numerous affinities of thought. Beyond the New
Testament, the Book of Wisdom was used (and misused) by

117
various individuals within the Christian tradition. As 
well as various -involvements with "orthodoxy," it is not
difficult to see certain concepts that were at least
inclined toward "gnostic" thought,

1167
Ibid., liii. For a discussion of Wisdom and the 

New Testament, see liii-lx. More recently significant contri
butions have been made in this area by A, Feuillet (Le Christ 
Sagesse de Dieu. Paris* 1966) . Cf, also C. Romaniuk, "Le 
Livre Sagesse dans le Nouveau Testament" NTS 14 (1968),551ff•

117
Metzger, op. cit., 75.
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As for man, his body is regarded as a mere weight 

and clog to the soul (9.15), a view which is foreign 
to both Old Testament and New alike* It was but a 
short step from this strain of thought to that gnostic 
heresy in the early Church which regarded all matter 
as inherently and irredeemably evil.

This therefore concludes our examination of the 
Wisdom of Solomon. We turn to Philo,

Philo, Philo was a dedicated Jew, "inflexible in
119

faith and practice." He also possessed a scholarly
inclination, remarkable for his time in spite of its 
limitations, which was in turn combined with a mystical 
element. As a Jew he was deeply committed to the God 
revealed in the Jewish tradition, especially the writings 
attributed to Moses, However, he was honest enough as a 
scholar to see that truth was also to be found outside 
the Jewish tradition. He was fascinated by the Greeks, 
particularly Plato and the Stoics,

Of Philo’s syncretistic reflection of Greek thought, 
Wi1cken s says:

So f indet sich die stoische Def inition der 
als T&_ und vor alïem
das stoische Ideal des Weisen neben der platonischen 
Charakteristik der Weisheit als das erstrebte Ziel des 
philosophischen und der Bestimmung^von als

Tty\jGv im aristotelischen Sinne*
118 119

Ibid, , 74, Kell}̂ , op, cit., 19.
120

Wilckens;TWNT, Vol. 7, 501.
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Points of contact with the philosophers will be seen a 
number of times.

Philo wholeheartedly accepted "the Platonic dis
tinction between the ideal, or intelligible, and the121
material worlds." Yet, he was unalterably convinced
and dedicated to the proposition that all the best Greek 
ideas had been anticipated in the revealed tradition of 
the Jews. In practice, therefore, he interpreted Moses 
in terms of Greek ideas and then argued that the Greeks 
were somehow dependent upon Moses.

Philo's openness to Greek thought is related to two
very important facts that regularly assert themselves in
his writings* (l) the use of allegory, and (2)'the lapse
of criticism. In his treatment of the Scriptures he
regularly employs allegory to find the "deeper meaning"
which often turns out to be a point he in fact had acquired
from philosophical sources. His allegory therefore often
becomes a means of reading Greek thought into Hoses, simply
as a result of his desire to see the influence of Moses
on the various philosophical systems.

In other words, Philo deduces formally from the 
Old Testament all those philosophical doctrines 
which he had in fact appropriated from the Greek

-̂̂ 21 ^

Ke 1 ly, l_oc. cut,
N.
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philosophers* • . . Thus Moses is the true teacher 
of mankind, and it is from him -- as Philo, like 
Aristobulus, presupposes that the Greek philosophers 
derived their wisdom*122

His absorption in this "reading in" process led 
him to include certain things without giving due considera
tion to their content and therefore to the more fundamental 
question of whether or not a given concept should be 
included at all. Among other things this in turn led to 
a broader commitment to Greek thought than could be justi
fied on reflection.

It is also known that Philo was not consistent with 
himself. At least, as we shall have occasion to see, it 
was possible for Philo to concentrate on one set of stand
ards at a given time, while setting others aside which he 
obviously considered valid at other times. While it is 
possible to recognize this and still appreciate his

122 Schlirer, op. cit.. II, iii, 367, It should be 
obvious that from one standpoint at least this sort of view 
tends to attribute divine revelation to the Greeks. As 
Schlirer indicates, both Aristobulus and Philo accepted this 
principle, as did some other apologists for Judaism fragments 
of whose writing are preserved in Eusebius^ Praeparatio 
Evangelica (ed. E. H. Gifford, with ST, O x f o r d » 1903). See 
also W. N, Stearns, Fragments from Graeco-uewlsh Writers. 
Chicago » 1908, Later Christian writers often followed in 
this tradition. Of those examined in this study Clement is 
worthy of particular note (see esp. Stromata I, 5; VI, 6, 8, 
13, 17; and VII, 2.).

For a valuable note on Philo’s interpretive method see 
A, Harnack, Outlines of the History of Dogma. 31.
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contribution, it is also possible to discount his work
simply because of this inconsistency. Representing an
extremely negative sentiment in this regard, Deane says ;

Studious rather than original, more fanciful than 
profound, he was incapable of forming a complete 
system of theology, and being led away by side issues 
and verbal niceties, he is often inconsistent with 
himself, fails to convey a distinct impression, 
bécause he has but vague notions or unrealized con
ceptions to offer. Of his piety and earnestness 
there can be no doubt; equally certain it is that, 
owing to his want of logical method and division, his 
expressions are indefinite; and to frame any regular 
doctrine from his works is a matter of extreme
difficulty, if it be p o s s i b l e . 123

More positively, it must be argued that Philo was
unique in many ways. He must represent the extreme to which
a Jew might go in his acceptance of Greek thought and still
remain a Jew. "Philo is a highly daring thinker, given to
a more adventurous syncretism than any other Hellenistic

124
Jewish writer/' This fact is emphasized in that later
Judaism had little regard for his extreme views, Philo must
therefore represent a minority; yet, it must have been an
important minority, Goodenough even wonders if this

125
"minority" might not have been a "majority."

123
Deane, op. cit. . Ilf. .

124
R, H, Fuller, The Foundations of New Testament 

Christianity, 75.
“ 125

Eo R. Goodenough, By Light, Lighto 9,
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Whatever the size of his constituency, it was an

important one and merits careful consideration. If it had
not been for the historical situation in the century follow-

126
ing Philo, his influence would surely have been greater.

Though he stands in the same tradition, Philo’s
VTriting differs considerably from the Wisdom of Solomon.
Wisdom was "a genuine product of the developed Wisdom-

127
literature of the Jews," It no doubt reflects the
assimilation of a certain philosophical viewpoint, but only
to a limited degree. However, "the thought of the book
has not been steeped in Greek metaphysics as Philo’s has 

128
been." The extent of Philo’s acceptance and use of
Greek thought goes far in making Judaism a philosophy. 
Wilson says:

In Philo, Judaism appears as both a philosophy and 
a religion, embracing in itself the best that other 
faiths could offer and speaking with an authority 
which they could not claim. It is not simply another 
mystery but abpyg all others, the only complete and 
perfect faith,

Schurer is even more emphatic:
Philo has so profoundly absorbed their [the Greek 
philosophers] doctrines and so peculiarly worked them

126
Wilson, p2. cit., 48,

127
H, A, A, Kennedy, Philo’s Contribution to 

Relie;ion# 8.
128 129

Ibid.. 9. Wilson, cm. cijt., 36.
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up into a new whole, as himself to belong to the 
series of Greek philosophers. His system may on the 
whole be entitled an eclectic one, Platonic, Stoic, 
and Neo-Pythagorean doctrines being the most promi
nent. Just in proportion as now one now the other 
was embraced, has he been designated at one time, a 
Platonist, at another a Pythagorean. He might just 
as correctly be called a Stoic, for the influence of 
Stoicism was at least as strong upon him as that of 
Platonism or Neo-Platonism,

Schurer immediately adds :
Notwithstanding however this profound appropriation 

of.Greek philosophy, Philo remained a Jews and the 
wisdom of the Greeks did not make him unfaithful to
the religion of his fathers. 131

One of the perplexing problems throughout this study
has been the extent of the personifications in the writer
under consideration. It is no less a problem with Philo,
Speaking of Philo specifically, Kennedy says with insight ;

Philosophical or religious thinkers, in attempting 
to make any affirmations at all within the realm 
of spirit, are compelled to formulate such distinc
tions, although reflection at once reminds them that 
they are working with anthropomorphic categories, 
and that this picture-language must be recognized 
for what it is, an inadequate effort to express the 

. inexpressible. Philo is no more and no less
successful in his efforts than Christian theologies 
or idealistic philosophies. But it can scarcely be 
doubted that his particular differentiation of the 
Logos from the Supreme God had an exceptional influence 
on the subsequent Christology of the Church,

130
Schurer, on, cit,, II, iii, 364,

131  ̂ 132
Ibid, , 364f, Kennedy, op. cj_t. , 168f ,
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It may be that Philo’s Logos was for him sometimes 

a hypostasis (or approaching such) and sometimes not. In 
view of his broader inconsistency this would not be sur
prising, With regard to the dilemma posed by this question 
Goodenough, in terms very much his own, says :

If Philo were asked the question he would undoubtedly 
have fallen back into his purer metaphysics and denied 
that the Logos was'anything but the flow of divine 
Reality, and that the Logos had no more reality in 
itself than has a ray of sunshine apart from the sun.
Yet his soul was so warmed by the Logos-ray of God 
that he often thought of that ray as a thing in itself, 
something which could bo made vivid by personification, 
even a rudimentary mythology, as he tried to express 
the fullness of his thought and experience,

Phi3-0 ' s inconsistency and the obscurity of his method
have already been mentioned. It should be added, however,
that in all likelihood he conceived no plan of approach to
the things he desired to say. He "simply uses one theory
or another as suits the biblical context with which he is 

134
dealing," It should be noted that this is specifically
true of his Logos doctrine. "When Philo thinks purely in

135
terms of Judaism the Logos disappears," This point is
of extreme importance. Philo only gave place to the Logos 
when thinking in a particular vein or manner.

133
£, K, Goodenough, An Introduction to Philo 

Judaeus, 102,
134 135

Wilson, pp.. cit, , 43, Ibid, , 44,
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Platonic dualism is particularly evident when 

Philo speaks of creation:
For God, being God, assumed that a beautiful copy 
would not be produced apart from a beautiful pattern, 
and that no object of perception would be faultless 
which was not made in the likeness of an original 
discerned only by the intellect. So when he willed 
to create this visible world He first formed the 
intelligible world, in order that He might have the 
use of a pattern wholly God-like and incorporeal in 
producing the material world, as a later creation, 
the very image of an earlier, to embrace in itself 
objects of perception of as many kinds as the other 
contained objects of intelligence.136

As might'be expected in this type of dualistic
thinking, Philo’s God is utterly transcendent. In sharp
contrast, the God of the Old Testament, that is, the God
of Philo’s heritage, was a God of action,

Philo’s God is pure Being, of which nothing can be 
predicated but that It abstract static Unity,
eternally, unchangeably the same; pure immaterialintellect » 137

Because God represents absolute perfection he cannot 
have direct contact with matter in any form. Such contact 
would mean defilement. All of God’s actions toward or 
upon the world must be through intermediary causes. The

136
Op, 4, 16, Gfe note 64, page 43, suora♦ Quotations 

from Philo are taken from the Loeb translation unless other
wise noted. The abbreviations are also those suggested in 
the Loeb edition,

137
G, F, Moore, Judaism, Vol. I, 416,
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background of his thinking here comes from several sources ;
the Platonic doctrine of ideas, the Stoic doctrine of active
causes, as well as the Jewish doctrine of angels, and the

138
Greek doctrine of demons#

The fact that Philo conceived God in transcendent
terms to some extent involved a Platonic conception of the
supreme being. Although he does not openly declare that
the nature of matter is evil, he may have been moving in
that direction# One may at least observe that the trend
current in Philo’s time continued after him.

The increasingly transcendent nature of the Platonic
conception of the supreme being naturally increased the
demand for intermediaries. The Stoic Logos as we have
noted was conceived as immanent. This involved a certain
blending into the material order. This blending attached
to the Logos the status of a 6io^ . Philo reflects
such a view. Ultimately the Christian doctrine inherited
this deficiency.

For Philo, God alone is creator. Because of this he
receives exclusively the Platonic terms. Demiurge ).
Maker (TToct̂ Tî j ). Planter ( . Parent ( ).

138  ̂ '
Schurer, 0 £. cit.. II, iii, 37If.
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139

Father , and Cause ( ĉTcoj: ). It is not with
out significance that none of these titles is applied to 
the intermediaries.

Even though Philo regarded God as the creator, he 
accepted the fundamental principle of the Wisdom-Logos 
tradition that an intermediary was involved in the creation 
itself. Therefore we are not surprised to find the Logos 
conceived as an instrument oo creation was realized.
For example:

\ qY c>\ ^ E'TT Sd ob f
t / j

.\.p. Sac, 5
It should be repeated that a system of intermediaries

is the natural and even necessary result of positing an
141

utterly transcendent God, Philo’s primary intermedi-
142

ary is the Logos, which may on occasion be called Wisdom,
139

H, Â. Wolf son, Philo, Vol. l, 211 « Examples of 
the use of these names’may be found respectively ' in Leg,. A 2.1. 
13:; 1, 3; Spec, Leg, I, 5, ' 30; Cpnf. 38, 196; Spec, Leg. II, 
32, 198? On, 24, 74; Spin, I, 11, 67,

140
Cf. Cher, 35, etc,, for wisdom in this role see 

Fug, 20, 109, etc, "Instrument" in this concept of Philo 
may be partly dependent on philosophical sources and some
times mean "pattern," See Wolfson, oo, cit,, 266, 27Of,

141
Oesterley, Tĥ _,Bppl5,s_of_U^^ , 6lff,

142
See discussion infra. The Logos is also

called "the fountain of Wis(dom" (Fu&. 18, 97), Elsewhere 
the Logos "descends from the fountain of wisdom" (Som,
II, 36, 242).

For a summary of the functions of Philo’s Logos see 
J, Drummond, Philo Judaeus, I, 273 (156-273),
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There are also "powers" and "ideas," Sometimes Philo
considers the ideas and the powers as a totality, "no
longer as the patterns or causes of individual things in
our world but as the pattern or cause of the world as a 

143
whole," When they are so treated by Philo he calls

144
them "intelligible world" and "Logos,"

In attempting to clarify the relationships between
these beings Wolfson says#

In our analysis of Philo we have found that the 
relation of God to the Logos is that of Creator to 
the created, that the relation of the Logos to the 
intelligible world is that of mind, an actually 
thinlcing mind, to its object of thought, and that 
the relation of the intelligible world to the ideas 
is thcit of the whole to the parts of which it con
sists.

Thus for Philo the powers are usually subordinate 
to the Logos. "As in the case of the Logos, he so objec
tifies the Powers as over against God, that their

146
inferiority is clearly manifest," In this secondary
position it is convenient for them to be the agents of 
punishment.

For it is unbecoming to God to punish, seeing that 
He is the original and perfect Lawgiver : He punishes
not by His o\m hands but by those of others who act

143 144
Wolf son, OP. cit,, Vol. I, 226f, lbid.

145 146
Ibid. . 240. Kennedy, pp>, cit, , 165,



135
as His ministers. Boons, gifts, benefits it is 
fitting that He should extend, since He is by nature 
good and bountiful, but punisiiments by the agency of 
others who are ready to perform such services, 
though not without his comraand given in virtue of his
s o v e r e i g n t y , 3- 1/

As the soul makes progress toward the upper regions, 
it must, at an intermediate stage, pass through the Logos,
He says :

, • , not that God, who is already present in all 
directions, needs informants, but that it was a boon 
to us in our sad case to avail ourselves of the 
services of "words" f 1j] acting on our behalf 
as mediators, so great is our awe and shuddering 
dread of the universal Monarch and the exceeding 
might of His sovereignty,148

Further,
, . . all that follows in the wake of God is within 
the good man’s apprehension, while He Himself alone 
is beyond it, beyond, that is, in the line of 
straight and direct approach, a mode of approach by 
which (had it been possible) His quality would have 
been made knowi; but brought within ken by the powers 
that follow and attend Him; for these make evident 
not His essence but His subsistence from the things 
which He accomplishes.-49

It is apparent therefore that for Philo God is
quite separate and distinct from the intermediaries. It

150
is the case also that he thought of the ideas as created.
The Tima eus is certainly in the background of Philo’s

147 ' '
£u^, 13, 66, Sqm, I, 22, 142.

149 150
Post. 48, 169, Wolfson, o d , cit.,Vol.I, 222,
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thought, but in exactly what way is uncertain, - Philo’s 
system may therefore be conceived of as either an inter
pretation of or a deviation from Plato’s treatise.

Different schemes have been devised to aid in 
understanding Philo’s Logos, No doubt to some degree 
they force Philo’s thought into an organized whole which 
does something of an injustice to it. Yet they are help
ful and should not be overlooked, Kelly suggests that 
Philo’s Logos plays a double role, (l) as God’s agent in
creation, and (2) the means by which the mind apprehends 

151
God, Wolf son with a slightly different approach dis
covers three stages of existence in the Logos : (l) a
reality in the mind* of God, (2) a separate intermediary,

152
and (3) a being immanent in the world. lliough some
what limited because of the way they are conceived as well 
as by Philo’s presentation, such distinctions will prove 
to be helpful in the consideration of specific texts,

Philo makes extensive use of both the terms
and though he prefers Xoyo^, He employs in

153
excess of two hundred times? his preference for

151
Kelly, oq, cit., 21,

152
Wolf son, op. Vol. I, 239f,, 291.

153
Wilckens in TĴ 'TT, Vol. VII, 501,
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is demonstrated in the fact that he uses it over 1,300 

154
times. Though inconsistency is present in his use of

155
both terms, it is in order here to examine the overlap 
first before examining his use of Xoycç in deta.il. Even in 
view of inconsistencies and problem passages Philo’s teach
ing on these points is reasonably clear. The difficulties 
should not be allowed to dominate the donsideration.

Kennedy summarizes the problem:
Philo’s attempts to bridge the gulf which he 

assumes between a God who is pure Being and the world 
of Becoming circle round the conception of the Logons, 
who is God’s Thought or Reason « • • • The Logos- 
hypothesis itself, as it appears in Philo, is full of 
confusion. This is no doubt partly due to its com
position from heterogeneous elements, Platonic 
dualism, Stoic monism, and Jewish monotheism, 
modified by the later belief in hypostases of God, 
of which the most notable was Wisdom, In part it 
depends on the fluctuating bou3:idary in ancient 
thought between personality and personification, 
and on Philo’s own tendency to glide from what he 
conceived as truth to symbols of truth. To some 
extent it results from his failure in constructive 
power e I

It is thought that either Philo or someone else 
not long before him urged the use of Logos for Wisdom.

154
Kleinknecht in TWNT, Vol. IV, 86,

155
Deane, pp. cit, , 25, note 2; Kelly, pjp. cit., 21,

156
Kennedy, op̂ . cit_, , 162f,
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This is talcen to be one further step in the reconciliation

157
of Judaism and philosophy. In this connection Volker
says: "Er [Philo] sieht in der gottlichen den Quell
aller irdischen q;ocpU. und verbindet damit mythologische

158
Oder philosophische Vorstellungen,"

Philo, indeed, finds his Logos in both the wisdom
159

and the word of God," 3?he fact that Philo does use
both terms indicates that the change was not complete.
His preference for Logos may indicate that it was in an
advanced stage.

Wolf son observes:
As in the case of the created Logos, God is called 
the Father of Wisdom, and, while Wisdom, unlike Logos, 
is not called the son of God, it is called the daugh
ter of God, because both in Greek and ip^Hebrew the 
word for wisdom is of feminine g e n d e r .  3-cO

Philo makes even further use of the feminine gender
of Wisdom. She is spoken of both as the mother of the
_  157—

Wilson, op. cit., 40,
158

W, Vdlker, Fortschritt und Vqllenduzig bei Philo
ym.Ü^.âadELen, 164,

159
Moore, pp. cit., Vol. I, 416, That Philo’s Logos 

roughly equals wisdom in most contexts see S, Bréhier, Les
d ' Alexandrie. 115.

160
Wolf son, pp. cjj:,, Vol. I, 256, For God as the 

Father of Wisdom, see Leg. All, I, 19, 64,
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161

Logos (though the two are more often identified) and
162

the mother of the universe# which implies that she is 
the spouse of God. There would be a point of contact here 
with those religious forms which conceive deity as a male- 
female partnership.

It is obvious that the masculine gender of Voyoj 
was more desirable for Christological purposes than the 
feminine . However# it would also be quite easy to
stress the point to distortion. It is therefore of interest 
that Philo comments on the point at this particular stage ' 
of the terminological shift.

For thou shalt find the house of wisdom a calm and 
fair haven, which will welcome thee kindly as thou 
come St to thy moorings in it; and it is wisdom’s 
name that the holy oracles proclaim by "Bethuel," 
a, name meaning in our speech "Daughter of God" ; yea 
â true-born and ever-virgin daughter, who# by reason 
alike of her own modesty and of the glory of Him that 
begot her, hath obtained a nature free from every 
defiling touch. He called Bethuel Rebecca’s father.
How, pray, can Wisdom, the daughter of God, be rightly 
spoken of as a father? Is it because, while Wisdom’s 
name is feminine, her nature is manly? As indeed 
all the virtues have women’s titles, but powers and 
activities of consummate men. For that which comes 
after God, even though it were chiefest of all other 
things, occupies a second place# and therefore was 
termed feminine to express its contrast with the Maker 
of the Universe who is masculine# and its affinity to

161
Fu&. 20# 109.

162
Ebr. 8# 31. That the of Proverbs 8.30 may 

be involved here see Wolfson# op. cit.. Vol. I# 267ff.



140
everything else. For pre-eminence always pertains 
to the masculine, and the feminine always comes short 
of and is lesser than it. Let us, then, pay no heed 
to the discrepancy in the gender of words, and say 
that the daughter of God, even Wisdom, is not only 
masculine but father, sowing and begetting in souls 
aptness to learn, discipline, knowledge, sound sense, 
good and laudable actions. It is from this household 
that Jacob the Practiser seeks to win a bride. To 
what other place than to the house of wisdom shall he 
go to find a partner, a faultless judgement, with whom 
to spend his days for ever.

Fug. 9, 50-52 
"With his substitution of the scriptural term Logos

for the term Nous, it was quite natural for Philo to use
163

also the term Wisdom as the equivalent of Logos," In
this practice Philo is of course following the example set

164
by scripture. There was also example from the side of

165
Greek literature, Plato on occasion equates wisdom and

166
mind . Of the period in question, it is possible
to say of the transition, "In the Wisdom of Solomon,

167
wisdom is treated exactly as the Logos in Philo,"

As to Philo’s identification of Wisdom and Logos it
would be in order to quote a passage in which he makes such

163 164
Wolf son, pp. cit., Vol. I, 254f. Ibid.

165 166
Ibid.. Vol. I, 255, Philebus 300

167 “
Wolf son, pp.._ci,t,, Vol. I, 255; cf, 287.
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an identification.

Let us look too at the particular words used,
**A river," it says, "issues forth from Eden to water 
the garden," "River" is generic virtue, goodness. 
This issues forth out of Eden, the wisdom of God, 
and this is the Reason of God; for after that has 
generic virtue been m a d e , 3-88

The last sentence of the quotation merits closer 
attention. The identification between the two terms 
and is beyond question. The sentence reads,

Both Wisdom and Law (among other things) are, for
Philo also, pre-existent. He blends this conviction with

169
his owTi version of Platonic ideas. Thus it is possible
to observe that, for Philo, Wisdom means, "both the
totality of ideas which was created before the creation

170
of the world and the Law which was revealed to Moses." 

Further,
, , , the revealed Law which is to govern the conduct 
of man is 'nothing but the Logos or wisdom which is 
both the pattern after which the world was created 
and the law by which the world is governed, for the 
revealed Law is in conformity with the law of theuniverse,T/i

"l68
Leg, All, X, 19, 65,

169
Wolf son, qp, cit., Vol. I, 184,

170  ̂ ‘ 171
Ibid, Ibid,
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Philo’s use of (x to refer to the Law is, of

course, different from the philosophers. Yet, as we have
seen, within the revealed Law he defines wisdom in the
traditional philosophical manner as 4t t ôiiioy \<XL

WüüV KXL ~Tübvj Ctov , Further, he makes
on occasion Aristotle’s distinction between "wisdom which
is ’the service of God* and prudence which is ’the régula-

173
tion of human life,’" Yet, "like the Stoics . . .  he
uses the term prudence in his various enumerations of the

174
cardinal virtues," It is therefore possible to conclude
that "wisdom becomes with Philo a designation of the intel
lectual or divine virtues together with the actions

175
corresponding to them." It is reasonably obvious that
Philo also moves easily both to and from the hypostatized 
f igure,

Philo specifically speaks of Wisdom as the divine
prophetic spirit. In the same context he equates

177 ^
with prophet. However, he uses .kpyoj. ôilos to describe

172
Cpngr. 14, 79,

173
Wolf son, pp. cLt,, Vol. II, 212, See Praem.14. 81,

174
Wolf son, loc, cit. See Post. 37, 128.

175 176
Wolf son, loc. cit. Gi£. 5, 23.

177
Ibid.. 5, 22.
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the prophetic revelations contained in scripture.
Though Xoyô  is not used of the prophetic spirit itself
the two are apparently linked in Philo’s mind.

Wisdom, though of great importance for Philo, does
not occupy the place of dominance. As we have seen, Logos
is by far the more significant term. A more specific
examination is therefore in order.

Philo’s intermediary is the Logos. Stoic influence 
is manifest in the name and the functions of the Logos, 
as it is in many other features of Philo’s system; 
but in making it a ’secondary deity’, above which is 
a transcendent God, he has made of it something widely 
different from the imitaiient energetic Reason of the 
universe which is the only God of Stoicism,

3renier apparently does not view the contrast quite
so clearly.

L ’on sait par un texte de Plutarque, que les 
Stoïciens admettaient un logos de la nature, suivant 
lequel arrivaient tous les événements de l’univers.
Ce logos universel . X̂ yo.s..) n'est pas pour eux
different du principe supreme, qu'ils appellent 
nature commune, destin, providence et Zeus.

Philo a accepté, sans la transformer, cette notion
du l o g o s . 130

Mut. 31, 169,
179

108f.
Moore, loc. cit. Cf, Goodenough, Philo Judaeus

180
3rehier, qn. cit. . 84f,
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Wolfson introduces the matter with insight.
Then also, through the general philosophic view 

that thoughts must be the object of a thinki_ng mind, 
Philo considered the ideas, while they were yet 
thoughts of God, as having been conceived by the mind 
of God, which mind, of course, was identical with 
God’s essence. This mind of God is called by him, for 
various reasons, the Logos of God and sometimes also 
the Wisdom of God, Moreover, when God compacted these 
ideas and created them as an intelligible world, He 
also created a mind in which the intelligible world 
and hence also the ideas were to be contained. This 
mind, created by God as the container of the intel
ligible world, is similarly called by him Logos and 
sometimes also W i s d o m , 3-31

In view of these three different statements, one. 
wonders if Bréhier may not have been overly committed to 
Philo’s dependence upon Stoic thought. Further, it is our 
opinion that Moore slightly overstated the case in the 
quotation above. In any case, it is apparent that extreme 
care must be taken when attempting to restate the opinions 
of any ancient vTriter,

As has already been indicated, Philo casts the Logos
in many different roles in different contexts, Tlie range
of associations is phenomenal. The Logos is the oldest

182
and most generic of created things. Its pre-existence

183
is implied. The position of the Logos between the

181 . .
Wolf son, on, cit.. Vol. I, 291,

182 183
Ml,. II, 61, 175. 1, 6.
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created and the uncreated is strangely but logically 
explored.

He [the Word] glories in this prerogative [his 
position] and proudly describes it in these words 
•and 1 stood between the Lord and you' (Deut, 5,5), 
that is neither uncreated as God, nor created as you, 
but midway between the two extremes, a surety to 
both sides; to the parent, pledging the creature that 
it- should never altogether rebel against the rein and 
choose disorder rather than order; to the child, 
warranting his hopes that the merciful God will never
forget His ovTn work. For I am the harbinger of
peace to creation from that God whose will is to 
bring wgrs to an end, who is ever the guardian ofpeace, ^

185
The Logos is called the "man of God," the "image
186 187 188

of God", "second to God," and "second God," He is
189

even referred to as the "first-born son of God," The
fact that Philo in the last reference was not extending 
himself beyond a number of his other explanations of the 
Logos can be best seen by looking at the text itself.

This is the way in which the Psalmist speaks:
•The Lord shepherds me and nothing shall be lacking 
to me (Ps, 23,1), It well befits every lover of God 
to rehearse this Psalm. But for the universe it is 
a still more fitting theme. For land and water and 
air and fire, and all plants and animals which are 
in these, whether mortal or divine, yea and the sky.

184 185
Smls Her, 42, 206. Cpnf. 11, 41,

186 187
Ibid., 28, 147, Leg. All.II, 21, 86.

188
QuaeStlones in Genesin II, 62,

189
A&r* 12, 51,
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and the circuits of sun and moon, and the revolutions 
and rhythmic movements of the other heavenly bodies, 
are like some flock under the hand of God its King 
and Shepherd. Tiiis hallowed flock He leads in accord
ance with right and law,̂  setting over it His true 
Word and Firstborn Son I uTov ] who shall
take upon Him its government like some viceroy of a 
great king; for it is said in a certain places "Behold 
I AM, I send My Angel before thy face to guard thee in 
the way" (Exod. 2 3 .2 0),1^3

In a context where sonship is at least mentioned,
Philo himself says that the Logos has "many names,"

But they who live in the knowledge of the One are 
rightly called "Sons of God". . . , But if there be 
any as yet unfit to be called a Son of God, let him 
press to take his place under God’s First-born fTov 
tt̂ cotoyovov], the Wojcd, who holds the eldership among 
the angels, their ruler as it were. And many names 
are his, for he is called, "the Beginning," and the 
Name of God, and His Word, and the Man after His 
image, and "he that sees," that is Israel,3.91

Philo, as a Jew, is bound to the Old Testament,
The "word of the Lord" is certainly a part of that tradition,

192
The heavens were made by it. The forces of nature

193
fulfil the word as they perform their functions. The

194
word of God was communicated to the prophets. And the

190
■ Ibid.. 12, 50b-51.

191 192
Conf, 28, 145-146, Psalm 33,6.

193"
Psalm 147,IB ; 148,8,

194
Isaiah 2,1; Jeremiah 1.2; Ezekiel 3,16,
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word of God was revealed in the Law. The sheer variety
of uses found in the Old Testament helped recommend the 
usage employed by Philo. His explanation of the scriptures 
with the assistance of the philosophers represents a sig
nificant advance in Israel’s wisdom tradition.

In Philo’s theology the Logos is a deity both
manifest and active. One of Philo’s most important usages
of the term is to explain all the appearances of God in
the Old Testament, Whenever God is spoken of as appearing
to man, conversing, or as revealing his purpose, it is the
Logos that should be called to mind,

ITie twofold meaning of the Greek word (reason, 
utterance) made it natural to appropriate for the 
Logos what was said of the divine wisdom (ŝ ŷ ï̂ q) 
and the word of God (Xp^Qy, î and allegorical
ingenuity enabled Philo to find fhe Logos in many 
other places and associations, 3--̂^

Philo himself, of course, has much to say about 
the Logos, Those quotations included to this point have 
helped to give a general perspective. There are others 
which will add to this.

To His Word, His chief messenger, highest in age 
and honour, the Father of all has given the special 
prerogative, to stand on the border and separate the 
creature from the Creator. This same Word both

Y95
Exodus 34.27, 28 ; Deuteronomy 10,4

196
Moore, loc, cit.
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pleads with the immortal as suppliant for afflicted 
mortality and acts as ambassador of the ruler to 
the subject, 3-

Tlie religious color of Philo's Logos is especially
evident when he quite casually speaks of him as "the
heavenly incorruptible food of the soul which delights in 

198
the vision," Or, again:

Tiie Divine Word descends from the fountain of 
wisdom like a river to lave and water the heaven
sent celestial shoots and plants of virtue-loving
souls which are as a garden. 19'

For Philo, Abraiiam was the great wise man. The 
basic reason for this feeling is that, allegorically, 
when Abraham left home and family he left ignorance and 
set out for true knox-zledge and redemption of the soul,
Philo I'TTOte an entire treatise on the subject, in which
the Logos plays an important role. The following is a 
concise summary (note that Sarah is conceived as a name 
for Sophia),

When the three men came to visit Abraham at 
Hamre .the experience was that of Abraham’s coming 
at last to a vision of the three Powers just under
God himself, the Logos and the two Powers of Creation
and Rulership, To the beginner these three appear 
as three, but to Abraham they could appear as"one,

197 198
Quis Her, 42, 205, Ibid., 15, 79,

199
Som. II, 36, 242b.
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since • . . they are really one in the Logosî The 
two have no independent existence apart from the 
Logos. After the departure of these heavenly guests 
Abraham had intercourse with Sarah with new potency, 
for he was now masculine since he had the divine 
seeds with him: he begat the perfect Isaac. It is
apparent that Abraham went to the top of mystical 
experience, had the power to be masculine, to beget, 
with Sarah or Sophia. The result was that for the 
purpose of allegory Isaac was a child of God, not of 
the man Abraham, and was born of the eternal Virgin, 
Sophia or Virtue, This is the achievement possible 
for the man who has gone all the way in spiritual 
development. He begets not pedagogues, masters of 
science, as he had begotten earlier in his education 
Ishmael by Hagar, but he begat the Son of God by 
heavenly Sophia or Wisdom or Virtue for he was now 
mystically at one with the Logos.

When Philo refers to the Logos as "the ideal world,"
or "the image of God" he is thinking of the pattern by

201
which the material world was created.

Should a man desire to use words in a more simple 
and direct way, he would say that the world discerned 
only by the intellect is nothing else than the Word 
of God when He was already engaged in the act of 
creation. For (to revert to our illustration) the 
city discernable by the intellect alone is nothing 
else than the reasoning faculty of the architect in 
the act of planning to found the city. It is Moses 

■ who lays dovm this, not I. Witness his express acknow
ledgment in the sequel, when setting on record the 
creation of man, that he was moulded after the image 
of God (Gen, 1,27). Now if the part is an image of

200
Goodenough, Philo Judaeus, 142, For references 

to a virgin of similar character see Ode of Solomon 33, 
supra éôff. For a discussion of Sarah and Rebecca of the 
Abraham narrative cast in the role of Sophia see Goodenough, 
Ph i 1Q _ Judaeii s, 14lf f •

201
Kennedy, on. cit,, 163.
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an image, it is manifest that the whole is so tooy 
and if the whole creation, this entire world per
ceived by our senses (seeing that it is greater than 
any human image) is a copy of the Divine image, it 
is manifest that the archetypal seal also, which we 
aver to be the world described by the mind, would be 
the very Word of God. 02

Philo often applies the metaphor of "Divine seal"
to the Logos, This seal is stamped on created things and

203
they thereby receive their permanent quality, A varia
tion of the same figure is used when he speaks of the

204
rational soul, stamped by the seal of God,

It has been mentioned that for Philo, the Logos
is the "image" of God, In its highest form, human reason
is the "image" of the Logos,

But this shadow,, and what we may describe as the 
representation, is the archetype for further creations. 
For just as God is the Pattern of the Image, to which 
the title of Shadow has been given, even so the Image 
becomes the pattern of other beings, as the prophet 
made clear at the very outset of the Law-giving by 
saying, "And God made the man after the Image of God" 
(Gen, 1.27), implying that the Image had been made 
such as representing God, but that the man was made 
after the Image when it had acquired the force of a 
pattern.

202
Qp, 6, 24-25,

203
Kennedy, loc. cit. See Fu&. 12f.

204 205
Plant. 18, Leg, All, III, 31, 96b,
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Kennedy has said that figures of this sort are, more or
less, abstractions of the Divine being placed beside him

206
in a "semi-personified" form.

Philo's inconsistency and indistinct way of speaking 
are apparent in many places. It has been the determination 
here to be as positive as is reasonably possible in the 
treatment of his Logos. However, it would be useful to 
show that sometimes even in limited contexts his variations 
in usage can achieve remarkable transition. One such 
passage is De Sonmiis, I, 17, I03ff. In the opening part 
of the passage, Philo intends "reason" when he speaks of 
tlie Logos, This, however, fades into the sense of "speech," 
As God’s gift to man he is spoken of as "bulwark," ""body
guard, " "protagonist" and the power that "furthers his 
aspirations," Further, he is "counselor and champion," the 
"saving remedy for the passions of the soul." However, 
at the conclusion of the passage, all that has been said 
is combined with the divine figure, Philo there speaks
of the self-renouncing soul that "awaits as a visitant

207
coming invisibly from without, "

At least once, when Philo is speaking of the incom
prehensibility of the supreme being, he calls the Logos

206 ' "207
Kennedy, qo, cit., 164, Ibid.. 17lf.
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"God of the imperfect," while the Father is the God "of

208
the wise and perfect," Probably such a class was only

209
an ideal for Philo, as it was for the Stoics,

The High Priest in post-exilic Judaism had been
210

given a more honorable status than was the case earlier,
Philo follows closely in the same tradition. Most signifi-
cant is his attribution of the title, i.e., "High Priest,"211
to the Logos,

, , , it is probably legitimate to regard this as 
one of the factors which set the Priesthood of Christ 
in the centre of the Epistle to the Hebrews, a 
document whose Alexandrian and Philonic associations 
are evident throughout.212

When spealcing of the exiles who must ultimately
return to their homeland, he says that they are to be
"guided by some vision, more divine than is compatible
with its being of the nature of man, invisible indeed to

213
everyone else, but manifest only to those who were saved. 
Understanding of the passage is divided.

208 209
Ml. Ill, 74, 207. Kennedy, loc. cit.

Ibid., I6lf,
211

Fug,, 20, 108ff; Mi g, 18, 102ff,
212

Kennedy, qq, cit,, 162
213

Praem. 29, 16b,
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According to one interpretation, it refers to 

the Messiah as well as the Logos, thus identifying 
the two. According to another interpretation, it 
refers to the Logos but not the Messiah, According 
to a third interpretation, it refers to something 
like the cloud by which people were guided in their 
first deliverance from Egypt,

215
The trend seems to be to play down the messianic concept,

Philo's appreciation of human'nature is particularly 
evident in the very practical role which he assigns to the 
Logos.

For the Word of God, when it arrives at our earthly 
composition, in the case of those who are akin to 
virtue and turn away to her, gives help and succour, 
thus affording them a refuge and perfect safety, but 
sends upon her adversaries irreparable ruin,^^^

CONCLUSION

It is evident that Philo represents a new and 
different stage in the development of the Wisdom-Logos 
tradition. It should also be evident that Philo’s thought 
was one stage of a development which was destined by its 
very nature to continue. However, it̂  is becoming increas
ingly unlikely that the Logos doctrine as it appears in

214
Wolf son, OT. cit., Vol. 2, 414f.

215
See Brehier, pjp, cit, , and H. Windisch, Die 

Frbmmigkeit Philos (Leipzig: 1909),
216

Som. I, 15, 82.
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the prologue to the gospel of John was in any sense
dependent upon Philo, Rather, the consensus seems to be
that the two--Philo and John--developed two different
conceptual worlds largely on the basis of the same mater- 

217
ial. Indeed there may be more genuine associations
between Philo and certain Gnostics than there ever were

218
between Philo and John, Knox concludes *

However artificial the allegorizing of Philo may 
seem to us, it did represent a serious attempt to 
preserve the main fabric of Judaism as a revelation 
made by God on the stage of history. The tendency 
of the second century A, D, to substitute cosmo
logical speculation for historical redemption might 
have had a far wider measure of success if Judaism 
had not already paved the way for a religion that 
united the temporal and the eternal,

217
Plan8 on, Paul and John. 149; Armstrong, An 

Introduction to Ancient Philosophy, 162,
218

H, Chadwick, "St, Paul and Philo of Alexandria,” 
Bulletin of the John Rvlands Library 48,2 (1966), 305,

219
W, L, Knox, "Pharisaism and Hellenism" essay 

in Judaism and Christianity vol. 2> ed. by H, Loewe 
(LondonI 1937),
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PART II 
CHRISTIAN APPLICATION

CHAPTER III

THE NEW TESTAMENT

I. INTRODUCTION 
Some fifty years ago Mackintosh declared that 

primitive Christology could be apprehended best if it 
were understood as "the fruit of adoring memory quick- • 
ened by the experience of a risen and glorified Redeemer," 
In the preceding sentence he approved of Feine’s conten
tion that the "lofty predicates'’ used of Jesus are "only 
intelligible if we suppose that the disciples in retro
spect were conscious that even Jesus’ earthly life revealed 
traces of His higher being." Though this approach conveys 
a great truth, the intensive work that has been done in 
the period since has revealed that the writers of the 
New Testament were much more subtle and sensitive than 
Mackintosh apparently took them to be. The various mani
festations of the Wisdom-Logos theme in the New Testament 
make this abundantly clear, Aftejr certain introductory 
items we will turn to these specifics as they appear in 

1
He R, Mackintosh, Tlie Person of Jesus Christ, 43,
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the books of the New Testament,

With the investigation of the New Testament tradi
tion this study moves into a new and different area. As 
we have seen, the development of Jewish Wisdom speculation
may be viewed largely as an elaborate effort to reconcile

2
the transcendence and the immanence of God. Attempts
have been made to show that Judaism identified Messiah

3
with Wisdom, but they have met with little success. In 
our opinion, Judaism had no comprehension of the fact 
that it was preparing a category which could be used to 
explain the "Christ event." After Easter, when deeply 
struck disciples began to search for categories in which 
they might couch their ovm convictions, they found ready 
to hand the conception of the Wisdom of God.

In this connection it must be remembered that
Christianity borrowed words, phrases, concepts, etc, from

4
various sources and used them to its own advantage.

2
W, D. Davies, Paul and Rabbinic Judaism, 166,
3
,Il^d, , 158-162 ; W. Manson, The Epistle to the 

Hebrews, refers to the Wisdom concept as, "at best only a 
Messianic potential,"

4
For a fresh and an innovative approach to problems 

in this area see J, Barr, The Semantics of Biblical 
LanmaRe (Oxford2 1961), and Biblical Words for Time
ILondon 2 1962).
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One must exercise great care in assessing what actually 
happened to and within Christianity in this regard. There 
are fundamentally two false emphases. On the one hand, an 
overbearing etymological approach that seams to find meaning 
only in the history of usage is out of order. On the other 
hand, it is also misleading to speak indiscriminately of 
the "language moulding power" of Christianity, Yet the 
fact remains that Christianity at least occasionally did 
give certain words new significance and depth of meaning^
The urgency of conveying a vital spiritual message was .the 
controlling factor in this situation. The degree to which 
Wisdom was involved in this kind of thing is the question 
before us in this chapter^ Obviously, caution must be the 
watchword.

In a similar vein CuIliriann urges :
. . , one must reckon a priori with the possibility-- 
even the probability--first, that in his teaching 
and life Jesus accomplished something new from which 
the first Christians had to proceed in their attempt 
to explain his person and work ; second, that their 
experience of Christ e^chibited special features not 
present in every obvious analogy to related religious 
forms.^

Before going further, it is in order to set down the 
various factors, presuppositions, assumptions, etc., that 
must inevitably influence this presentation. Because of

5
0, Cullmann, The Christology of the New Testament, 5.



158
space limitations some can only be mentioned. Others 
will require more detailed treatment later in connection 
with specific problems, They are all gathered here for 
the sake of convenience.

The Mew Testament is to be thought of as a product 
of the Jewish-Christian tradition. Questions such as date, 
authorship, or authenticity of sayings recede into the 
background. Such things will always be important, but 
not so much in this section as, for example, in the earlier 
parts of this study where shades of development might con
tribute to questions of dating, etc. The question here is 
not so much the thought of individuals as that of the 
church as a whole. In other words, the Mew Testament is 
to be taken as somehow representative of the views and 
feelings of the earliest church.

With regard to the possibility of valid and con
structive conclusions we are inclined to agree with.the 
sentiment expressed by Taylor:

, , , it may be claimed, within their limitations, 
the Gospels, while always subject to literary and 
historical criticism, are a reliable guide to the  ̂
study of the mind and purpose of Jesus, , , , In 
the Gospels Jesus himself can be seen and the out
lines of his ministry can be traced, provided we 
have the courage, imagination, and insight to read 
the primitive records aright.°

V, Taylor, The Life and Ministry of _Jesu s, 27,

J IX



159
Such a view understands the problems but with the opti
mism that something good can be attained when due care is 
taken. In this connection, although the method is largely 
outside our concern, we feel that the Form Critical approach,
especially to the gospels, is useful if one is cautious in

7
the application of principle.

With regard to recent more or less controversial 
studies which are related to this investigation, the follow
ing positions have been adopted in this study. In the8
first place we feel that Colpe has fairly conclusively 
"laid to rest" the "redeemer myth," The single redeemer 
should in fact be replaced by an ever-developing mythologi
cal situation in which, at various times and places, 
several different figures fulfilled similar roles. Secondly, 
though the studies of both men are extremely valuable, we

7
Useful early works in this area include V, Taylor, 

h e _ G o s , (London: 1933; j
M, Dibelius, From Tradition to Gosoel, (S. T. Londonî 1934); 
R, H, Lightfoot, History and Interpretation in the Gospels. 
(London: 1935); C. H, Dodd, History and the Gospel,
(New York: 1938). ------------------

8
C, Colpe, Die religiongeschichtliche Schule:

ParStellung und Kritik ihres Bildes vom gnostischen Erloser-
my thus, ( Gutting an: 1961JT See further discussion
infra
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have concluded that Wilckens and Schmithals over
stepped good judgement in their final conclusions with 
regard to the Corinthian heresy. And finally, in opposition 
to Bultmann, and in agreement with more recent trends in 
German theological circles, we feel that the Gospel of 
John is not gnostic in any derivative sense. That is,
"The Gospel of John is, in spite of many traits which

11
sound gnostic, not a gnostic gospel."

Before going further it is in order to define as
precisely as possible the terms we intend to use in
connection with a number of things which, in one way or

12
another, may be described as "gnostic." "Gnosis" is to
be used of the broader phenomenon of the Hellenistic
world; referred to as "knowledge of the divine mysteries

13
reserved for an elite." "gnosticism" refers to the

9
U, Wilckens, VII, 518-523; Wei she it und

Torheitî Eine exegetisch-religionsgeschichtliche Unter- 
suchung zu I Kor. 1 and 2. (Tubingen: 1959). For a 
critical evaluation of Wilckens see K, Prumm, "Zur 
neutestamentlichen Gnosis-Problematic, Gnostischer 
Hintergrund und Lehreinschlag in den be id en E’ingangs- 
kapiteln von I Kor Zeitschrift fur Katholische Theo-
iQgie 87 (1965), 399-442;'88“ (Î9667, 'l-50.

W. Sclimithals, Die Gnosis in Korinth: Eine Unter-
su chung zu den Kor intherbr ief en, (Gdtting en : 1965),

IIE. Haenchen, "iTeuere Literatur zu den Johannes- 
briefen", Theglogische Rundschau n.F,, 26 (i960), 276,

^^For a review of the discussions of the Messina 
Colloquium (April, 1966) with regard to definitions see 
U. Blanchi, NUHEi\, XIII (1966), 151ff. and G. MacRae,
Cathelie B ib1i cal Quarterly, XXVII(l966), 331f.

^%ianchi, pt>, cit., 156,
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developed second century heresy. The adjective "gnostic"
may be used to describe both areas of thought. By the
term "pre-Gnosticism" we refer to "various thematic elements
which existed separately prior to their being assembled

14
into Gnosticism." If anything is referred to as "gnosti-
cizing" the reference is intended to be descriptive of a
trend or tendency which would fall under the general head
of "pre-Gnosticism"Î again, the overtone is that the
specific is moving in the direction of the fully developed
system. Nothing with regard to proximity is implied,

% e n  dealing with any work translated from German,
one must keep in mind that "Gnosticism" often represents

15
what was originally "die Gnosis." This word may not be 
such a problem when reading the original although the 
very presence of the capital letter in the noun form has 
not been without effect. One must never read these words 
(English or German) without asking for definitions. To 
approach this area of thought with only one’s ovm defini
tion of terms would not only be irresponsible scholarship,

‘McRae, on, cit,, 332, Further "proto Gnosticism" 
is the term suggested for use by those who hold that 
"Gnosticism (as defined in this statement) is already to be 
found in earlier systems or in contemporary ones not inclu
ded in the second-century ’Christian’ gnosticism,"

15
Bultmann, for example, consistently uses "die 

Gnosis" and clearly understands the term in the wider sense
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but would lead to completely unreliable results.

There was an extreme syncretistic tendency present
within Hellenistic Judaism of the first Christian century.
Within this tendency there was present a certain Gnosis,
This Gnosis was not only present but working in certain16
groups represented in the New Testament, It is extremely 
difficult to assess the development of this movement within 
the New Testament itself, but we have concluded that it is 
manifest in an increasingly obvious way from Galatians 
and Corinthians to Ephesians and Colossians and finally to 
the Johannine literature. That is to say, the books 
ascribed to John roanifest more "traits which sound gnostic" 
than the writings of any other New Testament author.

Although these conclusions can be rather simply 
stated they possess far-reaching ramifications. For 
example, one cannot hastily reject without good reason 
the carefully thought out conclusions of reputable scholars, 
especially when such a conclusion affects the foundation 
on which a study is to be constructed. One can only sub
mit when the weight of the evidence seems to point in a 
certain direction. Wherever we express disagreement, we 
are simply trying to follow the weight of evidence. Opinions 
are of course involved.

The tedious nature of this point will become more 
and more apparent as the discussion unfolds.
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The encounter between Jew and Greek is something 

that will never be fully assessed. After reviewing the 
various terms used in Greek thought and noting how they 
are used, one could easily conclude that the iters of the 
New Testament borrox-7ed to one degree or another from Greek 
sources. Indeed, in at least one instance, Harris takes 
such a viexŸî

Sophia is the Hebrew way of expressing what the Greeks 
described by Logos, and the substitution of one term 
for the other is due to the supremacy' of Greek 
influence in the early Church, accompanied by a sense 
of difficulty which was felt in giving to Christ a 
feminine title,

That Greek influence was at work here is impossible to deny, 
but the statement does not allow for the fact that the 
shift in emphasis from <rc>ĉ\.oi to X6yo\ occurred mainly 
before New Testament times.

The fact is that the early church extensively used 
categories found in the Old Testament, especially the LXK,
No exception is found in CTococc< , and there are basic usages 
of \o^os as xvell, Hox̂ ever, in the case of the shift in 
emphasis from Wisdom to Logos there xzas the added advan
tage of familiarity in Greek circles. Wisdom as a title 
remained, but in New Testament times Logos would have had 
useful associations, particularly in the mission out-reach

^  - —  - - “
R, Harris, The Origin of the Doctrine of theV m I, I— , —in Ti i t r —— *‘l 1II ' II " '1—  n  ■~~r~-i~n~Ti'Miit_i ,i i i 11 ii 1 i i i■■n iii.n ,i ii,m,i i# ni n<f«hh i h i ...........   —31.
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of the church* It is significant that, "it is Paul and
the Fourth Evangelist, both trained in Palestinian
rabbin ism, who make use of the category of the 

18
ê&ov . "

Before proceeding, it X\7ill be necessary to reviexf
the present position of the debate concerning the so-called
"redeemer myth. " The x^ridely-knomi pioneer in this area
and early member of the "Reli%ionsReschichtliche Schule"

19
was Reitzenstein, though a number of others have con-

20 21 
tributed substantially: e.g., Bousset, Kraeling,

22
Bultmann, etc. According to Kraeling, Reitzenstein
held that r . the Jewish-Christian Son of Man (literally 
’the man*) is but one manifestation of an ubiquitous 
Oriental figure Icnoxvm in certain syncretistic circles

18
A. Ricîiardson, An^r^rqAlcti^^ 

thjG jTew_Je^^ 158.
19
For a complete bibliography of Reitzenstein*s 

works see: Colpe, qp, cit., 228.20
See especially: W . Bousset- Hauntnrob1erne der

Grios_is., ^Gottingen: 1907), and Kurios Christos, (Gottingen
1913).

C. H, Kraeling, Anthropos and Son of Man, (New 
York: 1927).

99̂ See especially: R. Bultmann, Das Evangelium des
Johannes, (Gottingen: tenth edition 1941-). It has been
said of Bultmann, "Of all the concepts xvhich, in Bultmann* s 
opinion, x̂ /ere borrox^ed from Gnostic sources the one most 
directly relevant to our present purpose is that of the 
Redeemer as a cosmic figure," D.E.H. Whiteley, The Theology 
of St. Pau1, 115,
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“23

circles as ’the Anthropos’ ,
% a t  was attempted by the earlier theorists was to

gather the various bits and pieces concerning "ideal" •
figures and fit them into one complete whole. As X7e
have mentioned, the theory (stressed in varying degrees)
was that these different elements derived originally from
a single "redeemer myth."

One detailed effort to distinguish the various
24

elements of such a myth is that of Moxfinckel. That
Mowinckel understood the problems is seen in the fact that

25
he expected "to some extent . . .  an artificial picture,"
He further Indicated, in disagreement xfith Reitzenstein,
"there is certainly no ground for holding that the late
Jewish conceptions of the Son of Man were directly borrowed

26
from any simple development of the Anthropos myth,"

Generally speaking, the attempt made by these
scholars was a noble one. However, the ever-present fact
x̂ as that the evidence that xfould indicate a single source
theory x̂ as extremely meager. Certainly, there were a 

.

Kraeling, qp, cit,, vii.
24 "

S. Mowinckel, He That Cometh, 427-429,
25 
Ibid.) 427. 26
Ibid, Cf, Kraeling, qp, qit,, 127, also 128-186; 

H, M, Schenke, Der Gott "Mensch" in der Gnosis, 148,
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number of "ideal" figures, but the link between them 
amounted to little more than their similar inherent char
acter, The more the various elements \̂ erB pondered the 
more it x̂ as felt that the developed myth came later and 
that it borrowed from various sources rather than that the 
various elements were dependent upon one original.

More recently, in a very well-balanced study, Colpe 
has reasserted that the various elements could indeed be 
documentedi

Das Model1 "gnostischer Erlosermythus" 1st insofern 
richtig, als sich alle Vorstellungen, die in das 
Mode 11 integriert sind, aus Systamen, xfie xfir sie 
uns eben vergegenwartigt haben, auch wirklich belegen lassen.27

Though this may well be true there is a "flaw"s
The real flaxv is the idea that the myth of the 
Gnostic Redeemer originated at some time in dim 
antiquity, somewhere in the remoter east (vaguely 
conceived as "Iran"), and then passed across the 
world and dox^ the centuries, leaving behind 
scattered fragments in different circles of tradi
tion until at last it xfas reconstituted as a unity 
in Manicheism and finally disintegrated into its 
several components in Mandeism,28

It is wrong to "formulate a synthesis" on the basis
of sources that must be dated in the second or even the

^^Colpe, OD, cit,, 191,
2^R, McL, Wilson, Gnosis and the Nexf Testament (tefords 

1968), 28. The quotation is in fact a summary of Colpe, 
op, cit. 0 191, For a different but nevertheless effective 
rejection of the myth see Vrniteley, qq. cj^,, 116f,
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third century and apply the results, to the literature of
the New Testament, The theory of the redeemer myth was

29
constructed in just this fashion. The conviction here 
is that any projection backwards is vulnerable, and that 
the further back the projection is forced the more it is 
open to fault,

Schenke puts the current conclusion concisely when 
he says t

Unsere ganze bisherige Untersuchung lief ja 
darauf hinaus, dass as den Mythus vom erlbsten 
Erlbser vor dem Manichaismus uberhaupt nicht 
gegeben hat.30

If Colpe has been successful in setting aside the 
"Gnostic Redeemer," it jmist be concluded that any such 
concept present in the Gnostic literature must be depen
dent --though perhaps in different ways and in different

31
degrees--upon Christian sources.

Throughout the examination of pre-Christian Wisdom 
speculation notice has been given to the fact that concepts

29
Bultmann, Johannes, Ilf., meets this accusation 

squarely by asserting that though the documents are later the 
ideas contained in the myth show a much older character. Even 
though one admits the existence of "ideas," their combination 
into a particular pattern is quite another question,

30
Schenke, qp, cit.. 148,

31
For the role of "Adam speculation" in the Jung 

Codex see Quispel, The Jung Codex. 59, 76-78.
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applied to Wisdom often come very near to concepts which
the Jews regularly associated with Torah, If Wisdom and
Torah touch each other at a given number of points, it is
only natural, if Jesus is thought of aS' the Wisdom of God,
that those characteristics formerly applied to Torah will

32
be applied to him.

Although the characteristics common to Wisdom and 
Torah in pre-Christian times are widely recognized, Knox 
must have represented a minority opinion when he said that 
he was "pretty confident that even in Proverbs, as cer
tainly in Ecclesiasticus, Wisdom is a personification of 

33
the Torah." Perhaps more on a priori grounds than on
evidence, Knox also argued that with the rise in the
influence of Greek thought there was a decline in such an 

34
emphasis. Richardson recognized another dimension,

32
Reference has already been made to Davies, Paul 

and Rabbinic Judaism. Chapter Seven (147-176) is entitled, 
"The Old and the New Torah : Christ the Wisdom of God."
The discussion is excellent and would serve well as an 
introduction not only to this division of the present study, 
but to the study as a whole. It may be possible to make a 
clearer case of relationships between Wisdom and Jesus via 
characteristics of the Torah than can be made for the simple 
identif ication:;.of Jesus with Wisdom.

33
W. L. Knox, "Pharisaism and Hellenism," essay in 

Judaism and Christianity. Volume 2, edited by H. Loewe, 6 6 f.
34

Ibid.0 67.
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"It was by Nex̂? Testament times a rabbinic commonplace that

35
the Torah was identical with the Wisdom of God. . . . "  
Davies* treatment of the matter has convincingly shown that 
these speculations were consistently important from Old 
Testament times onwards.

Whiteley argues that the substructure of Paul's
thought about the Torah encompassed four basic convictions:

The first, shared with all Jews, was that the Law was 
God's gift and therefore good. The second, shared 
xvith many Jex'fs, was that no one in fact obeyed the 
Lax«7. The third, which a significant minority of the 
Jexfs also accepted, was that God's plan included the 
good of the Gentiles as well as that of Israel. The 
fourth, which cut him off from Judaism and made him 
a Christian, was that God had raised from the dead 
the Messiah of Israel, xfhom the rulers of the nation 
had given over to be crucified.

Davies summarizes Paul's attitude:
In a real sense conformity to Christ, His teaching 
and His life, has taken the place for Paul of con
formity to the Jexfish Torah. Jesus himself --in 
word and deed or fact is a New Torah.

The Nex-7 Testament passages relevant to this theme 
are not however confined to Paul's epistles. They are 
found in the writings of authors of widely varying back
grounds and in material written for divergent purposes_, as

35
Richardson, qp. cit., 155,

36
WiiteLey, ô .. cit., 79.

37
Davies, on,cit., 148.

J _L
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we shall see.

Though questions of date are not crucial at this 
point the movement of this study has been and will continue 
to be mainly chronological. As the pertinent Pauline 
epistles contain what many scholars claim to be very early 
pieces of the tradition and x*7ere actually written prior to 
the gospels as we knox-7 them it will be in order to examine 
them first,

II. PAUL

Hhen picking up the threads of a discussion on Paul 
one wonders just where to begin. Although the problems 
are compelling as Well as fascinating, they are extremely 
complex# They are further compounded by the fact that 
detailed studies have been made in some areas while, for 
a number of quite legitimate reasons, it has been necessary 
to overlook others.

The fact that there is a certain Gnosis, or perhaps 
better, a gnosticising tendency, discoverable in certain 
of Paul’s epistles has already been mentioned. At the 
same time it is possible to recognise xvhat one might call 
anti-gnosticizing strains. In 1 Corinthians this occurs 
in a polemic against what some regard as a heretical 
brand of proto-Gnosticism. In this type of situation it 
is usually reasonably easy to recognize the polemic; the



171
greater difficulty lies in trying to reconstruct the
heresy. Certain features may be obvious, but it must be
urged that the recognition of a given number of elements
does not necessarily justify one in assuming the presence
of the whole of which they later form a part. One must be
extremely careful when holding a mirror to a text, as it
were, to see what might be reflected. On occasion Paul

38
himself may borroxvr the language of his opponents. VThen he
does he must be expected to turn it to his own advantage and
purpose. Paul may also borrow from other sources and
further, he may not always be aware of the fact. One would
^assume that influences could be graded from those which are
direct and conscious to those'which are quite indirect and

39
no longer remembered. The latter of course may be of greater 
importance because of the subtle nature of its influence.

^^Cf, J, M. Robinson, "Basic Shifts," 79,
^^The question of dependence on earlier material is an 

eternal one. It would be fair to generalize that scholars 
have been more accurate as the science of investigation has 
developed. Gregg (J.A.F, Gregg, The Wisdom of Solomon. 
Cambridge: 1922, liii-lxi) for example, argued for extensive 
dependence of the New Testament upon the Wisdom of Solomon.
Many of his examples would not be allowed today, Ellis Çpaul, 
77ff,), after examining the evidence with regard to Paul, 
decides against dependence but in favor of a certain amount 
of "common background." See also J. Geyer, The Wisdom of 
Solomon, 34f,; B, M. Metzger, Introduction to the Apocrypha.
751 C. C, Torrey, The Apocryphal Literature, 21,

With reference to Philo and Paul, Chadwick (H, Chadwick, 
"St. Paul and Philo of' Alexandria," Bulletin of the John 
Rylands Library 48,2, 301) speaks of "illumination." " . . .
The Pauline Chrlstology based on the typology of Adam is
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As a general principle it should be stressed that

each so-called "influence" must be considered on its own
merit. It is the point of wisdom to be extremely cautious
in pointing out specific strands of influence. Affinities
should be observed yet even when one is reasonably sure
that a certain thought or concept has moved from A to B
the incidents in the unfolding of that development may well
be impossible to trace. A danger which constantly threatens
the scholar, as Sllis has observed in a well-turned phrase
is "to convert parallels into influences and influences

40
into sources."

In all these cases it must regularly be asked,
"What does Paul.mean?" No matter what lies in the back
ground, it must be assumed on a priori grounds that Paul 
himself had a specific intention in his oî m mind. For
partly illuminated by Philo's interpretation of the creation 
story in Genesis I, to refer to the heavenly archetypal 
man who is also the divine Logos, 'God's Man,' as Philo 
calls him. . . . "  an earlier statement (Ibid.. 290) aids 
in the understanding of his comprehension of the relation
ships, "Both writers draw on a common stock of hellenistic 
Jewish tradition. The principal interest lies in the 
different ways in which they make use of it."

See also W. Hanson, Jesus the Messiah, passim, and 
A.E.J, Rawlinson, The New Testament Doctrine of the Church.
esp. 133. “ ..... .

40
E. S. Ellis, Paul's Use of the Old Testament. 82.
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example, the "hymn" in Philippians 2 may indeed be pre- 
Pauline, but the nature of the passage is such that it 
is Paul's mind that is being reflected. The natural 
we11ing-up of the expression demands the conclusion that 
at the particular moment of OTiting the "original author's 
mind" was the furthest thing from Paul's thoughts.

It is also the case that Paul was saying something
on his own in his "Wisdom Ghristology," Whiteley recognizes
this in a very carefully worded statement:

When St. Paul speaks of Christ in terms of Wisdom 
his intention is not to identify Him with an hypos- 
tatization of Wisdom, but to ascribe to Him the 
function of being God's agent in creation, revelation 
and redemption. In fact, the 'Wisdom Ghristology* 
of St, Paul may be summed up in these words : What
Wisdom meant to the Jews was part of what Jesus 
Christ meant for St, Paul.

Other points could be mentioned and other examples 
cited. The foregoing is simply one way of putting some 
of the problems. The deceiving thing is that while many 
of these problems have an obvious side, they also possess 
a hidden complexity. The challenge is to adequately 
reflect this complexity.

1 Corinthians, The first Pauline passage to be 
examined is found in the opening chapters of 1 Corinthians.

41 :
%iteley, on. qit., 112,
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Though the first two chapters are most important the
relevant context extends through chapter four.

It would be difficult to deny that 1 Corinthians
1,18-2,16, "ist nicht eine allegorisch theologisch Reflex-

42
ion, sondern eine polemische Erorterung," One can admit
this however and give a substantial insight into the erring
group(s) as well without going as far as Wilckens suggests,
Wilckens holds that Paul's polemic originally opposed a
Ghristology which had developed out of Jewish wisdom
literature. Further, he argues that this "heretical"
Ghristology was totally incompatible with Paul's thinking:

Paulus polemisiert in 1 K If gegen eine Christo- 
logie, die seiner theologia crucis, die fur ihn das 
Zentrum christlichen Glaubens und christlichen Ver- kundigung ist, diametral e n t g e g e n s t e h t .43

Paul, he contends, sets a <rT«*oo6 < Ghristology over against
^  44the Ghristology of his opponents,

Wilckens* position is summarized under two main
points. First, he feels that the "gnostische Mythos vom

45
Descensus des Erlosers" lies in the background. Secondly,^

42
Wilckens, TWNT VII, 523, It should be mentioned 

that although Prumm Csupra note 9) observes certain changes, 
Wilckens article in TWNT is generally speaking a concise 
statement of the position argued in detail in Weisheit 
und Torheit. |

43 44 I
w m  VII, 5l9f. Wilckens, Weisheit, 98, I

45 1
Ibid., 97 1 TWNT VII. 520, I
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and perhaps somewhat of a concession, he argues that Paul
summarizes the teaching of the heretical group with the

 ̂ 46
"entscheidenden Stichwort " The passage is worth
quoting:

Diese Grundintention seiner Christologie hat 
Paulus vorher in dem Àbschnitt 1, 18ff, ausfuhrlich 
und vollig eindeutig expliziert, indem er gegen eine 
Lehre der Korinther polemisiert, die er unter dem 
entscheidenden Stichwort zusammenfasst, Wir
haben gesehen, dass Paulus hier einer Korinthischen 
Sophia-Lehre seine <T\°<upoc-Christologie eiitgegensetst, 
wobei er auffallenderweise den Sophia-5egriff jeweils 
in der Formulierung seiner Antithese v e r m e i d e t . 4 7

Once committed to the thesis that the "Redeemer 
Hyth" lies in the background Wilckens examines the sources, 
beginning with the Valentinians and working backwards to 
purely Jewish material. Regardless of whether or not the 
sources themselves would have led to such a conclusion it 
is astounding just how many "points of contact" can be 
discovered in such an investigation. In the view repre
sented here Wilckens* error is basically two-fold: l) the
assumption that there was in fact a proto-Gnostic movement 
which contained a redeemer myth, and 2) the use of second 
century sources to document a first century phenomenon.
The method is particularly unreliable when applied to an 
ever-changing object such as all gnostic phenomena seem 
to have been.

46 . 47
Wilckens, Weisheit. 98. Ibid.
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Wilckens’ work on Corinthians was actually preceded 

by that of Schmithals, This interest in Paul's opponents 
is at least partially explained by the conviction that 
Christianity itself would be much better understood if the 
problems faced by the early church were more fully appre
ciated, As far as the New Testament is concerned these 
problems are reflected to the greatest degree in the epistles
of Paul, Schmithals, liJ.ce Wilckens, assumes the existence

48
of a redeemer myth. His commitment has been described

49
as "uncritical," He also holds that the Corinthian

50
heresy was "Jewish gnostic" in character. In the sug
gestion, Schmithals finds the complete explanation of Paul's 
opponents. Robinson observes that Schmithals, "overdoes
his case and thus tends to discredit the truth of his 

51
position," A genuine understanding of 1 Corinthians 
must be found in less extreme views.

—  - —
Sclimithals, Die Gnosis in Korinth. esp. 27ff., etc,

49
J. M, Robinson, "Basic Shifts," 79,

50
Ibid. Robinson also notes that Schmithals in a 

series of articles (now collected in Paulus und die Gnostiker. 
Hamburg-BergStedt: 1965) attempted to "force all of Paul's 
opponents into the same mould, "Thus Schmithals provides a 
sweeping solution to the problems of primitive Christianity, 
comparable to the Tubingen hypothesis of Ferdinand Christian 
Baur,“who saw everything in terms of the struggle of Paul 
with the Judaizers. , ,

51J, Robinson, "Basic Shifts," 80,
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Paul begins the discussion in 1 Corinthians (l.l7ff,) 

by suggesting that the cross is in danger of being emptied 
of its power. To the Jews who demanded "signs," the cruci
fixion had always been a "stumbling block/* to the Greeks 
who sought "wisdom," it was "foolishness." Paul suggests 
that his preaching was not designed to be oratorically 
persuasive. The "power," he argued, must be made to lie 
in the overv/helming fact of Christ's sacrificial gift.
There were some, perhaps with the purest of motives, who 
were weakening this fundamental necessity. In the course 
of the discussion Paul makes several different approaches 
to this central theme.

One reason the problem appeared as it did was that 
Paul's opponents were approaching the Christ event with 
their own "wisdom, ** This, in Paul's view, was a funda
mental error, Paul readily speaks of "the folly of what 
we preach," but such "foolishness" has God as its source 
and is therefore wiser than the best **wisdom" any man 
can produce. In fact the scandal of the cross is God's 
Wisdom,

Paul is anxious to explain that he is not talking 
about any mythological Gnostic ; he is not con
cerned with any such worldly wisdom, any Hellenistic 
speculation: Such wisdom of men is foolishness with
God, The 'word of the cross' has demonstrated the 
foolishness of worldly wisdom, and Christ has been 
revealed as the u<- (l Cor, l.IS-31), Christ
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Jesus was made unto us Wisdom from God, and therefore 
righteousness and sanctification and redemption (1,30), 
In all this Paul’s interest is not at all metaphysical 
or speculative; his concern is rather to convince the 
Corinthians that now that the true crocpt< QzaZ has 
come, they need no longer puzzle their minds with 
problems raised by mythology and speculation, the 
'wisdom of this world. *52

Early in the discussion Paul quotes from Isaiah and 
it would appear that, the ensuing discussion arises out 
of that quotation. If this is true there would appear 
to be no direct dependence upon Old Testament Wisdom- 
lit era ture.

And the Lord said:
’’Because this people draw near with their mouth 

and honour me with their lips, 
while their hearts are far from me, 

and their fear of me is a commandment of men learned 
by rote;

therefore, behold, I will again 
do marvelous things with this people, 
wonderful and marvelous; 
and the wisdom of their wise men 

shall perish, 
and the discernment of their discerning men 

shall be hid." 53
Isaiah 29,13-14

No doubt croo?Lĉ is the key word in the entire
Corinthian passage (1.17-2,13), However, is a
close second, and the two are brought together several

"52 "
Richardson, op. cit., 158,* Krwlfct.H W53
Cf, Isaiah 29,14b with 1 Corinthians 1,19,
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times and are occasionally spoken of almost as a u n i t ,54
One should hasten to say that Paul adds that God "made"
Jesus not only oocpt.»̂ .. but 6^1 . and

55
^o\vT(pw<Ti< as well (1*30), A realization of these 
broader lines of thought is necessary in the understanding 
of Paul's purpose.

Knox demonstrates the depth of his insight in a
summary of the passage 1

The description of Jesus as the power and wisdom of 
God might simply describe the Messiah, who could be 
associated with the wisdom of God's purpose as easily 
as with the more normal thought of His power. In 
particular, Paul used the outpouring of the power of 
God in Jesus as the Messiah to point out the contrast 
between the fear and weakness of his own preaching at 
Corinth and the outpouring of the Spirit and the 
signs and wonders which accompanied that preaching.
He still retained the Messianic category, which had 
been hidden even from the spiritual rulers of the 
universe, who in their ignorance had crucified the 
Lord of glory, but was now made manifest by the 
revelation of the secret purposes of God* the word 
"mystery" here retained its proper Jewish sense of 
a divine secret, hitherto concealed, but now revealed,

54
Cf. 1 Corinthians 1.17, 24, 25, 26, 27; 2.4, 5.

Note also * Job 12,13, and Wisdom of Solomon 15.3. An 
early Christian tradition associating the two terms seems 
to appear in Mark 6.2 and Matthew 13.54. The may
be on occasion a periphrasis for God see* V. Taylor,
The Names of Jesus. 150f.53

For a discussion of the significance of these 
terms, see E. KHsemann, Essays on New Testament Themes. 161,

56
W, L, Knox, St. Paul and the Church of the 

Gentiles. 115. . \
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After a resume of the evidence with regard to

earlier Jewish literar}^ sources, Davies concludes, "We
may assume that Paul has pictured Jesus in terms of the

57
Wisdom of the Old Testament and contemporary Judaism,"
The contention here is that this is precisely what may not
be assumed. The passage is Pauline in the extreme. It
has only one obviously Jewish root and that is not in any
Old Testament "Wisdom" passage. Wilson says of the passage :

. . .  it can be quite adequately expounded, without 
introducing a hypostatised Wisdom at all, in terms 
of the wisdom upon which men pride themselves and 
the "foolishness" of God which yet is superior to 
all the wisdom of this world,

Surely Paul is speaking out of his background. He
could not do otherwise. Yet there is no hint that would
justify the conclusion that he felt himself to be expound-

59
ing the true meaning of Jewish Wisdom speculation.
There is no mention in the passage of pre-existence or 
activity in creation; nor is Christ characterized as a 
revea1er or his incarnation discussed. The only element

57
Davies, g o . c l t.. 155,

58
Wilson, Gnosis, 54

59
There may be some parallels to T Corinthians 1, 

in Baruch 3.l4ff. See; Chadwick, op. cit,« 296,
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that even approaches traditional wisdom thinking is that
he has made salvation possible (in the "foolishness" of

60
the crucifixion— 1 ,2 1 ; 2 ,2 ).

It has been pointed out that qhmw is not the only 
important term applied to Christ in the context. Wilckens* 
suggestion that the Ghristology of the passage is a 
"cnxu Oo s -Christology" cannot be improved upon. The other 
terms, cto^ l<< included, must be subsumed under this. The 
central point is that Christ has been crucified, and all 
men stand to benefit from his sacrifice. In Paul's view 

60
Seel R. H. Fuller, The Foundations of New Testament 

Ghristology. 75.
K. Pruram read an arricle at the Messincv colloguium 

(April* 1966) entitled "Alttestamentliche sapientiale 
Bildlehre und paulinisch-philonisches Gnosisproblem, "
«Studie zu 2Kor. 3, 18», Verlag Otto Muller, Salzburg.
1 Corinthians was of course included in the discussion.
As Professor Prumm*s meaning is sometimes uncertain 
(although one has the impression that his thoughts were 
originally quite precise), an attempt was made at clarifi
cation. With regard to the extent of identification 
between Wisdom and Christ, Prof. Prumm sees 1 Corinthians 
1.30 as particularly important. Attention shoulc be drawn 
to the fact that Prumm feels that the soteriologlcal aspect 
of the verse limits the identification mentioned above.
In recent correspondence (April, 1968) he said *

Vielleicht ist Paulus hier auf dem Wege zu einer 
personalen Gleichsetzung von Sophia und Christus.
Aber doch nur auf dem Wege, weil die ubrigen 
Gleichsetzungen des Verses nicht personal, sondern 
soteriologisch g erne in t sind", d.h. weil Christus 
dem Heilsgut gleichsetzen, also nicht buchstablich 
gemeint sein konnen.

One is somehow hesitant, but the approach is balanced and 
therefore appealing.

J
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nothing should be done that would diminish in any way the
importance of this reality,

Paul's Ghristology here is far more than one might
expect, given the circumstances, It is especially high and
exalted in its understanding of the often scandalous facts
concerning Jesus Christ. The passage, though despairing
of human earthly wisdom, does mention Christ as the Wisdom
of God, And somewhat strange at first sight, Paul finds it
possible to conclude by suggesting that there is after all
a certain "wisdom" rightly to be imparted to those who are
"mature" (~r̂ KiiCQ<r . 2,6). No doubt what he has in mind is
true, but at this point it seems to stand as something of
a corrective, lest his earlier words be misunderstood and
misused by some extreme interpretation. If it was not for61
the preceding sections this conclusion (2,6-13) could 
be taken as an egotistical expression of his o\m self- 
confidence. Paul's feelings, however, were always subjected 
completely and absolutely to the will of God, The whole 
man was Iv . Once this is understood his intention
is unmistakable.

There are two other passages in 1 Corinthians which 
must be mentioned. They are 8,6 and 10.1-4, In the first 
Paul in passing mentions Christ's activity in creation.

61
For a possible parallel see: Wisdom of Solomon

9.16-17..
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<̂ XV 6 3^ 3Ĥ Qi2i.
J<dL jÛ s  ̂-̂ -̂Tqvi
XpLQ̂ Toy I  ̂1/ 00 -XTcivi-Çô Vl̂g ô oTovJ ,

The use of prepositions in the passage is of particular
interest, "Yet for us there is one God, the Father, from
whom (Jj| -£2) are all things and for whom (1^4 c-̂ t̂qv/) we
exist, and one Lord, Jesus Christ, through whom (_^ oS)
are all things and through whom oS) we exist,

Bultmann takes the statement concerning Christ as
"a formula in which the cosmological and the soteriologlcal

62
roles of Christ are comb5.ned," This insight recognizes 
the balance between the two halves of the statement, The 
fact that Paul mentions Christ's creative activity in a 
passage almost confessional in tone seems to indicate 
that he is speaking of something very near, if not a 
part of, his faith. One wonders if such a view was widely 
held in the ear 13  ̂church,

Paul spealcing of the "fathers" in the "wilderness"
(1 Corinthians 10,1-4) says in 4b, "For they drank from 
the supernatural Rock which followed them, and the Rock 
was Christ," Bruce observes, "In current Jewish thinlying 
the rock fx'om which Israel dranlc in the wilderness was 

62
R. Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament,

I, 132,
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I j

associated with Divine Wisdom," In a context similar
6 :̂

to Corinthians it is said of the Wisdom of God:
When they thirsted they called upon thee, 
and water was given them out of flinty rock 
and slaking of thirst from hard stone.

Wisdom of Solomon 11.4
Philo says, commenting on Deuteronomy 8.15, "For the
flinty rock is the wisdom of God, which he marked off
highest and chiefest from His powers, and from which He

64
satisfied the thirsty souls that love God. "

Whiteley finds the presence of the Wisdom tradition
65

here "possible, but not probable," Knox says flatly,
"The equation of the rock with Christ was simply the

66
equation of Jesus with the Wisdom of God," Surely, in 
view of the evidence, it must be concluded that influence 
is more than "possible."

Phil5,ppians 2.6-11, This great "vorpaulinische 
Hymnus" might be styled "The Incarnation," To avoid 
involvement in a discussion as to the oiriginal strophic

63
F. F , Bruce, "Piromise and Fulfilment in Paul's 

Presentation of Jesus," in Promise and Fulfilment, ed.
F. F, Bruce, 48. See a l s o : H ' s o n  
First Corinthians 10.4," JBL, 76 (1957), 53-56,

64 65
Leg, Ml, II, 8 6 , Whiteley, op, cĵ t,, 110,

6 6
Knox, Gentiles, 123,
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arrangement, it is here reproduced as found in the new 
Bible Society text,

6 ^ tv ÔI0 O UTpiçXtxiV OVJX,
àçTTo/̂ yxÔv T6 tiVc/L 0 EÇ; V ̂ )\\k Iĉ VT̂ V
(LKtVCOQ'tV SoGKoO VV OyVXOLli^o<TU
^ v G ^ d j - a w v  ^tVo^^Woy \<x.L

8 tTbtrvtCvIV t«<UTOV O^tVOj VnV̂ N̂ OOJ
u€)(jjL 0p<v5too^ j^qtv^-rou S i  g'TcVopou, 9  6lq \LcA. b
0 t O ;  K O T O V   ̂ U T X t p V Y ^ ' ^ ^ V  \ < K V .  4^(KpCvKTO K O T C u  V o  
OVO(JL«< TO V)Ttp -nScV 0\) Ô K̂y lo YvoC 4v Tÿ OVô <̂<TL
'iv̂ TOÛ TV5V yovu Vc4̂ <ÇV̂  4TÇOupo<VC<JOV Kof L 'ËTxL̂ tLiOV

< K T K ^  Ù O V  LuO V, il \<k X TTKCTot ^ X c o T T K  t ’̂ O ^ o X o y v ^ T ^ ’W V
^Xv\^o03 X9 CTT0 5 tl$ So^KV &tOU TVa/TpOj

K<<1 NCKTct̂ Ô 
O T C  KV^LO^

Because the passage has been widely recognized to 
contain or, at least, to represent a "pre-Pauline hymn" 
it has attracted the attention of numerous scholars. It 
will be possible here to give only the briefest sketch of 
the more important articles that have been written con-

47cerning it. Attention must also be drawn to the fact that 
the interest of this study is, primarily, to discover 
Paul's use of the hymn as a form in which the thought of 
the church is couched, and that within the context of 
Wisdom-Logos Ghristology.

67
For the most recent survey with regard to Phil

ipp ians 2 see R, P. Martin, Carmen Christi (Cambridge* 1967), 
Although all of the hymnic material in the New Testament 
contains elements from many different sources, it is our 
purpose here to examine only those that may have some 
connection with the Wisdom-Logos tradition.

■ V̂i 1;-
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The early standard-setting study of Philippians 2 68

is that of Lohmeyer. Lohmeyer felt that there was a 
relation of some substance between the Johannine Ghristology 
and that expressed in Philippians 2, Points of contact are 
noted throughout the discussion. He understood the bestow- 
of the name vcv)Qio<.. which is synonymous with the exalta
tion, as designating "die innere Wesenheit dieser Gestalt,"69
He argued that this figure was "johanneisch gesprochen, der 
. 70
\o^o\ TOO Oder kurz der Logos," He suggested that
the Ghristology of Philipp ians 2 was, "eine Vorstufe einer

71
am Logosbegriff orientierten Christologie," He found
this preliminary stage to be rooted in the concept of the 

72
Son of Man, He concludes :

Es ist datum kein Zufall, dass im vierten Evangelium 
der Name Logos nur im Prolog erscheint, und hiernach 
in der Erzahlung vor allem durch den Begriff des 
Menschensohnes abgelost wird; und es ist noch weniger 
zufallig, dass in der Apok, Joh, ausser dem Symbol 
vom Lamme nur zwei deutliche Namen begegnen* "wie 
ein Menschensohn" und "das Wort Gottes"; und beide 
sind zusammengefasst in dem letzten und grossten

68
E, Lohmeyer, Kurios Jesus* Eine Untersuchung zu 

Phil. 2. 5-11. (HeidelbirgïÏ9287T 
69 70

Ibid., 52f, Ibid., 75,
71

Ibid,
72

Ibid,, 76. See also: E. M. Sidebottom, The
Christ of the Fourth Gospel. 79.



187
Namen: tîLsj \«l vvpîoi Tiw
KOpLUJ y . / o

Other lines of interpretation have found substan
tial connections with the servant-songs of Isaiah, 
Jeremias, for example, is quite explicit with regard to 
the relationship.

The connection of Phil. 2.6-11, with Isa. 53 
becomes plain as soon as it is recognized that not 
the LXX but the Heb, text of Isa. 53 is used; even 
the use of SooXo^ (instead of ivxü ) loses its 
strangeness when it is recognized that we have here 
a direct rendering of the Hebrew Tiy(Isa. 52.13).
The decisive proof of the connexion“of Phil, 2 ,6-11 
with Isa, ̂ 53 lies in the fact tha.t the expression 
tKuTov (Phil. 2,7), attested nowhere else
in the Greek and grammatically extremely harsh, is 
an exact rendering of ÎU/33» • . IQ^Q(isa, 53.12),
Apart from other verbal echoes, allusion to Isa, 53 
is to be seen further in the antithesis of extreme 
meekness and exaltation, in the willingness to be 
humbled and in the mention of obedience and ofdeath.74

One other approach has been made to this hymn that
must be mentioned here. It involves the question of the
redeemer myth, ê . aj,,, as well as related thought forms, 
and their functions, as backgrounds to Paul's thought,

73^ ] "
Lohmeyer, loc, cit,

74 " '
W, Zimmerli and J, Jeremias, The .Servant of God,

97, Jeremias, in note 444 on the same page, lists a 
number of others who have recognized the same connections.
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75

A leading defender of such dependence is Kasemann.
Kasemann, although depending primarily upon the redeemer
myth, found relevant elements in other sources as well.
In so doing he implied that his basic theory is not as
adequate as he desired it to be. In any case, his essay

76
has been superseded by that of Georgi who both pointed

77
out Kasemann*s shortcomings and carried the discussion 
to a further stage. Georgi found Kasemann too broad and 
generalizing and therefore attempted himself to be more 
specific and precise. He recognizes pre-Gnostic influence 
but does not confine himself to these points. He draws 
together Old Testament, pre-Gnostic and Hellenistic 
Jewish elements for the purpose of demonstrating that the 
background to Philipp ians 2 is both rich and varied. 
Although we cannot be detained with specifics here, surelj?' 
it is correct to hold that many divergent elements soraeîiow 
found their way into this Christological fonriulation,

E. Kasemann, Exegetische Versuche und Besinnungen, 
Erster Band, second edition 1960, 51-95. Selections from 
this book were published' in: Essavs on New Testament

(London : 1964). However, the pages cited above
were not included 

76
D. Georgi, "Der vorpaulinische Hyirmus Phil.

2, 6-11," in Zeit..und...Geschichte. edited by £, Dinkier, 
(Tubingen: 19647, 263-293,

11
ĵ Did., see esp, 263f,
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Although he does not say so specifically, Fuller

must have been thinking of Philippians 2 when he said:
Finally, it [the figure of Wisdom] offered the 
possibility of the interpretation of the historical 
emergence of Jesus in terms of a descent from 
heaven, and thus made an important contribution to 
the doctrine of the incarnation,̂ ^

Even though pre-existence may be explicit in the passage,
the emphasis is placed upon the change from that condition
to the incarnate reality. The theme of exaltation at the
end follows quite naturally from the examination of the
willing humiliation. Attention must now be given to those
elements of the ĥ niin which possess qualities characteristic
of the Wisdom tradition. They will be found primarily
within those expressions that have to do with pre-existence
and incarnation.

Hie demand to articulate Jesus* significance must
have put tremendous pressure upon the church to recognize
his pre-existence. Richardson saw this:

But as soon as the Church found itself worshipping 
Jesus Qirist as Son of God and Lord, the recognition 
of his pre-existence-must have followed immediately, 
if Christ were one with God, if he were himself 
divine, he could not have an origizi in time; the 
Son of God could have undergone a human birth and 
lived a human life, but he could not have begun to 
exist only at a particular moment during the reign
of Herod the Great,79

—   —^"--1— TT-‘- t  II - r - r i n  i  r i—r-̂ >n -T tr-rrrm —i ,  ii i mi ii i.i i m m . iri-«-ri,iif.- |-r»i^  r ,  im»«i iwu t  w tm ra  , , , , ,  n  I

7^Fuller, on, cit., 75, In this connection Haenchen 
sees an association with the “Redeemer," He says, "Seine 
LPaul] Lehre vom Srloser (II,4a) beruhrt sich mit der g, en, 
in dem sie Jesus als unerkannt (l Kor 2 ,8 ) herabgekoimenes 
und aufustanden zu Gott zuruckgekehj: tes himmlisches Wes en 
darstelJ^ (2 Kor 8,9; Phil 2,6-11),Richardson, op:, pit., 155.
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The phrase uopcpn Otou is the first to suggest 

80
pre-existence. The pre-existent One was God as far as

81
his essential attributes were concerned. The word

itself deals with how the single phenomenon is in 
82

its essence. "It suggests the same idea which is other-
83

wise expressed in St. John by o too 6 too. " The
concepts clustered around 6̂^^ seem to be closely related!

^  ^ V O V  ^ Q O  TOO TOV ELVKL T û o  ( J o h n

17.5b). Martin drawing these things together says :
Thus the meaning is that our Lord’s pre-existent 
state was one in which He uniquely shared in the 
divine splendor which, to the Hebrew mind, would 
mean that He was the visible representation or 
manifestation of the presence of God himself.^4

80 '
Not all commentators agree. See J . B. Lightfoot,

St. Paul’s Epistle to the Philippians. 129f. Attention 
should be called to Lightfoot*s "detached note" (125-131) 
on ŷ opĉ ând

Ibid.. 108, 130. Such terminology should not be 
pressed to contain later credal forms. Though the language 
itself might bear the strain of later sophistication, the 
fact is that the development had not taken place. The 
precise content of a word or phrase at a given point is 
the question being raised.

82
J. Behm, TWNT. IV, 750.

83
Lightfoot, Philippians. 130f.

84
R. P. Martin, An Early Christian Confession, 18« 

"Divine by nature" is a common interpretation of ^
6goô. G. S, Duncan, Jesus Son of Man (New Yorks 1949), 193, 
following Bering (Le Royaume de Dieu et sa Venue. 161), links 
the phrase to Genesis 1.26. He also observes that this is 
confirmed by the Peshitto rendering of the Philippians passage,! 
See our discussion of Hebrews 1, infra 218ff. |
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If these things are true the similarities to Wisdom are 

85
obvious.

This eacistence "in the form of God" was in fact t o  
T V/ n0tQu : i.e., existence "on an equality with God,"
Though this pîirase in itself says nothing of pre-existence, 
such is the subject of the context. It was precisely this 
pre-existent condition that Christ subjected to the tempta
tions which inevitably descend upon human flesh.

The whole of verse seven is taken to refer to the 
incarnation. However, it must be noted that those diffi
culties, ending in death, which the Lord encountered as the 
termination of his earthly existence approached roust not, 
indeed cannot, be separated from the reality of the incar
nation. He "emptied himself" ( , In view
of the background in Isaiah, Jeremias argues that the 
expression "implies the surrender of life, not the kenosis 
of the incarnation." Such a judgement does not allow 
the writer of the hymn any freedom of thought or expression.

Martin, loc. cit.86
Lightfoot, Philippians, 109. Hie questions 

surrounding .koT̂ vvxov do not concern us here. For a 
recent sumraary see Martin, qp, cit., 18-22.

87
Zimmerli and Jeremias, op, cit., 97, n. 445.
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The passage itself seems to imply no such distinction.88
Incarnation ending in death is the complete thought.

The pre-existent One took the form of a bond
servant ( "He, who is Master (kviouos ) of all,

89
became the slave of all." The Servant-songs of Isaiah

90
offer background for the thought here. The discussion
of )a.dP(̂ v̂ in verse six is applicable also: ^qo\ ou

is set over against Ô -oO. Further, he was "born
in the likeness (^v u ) of men." The word
seems to stand between and . The word itself
does not necessarily imply "the reality of our Lord's 

91
humanity.” To put the alternatives more clearly:

Phil. 2.7 • . • could mean that the Lord in his 
earthly ministry possessed a completely human form 
and that his physical body was capable of sinning 
as human bodies are, or that he had only the form 92
of a man and was looked upon as a human being, e • .

88 ] ;
It is never suggested in the Ghristology of the 

Wisdom tradition that anything was subdued, lost, or given
up in descent or incarnation. We therefore avoid any
involvement in discussing any kenotic theory of the incar
nation,

89
Lightfoot, Philippians. 110, This theme seems to 

belong to the earliest gospel tradition: cf. Mark 10,44,
45; Matthew 20,27, 28.

90
See the discussion of Jeremias, supra 187. This 

view is diametrically opposed by M. D. Hooker, Jesus and the 
Servant (London: 1959), 120f, For Jeremias* critical review 
of this work see JTS XI new series (i960), 140ff.

91Lightfoot, loc. cit.
Q 2  ""

Bauer, Greek-English Lexicon. 570.
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Again, he was found "in human .form" L • . • cô

/ having to do with changeable externals.
The thought is at least vulnerable to Docetic interpretation, 
Lightfoot summarizes;

94
The former verse dwells on the contrast between 

what He was from the beginning and what He became 
af terxvards Î hence v ^not , o \jĴ  Cnot ,

Û  ̂ (not wv) .'"ail words expressive of change.
In the present the opposition is between what He 
in Himself, and what He appeared in the eyes of mens 
hence c r y (for yyirc or ôpip̂ ) ,
(for o 0c or urv̂ oycov ), co<; (for âvôpijovyûc ),
all expressions implying external semblance,95̂

Finally, Georgi penetrates the the significance of
the passage, finding it to lie in the fact that the hymn
here has to do with "unchangeable human history," "Das
Besondere liegt darin, dass hier eine einzelne, unverwechsel-
bare Menschgeschichte erzahlt ist, nichts Tĵ -pisches wie in

96
der spekulativen Hystilc, sondern etwas Einsiges,"

Colossians 1.15-20. Long ago Lightfoot found both 
Jewish and "Gnostic" elements present in the heresy at

93
Martin, op. cit., 27f.

94
Lightfoot * s text begins verse Si l, , . ,
Lightfoot, pp. cit.. llOf.

96
Georgi, op, cit., 281, Any serious student of the

hymn will appreciate its greatness and its contribution to 
the Christian tradition. In agreement with our observation 
above Grant (pp. cit., 106) rightly observes that the 
language is open to heretical manipulation. "From these 
expressions he [Saturninus] could easily conclude that the 
Savior was not actually a man."
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97

Golossae. He inclined toward the position that these
were not two separate things but probably two aspects of
the same phenomenon, Although Lightfoot*s position has
not gone without question, there has been a certain 

98
agreement,

97
J, B.' Lightfoot, St, Paul's Epistles to the Colossian; 

and to Philemon. 73ff, £. Haenchen. RGG (third edition.
1958) ÎÎ] 1654, discovers at Golossae what he calls "juden- 
christliche Gnosis," W. L. Knox, Gentiles. 44, refers to 
Paul's opponents as "more or less Gnostic," However, A, S, 
Peake (The Expositor's Greek Testament, III, 484f f,) argues 
that the Golossian heresy was Jewish but not Gnostic, Precise 
definition is of course one of the key issues,

98
For a brief but inclusive survey of the work current 

at the time (1948, second edition, 1955) see % Davies, op. 
cit., 150ff. See also* £, Percy, Die Problème der Kolosser- 
und Epheserbrief. (Lund : 1946), esp, 68-78;
G, Bornkamm, "Die HHresie des Kolosserbriefs" in Das Ende 
des Gesetzes. Beitrage zur evangelischen Theologie 16 
(München* 1958) 139-156, E% Kàsemann, "Eine urchristliche
Taufliturgie," in Festschrift R. Bultmann zur 65, ed,
E, Wolf, (Stuttgartl 1949), 133-148 ; Exeaetische Versuche 
und Besinnungen. I, (Gettingen; 1960), 34-51; Essavs on 
New Testament Themes. (London* 1964), 149-168; J, M,
Robinson, "A Formal Analysis of Colossians 1,15-20," JBL 
LXXVI (1957), 270-287, (In this article Robinson examines 
the possible arrangement of the original hymn, making his 
own suggestions,); H, Hegermann, Die Vorstellung vom 
Schopfungsmittler im hellenistischen Judentum und Urchristentu) 
(Texte und Untersuchungen 82. Berlin ; l96l), (Hegermann's
study is surely one of the most comprehensive among the 
modern literature. His examination of the contribution of 
the Philonic tradition is quite complete. He reviews 
virtually all the well-known authors who have written in 
this area. His bibliography of material on the New Testament 
hymnic tradition is therefore very helpful.); E. Schweizer, 
"The Church as the Missionary Body of Christ," NTS. 8 (1961), 
1-11; G, Munderlein, "Die Erwahlung durch das Pleroma* 
Bemerkungen zu Kol, 1.19," NTS. 8 (1962), 264-276, (Munder
lein, among other things, finds it possible to argue that
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One study of this passage that approaches but does

99
not posit a redeemer myth is that of Dibelius, To
begin, Dibelius discovers in Colossians I both cosmic
and soteriological elements which he argues antedate the100
"conceptual world of Paul." He finds parallels to the
thoughts of Colossians in the Hermetic writings, Philo,
and the "Iranian" texts. He concludes that Colossians is
the Christian equivalent to each of these several traditions.
He suggests that the Wisdom speculation of Hellenistic
Judaism prepared the ground for the association of these
divergent concepts. This was done, " . . .  vielleicht
weniger durch Identifizierung des 'Menschen' mit dem

101
Messias, sondern eher mit der ’Weisheit,*" Such a view

TO is a hypostasis of what is called ttktv̂ p
in 1.12TT'irrFù Schenke^ "Der Wider strait gnostischen und 
kirchiicher Christologie im Spiegel des Kolosserbriefes,"
,2TK 61 (1964), 391-403, (Schenke here first presents his 
reconstrriction of the heretical Ghristology and then 
discusses the Ghristology positively offered in the epistle.); 
E, Lohse, " Chr 1 s tush err scha.ft und Kir che im Kolosserbrief," 
NTS 11 (1965), 203=216; A. Feuillet, "La Creation de 
l’Univers ’dans le Christ’ d’après l’Epitre aux Colossiens" 
(1.16a), NTS 12 (1965), 1-9; F. B, Craddock, "’All Things 
in Him’ : A critical note on Col. 1.15-20," NTS 12 (1965),
78-80, (Craddock points out Hegermann’s apparent misunder
standing of W  Col, 1,16, 17, 19).99 '

M . Dibelius, An die Kolosser Spheser an Philemon, 
(Tubingen: 1953) esp, 14-17.100

Ibid., 14.
101  ̂

Ibid.t 16,
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has a certain appeal not only because it does not resort 
to a pre-Christian gnostic redeemer, but also because it

102
recognizes a wide range of possible contributing factors.
If any single thing is clear with regard to the entire
hymnic tradition it is that many divergent elements combined
to constitute this New Testament phenomenon,

103
Kasemann, assuming a redeemer myth, argues that

Colossians 1,15-20, was in fact a pre-Christian hymn which,
by means of a certain amount of Christian redaction, was
pressed into use by the church. This redaction consisted

104
of its conversion into a baptismal 1iturgy. One piece
of statistical evidence that could be misleading is his 
contention that only eight of the 112 words that comprise

105
the hymn contain motifs that are "specifically Christian." 
Kasemann’s treatment of the passage is indeed extremely 
useful as will be seen in the discussion to follow; 
however, disagreement must be lodged with his presuppo
sitions concerning a redeemer figure. His view is that

109̂Notes are regularly found indicating that this 
indefinite nature of the background to Colossians 1 was 
first noted by: H, Windisch, Untersuchun^en z. Neuen
Testament; Die Weisheit und die Paulinische Christologie, 
(Leipzig; 19I2T,” 220f, For the relation between Paul 
and Philo see; H, Chadwick, "St. Paul and Philo of 
Alexandria," SJRL 48.2 (1966), 286ff,

^^^For Kasemann*s work here, see note 98 supra.
^^4^asemann, New Testament Themes, 154, 164, etc,
105

Ibid,, 154,
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these verses:

• • , contain, apart from the Christian interpola
tions, the supra-historical and metaphysical drama 
of the gnostic Redeemer, which only gains a new 
eschatological significance from the Christian 
redaction and f r a m e w o r k .i06

The view taken here is that, while the hymnic
107

character of the passage should no longer be in doubt, 
the Christian composer may well have drawn on earlier 
sources for the basic framework to support his own con
victions, For this study, background is important primarily 
as it shows the way to understanding the living faith of 
the early church. More specifically, it must be asked 
just how the Wisdom tradition manifests itself in these 
verses.

T O O

X̂.Tk<rTKL/ 11 KKC Koto^ TVKVTIOV tK T7KVTK
iv cCOTW CTUV 16 KKL &-TTW
TCaU 05 t-TTW TîpOJTûTOkôJ

106
Ibid., 155. Feuillet, on. 3, notes that

Percy, 0 0 , ci_t,, 69, as well as a number of others 
"repoussent avec vigueur" Kasemann*s view,

107
Kasemann, NewJ:^tamenj^ , 149, etc. See:

J. M, Robinson, "Formal Analysis," JBL 76 (1957), 270-287, 
for a review of the various possibilities at that time,
V, Tâ l̂or, The Person ,of Christ, 63, doubts that the
passage represents a pre-Pauline hymn.



 ̂ ^ 1/ X / / \ / L98
IK  TWV Vt\<ptOV, LVK %V fTKWV o<oT05 -T\^WTtOW v
1.9 OTL 4 V KOTiJj tV^OKV\T^V T\^V TÙ wVv^^Ui^ot
KKT0U<Vq'3ÛP< L  ̂ZO WKC 5</KUTOV c^T^OK<VTo(X\dC^K U ~\k
2.1$ o< vTov t_ipY\Vo7\ okv̂ <n̂  6'<-k Too o$ Tcio avüÇoO
c^vTov, CSu Konrou] tLT(_ "ri i m  yï\̂  vv\s lirĉ  4v
l o i  g o6 ç>o(vc51$

That the literature and thought of the Wisdom
108

tradition has influenced this passage need not be argued,
109

Without question, Christ has been identified with Sophia,
Richardson notes that it is significant that Paul should
have used the language of the Wisdom literature :

• , , so readily and so naturally, without quoting 
precisely, but none the less clearly indicating that 
this was the language which had become the vehicle 
of his thinking,1TO

The first specific Wisdom characteristic to be noted
is that of pre-existence. It is implied in verse 16, ^

là. Even earlier-'-in verse 15-- Christ111
is entitled, Tt should go

108
See, e.g., Harris, Trinity, 30; Richardson, o d , 

cit,, 158; J, H. Robinson, "Formal Analysis," 277 ;
Whiteley, ^p. cit., Ill; al.

109
However, Schwaiser argues, pp. cit,, 7, "This is 

the Christian reinterpretation of the well-attested 
Hellenistic concept of the cosmic body ruled by God, with 
either Zeus or Ether, Logos or Heaven, at its head,110

Richardson, op, cir,, 158,111
For a detailed examination of 16a see; Feuillet, 

p.p. cit. On in the Christian tradition see F, W,
Eltest er, E Lf ON im ,Neu en Te s tamen t (Berlin ; 1958),

- i



199
without saying that, although the language itself would
admit of such a possibility, Christ is not to be consid-

112 113
ered as part of the created order, Burney sees here
a direct reference to Proverbs 8.22, "The Lord created me
at the beginning of his work, the first of his acts of
old," . It seems that "the term U./XD in Proverbs 8,22
was used by Rabbinic Judaism as the kev to the TR WXRJi

114 ' - \
which begins the Hebrew Bible," The term was also

115
interpreted "by wisdom," Burney concludes that Colossians
1,15-18 is an "elaborate exposition of in Genesis

116 ' •
1,1 in the Rabbinic manner,"

Further, with regard to Christ’s pre-existence,
there is in verse 18 the absolute statement, .

117 ^
Lightfoot argues that the word contains two ideas: l)
priority in time, as well as 2) originating power. The

T Î 2 ^
C.F.D, Houle, The Epistles of Paul the Apostle to 

the Colossians and Philemon (Cambridge Greek Hew Testament), 
63ff, Revelation 3,14, is open to the same misinterpretation, 
For an almost devotional note on Paul’s concept of Christ’s 
pre-existence sees J, S, Stewart, A Man in Christ, 316.
Cf, Lightfoot, Colossians, 212f,

113
C, F. Burney, "Christ as the APXH of Creation,"

JTS XKVIi (1926), 160-177,
114 115

Davies, op, cit., 151, Ibid,116 \
Burney, op. cit. , 48, Cf. Davies, loo# P.ii*

117
Lightfoot, Colossians, 223,



200
language of the verse concerns Christ's relation to the
church in a way analogous to the relation between the
pre-existent Word and the created order, Bruce summarizes:

In relation to the old creation he exercises the 
right of heritage which is his as the Father’s 
first-begottenÎ in relation to the new creation he 
exercises a parallel privilege because of his 
priority in resurrection,T18

Finally, the most unquestionable of all Paul's
statements here concerning pre-existence is found in verse
17 r sllfs. Ihe present tense of the
verb indicates that "this pre-existence is absolute exis- 

119
tence," This pre-existent one did not only exist prior
to tb.e created order, but is forever present,

A second feature of Wisdom speculation present in
Colossians 1 is the creative activity ascribed to Christ,
Tills concept is primarily contained in verse 16, There
may be a certain amount of "Stoic colourîjig" in the
terminolog}/ but this is not out of harmony with Rabbinic 120 ^ ^
usage. Both the aorist and the perfectN • I'u I* «I mm,I imv, ,i , ,, iw,

are employed in the verse; the former underlining the
historical act of creation itself and the latter the

118 ■ '
F, F, Bruce, "Promise and Fulfilment in Paul's 

Presentation of Jesus," in Promise and Fulfilment- ed.
F, F. Bruce, 48.

119
Lightfoot, Col_ossi^^_ 221,

120
Davies, oj3. cit., 152.
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"continuous and present relations of creation to the 

121
Creator." For Philcv sis we have seen, the Logos was
the instrument ^  _oo creation was effected. This
expression in the New Testament refers to the personalized 
agency of the pre-existent Logos and is not a simple instru
mental as has been observed in some earlier documents.
It is interesting that in only one other Pauline passage 
is Jesus pictured in an unquestionably creative roles 
• • • '<6 piqV 'Wrou S Kpî Toc , OÙ TK \«l

(l Corinthians 8 ,6 ),
It is beyond question that in Colossians Christ 

was conceived as the one described in the Wisdom-Logos 
tradition. Such an observation is not intended to imply 
that there were no developments at work in the tradition; 
nor is it felt that there were no other influences on the 
thought of the passage. Simply put, this is the nature of 
the Wisdom-Logos tradition at this point.

Probably the most difficult aspect of the Wisdom- 
Logos tradition to pinpoint is the exact soteriological 
function of the central figure, IVhat should be noted here 
is that "reconciliation" is drawn into the complex of 
ideas. Reconciliation, implying at least two factions

121
Lightfoot, Colossians, 217 122 . -  

De Cherub. 35,
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at variance with each other, is achieved through Christ
who "made peace" by means of "the blood of his cross."
It was within this Reconciler that uxv to

v\C\0<jôapc . It is more than obvious that this
statement was open to Gnostic manipulation. However,
when one combines this with 2.9, o t l  i v  kutiL t t k v  t o

tOvi QsLOWyTQ^ . the conclusion must be
that the point intended originally was that Jesus was
genuinely and completely God, Yet the word Tr\i/\̂ p&̂  may
be on its way toward acquiring a more technical meaning.
It would appear that the Hellenistic philosophical concept
of a god-filled universe was in the latter half of the
first century passing into the Gnostic conception of a
divine pleroma which was conceived both as the abode of the
aeons and the aggregate of them. Of Ephesians 4,10, Best
says, "the Hellenistic conception was passing into the
Gnostic at the time and there is no reason why both should

123
not appear in the Epistle,"

The possible presence of these subtle shades of 
development indicates the difficulty of firm conclusions.

1 9 9 aOf, this thought in Irenaeus adv. Haer. 1.2,6.
See discussion infra, esp, 358f. Further, Colossians 2,9 
seems to be quoted in a Gnostic sense in Excerpta Theodoto 31.

123]2, Best, One Body in Christ. 148, cf. 140, Cf, 
Richardson, op,, cit.. 158; W, L. Knox, St. Paul and the 
Church of the Gentiles. 163.

' ,i.:L
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This uncertainty appears impossible to resolve on the 
basis of the evidence presently available. In spite of 
this the Colossian hymn is a powerful witness to the faith 
of the early church,

Romans 10.4, 6ff, It has been regularly noted that 
the concept of Torah is often associated with Wisdom, In
Romans 10,4 Christ is called t4\q5 vô q\) , These words
follow immediately:

VOp.OU OTL ^  4.V
é i\ i-K Su<̂ ô Cj\/v\ oo-Tto5 V\Ĉ '£Tnv̂5

<rou, U 5  ̂ tov _
OopcXVov; 'ToOnr̂  ̂ X^c'TTov \C$

T\\v 1:0vw XpcTTov
4k  V wv

Either Paul is dependent on Baruch.at this point
or they are both recalling Deuteronomy 30,12ff, Baruch,
speaking of Wisdom, says:

Who has gone up into heaven, 
and taken her, 

and brought her doxm from the 
clouds?

Baruch 3,29
124

VJhiteley finds the suggestion of dependence "precarious,"
125

In a different vein, Conselmann argues that 
Paul brought with him a Gacp tradition when he

1 94Whiteley; on. cit., 1 1 1.1 9 c.~ H, ConselmaTin, “Paulus vtnd die Weisheif, " MTS 12 
(1966), 242.
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126

focused upon Gerechtlgkeit in Romans 10. Suggs
thinks that the element, if present, is not important.
He summarizes :

But it does not seem to be possible to understand 
in what sense Christ is the telos of the Law unless 
Romans 10,6ff. has identified him not simply with 
Wisdom, but with Wisdom understood as Torah.

The passage then is taken to be one other of Pauline 
origin which reflects the influence of the Wisdom tradition. 
It is of particular interest in that it lies outside the 
"hynmic" material. Assuming momentarily that neither the 
hymn in Fhilippians nor the one in Colossians was of 
Pauline origin, this would indicate that Paul himself did 
think of Jesus in these terms and did not always borrow 
from others. In either case, whether the influence was 
direct or indirect, a significant portion of the epistles 
attributed to Paul presents Jesus in terms which have their 
roots in speculations concerning God’s pre-existent Wisdom,

III. THE SYNOPTIC GOSPELS

Reasons for placing the examination of the gospel 
material (especially that from the Synoptics) after the 
Pauline have already been given. However, there are other 
factors which justify this device for emphasizing the 
period in which the gospel tradition became a written one, 

"-ygg"' ~  ̂  ̂ 7M, J. Suggs; unless otherxvise noted the suggestions 
of Dr. Suggs arise from personal conversation or correspon
dence.
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One is that, with regard to Wisdom speculation, there are
remarkable affinities betxveen 1 Corinthians and Q. Some
years ago Arvedson observed, "Merkxmrdig, dass gerade in
Q Jesus und die Weisheit xfiederholt mit einander in Verbin-

127
dung gesetzt X‘7erdenî" Robinson makes the point by con
tending, . . only in Q and 1 Corinthians is Sophia

128
clearly a Ghristological title." He pursues the matter 
further:

Thus, just as Paul is criticizing the heretics of 
Corinth so fully from xŝ ithin rather than x-zithout 
that he can himself refer to Christ as our Sophia 
(l Cor. 1,30) and display a superior wisdom access
ible only to pneumatics (l Cor. 2,6ff.), just so 
Q as X‘70 knox̂  it reflects much the same structural 
situation of criticism from x/ithin, that is Q and 
Paul share the situation prior to the policy of 
rejecting not only false implications but also a 
total theological contê ct and its vocabulary, as 
X7as to become standard policy from the Pastorals on.

Robinson argues that Q--in his opinion a sayings 
source similar in certain xfays to the Gospel of Thomas-- 
only survived by being incorporated into a historical 
framex-7ork such as that provided by Hark, more specifi
cally, "the Harcan pattern of the public ministry as the

127
T. Arvedson, Das Mysterium Ghristi, 211 (see:

210 n. 9).
128

J . M. Robinson, "Basic Shifts," 85f.
129

Ibid.t 8 6 , Other notes on the Christology of Q 
include A, Harnack, The Savings of Jesus, 233ff., and 
H, R, Mackintosh, The Person of Jesus, 6 ,
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130
206

preface to the crucifixion," Whether or not one agrees,
viewed from a certain angle, there is a certain amount of
evidence for such a conclusion. In addition to the
correlation on the Ghristological use of . there is
the apparent equation between "this evil generation"
(Q-Lk 11,29-32) and "the Jews" (l Corinthians 1,17- 

131
2.7), If Robinson’s contentions are true, we here catch 
a glimpse of a theological approach ultimately rejected 
by the church at large.

Therefore, it may be asked just what kind of a 
Wisdom tradition Q does reflect. The answer can best be 
given by beginning with a broader view. The following 
table includes every instance of <roĉ bK in the Synoptic 
Gospels.

MATTHEW MARK LUKE
1)
2)
3) 11,19(16-19),

.25, 26
4) 12.42
5) (cf, 23.34f.)
6 ) 13.54
7)

2,40 
2,52 
7.34,35

6.2

To . . . TvXvy
. . . .

K x l  Tv̂ cîûüs Tcç)ot\<oxrriv  
[ i v  ^ .

7.34,35 
(cf, 1 0 .21f. ) (Jcx̂iK
11.31 -. • T v \v  «^cxptoCv ^ o \ o ~

jJcCb\Jo$ « * * .
m ̂  ^  <toc^Ck, O èo o11.49

21.15
. . .  Tij \fy \

\<pci
T3tr
' .•] 

131
Robinson, "Basic Shifts," 85. 
Ibid,a 8 6 ,
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Undoubtedly, the most striking feature about the 

synoptic use of the word qooLX. is that it is almost com
pletely confined to Luke’s infancy narrative and Q, There 
is in fact only one instance of the xford in the whole of 
Mark. Numbers one, two, four, and six have to do x̂ ith 
wisdom, more or less human, as a phenomenon present within 
the earthly Jesus. Number four may have additional over
tones because of its association with Solomon. Robinson 
observes:

The comparison of Jesus as Sophia with the rejected 
prophets recalls the passage from Q found in . . .
Luke 11,31f, , xzhere Jesus is compared with Solomon’s 
Sophia and Jonah’s preaching, an association which 
in turn recalls Proverbs 8 , the presentation of 
Sophia as a street p r e a c h e r . 1^2

Number seven on the table is found in an eschatological
context and contains a promise of Christ to his disciples;
a promise to be fulfilled in the eschatological situation.
Only numbers three and five are of great importance for
this study. The latter is to be examined first.

An even larger context would be valuable, but for
lack of space only verses 47-50 of Luke 11 are quoted,

4? ooĉ X aXL TcLv 'TXÇocpv̂Tcoy,

' j32 - •
Ibid.. 81. Essentially the same obsert^ation x̂ as 

made by Origan, De Principiis III, 1,
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V)y\(Lv̂ OTL oCuToX i'Trt.\<T‘tCV/c<.V ofUToX j

St OLVCoéop̂ tlT 49 Süi TOÛTO l<c<X V\
Too 6 too iCTXtO, ‘aXs 0(6^005 VpOî VY\o(.j (<c<X
0 ( X X o T T o X o o 5 ^  \<P<\ ftf'uTcov/ c<t\O\<T^OOv)Q-\0 K x X  O L W ^ O U T i V ^
So LVoC 4K3^V\Tv^ù^ T o  -̂VlpwCiC T0X\jTlOV TÔüV 'XVÇû (Çv\TCLO T O  
^VC\C i  VO /Xtto  VCûXryoO OC.TXO TVy^

The passage is an enigma as it stands and it appears to
be impossible to reach any common agreement. At least
three possibilities have been suggested. One is that

133
verse 49 is a quotation from a lost x^isdom book. In
a similar vein and indeed among other observations Sten- 

134
dahl suggests that there is a certain similarity x/ith 
Jubilees 1,12, "And I shall send v/itnesses unto them, 
that I may Xsritness against them, but they xvill not hear, 
and vjill slay the x-zitnesses also, and they v/ill -persecute 
those xvho seek the law, , , , " Others speculate that the

135
quotation could be paraphrased "God in his x̂ zisdom. , , ,
Plummer adds, "Jesus here speaks X'Zith confident knoxvledge

136
of the divine counsel : comp, 10,22; 15,7, 10," lliirdly,

133
W, Hanson, The Gosoel of Luke, 148; J. A, Findlay, 

"The Book of Testimonies and the Structure of the First 
Gospel," The Expositor, 8th Series, 20 (1920), 394; W, 
Grundmann, pas Evans;eHum nach Lukas. 249; et.

134
K, Stendahl, The School of St, î;latthex7, 92 n,3. 

Stendahl quotes Charles* translation of Jubilees,
135

H, Hanson, Luke ? G.W.H, Lampe, "Luke" in Peake* s 
Coirtmentary on the Bible, edited by K. Black, 834; A. Plummer, 
A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Gospel According, 
to St, Luke, 313; et,' al,

136
Ibid,
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137

Plummer recognizes a school of thought that holds
these words to be Jesus* Ovm, spoken on an earlier
occasion. Presumably this would mean that Jesus is calling

138
himself It is not difficult to agree xvith
Plummer that this is improbable. Neither is it likely
that the Wisdom title for Jesus xvas common enough at this
stage for it to be a substitution here for an earlier 

139

It should be noted that in a similar passage in 
MattheX'7 (23,34) Jesus is the speaker. The text begins,
îûk. l£o0_. hik.1

^  ^ ■ 140 141
-fed. . . . .  Both Harris and Stendahl

observe that Tatian’s combination of the two passages 
results in, "Behold! I, the Wisdom of God send unto you 
, , . This, hox'Zever, is not of much help in under
standing the passage as it originally stood. Even Tatian 
in his harmonization of the tx̂ o passages imposed a later 
understanding upon the original statements, Jesus as

138
Conzelmann, Theology, 110 n,l, denies that Luke

was aX'Zare of any identification of Jesus and Sophia, However,
see StendaJal, School, 92 n, 3,

139
Plummer, loo, cit,

140
R, Harris, The Origin of the Prologue to St.

John's Gospel, 4,
T41~

Stendahl, School, 92 n, 3,

 il
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Wisdom may be "involved," but surely Harris too over
states his case when he says $

# . # inasmuch as God is personified and speaks 
through Sophia, when He sends His processional array 
of prophets and wise men, we have what in Greek looks 
like a feminine form of the Jphannine L o g o s . i42

All that should be said can be briefly summarized.
First, there is probably something of the Wisdom tradition
in the passage. Exactly in what way or to what extent is
impossible to say. Second, such passages were surely used

143
in support of later "orthodoxy."

The last and most important synoptic reference 
is found in Matthew 1 1 . For lack of space only verses 
16-19; 25-30 are quoted.

St op̂ octoQ-üù Tv\v oy&oloc IttIv/
ToX$ VT o u T W

V\u\v^Tc<yXW 6 \<ô L

16^ w  ySp *ltoA\/vv\j ^Av̂ Ti. w G iL cv  nivw vy
Koti. KiyouTvy^ A xL ^ oviov  33 %\0 w  o  uVcs -voO
^v/GpcLxrou W ô tu iv  K'fL TVLVwŷ  ''iS o ù

kWL Ti\t*>y66y çlXô  \<<\
XyjLixpTwXwv.  Kcil 4 Sn<o<tuiGi/Y \  T ô c ç l x  T w v
o<oTi^3.

Harris, loc. cit.
143 ^

On this passage further see J. M, Robinson,
"AOrOI 5.04flN Zur Gattung der Spruchquelle Q" in Zeit und 
Geschichte. ed, E, Dinkier (Tubingen: 1964).

... .1
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Verses 20-24 contain "Woes to Unrepentant Cities,"

Tv Tip «itrov<Çt.0tX5 o
lE-loi^oXo^oü croc  ̂ KOpv-L tou oCp^woO \<x\

OTL 4\<p\)Vÿc<j Ta(v) To( :̂ TTO qrO<̂ COV Ko<X XÎOV SiiTCoV 
kAV T̂T"à\c(x\\)\:̂ G(3 c<uTrà vv\̂ loLj' Vp<X̂  6 TX^T p,
iiTL 60 TW) ^6Sok(o( ^^yATTpOCfGw <TO\J, ZT YVivTot 
T T h i Ç t S i O  Q y\ U'txo^TOU ■yWTp05  ̂ Ôv>̂  KXL OU S OT̂ **

T o y  ULOV^ O ^ou St ̂ T O V  ^
'XXv<-ï%.ç̂  Ty5 €TTLyiVLO^«%L o uvog \«y w
(boOXvyvê .̂ o uV o 5 ^ ^ t x o v w K6(^p<c* AtyTt. Txpoj y\i
TC^VTt^ ol KOT LÎÔVTt^ KXL TtipopTlTyv^Vov \<^^w 
oCVcî TVoĈ  O'ÇA?̂ . ^9 ^pc<Tt T'OV ^0\)
ùy<̂ $ \(XL oty, Tvps<uy
1x 13 7)0 6XXL (g OpTlOV ^OU tXX ̂!pO V $<TTVV.

144 ;
Stendahl criticizes Findlay in his treatment

of Matthew’s gospel as a work divided into five sections 
on the pattern of the Testimonies, yet Findlay’s insight is 
quite enlightening. Section three, according to his 
division (i.e. 11,2-13,53) is entitled: "Jesus, the
Sophia and the Logos," "Key words" are important indi
cators to Findlay’s divisions.

We begin the next section [i,e, number three] with 
"the works of the Christ"; we end it with "iJhence 
hath this man this wisdom and these powers?" (l3 ,5 4 ).
In the course of this section, it will be observed, 
attention has passed from actual achievements to the 
nature of the power which such achievements express.
We have learnt to look a little closely at thê  
closing words of any section of this Gospel for a 
summary of its contents: so we must take a note
of the other word which occurs in thé* reluctant 
tribute of the men of Nazareth--"Wlience hath this 
man this wisdom?" they asked. This suggestion is 
made quite early in the third section of the gospel:

144
Stendahl, School. 27; cf, Findlay, p^. cit.. 

esp, 392-394.
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"Wisdom is justified by her works (11.19), The 
connection of Wisdom with works is now clear, and 
we pass from what Jesus did to what he was. He is 
shovm to be greater than David, stronger than 
Beelzebul, greater than Solomon and the temple he 
built, I'Jho then is He? Solomon’s name gives us the 
clue, Solomon is master of the wise, the malcer of 
parables par excellence. We go to the Wisdom books 
and discover, ♦ • 7l43~’

Findlay goes ahead to argue for a series of detailed rela
tionships between this division of Matthew and the Wisdom 
literature. If he is right in the points of detail, Matthew 
is indeed a "masterpiece," He concludes:

It is clear that we are not far away from the Logos
doctrine of the Fourth Gospel here; if î'iatthew’s 
presentation of the claim of Jesus is anywhere 
near the truth, we may well ask the question, may 
the idea that Jesus was the pre-existent word 
made flesh have* been inspired not by Philo, but 
by the Master himself, explaining His ovm self- 
consciousness by help of the Wisdom literature, 
with vzhich there is abundant evidence that He was 
familiar, 146

147
Stendahl’s most serious criticism of Findlay is 

that his argument does not sufficiently tal-ce into account 
that. Matthevj is a rev/orking of Mark with the addition and 
supplementation of certain other material. Surely, the 
criticism is valid, îet there can be no doubt that the 
verses which concern this study, v/hich also provided 
Findlay vzith evidence for his conclusions, are undeniably

145 146
Findlay, o p , cj^,, 393, Ibid,, 394,

147
Stendahl, School, 27,
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a part of the Wisdom tradition. Attention is therefore 
turned to them. First, Matthew 11,16-19,

Speaking of this short section, Stendalil says specif
ically of verse 19, ", , , the final logion remains obscure, 
as it seems to have been almost from the very beginning,
since the manuscripts both in Lk, and Mt, vary: ’deed*/

148
’children’." Stendahl continues, "It is unlikely that

149
Wisdom here is identified with Jesus," He does however
note that verses 25-30 have a great affinity with tradi
tional Wisdom thinking. Elsewhere he argues that the study 
of quotations from Matthew leads to the assumption that,
"the Wisdom literature was familiar to the Matthean church

150
and that it considered Jesus as the Wisdom of God,"
Some feel that Jesus is identified with Wisdom in the 

151
passage. The more considered view seems to be something
short of this, like Stendahl, either implying or, as in

148 “  -, —
Stendahl, "Matthew," 784, H,-J, Lagrange,

Ikfcfi&eWi 223, argues that Matthew 
probably read ''togwV, That the saying does in fact belong 
to Q is commonly agreed. See: T.W. Hanson, The Teaching
of Jesus> 213 ; H, E, Todt, The Son of Man in the Synoptic 
Tradition, 114-118; et, ai,

149
Stendahl, loc, pit.

150
Stendahl, School, 27.

151
O.S, Rankin, Israel’s Wisdom Literature, xj 

Findlay, 032. c_it, , 394,
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. his case, stating that the actual identification was made

152
by the early church. Then there are those, like M ’Neile,
who neither affirm nor deny an identification, M ’Neile,
for example, asserts of the Divine Wisdom that it is

153
"God himself in action," He interprets this to mean
that Wisdom was Jesus’ inspiration. The lack of precision
in this kind of exegesis is unsettling.

Those who see the developing theological realizations
of the early church seem to occupy the strongest position,
Robinson’s sta.tement is concise and to the point :

Wisdom , , , is the personified agent and power of 
God, identified by the theology of the church with 
Jesus himself. He is attacked and slandered for his 
actions during his earthly ministry, but the course 
of time shews that he and he alone was right. There 
is, as it were, a legal case between him and his 
opponents, and it is only the verdict of history that 
can settle the matter. This is given clearly and 
without hesitation in favour of him and he is seen 
to be that true and divine Wisdom, ̂ ^4

If Luke’s t4v<-vJwv is under consideration, the justification
155

originates in Jesus’ followers instead of his deeds.
152

T, H, Robinson, The Gospel of Matthew, 103; Davies, 
op. cit., 158,

153
A, H, H ’Neile, Matthew, 158,

154
T, H, Robinson, loc, cit,; cf., Stendahl, "Matt

hew," 784.
155

Sees W, Man son, Luke, 82f, With Stendahl,
"Matthew," 784, observes that it is possible to take as 
"over against." Meaning! "The Wisdom of God (moving towards
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The basic similarity of thought is presezrved, and Jesus
remains the Wisdom of God.

Although Stendahl doubts any identification of
Jesus with Wisdom in verse 19, he says that in verses
25-30, "Jesus assumes the function of Wisdom as described

156 157
in Sirach 51,23-27." Allen lists these affinities
in tabular form. The similarities are indeed impressive

158
and some connection must surely be established. However, 
there are also differences and it would seem fair to con
clude that this is not the whole answer. The question of 
the extent to which Q is involved comes in here. Verses 
28-30 have no parallel in Luke, and it would seem unlikely
that Luke would have omitted them if they were originally 

159
a part of Q, Kilpatrick concludes, "there is a change of 
subject matter between w ,  25-27 and w ,  28-30, and no
its goal^ cannot be hampered by those who claim to be the 
sons of Wisdom, i.e., the Pharisees and others who take 
offense,"

156
,Ibid. Cf,, School. 142,

157
W, C, Allen, Matthew,

158
Davies, pu, cit,, 156f; Bruce, op, cit,. 49;

E. Klostermann, Das Matthausevangelium, l03f,
159

For a discussion of this problem see : G,D,
Kilpatrick, The Origins of the Go^el according to. St, 
Hatthevj, 27
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necessary connection joining the two passages together."160 

161
Bultmann has denied that there was originally any con
nection be W e  en the two sections. Of the latter he says,
"It seems to me that Matt, 11,28-30 is a quotation from

162
Jewish Wisdom literature put into the mouth of Jesus,"

. ikiother point is the independence of verse 27, the
well-knovzn "Johannine thunderbolt, " Although it is not
out of place in any serious way, it must be allowed that

163
it is more or less self-contained, Haenchen contends
that in the verse Jesus speaks as a Gnostic Redeemer,
Similarity, Grant says of the language of verses 25-27

164
that it is "semi-Gnostic," Grant further finds a
tension between apocalyptic and Gnostic thought in the
passage, "in the context of Jewish speculation about Israel,

165
the Torah, and the Wisdom of God," Again :

160
Ibid, Cf,, R, M, Grant, Gnosticism and Early 

Chr istian ity, 152,
'161

R. Bultmann, Jesus and the Word, 83; Theolo^zy,
I, 48; History_p_f__the ic Tradition, 159f,

162
Ibid, In personal conversation, both ir'rofessors 

G, Quispel and A,F ,J , Klijn mentioned their preference for 
a 'wisdom "form" in connection with this passage rather than 
an actual quotation from some now unlmo’tm Wisdom book,

Haenchen, RGG (third edition, 1958), II, 1653,
164

Grant, o p , cit,, 52
165

Ibid,
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There is a Wisdom-Christology in this passage which 
points toward the Gnostic speculations about Wisdom, 
But here it is not Gnostic; it is simply Christian, 
and it may go back to Jesus himself. If Jesus 
somehow identified himself with Israel, as many 
modern scholars have held, it is surely possible 
that he could have identified himself with the Wisdom 
of God, In any event, we can see that at a very 
early time he was so identified by Christians,166

Gnostic "elements" cannot be confined to verses 
167

25-27, Verses 28 and 30 are paralleled in the Gospel
of Thomas,

Jesus said :
Come to Me, for easy
is My yoke and My lordship is gentle, 
and you shall find repose for yourselves.

Gospel of Thomas, 90
Verse 29 of Matthew is conspicuous for its absence from 
Thomas, It is possible that verses 28 and 29 were origin
ally separate sayings, dravm together here by Matthew 
because of It could be argued that Thomas
represents an independent tradition at this point. Other
wise one would be required to ask why the omission was felt 
necessary.

The nature of the entire paragraph (25-30) inclines 
Stendah1 to conclude:

- • A M "  t 53.167
It should be noted that verse 25 has a Pauline 

parallel in a passage already discussed: 1 Corinthians
1,26-29,
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. . .  we are inclined to consider the passage as 
having originated from an interplay between actual 
words of Jesus and the formative creativity of a 
church similar to that behind the Fourth Gospel,

Finally Otto summarizes the passage in terms of 
significance :

• The significant thing for us in his words, however, 
is that he does not summon men to Wisdom, as a mere 
expert or teacher or even pupil of Wisdom, but that he, 
like Wisdom, calls men to himself. He speaks in the 
name of Wisdom, indeed as Wisdom herself, That does 
not mean that he shared the doctrine of the incarna
tion as developed by later speculation, but it does 
mean that he--at least occasionally--knew himself to 
be so much the organ of divine Wisdom that his own 
person was identified with that of the very speaker 
who used the divine voice--a feature whicli is never 
found in the ancient p r o p h e t s , 1^9

IV. HEBREWS

Hebrews 1,1-3, Fragments of the Wisdom tradition are 
found in the opening verses of the epistle to the Hebrews,

1. ‘\To\o‘̂̂ çdi5 Kxl T"oXuT0 6 T\tO5 o
Tdt^ t\j TOXc 3 Z  4 t ’)^TOU
TcZv U
^Gv^ViW \<lXv>^pC>v6^0V OvHj VuX.
TûO 5 vx 3 ~ 3 Oj WV X -Tv\ 3 56%»/̂ 3 XXL

TtZ L Tv 5̂ (XOTOÔ  VCXBxpLWyvov
wdjv iK |jL.cv.p-YLCo\/ 1\J VV\̂
\xi^xX<-u0^uvvy5 iv v^XcTtj.

168 '
Stendahl, "Matthew," 784,

169
R, Otto, The Kingdom of God and the Son of Man, 

172, For a concise summary of the gospel picture of Jesus 
as Wisdom see A, Richardson, An Introduction to the Theology 
of the New Testament, 166.
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170

Man s on observes four basic predications of Jesus in 
these versesÎ

1) He is the Messiah, the Son of God, the predestined 
Inheritor of all things (w. l-2a).

2) He is the Wisdom or Logos of God, through whom God 
made the worlds, and who upholds them (w. 2b-3a).

3) He has effected the purification of our sins (v,3b),
4) He sits at God’s right hand (v, 3c).

This statement of fundamentals in itself indicates that the
author of Hebrews was deeply affected by the Wisdom tradition.

Even within the Wisdom tradition, we have seen that
diverse sources seem to be represented. With regard to

171
this passage from Hebrews, Moffatt observes Platonic
elements in the background. Further, he also feels that

172
the passage shows Alexandrine and,more specifically,

173
PhiIonic influence. Such conclusions certainly support 
Hanson’s claim that "the conjunction of the Messiah-ccncept 
and the Wisdom-concept first occurred , , . within the

W, Hanson, Hebre\7s, 91,
171

J, Hoffatt, Hebrews, xxxi; cf, Richardson, oo,cit,, 
loOf,; Bultmann, Tlieolo^v, I, 132, refers to the "cosmic 
figure" of Christ in Hebrews 1 ,

172
Moffatt, op, cit., 6 ; cf, Sidebottom, The Christ 

8D@i, 59,
173

Moffatt, op, cit., 6f 9 For a detailed systematic 
approach to the Philonic elements in Hebrews see C, Spicq, 

e.aazWigbram, vol. 1, 39-91.
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174

theology of the world-mission, " In view of the signifi
cance of this point it must now be asked just what specifics 
of the Wisdom tradition it is possible to notice in these 
verses,

First, Jesus is characterized as the agent of God 
at creation: ob o<i(G v̂ < (2b), The
creative activity of Wisdom has been noted both in Proverbs 
8,22-30 and Wisdom of Solomon 8,4, both of which may be

175
offered at least as parallels to the thought of Hebrews, 
Further, 2LsS.±LL here, though never in Paul, is
equivalent to tv̂ t̂  in v . 3 (implied in above),

176
i.e,, the universe or world (1 1 ,3 )."

Even m ore emphatic is the influence on verse 3 of
177

Wisdom 7,22-26, especially verse 26,
For she [Wisdom] is a reflection of eternal light, 
a spotless mirror of the working of God, 
and an image of his goodness,

1/4
W, Hanson, Hebrew, 95,

175
Moffatt, pjp. cit., 5; Bruce, pp. cit,, 48f.

176
Moffatt, loc, cit. Î The re-statement of tlie 

creative activity of in verses 10-12 with a quota
tion from Psalm 102,25-27 should be noted, cf, 0, Gullmann, 

cit., 2 .
177 ̂

Harris, Prologue, 13f.; G, G, Torrey, The
21 i Richardson, op. cit.," I60f,
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Bultmann goes so far as to suggest that Hebrews 1.2a is

J f 1 ^ ̂
"only a paraphrase of the concept ’image*
Surely the words and Sôx:' reflect the thought of
Wisdom. Further, following Bultmann, may stand
for fiKwv.

Philonic influence is particularly evident in 2b,
where it is said of Jesus that he offers his continual
support to the created order through "upholding the
universe by his word of power*" Philo speaks in similar

179
terms of the Logos.

Finally, the author of Hebrews represents the 
Son’s soteriological function as closely drawn into Wisdom 
speculation (3c). Indeed the role is fully developed here.

All of this causes Oullmann to speak of the simi
larities between these opening verses of Hebrews and John’s 
prologue.

Ï78 "Bultmann, Theology. I, 132. See also F, W, Eltester, 
ElKflN in Neuen Testament (Berlin: 1958).

179Moffatt, pp.. cit.. 7, notes the following*  ̂Mig.Ab^^
6 , p i
crCi(Aĵ M-TX. ; _ Ses£. Lea.l. 81,

6  lto t Plant* o, ^  -2 ,
9fe6o -roB 'XiwvfoU jp O V ^ o V C < kL jSi-
oNtOV - tTTL #
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A clear parallel to the prologue of John becomes 
obvious here when we consider that the author men
tions in the same sentence the creation of the 
world through the Son, and in the next verse says 
this son ’reflects the glory of God® and ®bears the 
stamp of his nature. ® The word Xc/o\ as such is 
missing, but this passage, exactly like John 1 .1 , 
connects the divine word in the Son with the creation 
of the world, and defines the eternal relationship 
of the Son to God the Father.

V. JOHN

John In 1-18. It is not the purpose at this point to 
ther purple patches from various authors for the purpose 

of tailoring a regal robe for the Christ of the Fourth 
Gospel0 Indeed, such would be both a formidable and 
challenging task, for the Prologue has attracted the 
attention of some of the best minds in Christendom over 
a long period of time. Here, however, time and space 
demand limitation to the simplest statement of the present 
state of the investigation and an examination of the wisdom 
elements of the document itself. The latter is perhaps 
the most important as the Prologue is the most complete 
Ghristological statement in the Mew Testament from the 
point of view of Wisdom speculation.

A considerable amount of space has already been 
devoted to an examination of various areas of Greek thought

180
Gullmann, op, cit., 261,
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that may have sustained relationships to the biblical 
tradition. These need not be repeated in this connection. 
It should be noted, however, that for some time now commen
tators have been strengthening the position that these
contacts with the Fourth Gospel were minimal, and at best

181
not of extremely crucial importance. •

Further, Judaism and to a certain extent Hellenistic 
Judaism have occupied this study also. Again any repeti
tion of detail is at this point unnecessary. With regard 
to Philo and the Fourth Gospel, Dodd’s dictum should be 
noticed, "It ha.s always been recognized that Johann in e

182
thought has some sort of affinity with that of Philo."

With regard to more peculiarly Jewish backg5rounds, 
it is in order here to notice the basic conclusions of
Harris who has been influential in this area for a half-
century now. Harris* detailed examination admits of con
cise summary. The summary should not be taken to mean

181 " —
Harris, Prologue,. 13; G. H, Dodd, Ihe_InterB%@ta. 

tion of the Fourth Go so el, 264f,, 0, K, Barrett, The Gosoel 
according; to St. John, 25-28; Sidebottom, on. cit., 29, For 
an index of articles on Logos ( ) which are related to
the New Testament use of the term see B.M. Metzger, Index 
to Periodical Literatxire on Christ and the Gospels (Leiden: 
19667, "442-444.

^®^Dodd, Fourth Gospel, 54, This view is established
by the fact that Dodd, op. cjT., spends an entire chapter
("Hellenistic Judaism: Philo of Alexandria," 54-73)
examining the various affinities of thought.
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that he has not been detailed in his work. He speaks for 
himself :

The suggestion arises , , , that the wav to Log;os is 
through Sophia and that the latter is the ancestress 
of the f ormer,1o3
• • • the Logos in the Prologue to John is a substi
tute for Sophia in a previously existing composition, 
and the language of the Prologue to the Gospel depends 
ultimately upon the eighth chapter of the Book of 
Proverbs, • « ,
Our hypothesis , « . involves (or almost involves) 
the consequence that the Prologue is a hymn in honour 
of Sophia, and that it need not be in that sense due 
to the same authorship as the Gospel i t s e l f,1^4
It appears, then, that we can justify the evolution of 
the Johannine Prologue from the eighth chapter of 
Proverbs, and we can show the line of the evolution 
to have passed through the Sapiential books

Thus behind the Only-Begotten Son of God to whom 
John introduces us, we see the Unique Daughter of God, 
who is His Wisdom, and we ought to understand the 
Only-Begotten Logos-Son as an evolution from the 
Only-Begotten Sophia-daughter,186

Though the neat conclusions of Harris are not
without flaw, he did succeed in demonstrating that the
Prologue is dependent upon Jewish Wisdom speculation. Other
views have been presented, and indeed it is possible to

183 184
Harris, Pralogue, 4. Jbiâ* > 6 .

185 186
I b i d . , 12f. Ibiâ.ii3.
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see other elements at work, The point here however is
that the Prologue will never be completely separated

‘ 187
from its Jewish ancestry.

If, in opposition to strictly Jewish backgrounds or 
Hellenistic Judaism of a Philonic sort, one is thinking of 
a brand of Hellenistic Judaism that might be styled "proto- 
Gnostic," such as conceived by Bultmann, it must be observed 
that we have not adequately exami.ned this possibility. This 
is made all the more necessary by the fact that disagreement 
with certain of Bultmann’s conclusions has already been 
expressed. It is to a summary of these views that this 
study now turns,

Bultmann’s contributions in this are found primarily 
in two sources: l) his essay, "Der religionsgeschichtliche 
Hintergrund des Prologs zum Johannes-evangelium," in the 
Gunkel Festschrift, EUXAP\T.TV\P\ON. II (Gottingen: 1923),

Others who hold the primary background to the 
Prologue to be Jewish include: J.A.T, Robinson, Twelve

Hew Testament Studies, 124; T.W. Hanson, On Paul an^John, 
139f,, 148; Grant, o p . cit., 167-169; Richardson, op, cit,, 
161, For a typical defense of dependence upon Greek 
thought see: W, J. Deane, The Book of Wisdom, 15, With
regard to the broader question of Jewish backgrounds to all 
of the Johannine writings see F.-M, Braun, Jean le Théo
logien: les grandes traditions d’Israel et 1 ’accord des
écritures selon le Quatrième Evangile (Paris: 1964),
esp, 115-150,
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1-26; and 2) Das Evangel ium. des Johannes, in the Meyer 
series (tenth edition, Gottingen: 1941), esp. 6-13. In •
the first of these, Bultmann attempted to show that emen
dations had been made on the earlier verses of the Prologue 
and that originally no mention was made of the incarnation 
until verse 14, "Deutlich handelt von der Menschwerdung 
erst V. 14s o iî%i

The first thirteen verses, he argued, dealt with the 
. a divine being with the same essence and function as 

the Jewish Sophia, In explaining why John has \6yos instead
of <3oq>lai . Bultmann prefers the view that it is a matter of

189
simple substitution. This naturall]/ leads to the context
of Alexandrian Judaism although he thinks "Spesifisch

190
philonisch ist im Johannes-Prolog nichts. . . ." Further,
"Naturlich gehort Philos Logosspekulation in den gleichen
religionsgeschichtlichen Zusammenhang, ist aber sine viel

191
kompliziertere B11dung," Nevertheless, for Bultmann 
this background explains the probabilities of the shift in 
terminology. The presence of cosmological elements both in 
Egyptian and Stoic thought would also have contributed to

188 189
Bultmann, "Hintergrund." 5, Ibid.. I3f

190 191
Ibid.. 14, Ibid,
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the development, Bultmann also observes the primary
difference between Jewish Wisdom speculation and John,
Whereas in the former Wisdom appeared at different times
guiding different people, in John • allés Licht auf
den einen konzentrlert ist, in dem der Logos Fleisch 

192
ward,"

Bultmann goes ahead to argue that Kxl o Koyos
was a part of the original hymn or VorlaKe, and

that it must have applied to a historical character of the
immediate past. He further holds that the hymn must have
originated within the sect of the Baptist, and that it was
therefore John who was first identified with the Sophia-Logos,
Finally, he says that the hymn was Christianized when it

193
was made to apply to Jesus, However, in 1925, Bultmann

194
published another essay in which he examined sources
within both Mande ism and Manicheism for background to the
prologue. The result of this beginning ultimately expressed
itself in the views put for^fard in his commentary a number
of years later. It is this final position that has attracted
so much attention,

192 193
Ibid,, 16, Ibid.. 24,

194
R, Bultmann, "Die Bedeutung der neuerschlossenen 

Mandaischen und ManichSischen Quellen fur das Verst^ndnis 
des Johannesevangelium," ZNW XXIV (1925), 100-146,
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In his Johannes-kommentar, Bultmann, though not

repudiating much of what he had said earlier# incorporated
other elements xdniich changed his position significantly.
He rejects the Old Testament tradition of the "word of
God" as unimportant to the understanding of the Johannine 

195
Logos, Neither does he find the origin of the Prologue

196
in Greek philosophical tradition or in Stoicism, Posi
tively# he argues that the Wisdom of the Old Testament does

197
fit the concept of the Johann in e Logos, Further, and
this is one of the important distinctions, this Wisdom was 
not original to Judaism, but was the product of foreign 
influence,

Der Weisheitsmythos 1st aber nur eine Variante des 
Offenbarer-Mythos, der in der hellenistischen und 
gnostischen Llteratur verbreitet istj und die 
Verwandtschaf t des Joh-Prologs mit der judischen 
Weisheitsspekulation beruht darauf, dass beide auf 
die gleiche Tradition als ihre Quelle suruckgehen,

The envijronment of Alexandria is still important as it
offered an opportunity for interpenetration, especially for
the Logos to assimilate the characteristics of Sophia, The

Bultmann, Johannes, 6f, For a detailed critique 
of Bultmann’s proposals concerning the Gospel of John see 
D. M, Smith, The Composition and Order of the Fourth Gospel 
(New Haven and London: 1965), This is an extremely val
uable book not only for its o\m observations, but also for 
many gathered from other sources. The footnotes and 
bibliography are also of particular value,

196 197
Ü2M-I . IbM. » esp. S.

198
IbM., 8f.
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significant thing in all this is of course that the Logos

199
is argued to be a Gnostic figure.

This Logos, in creating the world, dispersed him
self in it. He only regains his identity when the 
structure disintegrates,

. , , er wird erlost, indena es sich selbst erlost,
Als Srlbser hat sich der Logos selbst in Henschen- 

gestalt in die niedere Welt begeben, Zr hat sich, um 
die damonischen M’achte der F in stern is zu tauschen und 
um die su rettenden Menschen nicht su erschrecken, in 
einen menschlichen Loib verkleidet, Naturlich kbnnte 
dies spezifisch gnostische Motiv nicht von den philo- 
sophischen Systemen ubernommen warden. In den 
christlich gnostischen Systemen ist der menschgewordene 
Srloser mit Jesus identifiziert worden, Indessen ist 
der Gedanke der Menschwerdung des Erlosers nicht 
etwa aus dem Christenturn in die Gnosis gedrungen, 
soiidern ist ursprunglich gnostischj er ist vielmehr
schon sehr fruh vom Christ en tum ubernommen und fur 
die Christologie fruchtbar gemacht worden,

The fact that in the Prologue creation is not a
tragedy indicates to Bultmann that the Gnosis being adapted

201
is an early form. Further, he recognizes that the docu
ments used to support his contention come from a later 
period. Surely he takes the strongest possible line of
defense here in asserting that the myth itself shows signs

202
of being much older than the documents. With regard
to the documents, he repeatedly finds the Odes of Solomon 
to contain the closest parallels to the Prologue,

•ifeÂâ" f  ̂ I lOf ,201 202
IbW., 14. ifeld., Ilf.
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Perhaps the greatest contribution of his study is

its recognition that this figure appears, "in verschiedenen
203

Differenzierungen und unter verschiedenen Namen" This
is precisely where our basic disagreement lies. It must
be observed that Bultmann*s view is not as "unorthodox" as
it has been made to appear; for the entire situation would
take on a different character if it were posited that there
were a number of different Redeemer figures instead of one
figure in different manifestations, the products of the ,
varied nature of Hellenistic Judaism rather than a single
dominating phenomenon. This suggestion has however already 

204
been made, Bultmann*s views are thus summarized. It
is now possible, within the total context of the present 
discussion, to analyse positively the Wisdom elements 
present in the Prologue,

203
Ibj.d, , 11,

204 "
SupralŜ fi; For further notes on Bultmann see: 

Cullmann, cit., 252f., 263-266; Sidebottom, pp. cit.,
64, lOSff,, etc. S, Neill, The Interpretation the New 
Te Stamen t, esp, 308-311, has a critique of Bultmann particu
larly on the point that the dualism of the Fourth Gospel is 
not a Gnostic dualism, but at crucial points stands in 
direct contrast to the popular form of the Gnostic myth. It 
is not part of the present purpose to review it here, but 
it should be noted that Sidebottom*s book is probably the 
most helpful of recent works on John, It presents the 
material, suggests the problems, asks the questions, but 
leaves the reader to make many of the decisions.
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As a connecting link it is in order to notice Taylor's

particularly penetrating summary.
This perception [personal distinctions in God's 

being] means that, interpreting the origin of the 
Johannine Logos doctrine, Christian thought will not 
be able to rest content permanently with the suggestive
ness of Gen, 1, but will be compelled to look for 
contributory factors in other directions, in the semi
personalized Logos of Philo, in Wisdom, in the Torah, 
and even, in periods of theological despair, in 
Gnosticism, Some vehicle of thought is necessary to 
bridge the gap between the Old Testament and John 1,1-18, 

j Nevertheless, it is a question of a vehicle and not
of motive power. The compelling urge which led the 
Evangelist to pen, or make use of, the Logos Hymn, is 
not any of the external factors which from time to 
time have been prepared, but the dynamic fact of Christ 
Himself, It was the fact that Christ was knov/n and 
worshipped in the Church of his day which drove the 
Evangelist to identify Him with the Word of God in his 
endeavor to explain His person f irst to himself and 
then to his readers. He made use of the thought forms 
of his day, as all the great theologians have done, 
and must do, to give expression to his perception of 
the incomparable significance of Christ,

Whatever else may be said, it surely can be argued that the
fact of Christ is the most important fact for the author
of the Prologue, Cullmann, approaching the same point
from another angle, expresses a view which, in distinction
to that of Bultmann, is here felt to be more nearly correct.

Although I certainly favor reference to parallels 
drawn from the study of comparative religion, my 
understanding of the role these parallels play in 
explaining the Johannine Logos concept is essentially 
different from that of R, Bultmann, I seek the biblical

205
Taylor, Names, I64f,
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and Christian character of the prologue in its 
starting point, not only in a subsequent demytholo- 
gizing process set in opposition to the mythological 
view which the evangelist is assumed simply to have 
accepted. Exactly contrary to Bultmann*s way of 
thinking, the character of the Johannine universalism 
can be understood only by explaining the non-Christian 
parallels, not as the source of the evangelist'sj 
inspiration, but as foreign elements secondarily 
utilized by him.

Among other things, this means for Cullmann that any earlier
notions of general revelation were "completely subordinated"

207
to the "one revelation of God in Jesus of Nazareth."

Several reasons have been suggested as to why John
preferred \^yq  ̂ to . It has already been mentioned
that had the obvious disadvantage of being a feminine
form. This was probably not a determining factor, but was
nevertheless of some importance. It has been observed that

208
had been misused in the Hellenistic world. It

was not John's purpose to compete with this type of specu
lation. Richardson argues further that the selection of

209
terminology was made for "apologetic reasons." While
the total concept may well have arisen primarily out of 
Jewish thought, Xoyos would have possessed, even at first

206 207
Cullmann, o^# cit., 264f. Ibid.. 254.

208
Richardson, op,, cit.. 160, Following Richardson, 

it is in order to cite Dodd's exhaustive examination of 
Hellenistic backgrounds to the gospel of John in The Fourth 
Gospel. 10-73, etc.

209
Ibid.. 161.
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contact, more or less favorable connotations in Greek 
circles. No single factor will provide a complete answer.
It is our conclusion that was a considered choice
which seemed to serve the need better than any other 
possibility.

Assuming that the thought is primarily Hebraic and,
although John's interest is primarily historical, Sidebottom
speculates as to the author's metaphysic.

Thus he might have reflected that the Word was the 
expression of God's mind or that to find the word 
for anything is to make it kno^m, but it would be 
more congenial to him to find such divine self- 
expression in events or actions (or in a person) 
than in any universal Reason or abstract Idea,
Though then we with our pure Greek background might 
interpret this "truth" as "reality" and find comfort 
and illumination therein, John himself may not have 
intended this at all. . . what ^  may consider 
the most "spiritual" of all, speculation upon 
absolute truth, belongs for John to the sphere of 
reality described as "that which is born of the 
flesh."210

Richardson makes the unequivocal. statement, "In the
Fourth Gosoel and in the Apocalypse alike, the Wisdom-Word

211
of God is the controlling theological conception,"
Though one might not care to be so conclusive, it is sur
prising that Robinson, speaking more specifically, contends 
of the concept of Messiah (o Xnlcr-oç , etc. ) that "This,

210
Sidebottom, on. cit., 192,

211
Richardson, ‘ pp.. cit ., 165.
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rather than 'the Logos', is the category which controls212
his Christologj/ in the body of the Gospel." He concludes:

, , , the way of thinking reflected, for instance, in 
E, F . Scott's dictum that 'in the fourth Gospel the 
Messianic idea is replaced by that of tlie Logos* has 
exercised a mesmeric effect.^I^

The obvious point is simply that anything may quite easily
be overdone. However, it should be pointed out that
Robinson in his desire for truth overstates his case.
Though Scott may have gone too far, statistics are not the
only standards for judgement. In any case, the concept of
Xoyo<: has influenced all of the Johannine vzritings,
Richardson saw this quite clearly:

He [Christ] is present as the conquering Word pro
claimed by the missionary Churdi; this truth is 
s^rmbolized by the picture in the Apocalypse of the 
horseman upon the white horse, who came forth 
'conquering and to conquer', and whose name is 
à, you Gycu (Rev. 6,2; 19.13), In the final
visions of the Apocalypse the Johannine doctrine of 
the Xoyoc is consummated; the \6yo\ who was the kovC\ 
of the first Creation (Rev. 3.14; Prov, 8,22) meets 
us again as the t̂ Xq̂ ; (Rev,21,6; 22,13): he is not
only the Alpha, he is also the O m e g a , 214

^I^J.A.T. Robinson, op. cit., 114, This is a statis
tical conclusion based upon the fact that th.e Messiah-Christ 
title occurs in the gospels as follows : Matthew, 17 times; 
ĵ Îark, 7 times; Lulce, 13 times; and John, 21 times,

^^^Ibid,
^I^RicIiardson, pp, cit,, 164f, It should be noted 

that the opening verses of I John are probably related to 
the Prologue, Sees C.H, Dodd, The Johannine Epistles, 4f,? 
Taylor, Names. 165,
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Having proceeded this far it is now in order to 

state specifically the Logos doctrine of the Fourth Gospel, 
This may be done concisely, John presents the Lô ôs, who is 
absolutely and completely identifled with Jesus. as the 
pre-existent and divine agent of creation, revelation, and 
salvation. Though extremely brief, this is an all-encompass 
ing and far-reaching statement. It is to the elements of
this assertion that the investigation now turns,

\
Pre-existence is mentioned ti/ice with reasonable

clarity: 4 . ^  X't i Ĵ Y-SS. • • • 3 2 1 jBiiy. , , .
(v. 1); and Jvp.oy AÉL» Cullmann
observes ;

We read in the Old Testament: 'In the beginning God
created the heavens and the earth,' In the Gospel of 
John we read: 'In the beginning was the Word, the 
Logos , , , all things were made through him,' The 
evangelist: gives a new Genesis account, now presented 
in the light of the Mediator of revelation. 1̂*̂

John is concerned to establish the fact that the Word was
with God at creation. This implies pre-existence, but
this must not be taken to mean that John speculates either
on the duration or the nature of that pre-existence.
Further, , whether Av. yoit , oit o(j\< ^ , whether there
was anything before that, is to look outside the frame

215
CulIman, op, cit,, 250^
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for the rest of the picture. Statements of his pre
existence as from the lips of Jesus are found at two points 
in the gospel outside the Prologues 8,58; 17,5, These 
thoughts may also be found elsewhere in the Johannine 
literature.

The conception reappears in Rev, 3,14, where Christ 
is called ^ ^ title
based upon Prov, 8,22, • .where should be
understood as the principle of creation, not, of 
course, as the first created thing. The designation 

is used again in Rev, 21,6 and 22,13, verses 
Ælch stress the Johannine conception of Christ as 
the first principle and goal of the creation, the 
b eg inn ing and the end (vo ^^ *

The declaration that Jesus was divine is flatly
expressed; . . . M l  &  à jbSÏ£L (v. lb). These words

218
should be taken in no other way. His activity in creation
is put in slightly more detail;
JMl ll- 2 (v.3); and,
. . . M l  2  • . (v. 1 0 ).219

Jesus as Revealer, though fairly near the surface
a number of times, is clearly seen in one complete asser-
txon: UEoV oolite; W  iTcovoTr vxovov̂ Vv\<; o toy (;
"Cov i<LoXvov TOO T\-<TpoA (v• I8 ), It has
_  _

F, G, Burkitt, Church and Gnosis, 96,217 ^  ^
Richardson, op, ext,, 16If,

218
R. H. Strachan, Slg^2 \iEM_£asoel, 99, etc.

219
CuIImann, on, cit,, 258,
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been noted that has long been a part of. the
Wisdom tradition. Further, the beholding of his "glory"
(v, 14) seems to have overtones of revelation. Closely
related is the concept of "light,* which is widely known

221
in these connections, Jesus is referred to as such,
more or less directly, five times in the Prologue, The
symbolism is important here not only because of its "primeval
religious significance," but also because the concept can

222
"be grasped without being understood." That is, it
strikes home at all levels and increases in meaning as the
individual increases in depth, Christ as the end (i.e.,
n. vÂpiv KfKi ) of the law (v, 17) also implies a

223
certain revelatory activity. The proximity of Torah to
Wisdom has been repeatedly noted. Finally, it is possible 
to draw in at this point the rejection of verse 1 1, which

âüEra '43AJ* Bultmann, 33.eo.logy, II, 35 sees 
Gnostic connection. The word is found a number
of times in the Johannine literature: John 1,14, 18 ; 3,16,
18} 1 John 4,9, So-called "non-theological" uses of the 
term may be found in Luke 7,12; 8,42; 9,38; cf, Hebrews 
11,17, The word may also be considered as a synonym for

, see Mark 1 ,1 1 ; Matthew 3,17; Luke 3,22; see also 
Mark 9,7; cf, 12,6.

221
Grant, pp. cit,, 168.

222
Sidebottom, o p , cit,, 193,

223
For a discussion of the point see: Strachan,

CO. cit,, 95f.
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recalls Enoch 42.If. There is implied in the rejection
an unwillingness to accept the revelation made available 
in the Logos,

Hiis revelation, though rejected by some, was not com
pletely unsuccessful (v.l2). To those who did receive him,

T̂ \<VX Otoo (v. 12), They
were, "born , • , of the will , . , of God (v, 13), It is
thus in the Prologue that Jesus’ revelatory function becomes
a soteriological one, Christ is the means of salvation.

All these characteristics, functions, etc,, were‘a 
part of the incarnate reality, and were therefore intimately 
linked with Jesus, The startlingly new element is : KkI ^
X o 5 . Nothing of this sort was ever said of
Wisdom. Here it is attached to o \oyo s. It is therefore 
to be regarded as a new element in the Wisdom tradition.
Grant, while regarding the Gospel as, "indubitably Jewish,

225
but on the verge of Gnosticism," observes:

The hymn could even be used by a Jewish Gnostic, 
were it not for the crucial sentence, "And the Word 
became flesh," This means that the divine creative 
Word, Wisdom, Name of God became a human being.
Noticing could be more clearly un-Gnostic, or even 
anti-Gnostic, For it is an essential part of Gnostic 
theory to insist either that the divine Christ

224
Surra ,

225
Grant, on, cit,. 169,
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was not human or that the divine Christ descended 
upon the human Jesus, John says, "The Word became 
flesh."226

This means historical encounter. Because of this, "The
Christian faith is therefore not a philosophy, but a 

227
kerugma."

.The declaration, Kxv ^  u\x\\J, seems to
indicate that the author is recalling the Shekinah.
Tay1or ob s erve s;

The Word . . . became flesh, and, using a verb 
whicii recalls the Shekinah, the visible dwelling of 
God among His people, he [John] says that He 
'tabernacled among us, and we beheld his glory, 
glory as of the only begotten from the Father, full 
of grace and truth’ (l.14).228

VI*. CONCLUSION

Thus God’s Wisdom shows itself in John and in the 
New Testament. The qualities it possessed made it an 
inevitable choice in view of the needs of the early church, 
for that church was desperate for terms with which to 
express the Christ event. Though the meaningfulness of

226
Ibid., 169f.

227
Richardson, o d . cit.. 162,

 228
1 Taylor, Names. 162, Cf, Grant, up, cj^,, 169,

On Sirach ^4.13 note supra It is of significance in
understanding the background of the phrase in question to 
note that Q"\<̂vj6co. or derivatives occur four times in Sirach 24, 

■ For'example! "He that created me pitched my tent .
and said, D̂ êll thou ( 6us>) in Jacob,"



240
these forms has grox-m dim in the passing of time, and even 
though they may not be points of departure today, they 
still possess a tremendous depth as well as an encompassing 
versatility. This is well demonstrated for example in 
Bonhoeffer’s notes,

'Christology is a peculiar discipline, because its 
subject is Christ himself, the Word, the Logos, Christ- 
ology is the science of the Word of God, Christology 
is loRolo^v. Christology is the science, because it 
is concerned with the Logos, Were this Logos our o\m 
Logos, then christology would be a matter of the Logos 
reflecting upon itself. But this Logos is the Logos 
of God, where transcendence makes christology the 
crown of learning and whose coming from outside makes 
it the centre of scholarship. The subject remains 
transcendent and yet the Logos with whom we are 229
concerned here is a person, Ttiis man is transcendent.

Perhaps the most perplexing question in the New 
Testament area of this study has to do with the reasons 
why the forms were not used more than they were,
It has become our conviction that the available evidence 
may be interpreted to mean that the actual usage of these 
terms was more extensive in the early church before the 
writing of the New Testament books themselves. That is, 
by the latter half of the first century the use of these 
categories was on the decline, to be renewed only after 
the threat posed by the various forms of Gnostic specu
lation had passed. If this is felt to be an overstatement,

229  ̂ .
D, Boïiîioeffer, ChristoloRV, 27f, '
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it is at least fair to observe that usage in the New
Testament is often submerged or hidden, which in itself
indicates a subtle but surely somewhat extensive awareness
on the part of those who xvrote the books as well as those
who received them. Several reasons have been offered for
this apparent suppression. As we have just implied, the
Gnostic use of (Tocpi'X could not have been without adverse

230
effect on more "orthodox" lines of development. The
New Tes tardent evidence under consideration may therefore
indicate gnosticizing tendencies at a very early period,'
From another world of thought, Philo’s e:ctensive use of

could have militated against Paul’s use of it in his 
^  231

Christological formulations. I'Jhatever other reasons
there may have been surely these two are the most apparent.

However, having perused the New Testament, it is now
in order to observe how these categories were used by the
more or less "orthodox" writers of the second century.

230
_ Cf., e.g., Taylor, Names, 152; Richardson, op. 

cit,, 1 6 1 ,
I;:-;. 231 " - -

Ibid.



CHAPTER IV 

SECOND CENTURY "ORTHODOXY"

I, INTRODUCTION
Although the Wisdom tradition as a whole had an

important influence on New Testament Christological thinking,
we have seen that in the New Testament itself only the
term \Dv05 was openly and unquestionably used as a formal
Chris tological title. With the term , as mentioned
earlier, it is our opinion that the New Testament evidence
indicates some greater awareness of its implications that
it openly discusses. That is, the "submerged" use of the
term indicates a common understanding, which in turn would
seem to indicate a greater employment in the period just

1
prior to the writing of the New Testament itself,

Whether or not it is agreed that it is possible to
observe something of such a suppression in the New Testament,
one can hardly avoid the conclusion that the writers of the 
second century found (TbmcX undesirable. This later 
suppression, although widely effective as far as one may 

1
It might be argued that the concepts surrounding 

this term were simply latent until a later period. We
feel that this suggestion does not account for certain over
tones coming from the evidence which we have referred to 
as an implied "awareness,"
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observe, was never quite complete. In fact by the time 
of Origen, is seen to emerge as an important term
in Christological speculation. In view of the suggestion 
that the second century suppression represents a reaction 
to Gnostic misuse, it should be mentioned that never once 
in all the extant writings of the "orthodox" authors is 
any specific objection on this ground stated.

The New Testament use of the term as an
established Christological form was contùiued into the 
second century without apparent interruption. It was as 
we shall see a category of some importance. It will become 
evident however that there was only a limited amount of 
constructive development during the period. Imaginative 
Insight was not a common personal asset. This is particu
larly true of that amorphous group referred to as the 
"Apostolic Fathers." A number of reasons might be offered
but most students of the period would agree that the writers

2
of the New Testament possessed greater spiritual depth.

2
Lawson (J. Lawson, A _ % ^ j 2glgaland_J^ 

Intrpductign_.Co_the_ABO .Fathers, 2) states that the
\«7riters of the New Testament were "possessed of more con
structive spiritual genius," In a severe review Kbster 
(J3L 81, 1962, 416ff.) argues that such a statement does 
not recognize the "complexity of the historical problem," 
Preoccupation with practical problems must be recognized 
(R,M, Grant, Apostolic Fathars I, esp, 7ff,), See further 
H. Koster, Syao,Rtis^e_%,§^üj;^fm:y^^

65 (Berlin: 1957;,
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Vihat development there was is often difficult to trace 
because of a lack of evidence. Argument from silence 
always leaves a sense of uncertainty. However, there are 
items of interest,' In the place of comparison and contrast 
perhaps the best approach is to view all the evidence-- 
especially that of the Apostolic Fathers— as fragments of 
one much larger phenomenon. Hie present state of knowledge 
hardly admits of any other possibility. It is to the 
scattered remains of this second century Wisdom-Logos 
tradition that this investigation now turns.

It must be remembered that the classical form of 
Gnosticism as a Christian heresy both arose and at least 
began its decline during this period. Trends in the 
direction of Gnosticism have already been observed even in 
Hew Testament times. It would appear however that alongside 
the rise of the problem there was an increasing awareness 
of the inherent dangers to be found within it. The aspects 
of the movement that concern us will be examined in some 
detail later, but it must be kept in mind in the course of 
this chapter that the authors to occupy our attention were 
more or less aware of and more or less affected by the 
heresy of their own time. The fact that this contact 
is not always apparent complicates the problem even 
further,
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The very title of this chapter--"Second Century

3
’Orthodoxy’"--could be misleading. Two points are of 
importance. First, even to suggest a developed "orthodox" 
body is to overstep the reality, "Orthodoxy" itself was 
yet very much in the male ing. The point could perhaps be 
made in retrospect by distinguishing between those who 
were more or less in the mainstream of the development 
towards "orthodoxy" and those whose views were ultimately 
rejected as either heretical or simply inadequate. In 
addition to this however one must allow for particular 
views of individuals within the "orthodox" group, which 
were later decided to be untenable. It is our primary 
pu3?pose here to gather a compendium of material from those 
'̂jriters of the second century who have something to say 
about Wisdom and/or Logos that is different from that 
proposed by the Gnostics,

Secondly, the "one larger phenomenon" included an 
attitude that may be described as one of "soul-» search ing, " 
This was a genuine search for meaning in which all too 

3
A complete treatment of the problem raised here is 

to be found in H .E,W . Turner, The Pattern of Gliristian Truth 
(London* 1954), For a discussion relevant to this study 
see Cullen Story, "Hie nature of truth in the Gospel of 
Truth and in the writings of Justin Martyr; a study of the 
pattern of orthodoxy in the middle of the second Christian 
Century." Hi, D, thesis, Princeton''Theological Seminary,
1964 (microfilm from University Microfilms, Ann Arbor, 
Michigan).
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often zeal was offered as a compensation for a lack of 
depth. This dynamic search for and at least partial 
realization of meaning occurred in the simple effort to 
take seriously the revelation contained in the New Testa-

/
ment.

With regard to the second century Logos doctrine 
Bethune-Baker succinctly summarizes the preceding points 
as follows*

That the doctrine was not fully realized, even by 
well-instructed leaders of Christian thought, is 
obvious; and its full application to the interpreta- 

' tion of the person of Jesus was not easily made. Now 
to one aspect and now to another preeminence is given. 
Now one relation, now another, is emphasized by 
different writers. The limitations of human thought 
and experience are such that we are perhaps justified 
in saying in such cases that only the particular 
aspect, the particular relation, was grasped by the 
writer or thinker in question. But such an inference-- 
in view of the scanty character of the material avail
able for our considérâtion--is at least always precari
ous; and it is often too readily assumed (in the case of 
early Christian writers) that the particular aspect 
of the question which is presented was the only one 
with which the writer was familiar.^

There are certain incidentals of method that will to
some extent control the results of our investigation. The
approach is again mainly chronological. Precision here
is often impossible, but this does not seem to have
materially affected the conclusion. We will not allow
ourselves to become unnecessarily preoccupied with technical
-, 4 " ■....

J. F. Bethune-Baker, Earlv History of Christian 
Doctrine. I19f,
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introductory matters. Hie primary concern is the thought 
of the second century church, although this must be gath
ered from individuals. We have arbitrarily set the second 
century as the limit for. this study as our primary concern 
is to trace the "orthodox" line, to which Gnosticism made 
such a severe reaction.

Hie evidence has been conservatively gathered. For 
example, any passage thought to have been subsequently 
inserted or appended and therefore not a part of the 
original document concerned is so noted. Such evidence is 
only included when it contributes substantially to the 
broader picture,

II. THE APOSTOLIC FATHERS

The use of the term Logos in the Apostolic Fathers 
is extremely limited. Such a fact makes a detailed ê cami- 
nation not only possible but impeirative. The nature and 
content of these earliest usages are most mportant guides 
to second century thought,

Clement of Rome. Clement does not mention a Loaos 
doctrine as such, but there is a single reference that may 
reflect a...familiarity with some sort of Logos speculation.
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5

Corinthians 27
One is continually plagued by the translation problem;
should it be "Word, "Logos," or simply "word"? This
decision can only depend on one’s understanding of the
author’s o%m mentality which is often out of reach. In
any case the possibility here of an allusion to Genesis 1,
if not to John 1 , is clear. Further, it has been held,
"There is here at least an incipient doctrine of creation

6
by the Logos of God." It would certainly seem accurate
to argue that if Clement recognized the doctrine at all it
was an extremely undeveloped concept. In slightly more
detail, Lightfoot argues that in the case of Clement a
distinction must be made between "Logos-doctrine" and "Logos

7
terminology," However, because of the mediatorial nature 
of Christ's role in the passage, he' concludes, , we
can hardly deny his recognition of the doctrine, though we

8
may see grave reasons for questioning his use of the term."

5
Unless otherx'/iss noted all quotations from the Greek 

text of the Apostolic Fathers folloX'Z Lightfoot, English 
translations are those found in the Lopb edition.6

LaxYson, Fathers. 41
7
j; B. Lightfoot, The Appstplic Fathers, I, 1,398, n,I,

8 _
Ibid,
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Ignatius, The epistles of Ignatius are limited by 
the immature theology mentioned earlier. This characteris
tic manifests itself most often in statements pointed in 
one direction which, though generally accurate if taken as 
they were probably intended originally, are often vulnerable 
from angles apparently unconsidered by the author. Bethune- 
Baker is as positive as possible in view of the circumstances*

The central idea of Ignatius is the conquest of 
sin and Satan and of death, the renovation of man, 
in Christ, by virtue of his divinity in union with 
his manhood--the beginner of a new humanity* but 
he is content to insist on both divinity and humanity 
without attempting to distinguish the relation of the 
divine to the human.^

One example of Ignatius* limitation appears in an 
important Christological statement which it is possible to 
interpret to mean that the Logos became a person at the 
Incarnation.

KXl 0^00^ TSO&TOV-nWÔV̂ TOĴ  KpfL  ̂ 6
Ephesians 7

The vulnerability lies in the phrases "passible and then 
impassible" and "generate and ingenerate," which speak of 
Christ’s incarnate existence first and only subsequently 
of his heavenly state, while remaining silent about his

9 ' :
Bethune-Baker, o^. cit.. 121.
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pre-existence, Bethune-Baker argues that Ignatius used
J. / oy (unbegotten) when he meant to use 

10  ̂ ,
(without origin). Lightfoot^holds that can
mean "that xvhich is uncreate," In either case even a
cursory reading of Ignatius xvill shoxv that Bethune-Baker is
correct in his conclusions

We may feel sure that Ignatius did not intend to deny 
the eacistence of the Son in eternity, although the 
generation of xdiich he speaks is that in time of the 
Virgin.

Perhaps the most significant passage for our purpose
in Ignatius introduces the concept that the Logos "proceeded
from silence." It is this type of thing tha.t Grant has in
mind when he says, "Ignatius seems to go beyond John in the
direction of gnosis, a gnosis rather like that of Menander—

13
in form but not in content," The passage reads;

Be not led astray by strange doctrines or by 
old fables xvhich are profitless. For if xve are 
living until noxv according to Judaism, xve confess 
that have not received grace. For the divine 
prophets lived according to Jesus Christ, There
fore they were also persecuted, being inspired by 
his grace, to convince the disobedient that there 
is one God, xvho manifested himself through Jesus

10
Ibid.. 121f, On the confusion of these txvo xvords 

sqe Bethune-Baker * s note (Ibid. ) . See also Sx̂ ete, Mark. 337, 
11
Lightfoot, ADOstpl,ic_I[a^^ 11̂  90.

12
Bethune-Balver, c^t,, 122,

13
R, M, Grant, Gnosticism and Ear 1 v Cliristianity. 180,
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Christ his son, who is his Word proceeding from 
silence, (̂ -rro TOogKOcby) who in all respects
was well-pleasing to him that sent him, 14

Magnesians 8
Silence here seems to have to do with that which

15
had not been spoken or revealed. Ignatius implies that 
in its original form the silent mystery was incompatible 
with and inaccessible to man. The two were of such diver
gent character that there was no middle ground, no meeting 
point, A revealer was required; that is, one had to go

14 !
The phrase t̂ro ctvv G j- nTpo&VÔcov (So A and a quotation 

from Severus) was so acutely gnostic in sound that later 
Christians felt obligated to alter it, K. Lake, The Apostolic 
Fathers (Loeb), I, 204, n,l says : "GL read oo»c

-Ttoo%X5(Lv , but this is rightly regarded by recent 
editors as a doctrinal emendation due to fear of Gnostic 
theories in which and OgLoj were the original pair from
which Nqvos emanated. SeelLightfoot, Apostolic Fathers,
II, 2, 1 , 126f,

Although the actual language is different there are 
conceivable affinities of thought here with a New Testament 
writer like the author of the Johannine literature. It has 
been variously debated. Cullmann (Christology. 258, n. l) 
refers especially to Schlier (H, Schlier, Religionsgeschicht- 
liche Untersuchungen zu den Ignatiusbriefen, BZNW 8 . 1929) 
and notes further that Maurer (C, Maurer, Ignatius von 
Antiochien und das Johannesevangelium, ATANT, 1949) believes 
that Ignatius knew the Gospel of John, but he admits that 
Ignatius* "Logos" in this passage does not necessarily go 
back to John (pp. 4lf.).

15
For an investigation of cnyCi in Ignatius, see 

V, Corwin, St, Ignatius and Christianity in Antioch. 116-130. 
The discussion is quite enlightening but it seems to me to 
go too far in suggesting of Magnesians 8 , "Silence is not 
an attribute of God; it is God himself" (Ibid, 123). Silence 
can only be a means of describing the indescribable.
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forth, to bring the unutterable to revelation, Ignatius 
contends that Jesus Christ was that revealer, ĉ utqu Xoyoc

Ési
As Logos implies the manifestation of Deity xdiether 
in His words or in His works, so Sige is the negation 
of this, , • , Hence the expression 'proceeding from 
silence* might be used at any point xvhere there is a 
sudden transition from non-manifestation to manifes
tation, , , .1^

It must be noted however that for Ignatius the Logos ia the
revelation xvhich means that revelation is directly lijnked
to incarnation, Jesus Christ was the incarnate revelation
of God, Therefore, hoxvever vaguely, \6yoi in the thought of
Ignatius must be linked to Jesus,

Hermas, Hermas probably represents the poorest 
theology to be found among the Apostolic Fathers. It is 
even possible to shoxv that it is inconsistent. Hie generally 
accepted conclusion is that this is due primarily to the 
limitations of the mind that produced it, although multiple 
authorship is possible. Laeuchli cogently summarizes the 
situation xvith regard to Christology,

16
Lightfoot, Apostolic Fathers. II, 2, 1, 127. Cf. 

Lawson, Fathers, 122; V. A, Spence Little, The Ghristolo,g;v 
of the Apolo.e^ists. 47ff,

17
On the plurality of the authorship of Hermas see 

S, Giet, Hermas et les Pasteurs: les trois auteurs du
Pasteur d’Herraas (Paris: 1963),



253
The Christ Language of Hennas is a sad affair 

indeed. This is not simply because it is theologi
cally poor. We could forgive an author, untouched 
by Gnosticism, illiterate in New Testament finesses, 
for mixing up Christ and the churcli (Sim, i3C 1.2), for 
missing the distinction between servant and Lord in 
Christology (V.6.1), and for confounding son and 
pneuma (V.6,5), Terminology about Christ in the New 
Testament is not always as precise as a Thomist or 
Barthian theologian would like to have it presented.
But the tragedy of Hermas is that his opus does not 
need language about Christ, not because the writer is 
so obviously confused about it, but because it does 
not mean much to him. The confusion is partly the 
result of a lack of concern, VJhat meikes sense to 
him is pragmatical--the status of the church and his 
desire to alter it. His language is so thoroughly 
penitential, admonito^ry, meritorious, that no type 
of christological language can live beside it, , . ,
The christological language is poor, not because 
Hermas has been confused after serious digging (whidi 
is often a good thing), but because the concern was 
never theji'e. W”hen he makes his one christological 
effort in the parable of the servant, he esiplains the 
Christ allegory with his penitential and meritorious 
language, which drives him to state the exaltation of 
Jesus as a reward (Sim,

However it does seem possible to see dimly, through
19

Hermas* lîzaitations, traces of a Wisdom-Logos doctrine.
It is mpossible to say whether or not Hermas himself was 
aware of it, nor is it possible to indicate the extent or 
cliaracter of development in the doctrine reflected.

In yj.̂ sion I after RLioda had accused Hermas of having 
illicit desires for her on an earlier occasion, Rhoda herself

18
S. Laeuchli, _%e_Lansua&e of^Faith, I09f, Gf.

Grant, op., .cit., 123.
19
See Little, ojd, cit,, 63,
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malces a brief declarative revelation to Hermas. In the
first half of this revelation there is a curious mixture
of terms which is noteworthy*

*'Lo, * the God of the powers*, whom I love, by his 
mighty power, and by his great wisdom * created the 
world,* and by his glorious counsel surrounded^his 
creation with beauty, and by his mighty word )
* fixed the Heaven and founded the earth upon the 
waters, * and by his own wisdom (wcp w  ) and fore
thought ) created his holy Church."

Shepherd of Hermas V. 1.3
Though appears where one would expect Xoyô  .

the passage contains a doctrine of creation mediated through 
20

the Word. If (Tocpw were clearly present in the following
line as the hypos ta tized figure familiar in the Jewish-
Christian tradition one might conjecture a new element
making its appearance in the Wisdom tradition, i.e., the21
foundation of the church by . However, since the
phrase is irooVc>Lg< one must conclude that the
hypostatization in the author*s mind, if indeed there was
one, was at least pointed in a Gnostic direction.

20 '

Of, Psalm 33.6f. and 135.6. The use of may
be impossible to explain satisfactorily. Its usage here 
is exactly opposite the generally accepted use of 
in the passages that enter our concern, in this case 
especially Psalm 33.6. Of, E, Hatch and H. Redpath, A 
Concordance to the Septuagint. 8 8Iff*

21
On the relation betx^een Church and Wisdom see 

infra 42Iff.
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Another relevant passage is found in Parable IX,

The vision has to do with the tower which is perused in 
elaborate detail. This apocalyptic tower was built upon 
a great rock in which a door had been cut. In the vision 
both the rock and the door are said to represent the Son of 
God, In the following quotation one seems to discover a 
classic example of the doctrine of the pre-existence of 
the Son based on Proverts 8*27-30,

"First of all, Sir, " said I, "tell me this : VJhat 
is the rock and the door?" "This rock and the door," 
said he, "is the Son of God," "How is it,’* said I,
"Sir, that the rock is old, but the gate is new?"
"Listen," said he, "and understand, foolish man. The 
Son of God is older than all his creation, so that he 
was the counsellor of his Creation to the Father, 
therefore the rock is also old*" "But why is the gate 
new, Sir?"said I, "Because," said he, "He was mani
fested in the last days of the end of the world, for 
this reason the gate is new, that those who are to be 
saved may * enter* through it * into the kingdom of God,*"

S. IX, 12
The Son of God is for Hermas both old and news old 

because he was the Father’s adviser ( q u i n  creation, 
new because of his incarnation, -which was in Hermas* view 
a thing of the immediate past. Though the terminology is 
different the creative role here described was as we have 
seen a familiar function of Wisdom in the older portions 
of‘the Wisdom tradition, particularly Proverbs 8 ,
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The cosmological role of the Son is mentioned by 

Hermas again a few paragraphs further down.

SMis£ij2tHs£mâ S.IX.14
Although the terminology is again more or less unfamiliar 
the thought is similar to Hebrews 1,3b,

gfuTov̂  . It is clear, as we have seen, 
that this New Testament context has been influenced by 
the Wisdom tradition and that the activity of the Son here 
described is an outgrowth of Wisdom’s earlier role as an 
agent of creation.

These are the reflections of Hermas, Though they 
consist only of fragments of the Logos doctrine, the casual 
manner of their use indicates a frame of reference in which 
they would have been understood. They will in their way 
contribute to our understanding of the period.

The Epistle to Diognetus, This epistle is a highly
regarded theological work belonging probably to the third

22
quarter of the second century. Though not fully adapted 
to the classic form, Diognetus is an apology. It is

22
For an inclusive discussion of the dating problem 

and the various solutions that have been offered, see H. G, 
Meecham, The Epistle to Diognetus. I6ff.
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included here because of its traditional association with
the Apostolic Fathers, In fact it serves as a transition
from the Apostolic Fathers to the Apologists,

With regard to its Christology some have held that,
even though Father and Son were not identified, the author

^ 2 3
felt that the Son possessed a divine nature (i.e., .
Meecham himself refines the position by holding that "the
author shared the view held by the apologists that in
essence the Son is one with the Father whilst distinct in

24
person and subordinate in function," This leads to an
eicamination of chapter VII for as we shall see the creative
role suggested is definitely subordinate.

• . , the passage does not make orthodoxy explicit. 
Nevertheless, it shows considerable power of discrim
inating thought, and a sense for the values of the 
Christian Gospel, It is therefore hard to suppose 
that the vagueness is due either to unorthodoxy or to 
superficiality of thought. The vzriter to Diognetus 
is not a theological bungler, but an accomplished 
theologian who in the present work chooses not to 
declare too explicitly the most sacred mysteries of 
the Faith, lie will not cast his pearls before swine, 
and speak of the crucified and risen divine Son to one 
who is more likely to be moved to ridicule thereby, 
and to have his incipient sympathy with Christianity 
destroyed. So we have a careful but very reticent 
statement of the Logos doctrine, and then with this 
preparation duly made, a brief and equally reticent 
allusion to the general idea of Atonement, The 
matter is then left, until the Apology has done its 
work, and the reader comes back as a seeker,?^

23 24
Ibid,, 27r Ibid

25
Lawson, Fathg^, 288f,



258
The passage in question reads as followss
For it is not, as I said, an earthly discovery 

which was given to them, nor do they take such pains 
to guard some mortal invention, nor have they been 

\ entrusted with the dispensation of human mysteries.
But in truth the Almighty and allcreating and invisible 
God himself founded among men the truth from heaven, 
and the holy and incomprehensible word, and established 
it in their hearts, not, as one might suppose, by 
sending some minister to men, or an angel, or ruler, 
or one of those who direct earthly things, or one of 
those who are entrusted with the dispensations in 
heaven, but_thejver]L.artlfj^
imi:^ar.saJiimself... by. ghpm he._made_the_ heavens
fldixsy. jàL .üçv. GEaàx.by whom he enclosed the sea in its 
o\m bounds, whose mysteries all the elements guard 
faithfully; from whom the sun received the measure of 
the courses of the day, to whose command the moon is 
obedient to give light by night, whom the stars obey, 
following the course of the moon, by whom all things 
were ordered, and ordained, and placed in subjection, 
the heavens and the things in the heavens, the earth 
and the things in the earth, the sea and the things in 
the sea, fire, air, abyss, the things in the heights, 
the things in the depths, the things between them-- 
him he sent to them.

The Epistle to Diosnetus VII 
The supreme God is all powerful, Further, this 

invisible God is ultimately responsible for the created 
order. All this is contained in the title: o
VfiX , It was this God who

V ,  ̂ 26also revealed to man 
26

If it were separated from its context one might 
interpret this phrase to refer to Jesus, see N. Turner, 
^Grammatical Insights. Bff, However the wider context 
clearly indicates that the author considered the inter
mediary separately; indeed, as we-have just indicated, this 
phrase refers to that which was to be revealed.
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This the \friter to Diognetus insists was not done through 
any quasi-qualified intermediary, but through tov/
TivVlTviv Twv oXiiiv , The subtle nature of
the passage has already been indicated. Although the 
specific titles of Wisdom and Logos are avoided both the 
language and the thought of the passage belong to the 
tradition commonly associated with those titles. It is in 
fact a theological reflection in some depth upon the truths 
contained in that world of thought. The Creator and his 
chief agent have become in a similar relationship the 
revealers of eternal truth. There is here a theological 
finesse whidi relates the two activities in a way found 
novzhere else in early Christian literature. Further the 
theological insight of the passage is matched by its 
insight into the tender compassion of the Father. His 
power is unquestionably recognized but it does not exert a 
force in the sense that man is deprived of his response in 
love. With regard to our area of consideration this 
passage is surely the high point and climax of the Apostolic 
Fathers.

Chapters XI and XII of Diognetus are conmonly
27

regarded as having a different source than chapters I-X,
The differences between the two sections make such a

^^Meecham, op. cit,, 64ff. Cf. also L.vJ. Barnard, 
"The Enigma of the Epistle to Diognetus" in TTm_AROstq]J^ 
F a l h ^ s _ m d _ t h ^  165-173.
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conclusion almost inevitable. Lack of evidence leaves 
authorship and date entirely open to speculation. %ether 
this material should even be considered a product of the 
second century is open to question. In spite of these 
uncertainties brief attent5-on must be given to the opening 
lines of section XI.

My speech is not strange, nor my inquiry unreason
able, but as a disciple of apostles I am becoming a 
teacher of the heathen, I administer worthily that 
which has been handed down to those who are becoming 
disciples of the truth. For who that has been properly 
taught, and has become a lover of the word does not 
seek to learn plainly the things which have been clearly 
shown by the word to disciples, to whom the Word 
appeared and revealed them, speaking boldly, not being 
perceived by the unbelieving, but relating them to 
disciples, who were held by him to be faithful and 
gained knowledge of the mysteries of the Father? &%d
lAo_Mas_jdi^b.gapu%e^^ preached

the saints. He is the eternal one, who today is 
accounted a Son, . . ,

XI
The original Greek of the section underlined above

is as follows :
o u  t_\TT t  Xoy*ov Ko<TUU3 OS
U*no A X o v  ^TTOVTOKcovi UITÙ
iB x J o jV  S-TTLTl l 'y  o L t o J  6  ^  \< '^W 03
W-<L KWL TTc<\JlO-\ tv) ^v(uJV

The Logos was sent to "appear to the world".
This appearance had as a basic purpose the making of a 
revelation, Tiiis Logos was "dishonoured by the people."
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lie existed from the beginning ( k'V u @ was found to
be ancient (y.vXxiq s ) . yet he appeared (at his incar-

27a ^
nation?) as kxivq 5 and Vs 0 3. in short d^tq5 ô

And finally this eternal one is drawn into Sonship,
Though the declaration of Sonship is made in the hew
Testament (e,g,p cô  y\ovoy iv oZ^ yxnx tv̂ toq< - - J ohn 1,14),
it was onl̂ y developed from a theological point of view in

28
the later Fathers. Although Kelly does not mention this
passage specifically it might well be classed among what

29
he calls "quasi-credal scraps,"

Thus we have the Logos tradition of the Apostolic 
Fathers, It consists largely of fragments with no developed 
formulation or presentation by any single author, it does 
seem to have been primarily cosmological in its focal point 
with its other aspects developing outward from this center. 
There does seem to have been a doctrine in existence though 
it was at best only partially developed and many may have 
been only vaguely aware of it. That is to say the doctrine

27a  ̂  ̂ —  —
Cf. Hermas, supra. 255,

28
Hippolytus for one reflects such a doctrine. This 

was one of the reasons that K, H, Connolly (JTS XXAVil (l936), 
2f f, , X.tXIX (l938)p 35 7f.) argued that Hippolytus was the 
author of the closing sections of Diognetus. For a discussion 
of the point with references see rieecham, pjo. cit. p I4 5f, 
Concerning authorship see also infra 459, n, 3.

29
J * N, D, Kelly, Early Christian Creedso 65ff,
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seems, often to have been poorly defined and lacking in 
thoughtful application. Yet on the other hand one must 
recognize that there were individuals like the writer of 
The Epistle to Diognetus who sensed the doctrine in some 
depth. Undoubtedly there was more than enough to serve as 
a starting point. It was in fact these early halting state
ments that finally developed into fourth century "orthodoxy,"

III. THE APOLOGISTS

The sensitivity and awareness of Christianity, which 
was ever expanding in the second century, shows a new level 
of concern in the Apologists,

Whereas the works of the Apostolic Fathers and 
of early Christianity were directed to the guidance 
and edification of the faithful, with the Greek 
Apologists the literature of the Church addresses 
itself for the first time to the outside world and 
enters the domain of culture and science,

The title "Apologist" is attached to a number of men of
this period because of their compulsion to make an open
.defense of Christianity, Perhaps the most encompassing
purpose of these men was simply to increase understanding.,
thereby enlarging sympathy and encouraging a more general
acceptance. Addressed to the nobility, the very form of
the writing constitutes an appeal to the literary classes,

scT
J, QuaSten, Patrolqgy, I, 188,
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Although it is doubtful if any of these documents reached 
the Emperor under whose reign they were written, the form 
itself was a distinct upward look on the part of the Church 
in terms of the social order. That is, the very presence 
of these books as a literary phenomenon suggests that some 
were convinced that Christianity possessed the potential of 
becoming a fully recognized and in the widest sense respec
table religion. This represents a most remarkable faith 
in the future success of Christianity, Men with this 
clarity of vision whatever their shortcomings must represent 
the better thinkers of the period. It would certainly be 
a mistake to minimize the importance of their doctrinal 
reflections.

Justin Martvr, Justin is "considered the most
31

important Apologist of the second century," His defi
nitely authentic writings that have been preserved-«the
two AgoJ^ogies and the Dialogue with Try.pho--were bitten

32
near the middle of that period. He is the first Apolo
gist in the classic sense and his use and development of

B, Altaner, Patrologv, 120, J. Quasten, Patrolo^v, 
I,. 196, etc. It should be noted that the bibliographical 
suggestions in Quasten are particularly helpful,

32
Ibid,. 121f.
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the Logos doctrine served as a landmark for second century 

33
theology. There were other developments as we shall see 
but with regard to a Logos doctrine Justin represents the 
high-water mark of early second century speculative insight. 
He also recognizes Wisdom as a Christological title, but 
only so.

As an Apologist Justin was concerned "to render the
doctrines of Christianity as acceptable as possible to the
Gentiles, by pointing out features of resemblance between

34
them and the tenets of the philosophers." The church
had at least partially recognized the difference between
Jerusalem and Athens, etc. There was Gnosticism to be
reckoned with as well as the Qiristian attitude toward
Greek philosophy, not to mention various other aspects of
contemporary culture, Justin’s approacli to this set of
problems gave rise to considerable Logos speculation that

35
probably would not have occurred otherwise.

The fact that Justin’s Logos doctrine was more closely 
related to the thought of the Greek world than it was to

W. A. Shotwell,
I* For a study of Justin’s theology see E. R, 

Goodenough, The Theology of Justin Martyr (Jena: 1923).
This work includes a useful but dated chapter on Justin’s 
Logos doctrine; also Little, op, cj^,, esp, 90-140,

34 '
J. Kaye, 3ie.Xirst_AppJL^ 35.

35
In this area see Little, pp. pit,, 93f.
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biblical forms will be observed at a number of points.
This is to be expected in view of the fact that his 
appeal was directed toward the more philosophically 
oriented mind. It was Justin’s conviction that in order 
to create universal appeal he must establish universal 
validity. Commenting on the presence of Johannine influ
ence, Chadwick says :

While it is more probable than not that he [Justin] 
knew the fourth gospel, it is evident that character
istically Johannine themes did nothing to shape the 
essential pattern of his thinking. So we have the 
strange paradox that the man chiefly responsible for 
making the Logos idea at home in Christian theology 
was little influenced by St, John, It is not even 
certain that he had read JrhiIo,36

The question of Justin’s use of the Fourth Gospel 
is an important one as it appears that there is no clear 
evidence of such usage before Justin, line concern here 
is to establish as far as possible the earliest points of 
contact. Once the Johannine doctrine becomes an established 
part of patristic thought the question will not be so 
significant, Sanders has summarized the situation as 
follows Î

It is in the Apologists that the first really 
indisputable traces of the use of the Fourth Gospel 
are to be found. The traces in Justin are clearer

36
H, Chadwick, Early Christian Thought and the 

Classical Tradition, 4,
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than those in the Epistle to Diognetus, in Taitian̂  
than in Justin, and in Theophilus than in T a t i a n . ^7

Sanders subsequently argues that in spite of the
Johannine association there Is a "nuance" about Justin’s
Logos doctrine that makes it necessary to link it with a

38
"Logos-speculation independent of the Fourth Gospel,"
Such a statement of course must at least include Philo,

With regard to Justin’s relation to Philo, Shotwell,
confirms Chadwick’s position. He says : "In the past, it
has been assumed that Justin copied Philo, The present
state of knowledge about Justin’s Logos concept does not

39
warrant this as sumption•"

40
Wolf son Elûtes that Justin malces no effort himself 

to link his Logos doctrine with that of Philo but goes 
ahead to conclude that such an association must have existed. 
He finds what he considers to be conclusive evidence for 
this dependence in Justin’s "two-fold stage theory,"

37
J.K, Sanders,

20, see also 27-32, For a detailed review of the discussion 
concerning the relation between the Fourth Gospel and 
Justin see F , Braun, Jean le Theolo.yien, (Paris: 1959),
esp, 135ff.

38 '
Sanders, loc, cit.

39
Shotwell, op, cit,, 113, Goodenough (Justin, 139- 

175) for example makes numerous references to Justin’s 
dependence upon Philo.

40
H, A. Wolf son, The Philosophy of the Church 

Fathers, 192.
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In Justin Martyr, the two-fold stage theory of 

the pre-existent Logos is expressed in his statement 
concerning the Logos that "before the works of creation 
it both was with the Father and was begotten," (Apol, 
11,6), The meaning of this statement is that prior to 
the creation of the world the Logos first was with God 
from eternity and then was begotten by Hirn.̂ Î

Wolfson concludes that Philonic influence continued from
42

Justin to Clement of Alexandria and Lactantius,
After reviewing Justin’s possible relation to the

Rabbis, Shotwell concludes:
For years, Justin has been thought of as the philos
opher who became a Christian, His simple Logos 
doctrine, his concept of philosophy, and his relation 
to Judaism indicate that he was basically the Christian 
who used philosophical c o n c e p t s , A3

Justin seems to have been one of the first to
reflect on the fact that there were numerous titles for
Christ that could be employed in the consideration of his
significance, Justin himself reckoned that names of
divine beings were derived from their "good deeds and 

44 45
functions," In the Dialqgu,e he twice gathers these

itei-Çl, See also H. Hesermann,
tenbum 82, Berlin: 1951), 6 ff,,
where hfe examines the Philonic tradition with special 
emphasis on points of contact with Colossians 1 ,

42 '
Wolfson, locc cit,43 .. .
Shotwell, on, cit., 115. Mology, II, 6 .

45
Dialogue 100, 126,
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together. The two lists Include the following: Jesus,
Christ, Lord (singl]/ and in various combinations), Savior, 
Just One, Man, Son of man, Holy One, Light, Son of God,
Name, Redeeraer, Helper, Priest (High Priest), King, Judge, 
Lamb, Word, Wisdom, Teacher, Rock (Stone), Righteous One, 
Angel,.Master, and Apostle,

Justin’s breadth of understanding is particularly 
evident in this collection. In this way he credited Jesus 
with an extremely wide range of roles and functions. It 
has already been mentioned that the Wisdom title never 
progressed beyond this type of mention. It is quite 
another matter with Logos,

There can be no doubt that Justin developed his 
Logos doctrine for apologetic purposes. Therefore his 
treatment of the doctrine is primarily found in the 
Apolog;ies, There is very little of it in the Dialogue.
It is true that "vhen he suoke to Gentiles, he used the

46
doctrine of the Logos to make his explanation acceptable.”

Justin’s Logos doctrine has been described as 
47

"simple." This is true if one is intending to suggest 
that it is not profound. It does possess a number of

46
Shotwell, on. cit,, 108.

47
See note For a view that generally depreciates

the Cliristology of the Apologists see W. Sanday, Ghristol- 
ogles Ancient and Modern, esp, 17,
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different facets and in this sense "simple" is not an apt
description. These facts combine to suggest that a
summary of Justin’s doctrine will be reasonably easy and
straightf orward•

First, for Justin the Logos who was the Son of God
was clearly the pre-existent agent of creation.

And His Son, who alone is properly called Son, 
the Word, who also was with Him and was begotten 
before the works when at first He created and 
arranged all things by Him, is called Christ, in 
reference to His being anointed and God’s ordering 
all things through Him; this name itself also con
taining an unknown significance; as also the appella
tion "God" is not a name but an opinion implanted in 
the nature of men of a thing that can hardly be 
explained. 48

Apology II, 6 .
The passage states its Logos doctrine simply'. The 
subtlety of the thought expressed lies in the fact that 
Justin attempts to express the spiritual character of God-- 
a high and lofty being done an injustice whenever any 
attempt is made to encompass him by means of human intelli
gence. ;

Justin reflects an unusual amount of theological 
insight when he says that 6^5 is not a name "but an 
opinion implanted in the nature of men"

48
The translation of the Apologies as well as the 

Dialogue is that found in the Anti-Nicene Christian Library. 
(This is true for the remainder of this chapter unless 
otherwise noted.) The Greek text of the Apologies is that 
of A.W.F. Blunt, The Apologies of Justin Martvr (Cambridge; 
1911).



270
3% Ĵ v- Ézl&^wa^ %at is,

has to do raore with what men feel than with what they 
understand. Justin is here ultimately dependent upon
Plato, In fact such dependence was commonplace by Justin’s

49
time. Similar concepts may also be observed in Gnostic
litesrature, especially in documents like the Apocrvphon of

50
John.

The Father’s exact relation to the Son is put even
more clearly i.n the Dialogue. There is no doubt that/
Justin envisioned the Son as having come into existence on
a second level. The interesting thing in the following
passage is the titles that Justin gives to the Son--
including both . and Xq/qs •

"I shall give you another testimony, my friends,” 
said I; "from the Scriptures, that God begat before 
all creatures a Beginning, [who was] a certain 
rational power [proceeding] from Himself, who is 
called by the Holy Spirit, now the Glory of the Lord, 
now the Son, again^ Wisdom, again an î ngel, then God, 
and then Lord and Logos,

The latter half of the quotation in the original 
reads as follows :

-ii jkyrAS. ^

Dialogue 61.1
49

See Chadwick, op, cit., esp. 9ff,
50 . '

See discussion inf r a, 418 (f.
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That Justin held the pre-existence of the Son is 

apparent in both of the preceding quotations although the 
Father alone remains uncreated. Though not specifically 
denied it seems fair to conclude that the eternal exis
tence of the Son was not entertained by Justin. This would 
be to expect too much. It seems fair to conclude that he
"apparently made no attempt to speculate about events in

51
the timeless eternity which lay behind creation." As
Justin often states, the actual utterance of Logos took

52
place simply anterior to Creation. Justin accepts the 
concept developed in the Jewish-Qiristian tradition that 
God the Father was accompanied and/or assisted by another 
divine being at creation. Beyond this there is little 
that seems to belong directly to that tradition. At times 
the Logos is a revealer of sorts^ as we shall see) but in a 
somewhat different way to the kind of thing that has been 
observed earlier.

Reflecting on the fact that: the Logos was active in 
creation it seems to have occurred to Justin that this 
would imply existence as well as the possibility of 
activity in any period that followed. Justin’s specula
tions 3_n this regard concern themselves with the activity 
of the Logos as it was conceived both within and without

51
Goodeiiough, 154f.

52
Little, o£. cit., 123.
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the Jewish-Christian tradition. In this Justin was 
concerned especially to establish that peoples of dif
ferent origins were attempting to comprehend the same 
phenomenon, a phenomenon which had to do with the creation 
of the world. By suggesting that the Logos manifested 
itself to human consciousness in these ways Justin in 
fact espouses a kind of a doctrine of general and special 
revelation. However as we have mentioned, Justin’s concept 
of the Logos as outside the biblical tradition seems to
have been derived largely from Greek philosophical 

53
thought. It was a sort of seminal Logos to varying 
degrees present in every man. Yet even this Logos was the 
Christ.

We have been taught that Christ is the first born 
of God, and we have declared above that He is the 
Word of whom every race of men were partakers. , , ,

im. I, 46
For Justin such a proposal provided an explanation both
for the insight and for the shortcomings of the philosophers.
That is to say as far as what they saw was right and good
it was the product of the Logos, Beyond that it was of

54
their own doing.

Within the Jewish tradition Justin saw a number of 
things that he credited to the Logos, Perhaps the most

53
Shotwell, ojD. cij:,, 2f,

54
See Little, op., cit., 133f.
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' far-reaching was his conviction that the inspiration of
the prophets was the work of the Spirit who was also the
Logos, ^

To Du\) L Tv̂V* SvîVc<|Atv/ ~\v\)j "Too G too
où &Iv 0 4 ToV Wi.
T^WTOTOKOj Tcp 0?.iL 'kzTT L , , , OTL SX OO^lVC ^XXip
©^ocÇJO^OO w OC 'TT̂ ocpv̂ Tt-U O V T^3 êc
ê> tL^ ̂ .

Apolggy I, 33
It should be noted that Justin is as trinitarian in his
views as one might expect for a man of his time--a period
in which these points had not been altogether realized or
completely worked out. On the grounds of the text noted
above it would be possible to accuse him of holding a
Spirit Christology, This does not seem to be the case
however as is indicated elsewhere,

Jesus Christ, , .is the Son of the true God Himself, 
and holding Him in the second place, and the prophetic 
Spirit in the third, we will prove,

gy I, 13
Justin’s concept of the Logos in the Old Testament

was not confined to the Spirit of prophecy. For example
Justin argued that the angel who appeared to Abraham at
Mamre was God but other than the supreme Father, presumably 

55
the Logos, Justin also attached great significance to
the burning bush out of which the angel spoke to Moses,
• . . __ - - 56.
This also was the work of the Logos. Other examples of

55 56
Dialogue 56, Aguology I, 63
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this sort of thing might be produced, Justin himself 
summarises!

But so much is written for the salce of proving 
that Jesus the Christ is the Son of God and His 
Apostle, being of old the Word, and appeartog 
sometimes in the form of fire, and sometimes in 
the li-keness of angels; but now, by the will of God, 
having become man for the human race. He endured, , ,

Apology I, 63
Something of the significance of Justin’s belief

that the Logos was operative outside the Jewish-Christian
tradition has already been mentioned. It must now be
demonstrated just what kind of thing Justin put forward.
Perhaps most striking is the conviction that the Greek
philosophers were at least partially inspired by the Logos,

For whatever either lawgivers or philosophers uttered 
well, they elaborated by finding and contemplating 
some part of the Word, But since they did not know 
the whole of the Word, which is Christ, they often 
contradicted themselves, c-y

A'oology II, 10

Mention has already been made of Justin’s conviction 
that'the Logos was to some extent present in all races of 
men. The function of this Logos was to control right 
living in all men. It even meant that some who had been 
thought to be atheists were in fact Christians, This ideal 
life that Justin envisioned was one that was lived "reason
ably," i.e., The complete statement is : ol

Msissz I, 5.
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iO± I h ^

We have already mentioned that Justin in his zeal to make
the things of Christ appeal to non-Jews did not carefully
consider the ultimate implication of his proposal. This
necessarily leads to a certain critical evaluation of
Justin’s work.

Realizing the importance of dialogue in history,
Laeuchli in his book which concerns itself with "the
problems of Christian language," explores Justin’s attempt
to identify these elements in the Greek and Jewish-Christian 

59
traditions. Laeuchli observes that Justin’s committment 
as well as his reaction to the accusations of the pagan 
world are penetra.ted with deep emotion, while his argument 
is logical, largely based on the forms of Greek philosophy, 
Laeuchli speaks both positively and negatively. He accuses 

' Justin of essentially equating Christian and philosophical 
terms. In the area of speculation he argues that
Justin made this identification because he was "insensitive 
to the discrepancy between the Johannine Logos as Word and

58 . ;
Âoqlggy I, 46, The opposite is or y\i to \oyqu ,

Apology I, 46, Cf, Laeuchli, p^. cit,, 181 and Little, poT 
cit•, I32f,
— "  59 '

Laeuchli, op, cit., intro,, 178ff,
60

Ibid., 18If,
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61
the Platonic logos as reason," Further;

We naively educe two languages side by side as if 
they; were harmonious while in reality they are 
antipodal. Because the conflict between the two is 
neither understood nor felt, the "new language" to 
which Justin has converted is not strong enough to 
infiltrate the language of his past to its roots.
The litiargical and ethical sphere of speech is 
overpowered by the rationalistic structure of thought ; 
the biblical Word can never 'be more than a marionette 
for the Stoic l o g o s ,62

Laeuchli recognizes the possibility--even the
necessity— of using a language of "method" to convey the
biblical language of "substance," That is to say, Christian
truth may be couched in idiom current at any given time.
The problem arises however--as in the case of Justin--
when a distinction is not made between the two.

The premise of identifying the biblical Word with 
the philosophical logos bars him from expressing his 
faith in the language of Christian theology. It 
threatens to surrender the intellectual content of 
faith to the non-Christian philosophy which he tries 
to convince of the Christian truthÎ No wonder Marcus 
Aurelius slashes the stubbornness of the Christians in 
disgust (H^d, XI,3); if their underlying faith is 
homogeneous with philosophical beliefs to such an 
ê ctent, why on earth do they need to die for it?63

61
Ibid,. 182,

62
Ibid,, 183f. If one would accuse Justin of making 

Christianity into ̂a philosophy, it must be remembered that 
he followed the widely accepted example of Philo who did a 
similar thing for Judaism,

63
Laeuchli, ou. cit., 184.
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Justin’s attempt to reconcile the specific revela

tion in Jesus of Nazareth and what he in effect considered 
to be an earlier revelation rooted primarily in Stoic and 
Platonic thought may have appeared sound on the surface 
but was inevitably destined to fail. The most fundamental 
reasons for this failure have been mentioned. Yet, in 
spite of his faults the Logos doctrine under Justin’s 
influence moved into a new era. However short of the 
mark we may feel that Justin fell we must be on guard for 
evidence of his influence on later writers,

Tatian, Tatian has been described as a " Qiristian
64

Apologist and Gnostic," It would appear that he was more
or less both of these things but at different times. He
was converted to Christianity after finding the.philosophic
approach to life unsatisfying. His "Gnostic" activity
came later and seems to have been climaxed by some sort of
association with the Encratites, whether joining them or
sharing in their establisliment is not certain. This group
seems to escape precise description. In fact the term
itself may never have been a precise one. Although

65
generally considered heretical the Encratites are not

64
ODGG, 1323,

65
On the difficulty of distinguishing "orthodoxy" at 

this particular point see R,M. Grant, "Tatian and his Bible" 
in SWdla Patzj^stica I 63),297-306.
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consistently classified as Gnostics although there may
have been certain affinities.

Consistent with his basic movement from “orthodoxy”
toward Gnosticism, what Logos doctrine is found in the
Discourse is compatible with what we have styled “second
century orthodoxy," At least one of the reasons for this

66
is that Tatian was a pupil of Justin, Within the sphere
of Logos speculation this relationship is particularly
evident in Tatian*s repetition of Justin*s illustrations
that in the generation of the Logos there was no division
of the original substance of the supreme God but that it
was like a torch that kindled many fires or a word passed
from one person to another, neither of which diminishes

67
the content or character of its originator.

In the little space Tatian devotes to the Logos his
chief concern is how the appearance of a second “God"68
qualitatively affected the first. Both Justin and Tatian 
were on their way toward realizing the problem of main
taining a plurality of heavenly beings who were fully 
divine--a problem complicated by the fact that one of 

66
Tatian was probably influenced either directly or 

indirectly from a number of sources. At least affinities 
of thought may be observed. For a discussion of this point 
see M. Elze, Tatian und s.eine_'IlieoIogie (Gottingen! 1960), 
70-83.

67
Discourse 5 j

68
Bethune-Balcer, 0£. pit,, 126,
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thera was at one time also fully human.

The Discourse is a vehement and often derogatory 
treatment against the "enormities of heathenism," Here 
Tatian gathers the undesirable actions and concepts of 
his opponents for the purpose of discrediting both them 
and their views, Tatian’s simple conclusion was that 
Christianity was to be preferred to the Greek way of life. 
He deplored the fact that in his ovm time the majority 
seemed to prefer precisely the thing that he hated. He 
dedicated himself to do what he could to reverse the situa
tion. Somewhat perhaps in irony but also with an element 
of deliberate intent with the purpose of expressing this
basic desire Tatian styled himself a "disciple of the

69
barbaric philosophy," This fundamental motivation is
present even in his Logos doctrine.

The Logos in Tatian is "regarded mainly in relation
to the world, as the principle on which it was made, and

70
the vehicle of revelation," Although Tatian himself 
nowhere specifically identifies his Logos with Jesus there 
can be no reasonable doubt that in his own mind he did so. 
In fact he does not use the names Jesus or Christ and

69 70
Discourse 42. Bethune-Baker, SB.cit. 127.
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hardly makes reference to Jesus’ earthly life at all,^^ 
There can be no doubt that Tatian conceived agency in 
creation as one of the primary functions of the Logos, 
This is made explicit; * A àppcâ

Tatian asserts, "God was in the beginning" (O&05 
^  )c However he continues, "the beginning is the

power of the Logos'.' •

That is to say, the Beginning marks the period when 
the Internal Logos, hitherto quiescent, assumes 
another character, becoming the potentiality of 
creation. • . • He is the Divine Reason considered 
as potentially capable of acting in conditions 
wherein the Transcendent Father does not move, viz; 
in the phenomenal world which the Logos originates 
as the Father’s Intermediary,'^

However for Tatian, God is "all" which means for the Logos 
doctrine that in former times the Logos was a self-contem
plative aspect of the Divine Being whereas ^  this
became of such a nature as to be capable of acting in the

75
world of material reality. For this reason Bethune-Baker 
insists that for Tatian the pre-existence of the Logos is

71
Little, op.. cit., 192.

72
Discourse 5, The text; I.C.T, Otto, Tatian Oratlo 

ad Graecos (Jena: 1851).
"73" 74

D3^.S2utse 5. Little, ojp. cit., 182.
75
Ibid., 182f.
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76

only "potential." Eternal personal existence is simply 
outside the range of possibilities considered. It is clear 
in Discourse 5 that to whatever extent Tatian allowed 
personal existence it was dependent upon the Father who was 
the "ground of all being" (too A  •

The revelatory role of the Logos is not explored in 
detail. There are implications elsevÉïere but Tatian*s 
most important statement in this regard is i ^
STTL To Too Qfcou Presumably Tatian is speaking here
in terms deeply rooted in Logos speculation from the time 
of the thought embodied in the Johannine prologue where 
the figure of light is used to suggest the presence of a 
revealer.

These points summarize Tatian’s Logos doctrine.
They are .indeed few and certainly are not developed by him 
in any detail. However, one has the feeling that the 
doctrine is just ready to become an openly recognized 
part of Christian understanding.

Theophilus « Theophilus succeeded to the bishopric 
of Antioch in the eighth year of Marcus Aurelius, that is 
late in the sixth decade of the second century. His apology 
or explanation to Autolycus is thought to have been written 
sometime after his installation.

76 77
Bethune-Baker, cit.. 127. Discourse 13.
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Theophilus as we shall see attempted a bold step 

forvjard in human perception of the divine reality, God 
for him was above all One, yet manifesting certain distinc
tions, His speculations about these distinctions encompass 
the insight accredited to him. Somewhat in anticipation
", , , he intended to assert the eternity of the Word, and

78
oneness with the Father,"

Of unity and diversity Theophilus says %
, . . 5 ^ 7 1\i 0 ^ 0 1 -

Autolycus II, 34
And yet s

Xo^ov Xu-TOO Xiyw>‘ voBv wv Icttco
Xu-T-Ciu Xi^UiTW/t̂ Y-oi Ẑd'V t V OVyV

XuTou ' sxv înrco, Xutou  ̂̂ .
Autolycus I, 3
eE»a>e**nc***e^t*w#i^»rEs*irenr"**** *

Although this kind of distinction is important it 
is not particularly profound. Of much greater s.ignificance 
is the fact that the vTritings of Theophilus preserve the 
first recorded reference to the Trinity, Speaking in the 
context of the days of the Genesis creation story Theophilus 
allegorizes ;

T<jOj K x l  XL TO g  ̂ T d j  V C ^ C O ^ T ^ O w V
V ' t V O V u T x C  T U T T D  L f l T A V   ̂ ~ r o ‘̂  0^

TOO VsO^oO X vjT O O  T V \S  T O C ^ I X J  c /O T O O
II, 15

oo

7ô
W, B, Flower, Theophilus, to Autolycus, 31,
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A noteworthy feature of this passage is of course

that the triad consists of God, his Word and his Wisdom;
thus Wisdom and Logos are distinguished. It is clear,
however, from a wider reading of the letters to Autolycus
that this was far from being a developed Trinitarian 

79
formulation. Elsewhere this distinction between \6yos 
and is blurred by an apparent identification^ for the
Logos is described as w t u , icpyUt Tocput and

' Further, Theophilus manifests a doctrine of
the Spirit, but it is vague and contradictory because of
this mention of as a part of the triad.

It is evident that he is giving interpretations 
of these divine hypostases similar to those corm-aon 
in the Alexandrian philosophy wherein Logos and 
Wisdom are but different modes of the same divine 
rational Effluence, which constituted God’s self» 
revelation to the world,

We must now turn our attention to an investigation 
of the methods with which Theophilus pursued his insight. 
More specifically it must be asked just when and how and 
in what ways the Logos became a distinct being. Concerning 
this series of questions, Theophilus himself says *

Little, OB. cit., I97f.
80
Autolycus 11,10. Harris' contention (Prologue, 21) 

that in Theophilus we f ind evidence of the process in which 
the Logos Christology absorbed the Wisdom Cfiristology prob
ably makes more order out of Theophilus thin is warranted,

81
Little, OB. cit., 199.
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, , , at first God was alone, and the Word in Him.

God, then, having His ovm Word internal (̂ v<Sc4 )
within His own bowels, begat Him, emitting Him along 
with His own wisdom before all things.

Not as the poets and writers of myths talk of the sons 
of gods begotten from intercourse (with women), but as 
truth expounds, the Word, that always exists, residing 

) within the heart of God. For before 
anything came into being He had Him as a counselor, 
being His own mind and thought. But when God wished 
to make all that he determined on, begot this Word, 
uttered  ̂ the first-born of all creation

KTÎvtu:.; ). not Himself being emptied 
of the Word (Reason), but having begotten Reason, and 
always conversing with His Reason,

Autolycus II, 22,
Using terminology ultimately of Stoic origin,

Theophilus distinguished between XoyoT as reason— a thing
possessed within, i.e., mental, --and Xoyoc as
word .--a thing presented without, i.e., uttered, -rrpcx̂ oPL\<6<.
Grant who sees this point to be of primary importance
summarizes, "Theophilus, in formulating his Logos doctrine,
is primarily interpreting the words of scripture, though

83
in terms derived from Stoic-Philonic psychology." Formerlyj 
God possessed the XoYo< within himself but subsequently 
gave him external existence outside himself. Like his 
predecessors, Theophilus did not conceive of the external!- 
zation in such a way as to eliminate the prior internal

For a discussion of this point see R. M, Grant, 
"Theophilus of Antioch to Autolycus," HTR XL (1947), 245ff,

83
Ibid.o 247,

82
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existence. That is^for Theophilus, God must always 
contain the s within himself, The actual act of
transition from the one to the other is spoken of in

84
tx70 ways. Possessing him within his bowels God emitted 
the Logos, If the use of this word was intended to speak 
of anything other than the contrast between 
and o(3lko5 Theophilus does not say what it is. The
second figure is that of a father begetting a son. In 
addition to the fact that is used twice in the pass
ages quoted above, elsewhere God is in fact referred to as 
Father and the Logos as Son,

It has been observed that Hieophilus manifests a 
certain lack of precision not untypical of the period in 
which he lived. This was due mainly to the fact that he 
had neither conceived nor worked out exact formulations.
In spite of this it is fair to observe that as separate
entities both Word and Wisdom for Theophilus co-existed

85
prior to the creation of the world, VJhen he moves
toward identifying Word and Wisdom it is ^ that serves
as the connecting link, ", , , the reference to the Logos

84^ / j y-
from literally vomit

or belchjB^. Lampe, A_fatristic._Grem.Le;;icon(Oxford! 1961), 495.
85
Autolycus II,10, etc.
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as Beginning (g'jjy ̂ ) leads at once to the introduction of
the Sophia who is the Arche of the 0, T," That is, it is
this common middle ground that makes identification possible.

He has this Word as a helper in the things that were 
created by Him, and by Him He made all things. He 
is called "governing principle" because he
rules ), and is Lord ( of all things
fashioned by Him, He, then, being Spirit of God, 
and governing principle, and wisdom, and power of 
the highest, came down upon the prophets, and through 
them spake of the creation of the world and of all 
other things,

AutoJj[çus II, 10.
With regard to functions, the first God is "both 

87
Father and Creator, Though he is the Creator, Word and
Wisdom serve as his agents i ‘0 JjA tou.

^ ^ 88 
Æ S - ^ S là l’he Logos further served as\ 89

^  before creation. In the creation of man
these two functions seem to converge.

Moreover, God is found, as if needing help, to say,
"Let us make man in our image, after our lilceness,"
But to no one else than to His oxm Word and Wisdom 

. did he say, "Let us make,"
M Ê sIXSUs, II, 18. 

Tlieophilus would have agreed that it is impossible 
to confine God in terms of time and space. Divine activities

86 87
Harris, Prologue, 22. ME.s1X£us 34.88
Ibid., I. 7.

89
/ IMh,, II, 22, Cf, the Book of Wisdom 8,4 where 
Lc is translated "associate,"
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that require such limitations are performed by the Logos,

6-̂ 0$ o?>v ojv o ôt\OTi<y
Ç>OuXv\|T̂ '- • O  ’TT.î<T'qÇ JTÔOU oXoiU^ TV V̂ -V-TTIC ^L5 TLVot
T&TV 3  ̂ TV3(Pof ̂ LV \C^\ ̂ \ < 0 0 L
TCltVTTOU. 1 .^ 05  vJTV^.=<OvüU VCo l̂ i .Y  v 6 x \ < ^  (pL ? K L T ^ L

Autolycus II, 22
Specifically, Theophilus interpreted God’s presence in

90
the Garden of Eden in this way. Further, it was the
Word who inspired the prophets. However, Moses is the

91
only one specifically mentioned. It ma}?" even be that 
Theophilus included the appearance of the Logos in Christ 
among these theoplianies,

i'S also the
e we may conclude that in 

Lg, wiic; appearances of the Logos is included 
that in Christ--whose name Theophilus never mentions 
« , . « Though it is the Logos, not Christ, to whom 
Theoph5_1,us refers as the Son of God, his definitions 
are taken from the books of the New Testament, and 
he certainly knew the Fourth Gospel,

It is fair to note as Bethune-Baker does that these
distinctions of Theophilus arose primarily out of a’ desire
to clarify God’s relationship to the created order and
therefore did not,concern themselves with any "hypostatic

Ibid,
91“

Ibid,, II, 10,
92
Grant, "Theophilus," 249, Little (op, cit., 209) 

notes that Theophilus is the first knov-m Christian vjriter 
to make specific reference to the Logos passages of the 
Fourth Gospel,
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distinction in the being of God himself," This of 
course is by no means new. One may observe such a trend 
at least as early as Philo, Along with growing ideas of 
transcendence and a feeling that this world was at least 
inferior, if not evil, the need for intermediaries became 
more and more pressing. In summary, we see îui Theophilus 
something of a confused step forward. It may not seem 
significant in retrospect, but it was this kind of theo
logical conjecture--many times repeated--that finally 
produced the systematized doctrine of the church,

Athenagoras, Athenagoras was the last and surely in 
early times the least knovm of the Christian apologists,
His heritage as an "outsider" gave him an important insight 
into the Christian phenomenon.

We know with certainty regarding Athenagoras, that 
he was an Athenian philosopher who had embraced 
Christianity, and that his Apology, or, as he styles 
it, "Embassy" (iig , was presented to the 
Emperors Aurelius and Cornmodus about A, D, 177,^^

Although Athenagoras does not employ the exact 
terminology found in Hieophilus he clearly continues in

Bethune-Baker, op», cit_,, 128, Bethune-Balcer 
includes Justin and Tatian in this judgement, Cf, Grant, 
"Theophilus," 248,

94
m C L  II, 373,
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the developing trinitarian tradition, if anything, his
language conveys a clearer perception of these distinctions
than that of his predecessors,

. « we acknowledge a God, and a Son his Logos, and 
a Holy Spirit, united in essence,--the Father, the 
Son, the Spirit, because the Son is the Intelligence, 
Reason, Wisdom of the Father, and the Spirit an 
effluence, as light from fire, , , ,

Supplicatio 24
The Logos for Athenagoras was the Son, He developed

this point rather carefully as we shall see. There seems
to be just a trace of Christology in the quotation
above. However, "VJhen Logos, Nous, Sophia are used for
the Son, all three are understood in the Greek meaning of 

95
the terms, " Tb.e third member of the triad named vxo'f ck
by Theophilus is here replaced by the Holy Spirit, Yet
in all this it must be urged that Athenagoras* trinity--
though clearly perceived--xms not thereby distinctly
divided. The three were in fact closely gathered into one.
Bethune-Baker notes, " . . .  the three names represent
eternally existing distinctions within the being of the

96
Divine itself," Speaking of the purpose of the pious

' * J l l  ,  IW  .......95
Laeuchli, op, cit,, 170,

96
Bethune-Balcer, pp. ci^., 129o Cf, Grant, "Qheophi. 

lus," 246, For a treatment of Athenagoras* entire 
Christology see Little, o p . cit., 210-228.
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man’s life, Athenagoras speaks of this unity and diversity. 
That purpose is :

y
. . .  to know God and the Logos who comes from Him: 
to see what is the unity of the Son in relation to 
the Father, what the communion of the Father with the 
Ŝon, what the Spirit; what is the union (%Vw<r\̂ _) of 
all these and the distinction .) of the
united the Spirit, the Son, the F a t h e r.9/ ,

Supplicatio 12
Hie relationship between the supreme God and the

Logos was for Athenagoras primarily one of Father and Son.
It is at this point that Athenagoras spoke most carefully
and in greatest detail. For him, the meaning of this figure
of speech was not as simple as the physical reality would
make it appear. Athenagoras made the figure meaningful
with a number of specific and penetrating observations.

First, in words with something of a polemic ring,
Athenagoras says, "Nor let anyone think it ridiculous that

98
God should have a Son." It may well be that someone had 
been pointing out the logical impossibility of a spiritual 
being begetting a physical son. Further, Athenagoras 
conceived of the Logos as eternally a part of the Father,

97
The translation of this particular passage is 

that of Bethune-Balcer, op. cit., Î28f.
98

Supplicatio 10, Unless othervvise noted all succeed
ing quotations from Athenagoras derive from this section.
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The development and use of this concept will be discussed 
later.

The Logos is "the first product ( of the
Father. Consistent with the tradition bequeathed to him,
Athenagoras conceived of the Father as having established
this distinction before proceeding to his other works.

Since He "came forth" expressly for creative work,
His "procession" from the Father into phenomenal 
existence must have occurred prior to time, that is, 
in eternity, though as the Son of God He is absolutely 
eternal•99

Again, the Son of God is 3.»Â.
over, any external function of the father performed in the 
material world seems to have been thought of as the respon
sibility of the Logos ; ÂXV to-yiV 6 ucè v xoB G«c.oû \ ùvù\ Tou 

h  And finally, in concei^ts
which are Johannine in nature, the filial relationshi.p is 
given genuine and profound intimacy; î Jos too "Vrtvpov
KXL TOO u\.OU , And '̂ 'OvtoV Si TOO uLob %yj V(X.L ITTO c(
Ak

The supreme God, "the Maker and Framer of the world," 
is for Athenagoras;

, . . uncreated, eternal, invisible, impassible, 
incomprehensible, illimitable, who is apprehended 
by the understanding only and the reason, who is 
encompassed by light, and beauty, and spirit, and 
power ineffable, , • •

99
Little, OD. cit., 221,
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Though God the Father is the creator, the primary role
of the Logos is in the agency of creation:
Jfed. in D . This is stated a number of
times. Yet, according to Athenagoras, the Logos accom-

100
plished this "without being himself a creature,"

The distinctions in the being of God are thus con- 
. ceived as self-existent, and the part which the 
Logos afterwards plays in the work of creation he 
only plays because he is already all that was 
required for the exercise of the special work ofcreation.lOl

It is therefore clear that although Athenagoras clearly 
visualized the distinctions he intended to make, he does 
so within the context of a closely dram unity within the 
godhead. This unity--and therefore the Logos--was eternal 

Creation does not seem to have been conceived by 
Athenagoras as ex__ziihiio.

He came forth to be the idea and energising power 
of all material things, which lay like a nature 
without attributes, and an inactive earth, the 
grosser particles being mixed up with the lighter.

Although this creative role is primary, Athenagoras also
saw the Logos as the agent through whom all the "lesser
powers"--!,e., "angels and ministers"--were established.

Athenagoras* most important contribution to the 
Logos doctrine came from his insight into the eternal

100
Altaner, op. cit., 131,

101
Bethune-Balcer, 1^.



293
nature of the Son. By establishing the fact that the 
Logos was an integral and permanent part of the supreme 
God, Athenagoras made him not only pre-existent but also 
eternal. The entire \oyoc concept provided a means of 
explaining the growing perception that the Son--to be 
fully God— must himself also be eternal.

IV. THE TEACHERS AT ALEXANDRIA

Alexandria was for a long time one of the chief
cultural centers of the ancient world. Included within a
wide range of interests was a deep and continuing religious
concern. We have already seen Philo’s contribution to

102
this tradition. At this point we are concerned to
single out Clement and Origen as two of the leading repre
sentatives of second century Christianity at Alexandria. 
Haeir speculations especially concerning the Logos contain 
important material relevant to this study.

103

102
The section on Philo in Chapter II is important 

background here. It is interesting to note that Bigg in 
his Bampton Lectures on Christian Platonism (C, Bigg, The 
Cj.iristian Platonists of Alexandria, Oxfords 1913) began,*■■■ 1 ■iii’fc.w pi «I* If'I iMt* %i. . I irr r~ii ■ 11<m 1 1 w  '•>*•■ %t ii ri it,»iit. i n>*11 ■ i mirr ■ 11 >~ m  ~r~i ■ i ■ — r miii ~'*i— r~̂ — . 9 XtmJhis study with Philo, It could not be seen in perspective 
otherv^ise.

103
For an introductory article in this area see 

W, Volker, "Die Verwertung der Weisheits-Literatur bei den 
christlichen Alexandrinern," ZKG LXÏV (1952/53), 1-33,
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104

Clement of Alexandria. Clement (c. 150-215) was
an important figure in what is thought to have been a
catechetical school. He left Alexandria however in about
202 under the stress of the persecution of Severns, He
is knovm to have lived for a time both at Jerusalem and
later at ^\ntioch (Syria), He was followed in Alexandria
by his pupil, Origen,

It is right to suggest that Clement (as well as
Origen) was a "Gnostic" of sorts. Yet it must be immediately
countered that, as he conceived his "Gnostic tendencies,"

105
they were perfectly harmonious with Qiristianity, The
correct distinction within this apparent paradox has been 
clearly seen.

Hence the ’true Gnosis* of Clement and Origen is to 
be regarded as in a certain sense a progressive 
Christianization of the ’Gnosis falsely so called’
of the Valentinians,106

Any further distinction had not yet been made.
104'"““''̂

For a perceptive synopsis of Clement’s theology 
see H, Chadwick, Sarlv Qiristian Thought and the Classical 
Tradition (Oxford: 1966), 31-65, It is i1luminating to
note that the chapter on Clement is entitled "The Liberal 
Puritan," In contrast the chapter on Origen is styled 
"Hie Illiberal Humanist."

105
See Stroinata IV. 21,

106
G, Quispel, "The Jung Codex and its Significance," 

in The Jung Codex, ed. F, L, Cross, 61o
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Clement's vjritings are not primarily doctrinal but 

were rather formulated with practical aims in mind* They 
were addressed directly to the heart of hearts of the man 
who was deeply concerned about specific standards of 
conduct for the wide variety of situations in which he 
might find himself* Many things come into Clement's view 
in this way, many of which modern Christians would consider 
either superficial or unimportant. His conception of the 
Logos is an integral part of this theme. Because of this 
character it is difficult to be as precise as one might 
lilce in defining his various doctrinal positions. However, 
a substantial portion of Clement's wiriting has siur/ived 
and on the basis of ca.reful perusal reconstruction is 
possible. In a word Clement left the work of systeraati- 
sation to those who desired to know what he did in fact 
believe,

Cleraent accepted a reasonably well-developed 
doctrine and therefore his oxm contribution to the develop
ing reality?’ assumes many things. His Logos is found in a 
multitude of associations and connections that surpass 
anything previously observed. The doctrine is so funda
mental to Clement's way of thinking that it is rightly
summarized, "The doctrine of the Logos is the centre and

107
main spring of the whole system of Clement."

107
Bethune-Baker, op, cit., 133,
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Although much of Clement's work has been preserved,

much has also been lost. There are references to lost
works as well as fragments that have been preserved in
various places, but the three works that provide the bulk
of our knowledge are: The Exhortation (X6yô  ).
The Instructor ), and The Miscellanies or
Stromateis (ctt̂ q^ t^Tç ). In all three of these works it is
the doctrine of the Logos that serves as the force which
binds many different elements into one complete whole.

The three compositions are really parts of one whole.
The central connecting idea is that of the Logos-- 
the Word--the Son of God; whom in the first work he 
exhibits drawing men from the superstitions and 
corruptions of heathenism to faith; in the second, as , 
training them by precepts and discipline; and in the 
last, as conducting them to that higher knowledge of 
the things of God, to which those only who devote 

 ̂ themselves assiduously to spiritual, moral, and 
, intellectual culture can attain. Ever before his 
eye is the grand form of the living personal Christ-- 
the Word, who "was with God, and who was God, but 
who became man, and dwelt among u s , "108

The fundamental importance of Clement's Logos 
doctrine is evident in the fact that it directs the express
ion of his Christology, Yet there are points where his 
Christology goes beyond the framework of the Logos doctrine. 
Though it is perhaps impossible to determine the exact 
point where Logos becomes simply a title, surely it does 
occur in Clement, One should therefore expect  ̂ to

108
ANGL IV, 15.
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appear in passages where it is simply an appellation and
carries with it no particular doctrinal overtones. The
Logos doctrine was at such a point felt to be so well
established that the VTriter did not consciously think of
the doctrine as such when he used the title but allowed it
to enter his x-jriting without reflection.

It is quite helpful in attempting to understand
Clement's comprehension of the Logos doctrine to observe
his approach in discussion. It should be noted that even
in the following passages where Clement is most doctrinal
his practical purpose manifests itself.

Well, inasmuch as the Word was from the first, He 
was and is the divine source of all things; but' 
inasmuch as He has now assumed the name of Christ, 
consecrated of old, and worthy of power, he has been 
called by me the New Song. Tills Word, then, the 
Christ, the cause of both our being at first (for He 
was in God) and of our well-being, this very Word 
has now appeared as man, He alone being both, both 
God and man--the Author of all blessings to us; by 
whom we, being taught to live well, are best on our 
way to life eternal, ^09

ProtreDticus I (6,5-7,1)
Our instructor ( - n « t v ) is like His Father God, 
whose son He is, sinless, blameless, and with a 
soul devoid of passion; God in the form of man, 
stainless, the minister of His Father's will, the 
Word who is God, who is in the Father, who is at 
the Father's right hand, and with the fo.m of God 
is God* He is to us a spotless image; to Him we 
are to try with all our might to assimilate our

109
The text : C, Mondesert, Le Protrentique (Source:

Qiretiennes 2, Paris; 1949;,
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souls. He is wholly free from human passions; 
wherefore also He alone is judge, because He alone 
is sinless, 110

Paeda^osus 1,2 (4,If•)
It is not necessary to read far in Clement to

discover that his Logos doctrine is heavily dependent
upon the New Testament Johannine literature. The Prologue
to the gospel plays a particularly iraportant role but
connections may also be established elsewhere. For example,111
Clement says, "the word is truth," The nearest the
Prologue comes to this is the ciiaracterization of Jesus 
as the messenger of truth. In other instances Clement's 
statements are Johannine in thought and character but no 
e:cact parallels may be traced. In the Old Testament tradi
tion he is especially familiar with Proverbs, particularly 
chapter eight which he applies- to the Logos,

Why repeat to you the mysteries of wisdom, and 
sayings from the "v̂ riters of the son of the Hebrews, 
the master of wisdom? "'The Lord created me the 
beginning of His ways, in order to His works," /\nd,
"The Lord givetli wisdom and from His face proceed 
knowledge and understanding,” "How long wilt thou 
lie in bed, 0 sluggard; and when wilt thou be

110
The text; H, 1, Harrou and H, Harl, Le Pedagogue 

(.Sources Chrétiennes 70, Paris; I960),
111

Stromata Ii.4. Cf, John I7,l7b, See again, 
Turner, Grammatical Insights, 8ff.
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aroused from sleep?" "but if thou show thyself 
no sluggard as a fountain thy harvest shall 
come," the "Nord of the Father, the benign light, 
the Lord that bringeth light, faith to all, and 
salvation#" 112ProtreDticus VIII

With regard to Wisdom, Clement establishes a link
between his Logos doctrine and Jeremiah,

It is he who made the earth by his power, 
who established the world by his wisdom, 

and by his understanding stretched out the heavens,
Jeremiah 10,12

Immediately following this quotation, Clement speaks of
113

« n iwTvv o , Elsewhere Clement
suggests that Wisdom is a being very difficult to lay 
hold on.

Wisdom • . , a being difficult to grasp and appre
hend, ever receding and withdrawing from him who 
pursues. But He who is far off has--oh ineffable marvel’ 
— come very near.

Stromata 11,2
It would appear that Wisdom usually suggested to Clement
a kind of mvstical truth that had little restriction and

114
might appear in many different ways at different times. 
Obviously, it was a very hazy and poorly defined concept.

112
The quotations indicated are cited in the ANCL 

text as coming from Proverbs in the following order;
8,22; 2,6; 6,9, 11, 23. Most questionable is 6,11, The 
rest are more or less clear with perhaps k slight question 
about 6,23,

113
ProtreDticus VIII,

114
Stromata VI#17.
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There can be no doubt that there was an overlap in Glcrùent's
mind between the two-"\oyoy and ^6g - -but they were not in
his thinking always identical,

Clement agrees with John--usually by means of
approved quotation--that the Logos was in the beginning,

115
God with God, His role was a ministerial one however and
Chadwick argues that for Clement this seems to safeguard 

116
monotheism. It was for Clement through the Logos that
all things were created. And it was this same Logos that

117
assumed flesh in"the person of Jesus, He was- the revealer

118
of t]Tuth to man--himself both truth and light. Though
Clement does not make an issue of the point, his concep
tion of pre-existence seems to have been eternal. The Logos

119
"was in the beginning, and before the beginning." Bethune-
B aker summarizes:

The general conception of Clement was certainly that 
the Logos--eternally equal with, but dist5.nct from 
the Father, as His Son--was manifested all through the 
world's history, and at last was incarnate in the 
person of Jesus Œirist,120

115
Frotrepticus I,

116"̂ *
Chadwick, Early Christian Thou.g;ht, 51. 

117  ̂ 118_
I, etc. J M â - »•

119
Ibid., I, 120
Bethune-Baker, on. cit., 135.
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In terms of its importance in the exposition of

Christianity, Clement's Logos occupied the highest place.
Early in this discussion this fact was associated with
Clement's practical purpose. It is in order to conclude
with a few examples of this important function of the Logos,

The intensely practical relevance of Clement's Logos
121

is found in his concept of Teadrier . Again
in this term also Clement's emphasis is practical* “Cur
Instructor, the Word, therefore cures the unnatural passions

122
of the soul by means of exhortations" Moreover, the Logos

123
is Zà In short, all Christians.
"have through the philanthropy of the Word now become the 

124
sons of God,"

.Thus, Clement presents his Logos doctrine. It is 
impossible to deny the power of the imagination behind it.
As one might expect this development was continued in Origen,

Orig:en, It is important that Origen not only pos
sessed one of the best minds in the early Church, but what

121
is perennially difficult to translate. 

Both "teacher" and "tutor" fall short of its full meaning. 
Among both Romans and Greeks the name was used of trust
worthy slaves who were given the duty of supervising the 
lives of boys belonging to the better classes. For Paul's 
famous usage see Galatians 3,24ff, Cf, 1 Corinthians 4,15, 

122
PaedagoKUS 1,2 (6,1),

' 124
ProtreDticus XI (ll7,4), Ib_id,, II (27,3).
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is equally significant he also found opportunity, in often
difficult circumstances, to exercise his abilities. His
Wisdom-Logos reflections have indeed been the subject of

125
detailed study.

There are also grounds for objecting that Origen 
should not be grouped among those who are generally recog
nised as orthodox. Indeed he was ultimately condemned as 
a heretic but three centuries after his death! The entire 
question revolves around a definition of "orthodoxy" which 
as we have already observed was anything but a monolithic 
structure, Chadwick rightly saw this :

. , , we tend to begin the study of Origen by asking 
whether or not he is orthodox, and find that we are 
continually driven back to the prior quest5_on; what 
is the essence of orthodoxy?126

125
E.g., J, Daniel ou, Origen, esp, 251-275 ; Z. Del̂ aye, 

Origen and His Work, esp, 99-117; etc. The importance of 
Origen in the development of the early tradition of the church 
has recently been carefully re-examined by R,P,C, Hanson,

London: 1954 and AlZ@gor% •
and Event, London; 1959), Cur investigation must confine 
itself to the most crucial po5.nts,

126
Qiadwick, , 123, Cf. G.W.

Bu 11 enf or th, Or iff, en on First Principles, xxxi, Butterx^orth* s 
translation of de Princioiis is followed because it is based 
upon Koetschau's text whi_ch takes into account all of the 
Greek fragments available. Quotations are largely omitted 
here not only because of space considerations but also 
because even Rufinus* Latin text is a translation and at 
that one made disregarding basic guiding principles. Pri
marily, Rufinus thought it necessary to make certain correc
tions in Origen's thought, see Danielou, op. cijt, , xi-xii.
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It should be clear by now that the problem will not be 
removed.

Origen*s speculations concerning the Logos doctrine
unquestionably lie within the context of this still fluid
"orthodoxy” which however was by this time on its way toward
becoming the hardened doctrine of the Church. It is a fact
that Origen received the tradition of the early Church that
Jesus was both the Wisdom and the Logos of God. The latter
was for Origen much the more important. Origen*s work was
done primarily in examining the various ramifications of
such a doctrine. This was accomplished within the framework
of the conviction that Christianity was worthy of the most

127
profound philosophical type of formulation. For our
purposes the most important development within the doctrine
had to do with the notion of the eternal existence of the
Son. With Origen what had previously been more or less
simple pre-existence (i.e., existence before the generation
of the created order) became a more or less fully developed
concept of eternal existence. Fair\^eather summarizes %
"According to Origen, the Logos who appeared in Christ is
the Word ot“ Son of God, His Wisdom hypos tat ically existing, 

_ _  ,
DeFaye*s entire work emphasizes this point, perhaps 

to extremes, cf# Danielou, cit.. xvi.
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1 OQ

eternally begotten, and of like essence with the Father."
It should go without saying that for Origen the Logos

was ultimately to be identified with Christ, The details of
this relationship will be examined below. VJhat must be
noticed first is exactly what preceded this identification.

In the simulest terms the Son was both the Word and 
129

the Wisdom of God, In terms more refined Wisdom was the
(Beginning, or perhaps, First Principle) and the Logos 

130
was in tlie " . . .  this makes Sophia a prior con
cept to Logos which expresses it," As has already been
mentioned, in all of this Origen conceived the necessity of 
eternal existence more clearly than his predecessors. One 
quotation will be sufficient to show the depth of his 
thinking on this point.

And can anyone who has learned to regard God with 
feelings of reverence suppose or believe that God the 
Father ever existed, even for a single moment, without 
begetting this wisdom? For he would either say that 
God could not have begotten wisdom before he did beget 
her, so that he brought wisdom into being when she had 
not existed before, or else that ho could have begotten

Wm, Faijnveather, Ori;zen and Greek Patristic rneology, 
151, Although something of this sort with regard to the 
eternal nature of the Son-'Logos was explored by Athena go ras 
(âllP-^fx? It: is more fully developed in Origen, The 
nature of this specific point indicates the difficulty attached 
to the realization of certain fundamentals that many since 
would be inclined to assume. See also Irenaeus, infra^^f.

129
de Princioiis 1,1. It should be noted that most of 

these references could be duplicated many times over,
130 131

Qomm,_..on_.John 1.22; 42. Harris, prologue, 25. ;
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her and— what is profanity even to say about God-- 
that he was unwilling to do so; each of which alter
natives, as everyone can see, is absurd and impious, 
that is, either that God should advance from being 
unable to being able, or that, while being able, he 
should act as if he were not and should delay to 
beget wisdom, 132

de Principiis 1,2,2
In many ways the functions of Origen*s pre-existent

Logos follow the tradition he received. He was God's agent 
133

in creation. He was the source of inspiration for the
prophets as well as being the revealer of divine truths on

134
the wildest basis. Further, there was a way in which the
functions of the Logos within Christ were sirailar to that
within the prophets. The difference was more one of degree
than manner. This relationship for Origen had many facets

135
and he examined thera in detail.

For Origen the Father was God transcendent while the
136

Logos was God immanent. As has been observed, in other
authors such a dichotomy naturally inclined itself toward

Î32 ^
Butterworth, op, cit,, 15f, For a discussion of 

Origan’s insight on this point see Chadwick, Early Christian 
Iliousht, 84. Gf. also, Danielou, op., ci,t., 255f.

133
de_Prlncjj)iis 1.1. 1.4; Go^_onJ[o]to 1.42; etc.

134
Ae. ■.PgincipiLs preface ; contra_Gelam VI.65; Çonga. 

on John 1,42,
"l35

Ibid,
136

de Principiis 1,1, For a note on Christ’s immanence 
see Chadwick, 84. , ,
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sôme form of subordinationalism. As DeFaye points out,
with the raw material Origen had to hand he could hardly
have done anything else, Origen was one of those authors
who wrote before the difficulties with regard to subordi
nationalism had been realized. No distinction had been 
made between subordinationalism as an.extreme heretical 
view and a kind of functional subordinationalism which was 
not carried to extremes. One cannot fault a man for such 
an unawareness,

Origen conceived all rational souls as eternal. The 
soul given to Clarist was no exception. The widely varying 
conditions of men on earth must be the result of deeds 
performed by their discarnate souls before becoming a part 
of humanity. Origen held that Christ’s soul had separated
itself from all others as being the most worthy, Indeed

138
it was for this very reason that it was given to him. 
Otherwise, Origen conceived the incarnate Lord to consist 
of the Logos and Jesus, He sometimes thought of these as
r r r ~ ^  .  i,i > ii. ■ I ii.MMii ,  i  I "M ii iii.M ,I * >11 »ri ii ■ m n  >1 TÉ II ,  nw #r« n# , .pi h i , i f r f  i ,i • i  t  i ■ —j t i i  n i n n iT ——x,» n iITii mTT-mT r r r  — *~t—1mri~"~'Ti u r •> i ■■ii.iiVf ,w i n , f  n n i "  ■ hééi

137
Ds Faye, o p . cit., I02f. For Origen there was 

only one o O^qs î all other divine beings including the 
Logos were divine only by participation, Gf, Danielou, 
pp. c.it., 252ff,, 261.

"138
de Principiis 11,6,6,
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separate entities; at other times they seem to fuse into 

139
one. The purpose of the Logos in Jesus was that he
might ultimately prevail over all evil# In fact the most
fundamental purpose of the incarnation according to Origen
was that all might be gathered into the perfection of the 

140 
Logos, ’

In terms that were typically Johannine, Origen knew
the Logos Son of God as the lamb, the vine, the bread, the
truth, the life,'the resurrection, the door, and the way.
He was also light and righteousness#

Origen examines all these terms; each is used in order 
to throw light on some aspect of the influence of the 
Son of God since he became the Logos Jesus, In a 
general way, this influence incites to good, trains 
and evolves souls, and redeems. Qua good shepherd 
Christ Jesus leads men; qua light, he illumines them; 
qua vine, he inebriates them with the wine of the 
Ideal; he enables them to contemplate eternal Ideas, 
models and types; he is the master of ecstasy,141

Thus it may be seen that although Origen*s concept 
of the Logos is on the one hand lofty and philosophical, 
it is on the other earthy and practical. It was along 
these lines that the best of philosophy and the Jewish

139
contra Gelsum 111,41; ds Princioiis 11,6,2, Cf, 

Fairvfeather, o d , cit,, 155.
140 '

r-: contra Cel sum VIII. 72. Cf. Buttery/orth, pp. cit..
141

De Faye, pp. , I08f, Cf# Danielou, pp. cit.,
259.
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Christian tradition was blended into the most comprehensive 
doctrine of the Logos yet to appear. The final crystalli
zation cannot be far away nor can it excel in profundity.
It can however as we shall see be more clearly conceived.

Thus we conclude our examination of Alexandrian 
Christianity, It should be repeated at this point that the 
primary interest of this chapter is the development of the 
Logos doctrine in what we have rather arbitrarily desiĝ  ̂
nated "second century orthodoxy," The purpose of this of 
course is to offer a background against which we m&y examine 
the Gnostic deviations which developed around the Wisdom 
and/or Logos theme(s). However, in order to offer the com
plete picture it is necessary to overstep the implied his
torical limits slightly. We have already done this in Origen 
(c, 185-254) whose contribution was made completely in the 
third century. Now we must retrace ou3: steps chronologically 
for a look at Irenaeus (c, 130-200) who in many ways was the 
greatest Church Father of the second century, Finally, we 
roust briefly examine Tertullian (c. 160-220) within whom we 
find important steps toward the final crystallization.
Hi is should not be taken to imply that there were no later 
changes. On the contrary things seem to have continued in 
a more or less fluid state until the overstatements of 
Arius which made it imperative that final definition and



309
Limitation be established within "orthodoxy." Nicea was 
a bold attempt to meet this need.

V . OTHERS

Irenaeus. Irenaeus (c, 130-200) is noted for his 
fight against various heresies in the early Church and his 
position of influence as Bishop of Lyons, He did not possess 
an extensive interest in speculative thought of the type 
found surrounding the Logos in earlier writers, particu
larly the Alexandrians. The single fact that dominated all 
his theological thought was the deeply held conviction 
concerning the incarnation--that God had in fact become man,

solum au tern verum et firmum mag is t rum sequens Verbum 
Dei, Je sum Christum Dominum nostrum: qui propter
imraensam sua.m dilection era f actus est quod surnus nos, 
uti nos perficeret quod et ipse, 142

adv. Haer, V, Preface
Even his Logos doctrine is subject to this cardinal 

143
belief,

It is often evident that Irenaeus* doctrinal formu
lations were conceived in the shadow of controversy,

—  142 ^
The text of Irenaeus followed here is that of 

W, W, Harvey (Sancti Irenaei, Cambridge: *1857). The 
divisions of adv. Haer. cited are those of Massuet.

143
For a recent and apparently careful treatment of 

Irenaeus* Cliristology, including appropriate sections on thi 
Logos (asp. 28-31, 104-118, 163-166), see A. Houssiau, La 
% r lstolo&ie_d^_SamS_.^ (Louvain s 1955).
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Occasionally heretical teaching even suggests a line of
thought to him which he would othe3rv*7ise probably have omitted.
It is however the rare instance in which his zeal causes him
to overstate his case.

It should be noted before proceeding that Irenaeus
reflects a concept of the Trinity roughly equal to that of
his contemporaries--a three-fold distinction permeated by an
underlying unity. This unity is so much a part of Irenaeus
that Baker comments, "The Father is God revealing Hii'nself ;
the Son is God revealed. The Father is the invisible of the

144
Son, while the Son is the visible of the Father," Wisdom
finds a place in the scheme of Irenaeus but is identified
with the Holy Spirit and serves as a companion of the Logos-- 

145
Son, Irenaeus always applies the Old Testament texts

146
which personify Wisdom to the Holy Spirit, These two—
the Logos and Wisdom--are servants of the supreme God and

144
Bethune-Baker, on, cit., 130f, These words are a#  »nrnOn^ eWttmJMWBiV» "paraphrase of Irenaeus, For a Gnostic passage remarkably 

s5.miiar see the Gospel of Truth, 24,9-32,
145

This relationship and function is most clearly 
seen in adv. Haer. IV,20,3, The passage includes a quota
tion of Proverbs 3,l9f,, and 8,22-31, It should be noted 
that Irenaeus "reser\re le titre Christ au Verbe incarne 
(Houssiau, op. cit,, 105 n, l), VJhenever our finds an 
identification between wisdom and the Holy Spirit (Theophilus, 
Irenaeus, etc,) one is at least reminded of the Gnostic 
parallel.

146
J, Lawson, 125.
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are in turn served by the angels. There is of course
an obvious element of subordinationalism in such a deline- 

148
ation.

Irenaeus’ conception of the functions of the Logos
is largely that of the tradition which he received. As we
shall see however there are certain unusual though minor
additions to earlier thought as far as it is knoim. Surely
the primary function is that of agent in creation,

cum teneamus au tern nos regulam veritatis, id est, 
quia sit unus Deus omnipotens, qui omnia condidit per 
Verbum suum, et aptavit, et fecit ex eo, quod non 
erat, ad hoc ut sint omnia. 149

MVuL-Haer. 1.22,1
Somewhat later Irenaeus is quite specific with regard to
the work of the Logos in the creation of man.

Et hic [the Logos] est de quo Scripture ait ; Et 
plasmavit Deus hominem, limum terrae accipiens, 
et insufflavit in faciem ejus flatum vitae.

adv. Haer. IV,20,1
Although the general work of creation has been a consistent 
part of the work of the Logos since New Testament times, 
this specific link with Genesis 2,7 is new. The fact that 

^̂ ‘•̂adv. Haer. IV. 7.4.
^Lawson. Irenaeus, 129ff,, argues that that which 

might be called "subordinalisation" in Irenaeus is more appar
ent than real. Again, "functional subordinationalism" may 
be a useful distinction,

^̂ *̂ The passage is followed by a quotation of Psalm 33.6 
and John 1,3, It should again be noted that we have felt it 
sufficient to give minimum references to most of the points 
made in this discussion. Host of them could of course be 
duulicated, sometimes profusely. Gf, Houssiau, pp. cit »,
106ff,
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Irenaeus felt free to make such an association must be an
indication of a wide acceptance of the basic doctrine.

No less traditional is Irenaeus’ conception of the
agency of the Logos in revelation. The fact that Logos and
Son are used alternately in the text is typical of Irenaeus,

Neque enim Patrem cognoscere quis potest, nisi Verbo 
Dei, id est, nisi Filio revelante; neque Filium, 
nisi Patris beneplacito. Bonum au tern placituin Patris 
Filius perficits mittit enim Pater; mittitur autern 
et venit Filius,

' adv. Haer, IV,6,3
Irenaeus viewed this revelational role as a continuing grace 
beginning in the Old Testament and following through human 
his tory, Hous s iau summaris e s î

La vie humaine du Fils est ainsi repla.cee dans 
le cadre general de la presence continue du Verbe 
auprès de l’humanité. La connaissance du Perce, 
propre a 1’Anc i en Testament, est done commun iquëe 
par le Fils, son révélateur unique,

It was for Irenaeus just this pre-existent agent of 
creation and revelation who became man, taking for himself 
human flesh. It is significant that Irenaeus drew all 
three of these elements together in a single passage,

Ostenso manifeste, quod- in principio Verbum 
existons apud Deum, per quern omnia facta sunt, qui 
et semper aderat generi humano, hunc in nouissimis 
teitiporibus secundum praef initum tempus a Patre, 
uni turn suo plasmati, pas sib il em hominem factum.

adv. Haer. 111,18,1
150

Houssiau, op, cit,, 111,
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It was in fact his flesh as well as his life that he gave 

151
for mankind,

Irenaeus’ belief in the eternal pre-existence of
the Logos is one of a number of things worked out in

152
opposition to the heretics. Irenaeus states his own
conviction precisely when he says of man*

Non enim infectus es, o homo, neque semper coexistebas 
Deo, sicut proprium ejus Verbum.

adv. Haer. 11,25,3.
Irenaeus mentions the Logos in many other connections.

Again in traditional fashion, it was he who appeared to
various observers in many different forms. He revealed him-

i
self to the patriarchs and prophets, indeed he manifested
himself in specific incidents right through biblical

153 154
history. The Logos is for Irenaeus vere Dominus.

155
He is Son of Man, Savior and Judge, He is the giver of

151
adv. Haer. V.1,1,

152
Bethune-Baker, 0 £. cit,, 130,

153
adv. Haer. 111,6,1, IV.20,8-12, The Gnostics made 

use of a similar concept. The Gospel of Philip elaborates 
just how the AOPQC was thought to join Itself to humanity, 
including of course Jesus, See esp, sayings 23, 113 and 
116.

154
adv. Haer. 111.6,1,

155
Ibid., 111,18,6, III.17.1, IV.20.2.
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156

light and life. Perhaps most strilcing is that the Logos
157

Is caput Ecclesiae, The fact that Irenaeus always linked
the Logos with Jesus has been taken to mean that he does
not identify "the divine element in Christ with the world-

158
idea or Reason of God,

Thus Irenaeus accepted and influenced the developing 
Logos tradition. It should be evident that as the authors 
of this period built upon the foundation of the Logos doc
trine they continued to enlarge upon the original design. 
This is certainly true of Irenaeus, There is a basic truth 
here in spite of the fact tliat it would be difficult to 
achieve common a.greement as to what exactly the "earliest" 
doctrine or the "original" design might have been. It 
might also be objected that these very terms suggest a state 
of affairs which never existed. Yet, as we have seen, as 
one pursues the development of the doctrine a line must 
somewhere be crossed where the Logos doctrine itself is no 
longer a guiding or determining principle, but the term 

"156̂  ̂ ' ■ I H éTIi» I .,11111111 If

Ibid., 1.9,2, Iv.5.2. 
157

I^id,f V,18.2j cf, Colossians 1,18,
158"""

Lawson, .Irenaeus, 136, Although Irenaeus linlcedXoya
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Logos itself is simply another name for Jesus, Vlhen this 
point is reached one might argue that it is time for this 
investigation to be dravzn to a close, for the Logos doctrine 
has been established and is operative and in all appear
ances is widely accepted as a legitimate form in which to 
speak of J'ssus* deeds. On the other .hand, however, one must 
recognize that this is also another stage in the development 
of the doctrine. Indeed, it is an important stage in which 
the original impetus has expressed itself in full fruit. It 
is the final stage of growth and it roust be recognized that 
the only alternatives to follow are either a firm and con
tinuing support from the Churdi or inevitable deterioration. 
The latter prevailed mainly because the more concrete 
notion of sonship proved more useful as the mission of the 
Cliurch moved into areas where the Logos type of specula
tion was unfamiliar and moreover did not appeal to the 
different turn of mind,

Tertullian, It would appear then from the avail
able' evidence that the Logos doctrine which developed in 
the early Church was virtually complete by the end of the 
second century. That is to say that at least the great 
bulk of the elements of the doctrine were in existence by

_ü_
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that time. The form of the doctrine at the turn of the
new century seems however to have been at best quasi-organized, 
Although apparently no final statement had been attempted 
such was inevitable. As we have noted this was in the most 
final sense still a full century away. There is however
what may be described as a semi-final statement in the extant

\VTritings of Tertullian. It would have been difficult to
find a better man for this intemediate step. Tertullian
received training in legal affairs and thus it has been
claimed: " . . .  he may be said to have created the language
of western theology, which owes its characteristic precision

160
to his legally traiined mind,*' Tertullian will therefore
serve as the last figure in this investigation of "second
century orthodoxy" as he provides a logical terminus

161
slightly beyond our prescribed historical limits.

It is immediately apparent that for Tertullian the 
Son, Word,and Wisdom of God all refer without question to
— P-- ■ ■ — . .1  ̂ II ,  ̂ ,11 .1, 1-'- — %,-ti'r "I *■“—in— -niair ,— Ti— r.n r-m, | -mw n,'159

A. Harnack ,
166f.) argues that in spite of its development, knowledge 
of such a doctrine at this time was at best only scattered,

160
ODGC, 1334.

161
The material for the following summary of Tertullian 

is taken primarily from Against Praxeas. 5-8, 18, 19, 25-27, 
and A,a a in s t H ermo ̂ en e s 18. Although these passages represent 
the primary places where Tertullian discusses the Logos in 
detail they may be verified elsewhere. See especially 
AsM&st j'larci^ I, 1, 5; II, 4,27; 111,14,15; IV, 9, 13, li 
19, 25, 33; V, 8.

. 8 ,
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that, being who received flesh through Mary and was commonly 
referred to as Jesus Christ, >Jhat is more important for 
our purposes here is the nature of the relationship between 
this being and God the Father, and indeed just how Tertullian 
conceived these things to have come to pass,

Hermogenes had a,rgued that creation was not ex nihilo
but tha,t it rather consisted of an imposition of form by 
God on material already in existence. Tertullian countered 
by arguing that God made all things "through” and "with" 
his Wisdom, which in this passage is for Tertullian the 
"Spirit" of 1 Corinthians 2,11, At this point Wisdom it
self seems at least to include matter if not be identified 

162
with it. In the passage he quotes in full Proverbs
8.27-31, The Proverbs passage is indeed the foundation of
Tertullian’s understanding in this area and reference is
made to it a number of times, Tertullian further argues
that Wisdom was "born and created" because if it were not
it could only be coezcistent with God, This for Tertullian
was impossible without argument; God only is eternal,
—  _

It should be noted that Tertullian is generally 
trinitarian in outlook, cf. e.g., Against Praxeas 8, There 
is however the odd reference that is unsettling in one way 
or another, Tertullian did distinguish between the Word of 
God and God’s word and the Spirit of God and God’s Spirit, 
cf, Against Praxeas 27. Further, on occasion he refers to 
Wisdom as an attribute of God as opposed to a hypostatized 
f igu3Z e, cf. A,q a in s f Praxea s 26,
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Such an argument leads Tertullian to a subordinationalist
conclusion about which more wil 1 be said later. First,
however, we must examine Tertullian* s conception of the
developments within the godhead prior to creation,

Praxeas was one of many who found it difficult if
not iiiipossible to reconcile the concept of Monarchy with
that of Trinity, Tertullian’s reply consists of a most
perceptive argument which holds both in what was then
perhaps the best tension yet to be achieved.

In the argument against Hermogenes there is little
indication of any existence being attributed to the Word
prior to its probation (for original Greek ,
Tertullian begins the section against Praxeas by arguing
that in the earliest conceivable pre-temporal period God
was alone. He urges the point and just when his reader is
about to conclude that this is indeed Ter'tullian*s meaning,
he suggests that even then God was not entirely alone,

ceterum ne tunc quidem solus : habebat enim secum
quam habebat in semetipso rationcm, suam scilicet, 
rationalis enim deus, et ratio in ipso prius, et 
ita ab ipso omnias quae ratio sensus ipsius est, 
hanc Graeci XoyoV dicunt, quo vocabulo etiam 
sermon em appellamus, , , . 163

Against Praxeas 5

163
The text: S, Evans, Tertullian Vs Treatise

Against Praxeas (London: 1948), ,
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After emphasizing the existence of Reason or Word 

within God before its probation, Tertullian illustrates by 
observing that words are a part of every mental projection.
He argues that words are a kind of second being within 
every individual. He conceives God to have made the Word 
a separate entity by agitating it within himself,

Tertullian continues the development of his argument 
by holding that the statement ascribed to God in Genesis 
1,3, "Let there be light," referred in fact to the probation 
of the Word as a second being. He styles the incident as 
"the perfect nativity of the Word," He asserts that in 
this way the Word was made equal with God-“his "first- 
begotten," indeed his "only-begotten."

He goes ahead to attribute a certain substance to the 
Word, Just what Tertullian intends to convey is not alto
gether clear. He anticipates Praxeas’ objection that words 
are empty, devoid of power by holding that nothing empty 
could possibly proceed from a being of such substance as 
God, If Praxeas should object that God is Spirit, Tertullian 
infoj?ms his readers that even spirits have a bodily sub
stance of their own kind. For us, Tertullian*s arguments 
are at this point at their least convincing. However, one 
must remember that the Stoics a long while before Tertullian 
had held a similar position.
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The Word then is conceived as a probation outwards 

from the supreme God, Tertullian admits that this concept 
possesses certain similarities to the heretical doctrine 
espoused by Valentinus. He urges first of all that one 
should not avoid truth just because it is manipulated by the 
heretics to their o\m advantage. Yet in this case he points 
out that there is an important difference. He accuses 
Valentinus of conceiving his probations in such a way as to 
make them separate and distinct beings, Tertullian argues 
that such a view destroys their unity which for him is 
absolute. One must hold both unity and diversity. The 
unity in the god-head, i.e., the relationship of the Father 
to the Son, is likened to the root that puts forth the tree, 
the fountain that puts forth the river, and the sun that 
puts forth the ra]/. He views each of these incidentals of 
the physical world as analogous to the God-Word relationship; 
they are two distinct entitles inseparably joined together.

Although Tertullian does speak of equality between 
God and the Word, he more often speaks in terms that imply 
or occasionally even directly declare the subordinate 
position of the Word, WTien he argued for the eternity of 
the Father against Hermogenes one observation he made from 
the fact that the Word was a created being was tiiat the 
Father was older and therefore automatically to be regarded
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as superior. For Tertullian the uncreated being was 
unquestionably in the more honored position,

Tertullian*s preoccupation with the nature of 
relationships creates a lack of interest in the various 
functions of the Word. His basic conviction here is that 
the Word was God’s agent in creation,- Tertullian however 
held a broad concept of this activity. One specific function 
of the Word here was fulfilled in his role as counselor to 
God even in what might be called the planning stages of 
their future activity. In fact Tertullian conceived the 
Word as working intimately with the Father completely through 
the entire activity, fjrom the conception of the idea onwards, 
Application of the Logos in detail to any other area of 
activity seems to be lacking in Tertullian. It may not 
however be concluded from such a lack of evidence that 
Tertullian denied other associations.

It would certainly seem fair to conclude that 
Tertullian conceived the unity and the diversity of the 
godhead more clearly than most of his predecessors, He had 
a remarkable ability to penetrate the sometimes misty 
language of revelation for the hard core of basic facts 
contained therein. Combined with this he had an outstanding 
ability to express himself in a clarity rarely surpassed. 
Indeed his capabilities tend to cause us to overlook his
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shortcomings. Perhaps not altogether because of him, and
yet in all fairness, it is correct to say that after
Tertullian there was little that was new remaining to be

164
said about the Logos of God.

VI. CONCLUSION 
The evidence that remains of the development of the 

Logos doctrine of the early Church consists of scattered 
bits and pieces. This is by now self-evident. It would be 
extremely speculative to draw extensive or highly imaginative 
conclusions. That the doctrine did evolve during the period 
is evident. In one place or another and at one time or 
another we have a certain insight into almost every element 
of which the doctrine is composed. However, we do not have 
anything like the complete picture of the theorist’s dream. 
% a t  we do have is an extensive insight into one area of a 
situation seething with ferment out of which emerged the 
fully developed doctrines of Christianity, In the case of 
the Logos doctrine it is regrettable that after all the 
agonizing struggle the doctrine itself did not throughout 
the history of Christianity continue to be an essential 
part of the faith,

might be objected that we have not included here 
an examination of the Epistula Apostolorum, Somewhat arbi
trarily we have decided, because of its character, to use it 
as a point from which to begin our examination of Gnostic 
thought, infra



CHAPTER V 

THE GNOSTIC SPECULATION (l)

I. INTRODUCTION ■

Sensing the curious and peculiar complexity 
f ound within Gnost icism, Krae1ing once said :

Gnosticism is not an easy task-mistress* Her 
world is not that of great minds and paramount 
personalities, but rather that of the many little 
folk. They were all men with a vision, these 
Gnostics. They made room in their minds for the 
whole vrorld, so far as they knew it. Yet the 
product of their efforts was invariably a Conglom
eration rather than a creation. This characteristic 
of their work is responsible, of course, for the 
elements. It is responsibl.e, however, also for the 
difficulties inherent in the study of Gnosticism. 
Because they were conglomerations, the Gnostic 
systems disintegrated over night, to be replaced 
on the morrow by newer and more daring constructions.
To look into the Gnostic world is thus to gaze into 
a kaleidoscope, and to behold a limited mass of 
material blending at each turn into new shapes and 
groups, with ever changing color and significance. 
Gnosticism is that part of the Hellenistic melting- 
pot most violently boiling.I

This assessment is particularly penetrating, 
especially in view of the fact that it was vjr it ten forty 
years ago, before the discoveries which made the current 
interest in Gnostic studies possible. It is not our pur
pose here to take issue with those aspects of the statement 
which the work since that time has clarified or altered.

C 0 H. Kraeling, Anthrepos and Son of Man, 4.
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For example, surely later evaluation has a more elevated 
opinion of some at least of the personalities of the 
movement, We would only underline the complicated and 
ever changing evolutionary nature of the Gnostic complex. 
This lack of stability has its effect on every study in 
this area* Having recognised that our work is forced

2
to tolerate this debilitating factor, we may proceed.

The investigation of a specific theme within such
a broad and varied movement as Gnosticism must assume a
fundamental knowledge of its broader aspects* VJhat we
say here by way of introduction will have to do largely
with the psychology or turn of mind which demanded a
response of such extensive proportions. One would assume
that there were real reasons behind such a movement. We
are therefore concerned to ask what they were and how
they related themselves to the specific interest of this
investigation. We must therefore concern ourselves briefly

3
with origins and their motivating force.

2
This factor also largely dictates the approach 

made to the material. Although it may prove tiresome to 
continue to deal with evidence primarily in terms of iso
lated documents, it is necessary to preserve the specific 
form of the Sophia myth wherever it may be found,

3
Books of introduction would include* R, Bultmann, 

Primitive Christianity in its Contemporary Setting (London* 
1956)I R, M, Grant, Gnosticism and Early Christianity 
(New Yorks 1959); H, Jonas, The Gnostic Religion (Bostons 
1963); and R, McL. Wilson, The Gnostic Problem TLondons 
1958), This is only the barest suggestion for English
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The problem of Gnostic origins is a complex one 

which has resulted in widely varying views on the part 
of different scholars* We should perhaps note simply 
that there are at least four major theories, which have

4
been held both individually and in various combinations.
They are : 1) "Oriental" religion (meaning different
things to different people, but generally referring to
eastern sources«-2oroastrian, Mesopotamian, even Indian)^
2) heterodox Judaism, 3) heterodox Christianity, and 4)
late Hellenistic philosophyo Surely Grant is right when
he continues?

There are aspects of truth in all these theories 
and it is possible that no one of them does justice 
either to the complexity of the phenomena or to the 
underlying unity of Gnostic thought.5

We mention this here particularly because we shall 
see that the Sophia myth itself gives evidence of a vary
ing background of developmeiital relationships. The separate 
documents must speak for themselves, but one obvious feature 
will prove to be the extent to which an individual narra
tive has been integrated with Christian sources.
readers0 However, with these sources and the bib1iographies 
in them, one could certainly be made aware cf the history 
of Gnosticism as well as the present state of research. For
a detailed list of periodical and other articles see S.
Giver8en, "Mag Hammadi Bibliography 1948-1963," Studia 

17 (1963), 139-187. — ---4-
Grant, Anthology, 16,
Ibid.
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One should perhaps hasten to add that Gnosticism

is generally recognized to be profoundly non-Christian,
whatever influence Christianity may have had on certain
sections of the movement. The fact that Gnosticism
possesses this non-Christian character gives rise to one
of the most perplexing problems in the study of Gnostic
origins. On the one hand there are scholars who argue
direct from this non-Christian character to a pre-Christian
origin, but what is non-Christian is not necessarily
also pre-Christiane It is certainly possible to isolate
elements in the organized Gnostic systems that are knovm
to be pre-Christian, but this proves nothing for the
systems into which these elements were combined. It is
our position here that the developed systems reflected
in the documents--that is, the advanced stage of the6
synthesis--are in fact a second century phenomenon. In 
many cases the documents as we now have them show clear 
signs of Christian influence, and some are definitely of 
Christian Gnostic origin. On the other hand some are 
such as to suggest the Christianization of older material, 
which is yet distinctly Gnostic, so that the traditional 

6
It should perhaps be mentioned again that we consider it a profound methodological error to employ 

second century documents to describe first century pheno
mena. See supra ±C

W W W * " #
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conception of Gnosticism as merely a second century
Christian heresy is no longer completely adequate.

Although the question of origins is not primary
here, it should be pointed out that the very history of
the involvements of Sophia will give a limited measure of
insight into the kind of borrowing and adorning that did
occur. At the same time it must be urged that this speaks
positively of only one area of Gnostic speculation. Many
other things were happening in diverse ways alongside this
particular phenomenon.

It is a well known fact that the different Gnostic ,
systems vary widely. Within this there was also the call
to individual diversity. However, underlying the various
manifestations of Gnosticism were certain unifying doctrines.
The Sophia myth itself, for example, penetrated almost all
sections of the Gnostic movement from Simon Magus* relation

7
with Helen onward. This occurred simply because of its 
association with certain fundamental beliefs within Gnosti
cism— namely, the attempt to explain the evil nature of the 

J
See adv. Haer. 1.23.1-4. Simon claimed that he 

had found in the prostitute whom he had "redeemed" the 
lowest and final degradation of "the Mother of all." This, 
as we shall see, has close affinities with the more developed 
Sophia myth of later years.
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world in terms of a pre-mundane fall and its desire to
reconcile man to the transcendent God. It will not be too
anticipatory to quote Wilson*s summary of Gnostic common
denominators•

The various Gnostic systems described by the early 
Fathers differ on points of detail, but the basic 
elements common to them all are l) a distinction 
between the unlcnô 'Tii and transcendent true God on 
the one hand and the Demiurge or creator of this 
world on the other, the latter being commonly 
identified with the God of the Old Testament; 2) 
the belief that man is essentially akin to the 
divine, a spark of the heavenly light imprisoned 
in a material body and subjected in this world to 
the dominance of the Demiurge and his powers; 3) 
a myth narrating some kind of pre-mundane fall, to 
account for man's present state and his yearning 
for deliverance; and 4) the means, the saving gnosis, 
by which that deliverance is effected and man 
awakened to the consciousness of his omi true nature 
and heavenly origin. This deliverance, and the 
eventual return of the imprisoned sparks of light 
to their heavenly abode, means in time the return of 
this world to its primordial chaos, and is strenu
ously opposed at all points by the hostile powers

In spite of this kernel of underlying unity,
Gnosticism is Icnown for its diversity. This diversity, as
we have indicated, is present even in the Sophia myth
itself. While attempting to avoid entanglement in the
intricacies of finer distinctions— at least at this point-.
it is necessary to recognize a fundamental dichotomy.

§ "
Wilson, Gnosis. 4, Of, R. M. Grant, Anthology. 15
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There is first the cruder, more mystically oriented,
eastern Gnosticism, mainly Syrian-Egyptian in locus and
often associated with the terms "Sethian-Ophite” and
"Barbelognostic." As the distinctions between these two
groups are extremely difficult to make, it might perhaps
be better here to speak simply of "non-Valentinian"

9
Gnosticism, The second division would of course be the 
Valentinians. These were generally speaking more western 
(Valentinus, Heracleon, Ptolemy), i. e,, Italy, etc, 
although there was an Oriental school (Theodotus, etc.).
More unified in character, this group represents a more 
sophisticated type of Gnosticism, tending toward more 
philosophically oriented conceptual forms, although these 
distinctions are not without exception. Even within these 
basic divisions it is easy to see how one's commitment to 
a great extent controlled the total outlook that 

9
This is in fact the division made by Wilckens 

(Weisheit und Torheit, ll8ff,) in his "ausservalentinian- 
ischen Gnosis," The kind of disagreement that exists here 
is exemplified by the fact that Schenke (TLZ 84 (1959), 
col, 246) on the one hand thinks that the Hypostasis of 
the Archons and the Schrift ohne Titel belong to a branch 
of Barbelo-Gnosis, while Poresse (Secret Books, 159) on 
the other hand holds that they are Sethian-Ophite in origin. 
Although we will find occasion to agree substantially with 
Schenke, the safer course may perhaps lie in Puech's sug
gestion that they are "mutually related" (The Jung Codex. 
25), On Egyptian gnosticism generally see W, Till, "Die 
Gnosis in Aegypten," La Parola del Passato, 4 (1949), 
230-249,
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subsequently developed. Perhaps needless to say, we
shall see that the Sophia myth itself developed somewhat
independently in these two areas.

It has been urged that at least some Gnostics
were the earliest theologians of the Church. This must
surely be true if one is thinking of the valiant attempt
to express the essences of Christianity in philosophical

10
terms current in the second century. This must be 
recognized as a genuine attempt of the first order, even 
in view of its limitations «> The desire to occupy such 
an avant-garde position is always faced with great diffi- 
cult les c Such was sure ly the case with the Gnostics @

Glorious as the attempt may have been, their desire 
for philosophical expression was a part of a complex that 
led to ultimate failure. Matter was judged on a priori 
grounds to be evil, 37heir Christology therefore incor
porated a natural disdain for any physical aspect of Jesus, 
All this resulted in a many-sided docetic view which was 
ultimately not enough foundation to carry the superstructure

1.0
F. C. Burkitt (Church and Gnosis, 58) argued along 

these lines some thirty years ago» Grant (Gnosticism and 
Earlj. Christiania) includes a chapter enti’HSd"^'?5m Myth 
to Philosophy" in which he discusses the principles of such 
an evolution. It may be that Grant plays down the philo
sophical element too much. There is also the question of 
what one means by "philosophy," There was the more profound 
serious sort as well as a more popular and vague type. See 
infra on discussion of the %)istula Apostolorum and the 
Hermet ica«
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placed upon it. In his assessment of Gnostic Christology
and its docetic tendencies leading away from a genuinely
historical Jesus, Mackintosh once said, "Ambiguity on
this point disqualified Gnostic!sin as a substitute for a
faith that clung to history, and in that history found 

11
very God." Surely this judgment must stand.

In terminology characteristically penetrating, 
Laeuchli makes essentially^ the same point in greater 
depth and with modern "scientific" precision.

The shift of mysterion marks the renunciation 
of Christology in favor of a Christosophy in which 
redemptive history becomes myth. The mysterion is 
Jesus; Jesus is the nw'sterion. In the light of our 
discussion on Christ and gnosis we understand how 
such a statement grasps only one direction of faith, 
the mystery as intellectual and spiritual object,
the mystery ap an expression of the perpendicular
in reXigion ®

The structure of our study which indicates a clear 
distinction between "orthodoxy" and heresy reflects a 
greater confidence in the exact line of division between
the two areas than is really possible. We have already
mentioned that in the second century the situation was 
still very much in a fluid state, and it was not yet pos
sible for reflective judgment to point out what was more, 
or less correct or Incorrect* Apparently, many of those

11
H» R, Mackintosh, The Person of Jesus Christ, 135,

12
S. Laeuchli, The Language of Faith, 53.,
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Christians who were tending in the direction of Gnosticism 
did so quite deliberately but without fully realizing what 
the end result of their unusual interests might be. In fact 
many of them would probably have felt that they were the only 
true Christians, perhaps even down to the time of Irenaeus* 
writing, i.e. circa 180, This is primarily the old problem 
of heresy neither recognizing itself nor being recognizedI
until a considerable amount of development had occurred. One 
could give examples that would.indicate a number of unusual 
intermediate positions, which in themselves reflect inconsis
tencies both on the "orthodox" and heretical sides. It is 
these intermediate items that are the most perplexing, and 
the one piece of this kind of evidence that demands consid
eration here is the Epistula Apostolorum.

Epistula Apostolorum. Although Wilckens includes
the Epistula Apostolorum in his survey of Gnostic source
material, most classify it, as do Puech and Quispel, as

13
a "stray product of early Christian literature."

_  -
Wilckens, Weisheit und Torheit. 131f, H, C. Puech 

and G. Quispel, "Les écrits gnostiques du Codex Jung," VC 8 
(1954), 11, The most recent study of this document is that 
of M, Hornschuh (Studien zur Epistula Apostolorum. Berlini
1965), Hornschuh(cf, esp. pp, 1-8) confirms earlier opinio; 
that this work reflects a certain Gnostic character, but 
thinks it was for the purpose of showing the ultimate 
fallibility of the Gnostic position. It may have had this - 
purpose although it is not openly a polemize treatise. See 
also Betz's review (TLZ 1966, 5l6ff.).
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Duensing explains how such divergent elements may exist 
alongside each other in the same document.

The vTriting is a remarkable document from the 
time of the battle between Christianity and 
Gnosticism# It shows how the young Christianity 
prevailed against this opponent but at the same 
time experienced a change of its thought forms,
arising not from the soil of ordinary Christianity
but from Gnosticism, which caused the v/riting to 
be dropped in a later period

The document shows its Christian character most in 
its inclusion of innumerable references, direct and indirect,
to Gospel material. It even reflects a Logos doctrine,

15
roughly equal to that of the Johannine prologue. Yet: at 
the same time the treatise is in the typical form of Gnostic
gospels. That is to say that it consists of a dialogue

16
between the resurrected Jesus and his disciples.

Of particular interest here is Jesus * description
of his descent and appearance in the world. It occurs just
at the beginning of the main body of teaching material.

Then our Lord and Savior said to us, "Stand up and 
X will reveal to you what is on earth, and what is 
above heaven, and your resurrection that is in the 
Kingdom of heaven, concerning which my Father has 
sent me, that I may take up you and those who believe 
in me,"

14
H® Duensing in Hennecke, Apocrypha. (English tran; 

lation) Vols I, 190, Immediately following (I90f,) the 
article argues the probability of an early second century 
date of writing,

15
See Epistula A.postolo3?um 3, 14, 39, etc,

16
Cf 6 Hornschuh, co, cit,, 4f,
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And what he revealed is this, as he said to 
us, "I'Jhile I was coming from the Father tof“\ all, 
passing by the heavens, wherein I put on the wisdom 
of the Father and by his power clothed myself in 
his power, I was the heavens. And passing
by the angels and archangels in their form as one 
of them, I passed by the orders, dominions, and 
princes, possessing the measure of the wisdom of 
the Father who sent me. And the archangels Michael 
and Gabriel, Raphael and Uriel followed me until 
the fifth firmament of heaven, while I appeared 
as one of them. This kind of power was given me 
by the Father. Then Ï made the archangels to 
become distracted with the voice and go up to the 
altar of the Father and serve the Father in his 
work until X should return to him. I did this 
thus in the likeness (or, form?) of his wisdom.
For I became all in all with them, that I having 
• . , the will of the mercy of the Father and 
perfected the glory of him who sent me, might-, y 
return to him. 13-14.

There are a number of typically Gnostic elements 
evident in the foregoing quotationc First we see the 
concept of a series of heavens through which the Redeemer 
is required to pass, securing passage from one to another 
by assuming the appearance and character of the archon of 
each heaven. The whole concept of a descending and ascend' 
ing Redeemer is found regularly in the various Gnostic 
systems. It is also present in Christian sources, and 
therefore it becomes a question of relationships. As we 
have argued earlier we feel that Christianity is primary 
hère, although there would probably have been a certain 
amount of cross-fertilization at a very early period,

Apocrypha (English translation), vol. 1, 197f
This is the English translation in Hennecke,
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This problem quickly becomes quite Involved and final
answers may never be obtained. The document under
consideration is an excellent example of the kind of

18
blending that was possible during the period.

The Redeemer of the passage is deeply involved 
with the "wisdom" of God. Three different times the 
passage speaks of the relationship. First the Redeemer 
"put on" the "wisdom" of God, later he "possessed" it, 
and finally it was in its "likeness" that he accomplished 
his passage through the heavens#

It must be urged that all of these concepts could 
have been developed out of the Jewish-Christian tradition 
as we know it. At the time this document was written, 
this could have been a quite legitimate--though highly 
speculative--form of the Christian Savior, come to take 
the redeemed above to their Father. In spite of its 
obvious affinities with Gnostic thought, the passage is 
profoundly Christian. The Jesus of the gospels appears 
clearly without the slightest ambiguity.

Waat we have here may simply be an extremely vivid 
example from an intermediate stage of the evolution of 
"orthodoxy", in which the blending of history (however 
the participants may have conceived of it) with mythical

Tnra
Again, cf. Hornschuh, oĵ 9 cit» >
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and mystical elements occurred. Such a stage would have 
been decisive, as both "orthodoxy" and heresy were laying 
the foundation for their own separate identities. What 
we may well have here then is the uneasy presence of two 
rival groups emerging within the same fellowship prior to 
their final separation. As we shall see later it is quite 
probable that it was this very kind of thing, combined with 
the open threat of a developed and organized Gnosticism of 
subsequent years, that made it impossible for emerging 
Christianity to use effectively to any great degree the 
Cnristological potential of the Wisdom category. in any 
case, the mixture present in the Epistula Apostolorum is 
quite unique.

One thing that the preceding discussion makes clear 
is\that the Gnostic Sophia myth was the product of a series 
of "natural" developments, most of which occurred within 
the framework of the Jewish-Christian tradition. To a 
point which is extremely difficult to determine, this devel
opment, at least within the Christian tradition, is con
sidered to be the legitimate articulation of or about 
revealed truth. That is to say once again, that the line 
between "orthodoxy" and heresy is extremely vague when 
precise definitions are required. To grossly oversimplify, 
the Gnostic myth is a case of carrying a perfectly right
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and good thing to disqualifying extremes. In the case of 
the Epistula Apostolorum the judgment of the later church was 
that the bounds of propriety had already been exceeded.

Foimandres and the Corpus Hermeticum. We cannot pro
ceed without having at least a cursory look at one other
remnant of a turn of mind roughly contemporary with the

19
Gnostics, i.e. the Corpus Hermeticum. Linked together perhap 
most by a similar and sympathetic turn of mind, the men rep
resented in this collection of documents were seeking to 
discover a "philosophical justification for religion," re
ligion being their primary concern. Although these documents
are mainly of third century origin, the thought expressed has

20
much in common with earlier material. Dodd, for example,
explores in detail possible links with the Fourth Gospel.

_

Introductory summaries of the Hermetica may be found 
in W, Scott, Hermetica. vol. 1 (which also contains the text 
and an English translation. Begun in 1924, this four- 
volumned work was completed in 1936 by A, S, Ferguson) and 
in C. H* Dodd, The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel.
10-53 (on Book 1 see esp. SOFFTT! See also G, Bu Dodd, The 
Bible and the Greeks, esp. 99ff, Perhaps the best text now 
available is that in the Bude series, edited by A, D. Nock 
and A. J. Festugiere (Parisï 1945, second edition, 1960).
Some kind of relationship to Gnostic thought is confirmed by 
the fact that at least some of the’ Hermetic literature has 
been found in the Nag Hamadi collection. See J. M. Robinson, 
"The Coptic Gnostic Library Today," NTS 14 (1968), 356-401. 
Robinson notes that M. Krause and P. Labib are to publish the 
text (Gnostische und hermetische Schrlften aus Codex II und 
VI. 1968). See also j. Doresse, "Hermès et la gnose à propos 
de l'Asclépius copte," Novum Testamenturn I (1956), 54ff.

20
C, H, Dodd, The Fourth Gospel. 10-53.
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The Hermetica, for this study especially 'Eo^oO

seems to be of an origin mainly 
independent of Christian sources. The men of the movement 
were certainly eclectic in method,’ showing at least traces 
of a number of different influences. They felt no obliga
tion either to the Stoics, or Platonists, but rather 
borrowed that which they felt useful from both, an approach 
which had been popular for some tSaae (si^ra, cf, Philo),
The specific form of this combination is similar to that 
of Plotinusc Further, the writers of the Hermetic litera
ture were not Gnostics to be sure, but they show a common 
heritage in their emphasis on as a means of sal va-
tion. For example, it is once said ; tcŜ to

W tw > v\ yViô vv. Tou 6toO (C, H, X, 15), Again, 
although there may be traces of Egyptian influence, these 
documents are primarily Greek in character, Their main 
Jewish link is bound up with Genesis 1, which however is 
the basis for Book 1, Poimandres, as well as the point of 
our concern hero. A summary of this cosmogony--or mythical 
expansion of the creation narrative follows.

After the opening interchange in V7hich Revoaler and 
Seer identify themselves and clarify their relationship, 
Poimandres explains that he is the Light, Mind or God, and 
that the (pco'\tL\Jos Xov'os is the Son of God. Upon reflection
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the Seer observes that the Light is not simple, but
consists of innumerable powers all of which go to make
up VO . IVhen asked about the origin of
the elements, Poimandres answers that after receiving
the Word, the Counsel of God beheld the beautiful world
and imitated it.

Next, Mind, or God, being Life and Light, ;ave 
birth to another mind, the Creator. This Demiurge 
created the seven planets, whose administration is 
called Fate. This accomplished, the Word of God, 
which had previously descended upon matter,
leapt upward and was united with the voos  ̂.
Together they imparted a rotary movement to the 
planets, and this rotation caused life to appear in 
the lower elements of earth and water. Since^ 
however, the had deserted this lower sphere,
the living things it produced were

Now comes a fresh stage. The Father ot^all, Mind, 
being Life and Light, gave birth to a Man, like to 
Himself, having his Father's image, and delivered 
all created things into his hand. Man beheld the 
created universe, and desired himself to create. 
Receiving permission from His Father, he descended 
into the sphere of the Demiurge. The planetary 
beings imparted to him their ovni qualities, and thus 
equipped he reached the lower sphere, displaying to 
it the beautiful form of God. Lower nature fell in 
love with the human form divine, Man returned her 
love, and they came together. 'And hence', says the
seer, 'of all living things on earth man is twofold,
mortal because of the body, but immortal because of 
the essential man*; for from this union of divine 
Man with Nature sprang the ancestors of the human 
race. Thus 'from Life and Light man became soul 
and mind, soul from Life and mind from Light'X Then 
God spoke with a holy word, 'Increase by increase 
and multiply by multiplying, all ye creaturesand 
let rational man recognize that he is immorta^^^ and 
that the cause of death is love of the body'.^^

21
Ibid.. 3If



340

This cosmogony manifests clearly a mythically 
oriented elaboration of the Genesis creation narrative 
in terms of the Platonic-Stoic philosophy. The remainder 
of the book elaborates the essential story given above.

Perhaps the most important observation to make 
has to do with the character of this cosmogony. It is 
not specifically Gnostic. It rather reflects a borrowing 
or an "influence" of the same type evident in Gnostic 
literature. That is, both the Hermetic and Gnostic 
writers borrowed from many of the same sources. The addi
tional perspective offered by an examination of Poimandres 
makes it possible to see something of I'That was happening 
in this period as well as a little of How. Our examination 
of the Gnostic material to follow will confirm this.

Before discussing certain aspects of the Sophia 
myth as an introduction to the investigation of the docu
ments themselves, it is in order to say something about our 
purposes and goals in the selection of evidence. First, 
at the risk of being burdensome, we have felt it necessary 
in a study of this nature to be reasonably Inclusive, 
simply because we are working with something basically 
new at this point. However, as we proceeded we discovered 
our attention centering more and more on the Nag Hammadi 
collection. Among other things this made it possible to
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work on the living edge of scholarly endeavor. Documents
and other references of secondary importance will be

22
relegated to footnotes.

One rather serious result of this set of circum
stances is that our investigation will not always pursue 
a specific line of argument. There is simply not enough 
evidence to follow. In our examination of the documents 
themselves it will become largely a matter of pointing 
out affinities as well as differences and assessing 
significance.

When examining the Gnostic material one is struck 
most perhaps by the vast differences between it and the 
generally continuous material examined in the earlier 
part of our study© Time spent observing similarities 
should not be allowed to obscure the fact that the Gnostic 
world is uniquely and profoundly different© One of our 
basic problems here is to attempt some account of the 
differences within our prescribed area of consideration 
while at the same time carefully examining the similarities.

Among the documents we have not found necessary 
to examine in detail is the Gospel of Thomas (A. Guillaumont 
et al,, The Gospel According to Thomas. Leiden,* 1959)© It'■* HAJlitfl     ten «1 r» V* .wrerew» 4.» 1% teiw II ^should be noted, however, that J, E, Menard announced a 
paper to be read at the Oxford Congress of Patristic Studies 
(September 1967) entitled, "La Sagesse et le Logion 3 de 
l'Evangile selon Thomas." This paper has not yet been made 
avaliable to us ©
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To what extent does the Gnostic material reflect a 
survival of New Testament soteriological concepts? Is 
it possible to observe any relation to Old Testament Wisdom 
speculation? Or, how much is genuinely new? These and 
other questions must be given certain consideration as we 
proceed,

In the course of our investigation the feeling emerged 
strongly that the only way to observe just how the Sophia 
myth was developed and used by different Gnostic authors 
was to preserve document identity. 'Therefore our concern 
centered on the examination of the documents themselves in 
order to observe specific manifestations of the myth. If 
the study becomes laborious to the reader, one offers the 
defense that it attempts to examine all of the material now 
at hand. An awareness of Irenaeus* account proved necessary 
as background, but our primary concern was to see as clearly 
as possible the various forms of the Sophia figure, hoping 
finally to say something about their relation to "orthodoxy." 
Again, the Gnostic phenomena are reviewed here in detail 
that we might better understand what ultimately happened 
within the "orthodox" tradition that led to the couching 
of the Christ event in terms of the "Wisdom of God,"
Some sort of brief evaluation as well as summary
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will be possible at the conclusion of the study. At
that point we will include some assessment of the evidence
as well as an evaluation of its significance.

Of all the documents omitted from this study as
such, we need only explain our neglect of the Pistis 

23
Sophia, This omission was made solely on the grounds
of its generally recognized inferior quality. The stilted
character of the document, which is reflected in the
extremely artificial quality of the disciples' questions
and responses, made it impossible to place it on the same
plane with much more noble efforts© Till, speaking of the
Apocryphon of John, compares it with the Pistis Scohia
(and the two Books of Jeu),

The Gnostic doctrine as we can gather it from 
the Apocryphon of John is on a high intellectual 
and moral level. If we compare it with what we find 
in the Gnostic works of the Codex Askewianus and the 
Codex Brucianus, especially in the Pistis Sophia and 
the two Books of Yeu, which are later than the 
Apocryphon of John by a hundred years or rather more, 
we find something entirely different. Of all the 
we11-articulated system of the Apocryphon of John 
With Its fullness of meaning, we find only sparse 
and scattered fragments which have lost all sense, 
just as single little stones out of a beautiful

23
See Scliniidt * s edition of the Coptic text' (C, 

Schmidt, Pistis Sophia (Hauniae: 1925), English trans
lation and notes may be found ini G, Horner, Pistis SopM.a 
(LondonÎ 1924) and, G, R, S. Mead, Pistis Sophia (First 
edition, London : 1896; revised, I92l7«
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mosaic lose all their meaning apart from their 

 ̂ connection with the whole. Nothing of Philosophi
cal thought is left; the exuberantly growing 
excrescences of oriental fantasy have suffocated 
everything e l s e . 24

The fundamental elements of the Sophia myth are 
reasonably easy to put in outline. As we have noted, the 
Gnostics conceived the Primal God as transcendent, beyond 
the reach of the created order. In order to bridge the gap 
between this transcendence and the evil earthly reality, 
they developed a series of emanations; in ValentInian specu
lation for example the usual number was thirty, Sophia--the 
last--was guilty of a desire either for unwarranted knowledg< 
or as in other accounts for creation beyond her capacity. 
What follows has to do with reclaiming that which was lost 
in Sophia's fall. As our study continues it will become 
increasingly evident that these basic elements were conceive* 
as combined in a number of ways. We turn to the myth 
itself.

tv ITO*
Excerpta Theodoto 31

24
W, G. Till, "The Gnostic Apocryphon of John," 

Journal of Ecclesiastical History III (1952), 21f. See 
also F, Legge in the "Introduction** to Horner's translation, 
xlii; F. C. Burkitt, 0 £, cit.. 67; and Wilckens, Weisheit 
und Torheit. 125. A summary of the activity of Sophia in 
Pistis Sophia may be found in Doresse, Secret Books. 69f*
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Thus we have what must be the briefest possible

form of the Sophia myth. As we have said, Sophia's
motivation is expressed in different ways@ Burkitt
concisely summarized all of them when he said, "Sophia
had had a glimpse of something better than she had been

25
able to imagine, and she wanted it for herself," In 
this role, this mythological figure became the scapegoat 
for a number of theological difficulties which confronted 
the Gnostics,

The one element that demands the most admiration 
in this ontire area of thought is the degree to which the 
Gnostics were able to elevate the supreme God, In this 
of couxse they shared with Philo, However, in their 
resultant disdain for the material world they went consi
derably beyond Philo, For God to be God for these Gnostics, 
he had to be this kind of being. Such a lofty concept is 
of course not without its difficulties, and in their case 
became the foundation stone for extensive elaboration.

The fact that when thinking in this vein the 
material world rather automatically became evil, the exact 
and extreme opposite of the spiritual world, caused the 
Gnostics to develope a hierarchy of beings to bridge the 
gap if there was to be any contact at all between the two.

25
Burkitt, op, cit,, 51,
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The Gnostics were not unique in this. However, once 
there was a general commitment to this kind of imagina
tive speculation, it was almost inevitable that it should 
be carried to elaborate extremes. This is, of course, 
exactly what happened. As abstraction and personification 
in Gnostic cosmological speculation continued, there could 
only be a lowering of any practical concept of the divine 
element which was in contact with the material world.
This must surely have been a factor in the depths imposed 
upon Sophia--a high and noble being in the earlier tradi
tion but, with the Gnostics, cast into the depths of 
degradation.

The descent into the depths by Sophia began with a 
pre-cosmic temptation and fall. We shall have occasion to 
hear this reiterated several times. One aspect of Gnostic 
motivation here must have been to explain the evil quality 
of the world, without attributing it to the supreme Father. 
We shall see that the Gnostics ultimately failed in this 
attempt. They could easily attribute the action to Sophia, 
but they could not avoid the ever-present problem of the 
supreme God, in the end of the day, being responsible for 
the vacuum in which the action occurred. We shall see 
further, however, that it was only the authors of the 
higher forms of the myth who clearly saw this problem.
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Probing more deeply, Zandee is interested in the 

Sophia myth in terms of an analysis of the Gnostic men
tality. He sees two things of great importance, the 
desire of the Gnostics to escape from the world of evil, 
and their "high-handedness" in trying to do so.

Man's aim therefore is to escape from his 
imprisonment within the world by rising above his 
material environment, Sophia is the self-projection, 
upon the heavenly sphere, of the man who calls out 
of the depths to God for deliverance.

And J
It (the name "Sophia") is the projection, on the 
transcendent plane, of man's misdirected philosophy,
which high-handedly seeks to mount to the Highest
Being, without awaiting the enlightenment of divine 
revelat ion•

Our judgement is that these elements were certainly present 
in the Gnostic mentality; it is merely a question of extent. 
One would expect such a thing to vary from author to author.
This possibility must be kept in mind as we examine the
documents.

We are not deeply concerned here to explore the 
possible sources from which the Gnostics drew in their 
formulation of the Sophia myth. Our concern rather lies in 
observing how the Jewish-Christian tradition manifested

J. Zandee, "Gnostic Ideas on the Fall and Salva
tion," NVMEN 11 (1964), l9f., 23.
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itself ill the myth, being committed to the thesis that

27
it did do so. We might say in passing, however vague 
it may seem, that in the course of the study we haveI1come to the firm conclusion that the Gnostics drew from 
many different sources^most outside the Jewish-Christian 
tradition. It may be that this should have been self- 
evident .

To say the very least, the connection between
Wisdom in the Jewish-Christian literature and the Sophia
myth in its various forms is a perplexing one. Jonas
insists that it is impossible to reconstruct the develop- 

28
ment. Surely something^ may be said in this regard in 
Spite of the difficulties.

Although there is certainly an irregular edge to 
the Jewish-Christian Wisdom tradition, it is all more or 
less of one piece. In addition, is is reasonable to assume 
that there were reasons for the Gnostic development. It 
is of course extremely difficult, if not impossible, to 
be exactly sure what they might have been. The extremely

In a recent Ph.D. thesis at Cambridge, McRae (G.W, 
McRae, Some Elements of Jewish Apocalyptic and Mystical 
Tradition and their Relation to Gnostic Literature, Cambridge
1966) established beyond any reasonable doubt Gnostic 
dependence on Jewish sources with regard to the Sophia myth. 

28
Jonas, The Gnos t ic Re1igion, 17 6f , (adv. Haer• 

1.23.1-4).
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speculative nature of Gnosticism would have resulted in 
rare background questionings. The emphasis was on the 
future. Once such a linlc was made, as that with Wisdom- 
Sophia, however insignificant the reason, in all proba
bility it would have continued more or less without 
question. Although more adequate answers may be possible 
later in our study, it is in order to suggest certain 
lines of thought at this point.

It is fair to assume,that the Sophia myth would be 
logical, at least from a Gnostic point of view. The ques
tion is: VJhat was that point of view? Wisdom had been
thought of for a long time as an agent of creation. There
fore it would serve Gnostic purposes best if she could 
remain in this position. That is, it would require less 
manipulation. Although the Gnostics may have ultimately 
failed in their attempt to dissociate the origin of evil 
from the supreme God, in their view at least, it remained 
in the divine world. Jonas, among others, points out that 
the most singular feature of Valentinianism was its attempt 
to fix the origin of evil within the Godhead itself. For 
the Gnostics, matter was evil desire in material form. It 
had no proper origin. Could the fact that in the earlier 
tradition, Wisdom--to change terms--had become fleqh, i.e., 
evil, have anything to do with it*J It would appear that we

1_L
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may only ask. Only certain procedural points remain 
before beginning our analysis.

The term was used by the Gnostics both in
general and specific ways. As a general term it was 
used in a number of ways not unlike that of the Christian 
tradition. As a specific term it was used to refer to 
various mythical figures as we shall see. Although the 
term found many purposes, there was no proper Logos myth 
in Gnosticism. We have therefore made it our policy in 
the following analysis to mention those usages that have 
some significant association with our area of interest.
We might anticipate that little or no pattern will emerge 
from these observations. As we have said, our primary 
concern is the Gnostic Sophia and its relation to the 
"orthodox" world.

The Sophia myth was of no small importance both
29

inside and outside the Valentinian system. It was here, 
however, that the myth achieved its most sophisticated form.

2’5 ^

The mundane speculations of Simon Magus (adv.
Haer. 1.23.1-4) certainly fit into this at some point, 
Simon's scheme may indeed be a primitive form of the 
BarbelognoStic system. However, since we are solely 
dependent upon Christian sources for our knowledge of 
Simon, we have judged his system (?) to be outside our 
concern here. For a careful treatment of Simon, including 
his concept of the origin of the world, based on the avail
able secondary sources, see Jonas, Gnostic Religion. I03ff.
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We have found it convenient to examine first Irenaeus 
and the other early Fathers as they attempt to summarize 
the Valentinian system. This will provide a standard of 
comparison, as we have mentioned, with which to continue*
We shall then turn to the myth as it appears in the 
Sethian-Ophite and/or Barbelognostic systems. Our exami
nation of the Valentinian sources will comprise our 
concluding chapter,

II, THE "ORTHODOX" REFLECTlOlLOF 
THE VALEIfllNIAN SOPHIA. I^TH"^^

31
The Earlier Fonn, Within the scheme of the thirty

Aeons which made up the Pleroma only Nous, the first and 
          --

The ensuing summary was taken from the following 
primary sourcesi Irenaeus, Against Heresies 1,1-8, (abbre
viation: adv. Haer*, the text : W, Harvey, Sane t i Irenaei, 
Cambridge: 1857, It should be noted however that we
f o 1 low Ha s sue t ' s divis ion throughout, ) ; Ter tu 1 lian, A_gaĵ s;t 
the Valent inians (Val,, the text ; R, F , Refoulé', Traité de7~ 
la Prescription contre les Hérétiaues, Sources Chrétiennes 
46, Paris: 195/); Hippolytus, Refutation of All Heresies 
>JvIV-L, (R©i*, the text : P. Wend land, Hippo lytus Werke, M e  
Griechischen Schriftsteller, Hippolytus 3 Band, Leipzig: 
191o); and Clement of Alexandria, Excerpts from Theodotus 
(Excerpta, the text : R, P. Casey, 3:he Exce"rpta ex Theodoto 
of Clement of Alexandria, London: 1934; F. Sagnard, Clament 
d'Alexandrie Extraits de Theodote, Sources Chrétiennes 23,"’ 
Paris; 1948),"""

Principal secondary sources were; F, Sagnard, W  
Gnose Valentinienne (Paris: 1947); W, Harvey, op, cit,; 
Jonas, The Gnostic Religion; Casey, op, cit, Sagnard was 
particularly helpful in the reconstruction of this myth, 
not only with his text of "La Grande Notice" but also with 
notes, parallels, and material from other sources© See
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only begotten of Bythus (the female companions Sige and

32
A.lethia being virtually disregarded ), knew his Father, 
who was in fact the Supreme Father or Propator. Nous had

t
an inclination to make the Father icnovm to the other 
Aeons but, while he was still considering the means he 
should use, was persuaded otherwise by Sige, Although 
the remaining Aeons did not know the Father, they were 
not in a state of complete ignorance. That is to say, 
they Icnew that there was a Pro pa tor even though they did 
not know anything about him. As we shall see, this rela
tive ignorance is of crucial importance to the Valentinian 
scheme.
also, G, Quispel, "The Original Doctrine of Valentine,"
VC 1 (1947), 43-73.

The long-respected account given by Irenaeus serves 
in the account given here as the organizational backbone 
while the other sources offer standards of comparison. 
Translations are largely composite being formulated from 
that of the ANCL, modified by notes from Sagnard and Harvey, 
with comparison where possible with Grant, Anthology.

Irenaeus first reflects a basic form (adv. Haer.
I.2,If) which is followed by the elaborations of "others" 
(adv. Haer. I.2.3ff,), From the very outset the stage is 
set for variations.

32
Hippolytus, (ANCL, Paf* VI.24, Wendland. VI,29), 

mentions that the heretics themselves vary on this point, 
especially with regard to the Supreme God, Some seem to 
find it impossible to conceive of him as having a consort 
while others find it equally impossible to conceive of him 
producing anything without a female companion. Because of 
its very nature one should expect this point to return 
from time to time.
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3

Sophia experienced a great passion to know the Father, 
but without her consort Theletos# Others of the Aeons had 
similar desires but controlled them. In accordance with 
Platonic (and Neo-Platonic) principles, Sophia was the most 
vulnerable of the Aeons because she was the last, farthest 
from true divinity both in time and place. She has therefore 
been described as "ambiguous," meaning that she wavered 
between the spiritual and the physical worlds,

33 :
This is Sophia's motivation according to Irenaeus 

and Tertullian, that is to know what was in fact beyond know
ledge, Later in his expanded version of the myth Irenaeus 
mentions Sophia's "inquisitive searching after the Father" 
(adv, Haer, I,3,1), Hippolytus presents a different explana
tion, He says, "She wished to emulate the Father, and to 
produce [offspring] of herself without a marital partner, 
that she might achieve a work in no wise inferior to [that of” 
the Father" (Ref, VI,25, Wendland VI,30), Irenaeus mentions 
Hippolytus' version as that stated "by others," Thus the 
Fathers reflect a difference in the sources available to them# 
The Apocrvphon of John Codex II (58,1, infra 378f.) suggests 
that Sophia was motivated by "the invincible power that was 
within her," The Berlin Codex and Codex III mention simply 
"desire," Both the Hypostasis of the Archons (I42,5ff,, 
infra 397) and the Schrift ohne Titel C146,Ï4ff, infra 400) 
speak of Sopliria's compulsion to imitate the supreme Father, 
There is therefore a certain correlation between Irenaeus "A", 
the Apocryphon of John BG and Codex III on the one hand and 
Irenaeus "B", Hippolytus, the Apocryphon of John Codex II, 
etc, on the other, which may contribute to establishing the 
priority of BG and Codex III (see discussion infra 379, n,73). 
In sharp contrast to the above sources, the Fourth Treatise 
(76,2ff,, infra 451f.) seems to exonerate Sophia, making 
her desire to arise out of "superabundant love," Such a 
development is striking and will occupy our attention further 
in the conclusion. For relevant notes in this area see Jonas, 
■Gnostic Religion, 183, see note 11, 182f,, and Sagnard,
OP, cit., 149,
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34Sophia acted under a "pretense of love"

,[xlv , but the real motivation was "temerity"
(ziêXuî3i, temeritatis), She desired to comprehend the 
greatness of the Father (^Xt. ^  X.iyoosw„,

). t-7hen she had stretched herself 
to the extent of being in danger of being absorbed by the 
Father's "sweetness" her movement was restrained by Koros, 
that Power which supports and preserves all things.
Indeed, without Horos, disaster for Sophia was inevitable,

JAIA l̂npX?o6cri/v. k̂'.TOS Tou ÔPVATOO
C'oXÿ, Siï̂ -̂fek» It was Horos in fact

who demonstrated to her the impossibility of her desire 
and persuaded hei: to give up her quest and return to her 
place in the Pleroma «

It would appear that Irenaeus intended his readers 
to understand that this was in fact a simple presentation 
of the Sophia Myth, yet one that was considered complete 
at least by some. If this is true it pîresents certain 
difficult5.es, for it is not at all clear what theological 

o4
Sagnard, op. cit., has -rrpocp̂ crtL, Cf., 33 n,4,

"Lat • : sub occasione, Tert. ; suji praetexto. "
35
Cf. adv. Haer. 1,3,5, vdiere an explanation is 

given of Horos* double function««i,e,, of supporting and 
separating, Fo3: a notation of other verbs used to speak 
of the relationship between Horos and Sophia, see Sagnard, 
opt cit., 150, etc.
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purpose the myth in this form might have served. There
is no pre-cosmic fall, no specific mention of any formless
material to be kno\m as matter and to provide the substance

36
out of which the physical order required to be created,
nor therefore is there any explanation of the purpose of
the physical world, all of which are central to the

37
theology of the Gnostics® The fact that Irenaeus immedi
ately indicated that there were other presentations which 
"mythologise" this basic form seems to con
firai the . judgement above, i.e., that this was at some 
time and for a certain group the Sophia myth.

The preceding then should probably be taken as a fairly
38

early form of the Sophia myth, one current before more 
extensive elaboration occurred. As has been observed we 
have come to expect and should not be surprised by wide

36
The residue of Sophia's experience seems to be 

entirely mental. The things Horos persuaded her to put 
aside consisted of : 1) her "passion," and 2) her "original
design" Cuoô ô<=<v . It is possible of course for
"passion" to b"e interpreted in terms of substance even at 
this stage,

37
For a broader discussion of the purpose of Valen

tin! an speculation in particular, see Jonas, The Gnosl;ic 
Religion, l77f ,, etc.

38
The problem of relationships between earlier and 

later forms will raise itself a number of times in the fol
lowing discussion.
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variation and rapid development as a part especially of

39
Valentinian principle. Some similar explanation may
well be offered for that problematic account of Valentinus*

40
Sophia myth in Tertullian, where a single Sophia figure
is referred to as both masculine and femininè and, even
more puzzling, seems to be cast in roles normally associated
with l) the Sophia above, 2) the Sophia beneath— Achamoth,

41
and even possibly, 3) the Demiurge,

The Later Form, The first specific mentioned by
Irenaeus after suggesting that there were other more
elaborate explanations of the passion and restoration of
Sophia is that from Sophia's passion there carae forth an

S9 ’
Cf. adv, Haer, 1,18,5.

40
Tertullian, Against All Heresies IV, In the course 

of the analysis of the documents, we shall see that there 
is a certain amount of textual support for some aspects of 
Tertullian*s account. However, it comes mainly from non- 
Valentinian sources and one is left with the feeling that 
the problem really lies in Tertullian*s failure to distin
guish clearly between the various systems,

41
It should go without saying that the views of 

Valentinus were not necessarily those of the Valentinians, 
Irenaeus himself (adv, Haer, 1,1,2) indicates that he is 
dealing with "the disciples of Ptolemaeus, vjhose school may 
be described as a bud from that of Valentinus," Grobel 
(The Gospel of Truth, 14) observed that the system described 
by Irenaeus was at least three times removed from Valentinus, 
"It is : (l) Irenaeus * never quite sympathetic account of the 
system (uTKoÔ v̂s 1,8,1) taught by anonymous (2) disciples 
of (3) Ptolemy, who had been a direct pupil of Valentinus,"
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42

"amorphous substance" ( . Since it was
the product of a female being only, it could not be con
ceived as possessing form, as the Gnostics generally 
considered this the function of the male partner in pro
creation, The substance produced by Sophia was the

43
objectification of her desire toward 'the Father, The
passions resulting from Sophia's desire consisted of

44
ignorance, grief, fear, and bewilderment.

In response to the supplications of Soph5.a, joined
sympathetically by the other Aeons, the Father without

45
conjunction (^QuZuYOS) produced Horos, By the interven
tion of Horos Sophia was purified, established, and 
restored,
— 1 1ll I' - I' ' T il    - r ,— Tl i-r~-Ti I I  “  '1 -1— -»r-r-rr-M III 'i i i r ' '— n n  r  rrr i -i i ,  rrr irTrTin r » -;n  »i  ■ r«r^» Ti~ > i- r iu r r  ir -m T ifiw i-i—r r tr n m ,-» itT - ,r > |- i . i  ri-i42

Meaning "unformed matter," See Harvey, on, cit.,
VO !L « j. ■ !L / m

43
There is running through the speculation a duality 

which is often quite obvious® In this case the enthymesis 
of Sophia, i.e., material substance, is a parallel product 
to the enthymesis of Bythus earlier, i.e., 5,ntelI5.gent 
being--Nous,

44
Tv\\ "VGs Xo*wnVî

udy, Haer. 1,2,3, There are m5_nor variations 
in the passions from passage to passage. For a note on this 
point, see Jonas, The Gnostic Religion, 187f,

45
, Cf. Ref. VI.26, Wendland VI.31; Val.X.
\  VMiii ik^iBkwa, •  *
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AioC Sa. Qpùo TouTOV) L Wo(1

W0<<. Iv̂ v ÔCPL̂ V . vcwl UtXQ To< Gc\v̂  L
2g. SIlolOYLf >

adv, Haer. 1,2,4, 
Although Sophia herself remained within the Pleroma, her 
enthymesis was taken from her and banished outside. This 
substance possessed something of the nature of an Aeon, 
but was shapeless and without form.

After this the Father produced through Monogenes 
(Nous) the final pair of Aeons--Christos and the Holy 
Spirit, It was their task to prevent any of the other 
Aeons falling into a predicament like that of Sophia,
This was a genuine danger, as great confusion and uncer
tainty had arisen among the Aeons themselves as a result 
of Sophia's passion. Though the text of Irenaeus is 
difficult at this point, it is clear that Christos with
his companion taught the other Aeons something about the 

46
Father, This creation of a certain equality among the 
members of Pleroma resulted in "perfect rest" (^Xv^^Lvy^y 

) among them. It was in this perfect condition 
and in agreement with all concerned that the Aeons, each 
contributing his or her most precious element or charac
teristic, united to produce Jesus (Soter), the "perfect 

55 : ^

adv, Haer, 1,2,5; cf, Val, XI,
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fruit" ) of the Pleroma. This Jesus was
a spiritual being.

After the production of Soter attention shifts
to those events outside the Pleroma that concern the

47
enthymesis of Sophia, now to be known as Achamoth, The
"darkness and vacuity" to which Achamoth was banished
became to her the cause of extreme anxiety, Christos,
having pity on her, descended and imparted figure to her
substance. This giving of form to Achamoth did not convey
intelligence, but rather resulted in an "Awakened awareness

48
of her separation from the Pleroma," Jonas continues ;

This initiates a redemptional task whose accomplish
ment requires a long detour of suffering and divine 
interventions. Since Christos was not meant actually

------------ 57-------------------------------------------------------------------
One must resist speculating on the fact that in 

this form the title corresponds to the Hebrew feminine plural. 
The plurality of Sophias in the Valentinian system is surely 
not dependent upon a plural noun form.

The organization of the Valentinian system is there
fore reasonably clear. First, there is the Pleroma composed 
of the Aeons (the exact number varies--usually, 30) with the . 
Father at the head and Sophia in the last position. Outside 
the Pleroma but above the Creator God of the Old Testament-- 
known usually as the Demiurge--is Achamoth, In addition to 
this the Demiurge is above the seven heavens, thus reckoning 
from Achamoth dovmwards to the physical world there is a 
second Ogdoad.

With regard to origins, Albright (W,F, Albright,
From the Stone Age to Christianity, Garden City, N.Y.j 1957,369) 
argues that the myth of the "Lesser Sophia" is of Canaanite- 
Aramaean origin, dating perhaps as early as the seventh 
century B,C,

48
Jonas, The Gnostic Religion. 186, Although the 

treatise De Resurrectione (M.Malinine. et ai,,, De Resurrectione,
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to leave the Pleroma, his main task being within 
it, and since on the other hand the imperfect 
female hypostasis could be made perfect only 
through a permanent spiritual pairing, her first 
formation oyer the Gross was all Christos could 
do for her,49 ^

Having become aware of her circumstances Achamoth
was deeply moved by a desire to move toward the light world.
It was necessary for Horos to prevent the realization of
Achamoth*s desire, because she did not possess the qualities

50
essentially a part of those beings within the Pleroma,
This lack was of course the reason for her initial banish
ment® The obstruction by Horos was again the cause of great 
frustration. The associated "passions" were similar to those 
specified in the passion of the first Sophia, the exception

Zurich und Stuttgart? 1963) is of Valentinian origin, it 
reflects only the barest traces of a Sophia myth. As its 
title indicates its concern was elsewhere, In connection 
with the context under consideration De Resurrectione urges 
that the Pleroma is "strong" (X(Op0 and overwhe 1ms the cosmos 
in importance,

49
Ibid, For a note on the significance of the Cross 

here see Jonas, same reference, n,l6. The point is speci
fically made in Sxcerpta 42 :

.̂EsXaxo-vi;. 
3 ^  2kü.aéi.üaa:21' 50

For the role of Horos here see Sagnard, on. c_it.,
I51f.
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being that "bewilderment" ( ) is replaced by

 ̂ 51
"perplexity" (̂ rronw ) , The basic difference between
the two Sophia figures is that in the first the passion\
was the result of degeneration, whereas in the second 
it was an essential part of her nature, Irenaeus speaking 
of Achamoth saysi

.tlad. Sl 4 4 Éssêld. ii4±w>
■&T-?poi<o5\v T\o<6f,'5''V
W^VTlO'Vm^ ,

adv. Haer, 1,4,2 
The passions of Achamoth were to become the material 

substance of which the world itself was later to be formed,
Tof passions! c

XtypoqiV , a  V\c oXl o v;oquo\
"■̂ Ux/iq-T̂ Kiv,

irnr-r adv « Haer # 1,4,2
52Even the Demiurge was fomed of Achamoth’s passion. The 

speculation was worked out in such detail that even the 
various passions or their attendant manifestations were 
associated with specific types of material substance,

51
Jonas (The Gnostic Religion, 188) suggests "con- 

sternation" or "shock" for and "bewilderment" for
gÉSPItd».* It would appear that the difference in these varia' 
Fions really lies in the choice of words, and not in any 
matter of substance,

52
Attention has already been called to the fact that 

the Gnostics commonly identified the Demiurge with the 
Creator God of the Old Testament,
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Twy yiyoNj'C vg< u n̂9 T^v

fevo-^^ûv ou  (TLXv, ^TVo S t  Tob y s \ c o ’\o j  -ryyv c^coTiV-V^V « 

-é̂ tTO XuTTv̂ y VxX IKTlX^ '̂zLOj; T< CrWyL^TvkX Tov

\̂ OTŷ <So (TTüV̂ tLc{ .
adv», Haer, 1.4,2

After her awakening and her unsuccessful attempt
to ascend to the world of light, Achamoth became the
suppliant of the Light--i.e., Christos--which had come

53
to her earlier but had also departed. As his function
was one to be fulfilled on the other side of the Limit

54
(Horos), Soter was sent to her. Soter assumed an a 
agency in creation consonant with Golossians 1,16. Or,

53
There is a certain parallel here irj the concept 

that the Holy Spirit departed from man after the Fall 
(see Tatian, Oratio ad Graecos, VII). Similarly in the 
system of Justin the Gnostic Elohim abandoned Eden after 
learning of his origin (Hippolytus, Ref. X.ll), Some
thing of the same sort seems to be expressed even earlier 
in Enoch 42 where Wisdom is said to have returned to 
heaven because she could find no dwelling place among 
the children of men. The essential question of course 
would have to do with whether or not the Enoch passage 
lies at the root of this series of developments,

54
Hippolytus suggests (Ref « VI,27, Wendland VI.32) 

that when he was sent Soter was intended to be Achamoth*s 
consort. However, Irenaeus (adv. Haer. 1.7.1) does not 
draw this in until the consummation.
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as it is stated in Excerpta 45, "Thus through the 
appearance of the Savior, Wisdom came into being

Vt-rx:L.) and the elements without were created." 
The question of course arises as to how Sophia 

should now be spoken of as coming into existence as 
she was'originally one of the primordial aeons. Part 
of the answer of course lies in the division between 
Sophia (above) and Achamoth (below). Originally 
Achamoth received form only with regard to substance,
("rk\V ijAoMov. vvcoviV adv.
Haer. 1.4,1), Only at this later stage of development 
did Soter impart "to her form as respected intelligence" 
(\4̂*Kg.v.vc>v cKoTî v v T^v adv.
Haer. 1.4,5), and heal her passions.

The presence of these passions is important.
They could not be destroyed as they had acquired a 
certain permanence, Soter therefore separated them from 
her and changed them from incorporeal passions into un
organized matter.

The sequence of this development is carefully 
explained in Excerpta 46,
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First, therefore, he drew these things from imma
terial passion and chance and transformed them into 
matter still incorporeal, then in a simi-lar manner 
into compound substance and bodies. For it was not 
possible for passion to be brought into being by a 
single process and he endowed the bodies with pro
perties suitable to their nature,

This creation possessed a dual nature, one evil from her
passions, the other subject to suffering from her conver- 

56
sion.

The preceding creation should be thought of as an 
ideal one out of which, as we have already observed, the 
Demiurge himself was created, As we have also seen, sub
sequent to his own creation, the Demiurge assumed the role 
of Creator and produced the material world. That he did 
so in ignorance of all those above him, thinlcing himself 
to be the Supreme God, is of vital importance to the Gnostic 
scheme, for his ignorance provided a vacuum in which the 
Gnostics placed their complex system.

Translations of Excerpta are from Casey, cit, ;
unless other^^ise noted,

56
Of this creation before creation, Jonas (The 

Gnostic Reli.^ion, 189) says :
Thus, by the Savior's appearance, on the one hand 
is the Sophia freed of her passions and on the 
other hand are the things external founded ; and 
thereby the Savior "potentially" brings on (makes 
possible) the subsequent demiurgical creation.
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tÙY 4(p̂  ^c^UTOvj

<\6<:tA  "TtA v t ^ > V'fQ'\C W4?tiy_ , .T\%T&_QLM^T
y4v/i &p<u%5 ''Av-̂tycIiÔ T\Oo(i«'X\cx)̂ <̂ • 57^  1.5.3

%#ien Soter descended to Achamoth, a company of
angels attended him. Through contemplation of these
angels, Achamoth produced a "spiritual nature, " This she
placed in the Demiurge without his Itnowledge, and he in
turn placed it within his own creation, again in ignor- 

58
ance. Salvation consists in the reviving through gnosis 
of this spiritual or divine "spark,"

The gnosis itself is finally brought dĝ fn to a 
sufficiently readied mankind by Jesus'^unified 
with Christos, descending upon the human Jesus 
at his baptism in the Jordan and departing from 
him before his passion so that Death was deceived.
The suffering of the mortal Jesus had no other 
significance than that of a stratagem. The real 
"passion" was the pre-cosmic one of the upper and 
lower Sophia, and it was what made salvation 
necessary, not what brought salvation. Nor was

57
This must however be modified by adv. Haer. I. 

17.2, where a vague knowledge is given place.
58
Cf. Excerpta 53. In all this activity outside 

the Pleroma, Achamoth is a "type" of the Propator and the 
Demiurge of Nous•

59
One of Irenaeus* most striking statements of this 

point is as followsi
T ^ v  iV  T O L ^ “Tovi . y ç C V O L j
iXv^VoOivYV- n:è -rx^ôos Tc> l o v

rv̂ ôo5 Toü
"TfeXoo5 "To too5 Xv(Z>vc(!j

adv. Haer. 1.8,2
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there ever an "original sin" of man, a guilt of 
the human soul: there was, instead, the time-
preceding guilt of an Aeon, a divine upheaval, 
whose reparation in its course required the 
creation of the world and that of man. Thus the 
world, unbelcno\-7n to its immediate author, is for 
the sake of salvation, not salvation for the 
sake of what happened within creation and to 
creation. And the real object of salvation is 
the godhead itself, its theme the divineintegrity.

61
The perfection of Icnowledge, according to the

Valentinians, will initiate the consummation. Achamoth
and her consort Soter will return to the Pleroma, the
full extent of which will serve as their nuptial chamber.
They will take the spiritual ones of the earth with them.
The Demiurge with the righteous ones of the animal nature
will assume the place of Achamoth, and the material world

62
will be destroyed. With this the Pleroma is restored
in integrity, the original mistalce put right, the pre-cosmic

.

Jonas, The Gnostic Religion. I95f, For the union 
of Jesus and Christos see Excerpta 5̂9. Hippolytus (Ref.
VI.31, Wendland VI.36) notes that the Valentinians recog- ' 
nize three Christs, 1) the consort of the Holy Spirit,
2) Soter— the "Joint Fruit of the Pleroma," and 3) the 
Christ of Mary. Jonas in the passage mentioned above notes 
that in some Gnostic documents (esp. The Gospel of Truth) 
Jesus* "passion" does play a role of some importance.61

The ignorance of the Demiurge was terminated at 
the coming of Soter, adv. Haer. I.7.1,4.

62
Cf. esp. adv. Haero 1,7,5,
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loss regained, and matter and soul--the result of the

63
fall— dissolved. Gnosis at this point will have achieved
the goal entrusted to it,

III. NON-VALENTINIAI\^ SOURCES

The Sethian-Ophite Gnostics of Irenaeus. The des
cription of the Sethian-Ophites given in Irenaeus includes

64
another Gnostic cosmogony. Again, it is similar in its 
basic construction and purpose to that of the Valentinians. 
At the same time it manifests variations/deviations of the 
sort one has come to expect. That portion of Irenaeus*  ̂
account which involves the Sophia figure(s) may be summar
ized as follows.

The "First Light" (primum lumen) produced a son by 
means of his Ennoea which went forth from him. This son 
was called "Son of man" or "Second Man." Below these was 
the Holy Spirit. "He" was called "the first woman." From 
these three, both males "shedding light" upon the Holy 
Spirit, came a third male who was called "Christ."
---- ------ gg--------------------------------------------------------------------

Cf. Jonas, The Gnostic Religion. 196,
64 ^

adv. Haer. 1.30. Such a title as "Sethian- 
Ophite" must only represent an approximation. In the early 
accounts Theodoret identified them, while Epiphanius dis
tinguished between them (see Harvey, ojg». cit., 226 n.3).
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To this point one might observe that the descrip
tion is relatively simple. This simplicity is to be 
quickly interrupted however by the difficulty which 
resulted from the inadequacy of the Holy Spirit.

The "light" of the first two males proved to be 
more than the Holy Spirit could contain and as a result 
she brought forth two distinct and different beings. Christ 
is described as a product of the "right side." He there
fore tended up\̂ ard. by nature and immediately became an 
"incorruptible aeon” with his mother. The other portion, 
namely that of the "left side," fell downward from the 
sphere of its origin. It was called "Sinistra, Prunicus, 
and Sophia." This being, though tending downward, did 
possess something of the "light" of its progenitors.
Sophia's descent resulted in contact with the "waters" 
which she not only set in motion but from which she also 
assumed a body.

VThen this being began to regret its action it could ' 
do nothing because of the cumbersome nature of its watery 
body. It was ultimately able through great effort to make 
a partial recovery by means of the "light" originally im
parted to it. IVhile still in possession of its watery 
body, and after making a certain return upward, it formed
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the visible heaven. There followed a separation motiva
ted by Sophia's "desire" in which her spirit returned to 
the heavenly sphere while her "body" remained below.
This discarded material substance was called "a female

65
from a female'* (foeminam a foemina).

This lower figure— only later referred to as 
laIdabaoth--possessed a creative power similar to that 
of his mother. Through this power seven others were 
generated, each giving rise to the one beneath itself, 
to form the Hebdomad.

la Idabaoth was contemptuous of his mother's power.
This contempt, based on the fact that he had his o^m crea
tive power, was manifest in his own creation. Thus, the 
Hebdomad were found striving among themselves about the 
supreme power. This grieved laIdabaoth and drove him to 
another creation. This son was called Nous and took the 
twisted form of a serpent. It was from this one that the . 
Ophites -serpent) took their name.

65
Cf. A.pocalvpse of James 35.11. It should by now 

have become evident that Irenaeus indicates an easy movement 
from male to neuter to female, etc., in the conceptual 
world of these Gnostics. The particular usage was apparently 
determined by nothing more than whichever form seemed most 
suitable in any given circumstance.
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After this Irenaeus records that on a certain 

occasion when laldabaoth's spirit was elated, he announced, 
"Ego Pater et Deus, et super me nemo." Such blasphemy 
caused his mother Sophia to respond, "Noli mentiri, 
laldabaothi est enim super te pater omnium primus An thro- 
pus, et Anthropus filius Anthropi." Only at this point
did laldabaoth's creation come to know that there were\
other powers above their progenitor. In this partial 
description it would seem that laldabaoth's proposal of 
creation was in fact an attempt to control a potential 
rebellion. At the same time Sophia turned the whole 
thing to her advantage as a means of stripping the powers 
of their spiritual element, a quality originally imparted 
by Achamoth. The powers accomplished the creation only to 
discover that the man they had created could not lift 
himself from the ground. In view of this problem they 
consulted Sophia. She suggested that laldabaoth "breathe 
into" man the necessary spirit. This was her scheme for ' 
making laldabaoth remove from himself the ability to 
challenge those powers above himself. It was in this 
way that man acquired mind and thought (Nun et Enthymesin) 
and became a servant of the First Man,

Irenaeus makes it quite clear that these Sethian- 
Ophites integrated' their theology into the framework of the
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biblical narrative far beyond the creation. With specific 
regard to laldabaoth, this was done in some detail. It was 
laldabaoth who planned to strip Adam of his power through 
the woman. Further, it was he who ultimately cast Adam 
and Eve out of paradise. He was responsible for the flood.
He made a covenant with Abraham and worked through Moses.
He spoke through the prophets. Indeed he was even used as 
the instrument through whom John the Baptist and Jesus were 
born and prepared for their role in the redemption of the 
fragments of the light world present in the material order. 
The character of this role recalls that of the Logos 
in a number of second century "orthodox" writers.

Although Irenaeus does not enumerate as many specific 
things, it is apparent that Sophia was also active within 
history, usually in opposition to laldabaoth. Two early 
items mentioned are that it was she who restored to Adam 
and Eve a measure of light whereby they knew that they were 
naked, and that they possessed material bodies that were 
subject to death. Further, it was she who prevented 
laldabaoth destroying mankind completely in the flood by 
saving Noah and his family. Finally, it was Sophia who was 
the primary progenitor of John and Jesus, although laldabaoth 
was instrumental in their production as we have observed.
This leads to a consideration of the redemptive activity
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o: Jesus-Christ-Sophia which was of cardinal importance
for those Gnostics,

Although the importance of this redemptive activity
cannot be denied, the account given below is restricted by
the limited amount of information given by Irenaeus and
the indication of almost casual integration with biblical
concepts at certain points, some of which give rise to
questions that cannot be answered,

'Vhen she could find no rest above or below, bophia
begged help from her mother. The Holy Spirit in turn asked
the First Kan to send Christ to her, which request was
granted, when he had descended and upon recognizing Sophia,
Christ announced his advent through John. He also adopted
Jesus beforehand that he might have a "pure vessel" into
which to come, and that "through a son of that laldabaoth66
the woman might be announced by Christ." Christ stripped 
the heavenly beings of their powers, upon which the fragments 
of light rushed to him. He clothed his sister Sophia with

adv, Haer. 1,30,11, The passage is problematic□ The 
Latin text reads: et uti per filium ejus laldabaoth foemina
a Christo annuntiaretur. The proper name "laldabaoth" is of 
course indeclinable and may therefore be taken to agree either 
with f ilium or ejus. The Latin could be rendered : "Through
her (Sophia*s) son laldabaoth, , but this would be
difficult, ‘Hence the translation in the text, which could be 
interpreted: "Through a son (Christ) of that laldabaoth Ithe
human race?). . . . "  One wonders if this is not the way the 
speculation is moving. Although Harvey notes no biblical 
references at this point, one may further wonder in this case 
whether there is any association with the imagery of the 
Lucan Infancy narrative.
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the light and they rejoiced as bridegroom and bride. Then 
ChristI united to Sophia, descended into Jesus. In typical

f ''Gnostic adoptioniSt terms, we are told that this union 
continued from Jesus* baptism until just before his cruci
fixion, during which time Jesus performed many mighty works. 
It was only Jesus, therefore, who was subjected to cruci
fixion, and it was through the thoughtfulness of Christ-- 
now separated--that Jesus was subsequently raised and given 
new existence. After his resurrection, Jesus lived on earth 
eighteen months and taught a select group whenever knowledge 
came to him from above.

A Gnostic "Christology" which unites Christ and 
Sophia and joins them to Jesus is of extreme importance for 
this study. We cannot resist the conclusion that such a 
concept is much nearer "orthodoxy" than may first appear 
and that such may indeed provide an important nexus between 
the Gnostic and "orthodox" worlds. The whole of the concept 
here is Gnostic to be sure, but the way Sophia is conceived 
to have been active both before and during Jesus' ministry 
merits careful attention. This is much like the way in 
which the more "orthodox" tradition conceived both of the 
hypostatized figures Wisdom and Logos, particularly of 
course the Logos after the identification was established 
with Jesus. One might even argue that the role assigned
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to Sophia in its dual aspect before and during Jesus* 
ministry takes the biblical view into account more clearly 
than does contemporary "orthodoxy." Surely it is 
more than a specific point where fertile Gnostic imagina
tion chanced to be basically the same in kind (greater in 
depth?) to that found in the "orthodox" world. Most 
scholars would agree that the Gnostic view was extreme. 
However, it would appear that one can occasionally catch a 
glimpse of the kind of reasoning that made it possible for 
the Gnostics to move from the less to the more speculative 
world of thought. It has in fact become our conviction 
that the Gnostic Sophia myth was largely the result of just 
such an elaboration.

67
The Apocryphon of John. AJn propagates a Sophia

67
The shorter version of this treatise has been knox*m 

for some time. It was in fact acquired by the Royal Library 
in Berlin in 1896. This text with notes and a German trans
lation was published by Till (W, C« Till, Die Gnostischen 
Schriften des Koptischen Papyrus Berolinensis 8502. Texte 
und Unters\ichun%en LX, Berlin: 1955) along with variants of
another copy of the same version from Nag Hammadi. An 
English translation of certain sections made from Till * s 
German by E. R. Hardy may be found in Grant, Anthology. 
69-85. Selections (with other notes and bibliography) may 
also be found in Hennecke, Apocrvpha (Eng1ish translation;, 
vol. 1, 314-331.

The three different versions of AJn found at Nag 
Hammadi have recently been published in one volume with 
comparative apparatus (M. Krause und P. Labib, Die Drel 
VersIonen des Apokrvphon des Johannes im Koptischen Museum
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myth similar in a number of its fundamental aspects to 
that of the Valentinians. Although quite respectable from
2 U Alt-Kairo. Wiesbadeni 19621. Thelonger of these three 
versions, i. e., that of Codex II (according to the designa
tion of the Coptic museum), has also been published separ
ately (s. Giversen, Apocryphon Johannis. Acta Theologica 
Danica V, Copenhagen: 1963).

GIverson* s work is based on photographs of the Ms which 
are in the possession of the Coptic Museum. A photographic 
edition containing AJn was published by Labib, Coptic 
Gnostic Papyri in the Coptic Museum at Old Cairo, vol. 1 
(Cairo: 195^), plates 47-80, Our study here is based upon
Giversen* s work largely because of the accessibility of his 
English translation. The other versions were compared to this.

Any comparison with Irenaeus is omitted here because 
of the question of relationships between the two sources 
(i. e., AJn and adv. Haer. 1,29), Many years ago Schmidt 
(C, Schmidt, "Irenaeus und seine Quelle in Adv. Haer. i, 29," 
Philotesia: Paul Kleinert. Berlin: 1907, 315-336) argued
that Irenaeus must have possessed a copy of AJn and used it 
(perhaps sometimes with questionable intention) when he 
wrote adv. Haer. 1.29. It has recently been realized that 
the situation is considerably more complicated than was 
originally thought. The two documents clearly reflect the 
same system. Of this there can be little doubt (cf. Sagnard,
La gnose valentinienne. 445f.). But did Irenaeus know AJn 
itself, or some earlier document upon which what is now 
known (in its various versions) is dependent? See Wilson, 
Gnosis. I03ff. and H, M. Schenke, "Das literarische Problem 
des Apokryphron Johannis" ZRGG 14 (1962), 57ff. In any case 
one can be reasonably sure that AJn did in fact arise out of 
Barbelognosis and that here we have to do with the source 
material of Valentinianism.

On a somewhat different line, Doresse (Secret Books. 
2l0f.) argues that Irenaeus must have known an earlier form 
of AJn than is represented in our texts. In our opinion his 
n^ost penetrating observation about Irenaeus is that "He 
would have thundered with indignation, of which there would 
certainly have been echoes in his book, if in the copy that 
he read, this writing had already been attributed to Jesus 
in person."

General summaries of the teaching of AJn may be found 
in the following sources: Doresse, op. cit.. 200-212; Giverse
OP. cit.. 139-150; W. C, Till, "The Gnostic Apocryphon of 
John," Journal of Ecclesiastical History III (1952), 14-22.
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a conceptual point of view, we shall see that it is not 
up to the standard to be observed among the Valentinians,
We prefer to reserve judgement as to which particular 
Gnostic group the document originally belonged. It is 
enough here to suggest that it belongs to the Syrian-
Egyptian type of Gnostic spéculâtion--as do all the documents68
under our miscellaneous heading.

The series of emanations that comprise divine
activity prior to the establishment of the material order
as isuch is recorded in AJn (Codex II) may be described as 

69
follows. The highest Father produced Barbelo (apparently 
to be thought of primarily as his female aspect) as the 
result of contemplating his own image in the figurative 
water of spiritual light. Four others (Prognosis, Incor
ruptibility, Eternal Life, and Truth) were added to make
up the Father's "eternal Pentad." Christ (the "only son")

70
and Nous followed. Then the Word (U4X6) came forth 
through whom Christ created the All,

§8
For a summary of Barbelo-Gnostic theology as it is 

found in the Berlin Codex, see Jonas. The Gnostic Religion. 
199-205.

69
The details to follow were taken from AJn (Codex II) 

52.21-57,24 and are in substantial agreement with the Berlin 
Codex.

70
The Berlin Codex (31.15-17) has X O r O C .
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Subsequent to this, Christ revealed four other 
"lights." Four "powers" then appeared which were attached 
to these "lights." Each of these "powers" possessed 
three "aeons." The last "power" Phronesis, attached to 
the last "light" Eleleth y had as its "aeons" Perfection 
(X(010. Peace ). and Sophia ). The fact that
Sophia is "the last of the last"--a position similar in 
its own way to that of the Valentinian system--lays the 
ground for her fall. The section closes with an account of 
the creation of the "perfect man" Adamas. He and his seed 
were placed over the first three "lights". The ignorant 
and obstinate souls were placed ,in the fourth.

The narrative of Sophia's illegitimate creation 
follows immediately.
57.25 But (^) Epinoia's ) Sophia (tocpcq< ) since

she is an aeon (c<Lwv ) 
conceived a thought from herself with 
the invisible (Aopcwos ) spirit's (-rwjtGw ) Enthymesis ( )
and Prognosis ); she would reveal
an image from herself without [the will] of '

the spirit (t w Bî ü )
30 although he did not approve (̂ uSo\<«u-v ) it and 

[without] her fellow 
and without his thought. But ( ^ )  although 
her male element (i\p6 crtoT\ov ) did not approve

) it
and (si) although she did not find her fellow 
and (^) thought it without ) the will

of the spirit 
35 and the knowledge of her fellow she brought 

it forth.
58.1 But (Si) because of the invincible power in her, 

her thought was not ineffective (̂ ^yo^ ) and
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an imperfect thing was revealed from her, 
and it was different from her appearance 

5  because she had created it without her fellow, 
and it bore no likeness to the mother's shape 
and it had another form But )

when she with 
her will had seen that it was of a type 

which was different, 
with a dragon's with a lion's face and its

eyes71
1 0  were like burning lightning which

flashes, she cast it from her away from 
that place order that none
of the immortal ones should see it for (v^p ) 

she had created it 
in ignorance, and she surrounded it with 

15 a cloud of light and she placed a throne ( 0p6\)o ̂ ) 
in the midst of the cloud that nobody
should see it except the holy spirit (ttVio^qc)
who is called "the mother of the living ones."
But she called his name: "laltabaoth."
the following points should be noted specifically.

Sophia brought forth her own thought by means of typical
Gnostic emanation (57.26). Her production is described as
the result of her "thought" and not of her "fall" as in
Valentinianism. However, this should be taken as simply
antecedent to the Valentinian view and not as materially
different. Sophia*s. action was solely her own (57.29ff.),
The presence of the "invincible power" (t G Q M  U K p O )
within her explains the necessity of what happened, i. e.,
because of the power within her, her thought was not ineffectiV' 

_

Although there would appear to be something missing 
af ter v̂ cov Giver sen makes no note of his apparently incom
plete translation. Till (BG 37.20f.) translates: "da es von 
Schlangen- und Lc5wen-Aussehen war." The mythical picture 
may be that of a creature with a dragon's body and a lion's
head.
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The Berlin Codex and Codex III put the root of Sophia's

72
action within her "desire" (-"passion" for the Father)#
Such an expression is suggestive of human passion and Codex
II is consistent with its general practice of obscuring

73
such crudities. Sophia's creation took a form (\pl̂c(̂_ŷ) 
different from her own (58.4ff.). Again, this happened 
simply because she did not have the power to impart form to 
it. Such was thought to belong to the male partner in 
procreation. IVhen Sophia saw her mistake she attempted to 
hide it (58.Ilff.). This reflects the fact that once her 
thought had been brought to materialization it could neither 
be denied nor destroyed. Sophia named her creation laltabaoth 
(58.19). He became a creator himself and although his acti
vities manifest a wide range they are fairly closely  ̂
integrated with the Old Testament. A detailed description of 
his activities follows that portion of the text quoted above.

Somewhat later in the text Sophia's growing awareness 
and consequent repentance is described in detail.

72 '
BG 37.11: m'ÜpOY’NVKotj i Oil 15.3: ^ \ .
See Giver sen, op,, cit.. 194f. The more primitive 

thought is of course the earlier. One may therefore see the 
direction of development with regard to one specific item.
The real question lies in the extent to which a generali
zation might be formed from such a specific. Gf. our earlier 
discussion supra 353, note 33. We agree with the generally 
held view that AJn of Codex II is later than its more 
abbreviated counterpart (see Wilson, Gnosis. I03ff.). In our 
opinion. Giversen (op. cit.« esp. 277f.) misinterprets the 
evidence to draw the opposite conclusion.
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One of the striking things about it is that it suggests
that Sophia only gradually realized that what she had
done was in fact wrong. In giving beginning to another
being she had lost something herself. Her experience is
so intimately described that the passage must be quoted.
61.13 "The mother began now

to go to and fro. She knew the lack 
15 through that, that her germ of light was 

diminished, and 
she was darkened because her partner had not 
agreed ) with her." But I said,
"Lord, what does it mean 'she went to and fro'"?

' But (^ ) he
smiled and said, "Do not think it is,

20 as Moses said, 'above the
waters'i No, but ) when she had seen
the wickedness c^y which had arisen and the

robbery which 
her son had committed, she repented ( ).
and (when she had seen) that an oblivion had 

come over her in 
25 the darkness of ignorance, she began (4 

to be ashamed 
while she moved. But (^) the movement, that is

took a power from 
was ignorant 

because (y^p ) he thought that there existed ^no] 
ot^er ̂ °

30 but (%L_ ^ v̂t l) his mother. And (p£) |_he saw] the 
multitude

of angels (̂ yxtXoj) which [he had] made, and he 
felt himself ^

superior to them. But ( ^ )  when the mother had 
recognized the veil 75 of darkness 
because he was not created perfect and she knew
74

This is not properly a title. The reference is 
undoubtedly to laltabaoth and means "the impudent, compla
cent obstinate one" (Giversen, op. cit.. 234).

75yrgg)CO : BG 46.10: €§0^^£..
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3 5  that her partner did not agree (ctvĵ (̂ co\;Clv ) with 

her she repented
62.1 with much weeping, and the whole Pleroma

heard the prayer of her repentance ( ̂ v  oloC j a ^  
praised for her sake
the invisible virginal )

5 spirit (ttv^on\̂ ) . The holy spirit (uv^okxpc) poured 
upon her ^

something of their total Pleroma (wvsa}\u ^ ) 
for (y,Ap y her partner did not come to her, 
but (âSàà) from the Pleroma came some

thing to her 
to fulfill her want, and she 

1 0  was not brought to her own aeon )
but ) to the heaven of her son, that she should
be in the ninth until she had restored her  ̂^
want. And a voice came to her from the eternal (of"Lwv ) 
high heaven: 'Man exists and the son of man'".
We see here that Sophia's repentance was rooted in

her delayed but yet acute realization that the deed she
had done was wrong. This is the most fundamental thought
in the passage. Sophia had acted--but without her partner
(61.16f.). However, only her diminishing "germ of light"
caused her to realize this (6l.l5f.). This diminishing
light is a way of speaking of the "power" that her imperfect
offspring had taken from her (61.27f.). Sophia's shame
was the result of the "oblivion" which came over her "in
the darkness of ignorance" (61.24f.). This is a penetrating
statement from a more philosophical point of view and may
represent an alteration from the Berlin Codex which at ,
this point describes the fallen Sophia as a desperate
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woman walking back and forth in the darkness (45,14f. ).
Such a change would be consistent with the tendency 
apparent in Codex II to soften harsh anthropomorphisms.
Of Sophia's suffering in this system, Jonas says, "it comes 
after the facts that arose from her aberration and is thus
a mere emotional episode compared to the crucial, literally

77
'substantial' role it plays in the Valentinian system,"

In positive response to Sophia's repentance the
entire Pleroma united in common voice to praise "the in-

78
visible, virginal spirit (62,Iff,), Then, in contrast
to the other versions of this apocryphon, Sophia is not
reunited with her partner (at least not at this point,

79
62,7), The writer of AJn Codex II is explicit on this 
point for the apparent purpose of being able to describe

76
Giversen, 0 £, cit., 280; cf, 235f, That BG here 

interprets éirc on its own terms yet clearly alluding
to and ' mak ing it con si stent with Genesis 1,2 see S,̂
Giversen, "The Apocryphon of John and Genesis," Studia 
Theologica 17 (1963), 6 8 ,

77
Jonas, Gnostic Religion, 202,

78
The reference here is to the Father of the All,

79
The Berlin Codex (47,2ff,) suggests that both 

Sophia's partner and "a spirit from the Perfection" were 
given to her. Though not directly relevant to this study, 
an area for future consideration would be the various things-- 
however vague or incomplete--that are granted to different 
"fallen" figures. One has the feeling that some interesting 
associations might emerge.
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what was in fact granted to Sophia over against this 
negative. Sophia was given "something" designed for her 
own appropriation to fill up her deficiency (62*8f.).
As a result of this bequest, Sophia once again became a 
complete being# The sequence is concluded when Sophia 
is placed in the nonad where she is to await her recovery. 
Nothing is said of Sophia's restoration to the Pleroma, 
reunion, marital bliss, etc. Rather, at least from 
appearances, the narrative moves away from a direct descrip
tion of Sophia's situation.

At this point a "voice" from the "eternal high
79a

heaven" said, "Man exists and the son of man" (62.14),
The Protarchon laltabaoth thought it was his mother. As 
a result "the perfect Pronoia • , • the father of the all 
. . , was revealed" (62.20ff.). The Protarchon and the 
"powers" observing the reflected image in the water deter
mined to create man (62.31ff,), An incredibly detailed 
account of their actions follows. Three hundred and sixty- 
five angels (as well as others) were involved in the various 
aspects of the creation (67.2ff,). Yet "their work" did 
not move until the power of the "mother" was blown into
his face (67,l5ffo), The creation was immediately stronger 

—
Cf, Irenaeus, surra 370, etc..
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than the powers so they placed him in the "lowest region"
(68,2ff.), Adam was however given "an Epinoia of light"
(68.17), It was called Zoé and was to help the entire
creation, teaching the way to "go up," This Epinoia was
designed to be "a restoration of the mother's want"

79b 79c
(68,27f,), Zoé (Eve) is only later identified with
Sophia and her purpose openly stated,
71,20 . . , our sister

Sophia (gqcp'^ ) who came down in innocence 
)

in order to remove the want.
Therefore she was called "Zoé" (̂ w*^) « --that is 
the mother of all living--by the 

25 Pronoi^ (ty^ovo <̂x ) of the heavenly Authentia 
(^ 0  ). and through

her they tasted the perfect ("rlXtLo < ) Gnosis

Thus the basis is laid for the reconstitution of the 
spiritual world.

79b
See 69,l5f, and 71,6f, for some of the specific 

functions of this Epinoia,
79c

The Epinoia seems to have come into Eve from 
Adam, This is dependent upon a Gnostic speculative inter
pretation concerning the "rib" (71,Iff,), Later we are 
told that the "Epinoia of the living light" revealed 
herself in Eve (72,lOff,),

The use that is made of the person of Eve in the 
Gnostic texts might repay investigation. There are cases 
when Eve is Zoé--the "Epinoia of Light"--a figure of good. 
Other times one gets the impression that the Gnostics could 
not throw off the original Jewish tradition. Is this simple 
inconsistency--or what?
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Sophia Jesu Christi. Till's edition of the
Berlin text of this document includes variants from another
version of the same writing from the/Nag Hammadi collection,
as well as variants to those parts of the treatise para-

81
lleled in the Epistle of Eugnostos» This letter written 
by Eugnostos, who was a "spokesman for the Great Seth," 
is distinguished by the absence of the narrative material-- 
largely questions put to the resurrected Jesus and the 
introductory words of his replies--which is found in 
SJC, The question of relationships between these documents,
-------- 5T5----------------------------------------- :----------------

The Coptic text along with a German translation and 
introductory notes has been published by Till (W, C, Till,
Die Gnostischen Schriften des Koptischen Papyrus Berolinensis 
8502. Texte und Untersuchungen LX, Berlin: 1955). The 
Berlin manuscript has of course been known for some time, 
being the same one that contains the Apocryphon of John, 
as noted earlier. Doresse ( o p . cit.. 8 6  n. 41) notes
G. Schmidt's original article ("Ein vorirenaisches gnostisches 
Originalwerk • • .," in Sitzungsber. d. kgl. preussichen 
Akademie d. Wiss., 1896, 839-47), See also: H.M, Schenke,
"Das System der Sophia Jesu Christ!" ZRGG 14 (1962), 262-278, 

Among other things, SJC reflects a greater female 
encroachment into the biblical concept of the fatherhood of God 
than is usually found in the Gnostic documents. This may 
be a sign of the inward deterioration of the movement.
Laeuchli (The Language of Faith, 33 n.22, 34) observes that 
this is a "biological necessity in metaphysical expression," 
Further, "The consequence of this terminological transmu
tation is inevitable: with such a deflated concept, later
Gnosticism must lift God above fatherhood,

81
For a complete table of these parallels, see Till,

OP, cit., 53f,
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outside our scope here, has been variously debated.
One should begin by urging the difficulty of pene

trating the finer points of our author's imagination. On 
the other hand, one must hasten to add that the main lines 
of his thought are fairly clear. Although the treatise may 
be described generally as "typically Gnostic," at least 
by nature and subject matter, it also possesses a certain 
undeniable individuality. This will become increasingly 
evident as the discussion proceeds. With regard to the 
origin of the document it would appear that, even though 
there are certain similarities with various elements in 
Irenaeus' descriptions of heresy, it is as yet impossible 
to link it with any specific group. Again, "Syrian- 
Egyptian" is adequate definition.

The supreme god in SJC is sometimes referred to as 
The other divine beings emanate from this one.

' 32
Wilson, Gnosis. 112ff,, summarizes the development 

of the discussion in some detail. Sources include: Till,
op, cito. 54foî Doresse, Secret Books, 54; Puech, in 
Hennecke New Testament Apocrypha, I, 248; Schenke, ZRGG 14
(1962), 264ff, As Wilson notes (o£, cit. 114), final
checking cannot take place until the text of Eugnostos is
published; Krause however (Mullus: Jahrb. f. Antike u
Christentum, Erganzun^sband 1, Munster: 1964, 2l5ff.)
cogently argues that Eugnostos is the older document because 
it presents a, coherent text, whereas SJC is often confused 
because of the material incorporated into it (e.g., questions
which do not fit the answers given to them, etc

'II .
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Schenke observes that the discussion in SJC concerns four

83
pairs of aeons, resulting in three different Sophia figures.
They are:

Propator-- ( 8 7 , 4 - 8 )
F a ther- - G r W t  Sophia (94,7-95,4)
Christ--Agape Sophia (99,3-18)
Soter--Pistis Sophia (102,15-103,9)

The section translated below, in which the titles and pro
nouns are sometimes confusing, describes the beginning of 
the Primal Man and his companion Sophia, It seems that it 
is the TrjOû-ncXTfpp who appears here under the guise of the 
"self-generated" and "self-created," Till, retaining the 
ambiguity of the text, comments:

Durch(?) den und o\ Vater trat der
erste Mensch als unsterbliches, mannlich-weibliches 
Wesen ins Dasein (94, Iff,), Die grosse Sophia war von 
Anfang an zur Paargenossin des "Erklarers" bestimmt (94, 19ff,),54

The passage is offered as a response to Matthew's question,
85

"How ) did man appear?"
93,16 The perfect (t \̂̂ .cq>s ) Savior (̂ qô vvap) said: "I

desire that you come to know 
that he who appeared
unbounded ) before the All,

94,1 the self-generated  ̂). self-created
Father, is perfected 
in the brilliant light,

' 83
H.-M Schenke, ZRGG 14 (1962), 353,

84
Till, op, cit,, 57,

85
The translation is our own, although Till's German 

was used as a standard of comparison.
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(and) is indescribable, (and) he ^
5 understands ( ) the beginning (̂ pv^ ) so that his

likeness manifests a greater power*  ̂'
In that hour the light 
of that beginning (^Oy^) 
appeared in a Primal 

10 Man, immortal (̂ P^vxTo^ ). 
male-female, so that 
through that immortal 
man they might attain  ̂
salvation and awake ( )

15 in nakedness through 
the Interpreter who was 
sent, who with you (is) 
an end of the poverty of the 
robber, his companion is 

95*1 Sophia the great, whom he appointed 
from the beginning in himself 
a coTuyCoi through the self- 
generated ) Father* Through

5 this immortal man then (%g±,) 
we appeared first 
in godliness and lordship, 
for the Father spoke 
to him, the man, the ^̂ Oto - 

10 mxTwp. who appeared
(and) created for himself a 
great Aeon, his name 
—  --lis) commensurate with his
greatness* . • .
A few lines further down our author speaks of Christ

and Sophia* It is not altogether clear vdiether these two
 ̂ are to be thought of as identical with, or as counterparts
• to, the earlier figures. Probability would favor the latter.
At this point there is no parallel in the Epistle of Eugnostos*
The passage is introduced with a question from Bartholomew*
98*7 Then

Bartholomew said to him:
"How was he called 

10 in the gospel,
namely the Man and the Son 
of Man? Which of them
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is the Son?"
The Holy One said:

15 "I desire that you come to know 
The Primal Man 
who, it is saW, 
begat their voo ̂ . Then 

99*1 this one consorted ( s\i0upL̂ Tq6K<r) with 
the great Sophia, his 
companion, h^ revealed his -W) wTo y v̂j - -

5 a male-female offspring 
this one whose male name 
is -nDLOToyWsTiAP * 
the Son of God, 
who is the Christj his 

10 female name is
. Sophia, 

the Mother of the All, whom 
some call
Love . For the TTOuùTOY'LVtTuo

15 --who is called 
the Christ--has 
p owe r (J^ovjQ^) through 
his Father. He created for himself 
a host of angels ) without

100.1 number. . . . "
Further down, similar language is found again. This

time, however, the text leads away toward thoughts of an
eschatological nature. On this occasion the question is
put into the mouth of an unnamed disciple who wants to know,
how the higher entities were able to descend into the world
of human experience. Within the mythical material of the
reply there is an emphasis on the male-female aspect of the
emanation, along with an indication of specific functions,
etc. We are told that at this point SJC "interpolates a
different exposition" to that found in the Epistle of
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Eugnostos in reply to the question of the unnamed dis 86
ciple.
102.14 The perfect )

Savior (ciootC\p ) saidi "The Son 
of Man consorted ) with
Sophia his quZoycK . 
he revealed himself in a

103.1 ^great Light] as male- 
^female. His] manliness 
is called
Savior (<rw^Ap),

5 the Creator of all things ;
but his womanliness (is called)
Sophia I ,
whom some callPistis.^7

10 All those who come into
the world ( are sent
through this One 
even as a drop out 
of the light of the world

15 of the .
They guard it through him.
And the chain of his nakedness 
bound him to the will of

104.1 / Sophia, so that this
thing was revealed to 
the whole world ( v:fĉ Q.s ) in 
poverty because of his 

5 pride and his blindness
and his ignorance; then (X6) 
he was given a name. But I 
came from the place (vottos ) 
above by means of the will of 

10 the great Light. I delivered 
every creature. I destroyed 
the work of the robber's graves.
I woke him that he might 
bear fruit in abundance,

15 namely, the drop that 
was sent
through Sophia, , ft0
86

Doresse, o p , cit., 199.
87

Cf • 99.14 above where similar language is used of 
Agape Sophia.

 &  r 4 -
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Although elements of the cosmogonic myth are obvious
in the quotations above, they are not the point of concern.
They rather function as a foundation for Other things. This
is not to suggest that the text is mythically vague or
lethargic. It is neither, as the quotations also clearly
establish. It would perhaps be fair to describe SJC as the
most mythically dominated of the more philosophic attempts
to expound Gnostic thought. Consistent with all this, the
text is without exposition of the myths it does contain.
Indeed even mythical clarity is secondary. That is to say
that a knowledge of them is presupposed. Mythical philosophy 88
is primary.

Early in the document the author speaks of past 
attempts to know God. He insists that they were all falsely 
grounded in one way or another and therefore failed. The 
implication is of course that final and definitive conclu
sions will be forthcoming if only the reader will be patient. 
One must observe that the author skilfully preserves an 
astonishing amount of modesty in such a personally exalting 
suggestion. With regard to what our author says positively 
after his deprecation of past attempts, Doresse, speaking 
of the Epistle of Eugnostos^sayst

88For a detailed comparison of the various aspects of 
the systems in SJC and the Apocryphon of John see Schenke, 
ZRGG 14 (I962),"33’2ff.
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Eugnostos then begins to describe the universe as 
unbegotten. The God of truth is immortal, ineffable, 
unknowable, without beginning. He is called Father of 
the universe. He has a likeness which is proper to 
him, which cannot be seen but by himself. He is 
altogether intelligence, an ennora, a thinking, a x
reflecting, a reasoning and a power, which are, in 
their turn, the sources of the universe, all born from 
the first knowledge--from the prescienco--of the 
Unbegotten.

Many people have been mistaken because they have not 
conceived the distinction made here: that what is born
of destruction is destructible, but what is b o m  of / incorruptibility is indestructible.

It is from this point that our author proceeds to 
explicate a typical series of Gnostic emanations, some of 
which we have quoted. These of course are only portions of 
a whole in which one of the prevailing themes is the descent 
into multiplicity with the subsequent ascent into unity.
With these general points in mind we turn to specific obser
vations concerning the earlier quotations.

It is reasonably clear in the first quotation that 
the Primal Man, who was immortal and male-female, was thought 
of by our author as the pair composed of the Interpreter 
and Sophia (94.7ff.). In any case, the mythical facts are 
not the point of concern. The passage is directed toward 
the great purpose of the Interpreter who was to
serve as the "end of the poverty of the robber" (94.17ff.). 
Or, to put the same work in other terms, the objects of the

89 : : " .

Doresse, op,, cit.. 193.
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Interpreter's concern were to "awake in nakedness"
(94.14f,). That is, the spiritual ones should be made 
aware of the divine spark within them and therefore be 
recalled to their rightful place. If the Interpreter and 
"the great Sophia" were in fact thought of as predecessors 
of Christ and Sophia and V xt-tnc . 99.14; 103.9)
by the author of SJC. this restoration of spiritual 
wealth was not accomplished by tho former directly but 
through the latter indirectly.

. It is interesting to note in the last quotation 
that the manly nature of the Son of Man is associated 
with his role as Savior (<TuotĈ .̂ I03.2ff.). There is 
nothing more here than the fact that salvation is a primary 
theme. Further, the "drops" from the light world which 
are to be awakened are within the created order because 
of him (I03.10ff.). The description of the Son of Man as 
"the Creator of all things" (103.5) is not in fact out of 
place here. However, there is in some of the language a 
tone which is elsewhere regularly associated with 
laldabaoth or the Demiurge. One has the feeling that, 
right through the document, concepts of a purer Gnostic 
origin have been assimilated with others from the Christian 
tradition. The Son of Man--Sophia as creator--savior in 
these passages blends just such diverse concepts.
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In the concluding lines of the last quotation 

(l04.7ff.) the "I" of the "perfect Savior" (i.e., the 
resurrected Jesus) seems to set itself over against the 
Son of Man, It would appear once more that in this document 
we have to do with at least two different things which have 
been blended into a union that is not always harmonious 
or consistent. However, the typical Gnostic adoptionist 
concept would have separated the two prior to the cruci
fixion. Such a concept may be reflected here.

There is in SJC a descending and ascending figure
that in some sense imparted knowledge. The giving of
knowledge is spoken of most often in terms of awakening an
awareness. Such activity should only be viewed as a part
of the concern of a much larger Gnostic-Ghristian redeemer-

90
savior figure. Only an attempt to grasp the more complete 
figure, though frustratingly difficult, will prove 
adequate,

^^We have expressed our broader disagreement with 
Wilckens earlier, but we must say here that we feel his view 
of SJC (and AJn. see Weisheit und Torheit. 125ff.) emphasizes, 
to the point of inadequacy on other matters, the concept of 
the sending of a Redeemer-Savior figure who brings knowledge 
which is designed to lead to salvation. In our opinion, 
Wilckens was at this point overly influenced by his commitment 
to the existence of a "Redeemer myth." To say the least, 
such a view must make any broader attempt difficult, as it 
implies a theological limitation--arising out of the con
viction concerning the "Redeemer myth"--which affects the 
possibility of understanding the more complete figure.
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'Towards the end of SJC. beyond the material paralleled
in the Epistle of Eugnostos. there appears a miscellaneous

91
collection of Gnostic teaching. In an approach by now 
quite familiar, Mary asks the resurrected Jesus, "Holy 
Christ, where did your disciples ) come from, where
are they going, and (£) what will they do there?" (ll7.13ff.). 
In the process of answering these questions (see esp.118), 
Jesus alludes to Sophia's original error which resulted 
finally in the creation of the material order, which itself 
in turn made necessary a "veil" to separate the upper and 
lower worlds.

The myth reflected would appear to be of a more 
standard form than the sort of thing observed earlier in 
the document. This is to say that nothing really unique 
is to be found here. The allusive character of the refer
ence makes this virtually impossible. For this reason 
the passage is not of crucial importance. Interest lies 
in the nature of the reference and in the fact that it was 
included at all.

The allusion itself is such that it would require a 
knowledge of the myth to be understood. As has been stressed 
repeatedly, this is the sort of thing that would once again
indicate a fairly wide acceptance of this particular mythical 

—

Doresse, cit.. I99f.
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form. The fact that it comes near the end of the document 
calls attention to itself. This may be explained either by 
the fact that the allusion occurs in response to a question 
directed to another point, or by the fact that this part 
of the epistle is in reality part of an addition to another 
letter, i.e., the Epistle of Eugnostos. Perhaps the most 
interesting point to be made is that the allusion includes 
a peculiarly clear reference to the substantial nature of 
Sophia's error in a reference to its enduring quality 
(ll8.15ff.). Once it became material substance its very 
presence demanded that it be taken into account.

This then is the Sophia myth as it appears in SJC. 
Precise conclusions are as yet out of reach. This particu
lar elaboration of the iiythical forms offers a great insight 
into the way the Gnostics were the victims of their own 
mythical imagination. Once the door was opened to specu
lations of this sort, the inevitable result was a lack of 
control over the speculations and ultimate disaster to the = 
whole movement. SJC--beyond all else--bears vivid witness 
to the violence of the encounter between the Jewish-Ghristian 
tradition and the outside world. These elements will 
become increasingly clear as this investigation moves 
toward conclusion.
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Hypostasis of the Archons. Although the actual 
formulation follows a different pattern, this document 
appears to summarize, in extremely brief compass, Gnostic 
teaching very much like that found in the Schrift ohne 
Titel. Indeed we include it here— and especially so since 
the critical edition is not yet available--primarily as an 
introduction to the longer treatise.

The document somewhat strangely begins with a des
cription of the work of the Demiurge. This figure, like 
Sophia's offspring in the Schrift ohne Titel (and also in 
this document further on), arrogantly claimed to be the
supreme God. His claim is challenged by a "voice from on

93
high" (I42.23ff.). The creation of this material world
is described thus;
142.2 And the great _angel_ )

Eleleth, understanding ( MMTpMM2V-lT7. said to me 
[Norea]:

Above in the limitless Aeons 
5 exists imperishability. The Sophia 

who is called Pistis wished
92Known occasionally in German as Das Wesen der Archon- 

ten. the Coptic text of this treatise is presently available 
only in the plates in Labib (Coptic Gnostic Papri in the 
Coptic Museum at Old Cairo, vol. 1, C a i r o s 1956). Photo
graphic plates of a better quality are now in the hands of an 
international team of scholars. A Critical edition of the 
text edited by R.A. Bullard with notes and English translation 
may be expected in due course. A German translation is 
available in Leipoldt-Schenke (Koptisch-gnostische Schriften 
aus den Papvrus-Codices von Nag-Hamadi. Hamburg-Bergstedt; 
1960^67-78).

93
It is Sophia and Zoe who challenge laldabaoth.
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to accomplish a thing alone without a partner. And 
her work (4'(Oyo>; ) became an image of heaven so that 
a veil ( )  exists between those of the 

upper region
10 and the Aeons who are below. And a ^

shadow came into being beneath the veil ( ) .  
And that shadow became matter .
The document continues with the claim to supremacy

of the being created from this matter. It becomes apparent
that "light" was lacking within the creation.
142.28 And

immediately Sophia stretched forth her finger 
30 (and) brought the light into

matter ( u\>̂ ). And ^she followed it down 
32 into the region (UAO^) of chaos. And she went 

back C(̂ ĉC ywp w  
up to her li^ht.
After this Samael (laldabaoth, Sacla) makes his

declaration of supremacy. Pistis Sophia and her daughter
Zoe challenge him (l43.4ff.). The activity of Sophia (and
Zoe) in this document is concluded when they install Sabaoth,
who had recognized the superior powers during interchange

94
with laldabaoth, in the seventh heaven (l43.19ff.),
----------gzf--------------------:---------------------------------------------------

The exact relation between the Schrift ohne Titel. 
the Hypostasis of the Archons. the Apocryphon of John  ̂ etc., 
is still very much undecided. After raising a number of 
specific questions concerning the relationships and inter
relationships of these documents, Wilson (Gnosis and the New 
Testament. 128f.) concludes, "At present we are still 
scarcely beyond the stage of noting the similarities and 
collecting the material." In this regard one must observe 
that there is a certain similarity (duplication?) here 
between Sophia (higher and lower) and Zoe and Eve as in the 
Apocryphon of John. It remains doubtful to us, however, if 
any satisfactory disentanglement is yet possible. See the 
discussion of the Schrift ohne Titel. infra 402.
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Schrift ohne Titel. Codex II. Schenke holds that 
both UW and Das Wesen der Archonten represent "eine Spielart 
der Barbelo-Gnpsis." Such a position suggests proximity 
while avoiding identification. This is surely true and 
justifies our bringing together a miscellaneous collection 
of more or less closely related systems. In as much as UW 
is a treatise on the beginning of the world, Sophia plays 
an important role. Doresse translates the opening lines as 
follows:
145.24 Though ) all the gods

and men in the universe Tkû<t»xqs) say,
26 "Nothing existed before the Chaos," I. 

for my part, will prove )
to you that they 

28 are all mistaken . for they
never knew the nature \̂ \ )

of Chaos, nor its root. . . .97
_ _

An introduction and German translation of the first 
part were published by H.-M, Schenke, "Vom Ursprung der 
Welt: Eine titellose gnostische Abhandlung aus dem Funde
von Nag-Hamadi," TLZ 84 (1959), cols. 243-256. The full 
Coptic text with a new German translation and complete notes 
may be found in A. Bohlig und P. Labib, Die Koptisch- 
gnostische Schrift ohne Titel aus Codex II von Nag Hammadi 
(Berlin: 1962), Doresse (Seqret Booksl 165-176) summarizes 
the work including some quotations.

Schenke (op, cit,, 246) suggests the descriptive 
title "Die Abhan’HTung ( ) uber den Ursprung (̂ PyX ) der
Welt (v.o^^oO. " He abbreviates this "Uv-i" which, partly 
because of its suggestiveness in English, we adopt here.

I 96
Ibid.

97
Doresse, Secret Books, 165. Subsequent translations 

of UW are ours.



400
Our author goes ahead to contend that even the 

darkness before chaos was the result of some sort of crea
tive work. At the true beginning, he argues, only the 
immortals would have existed. It is in this way that he 
creates a need for a description and explanation of the 
primordial activity of Sophia. As Sophia's original moti
vation varies from source to source it is important to 
notice that here it is mentioned early on that he desired 
to imitate the First Light.
146.14

(jy <xqu6oTT 6 Nw oycipnow f.4e(\>U<c 

16 Miroyoew 9T u o q t \
The creation brought forth by Sophia was character

ized by "darkness." It was out of this darkness that even 
chaos emerged. A veil separated the creation from the light 
world. In fact the action of Sophia out of which chaos 
came was also the cause for the veil. In all of this, 
"powers" were at work and "jealousy" (KCoZ) was one of the 
primary results. Ultimately water and darkness prevailed 
(146.16-147.28). Our author employs all of this to lead up 
to an account of Sophia's reactions to her own experience 
which are climaxed by her formation of laldabaoth.
147.29 When Pistis saw what had come into

existence out of her defect she was disturbed.
The disturbance revealed itself in a
work (%pyo7 ) of fear. But (£1.) it fled into
chaos. She (Pistis) devoted herself that [she
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might give breath] 

to her apparition in the abyss [which is]
148.1 the lowest part [of all] the heaven. Pistis 

Sophia willed that that which 
possessed no spirit receive

a kind of form
and rule ) over matter and over all its

5 power ( ). There appeared first
an archon out of (the) water,
who was in the form of a lion, who was male-female,(and) 
who had a great power ( $̂c>ô C>< ) within 
himself, although (££) he did not know 

10 from whence he came. When Pistis Sophia
saw him who stirred in the depth of the water, 
she said to him, "Young man <; ).
rule over (.£o£rTVVy.)^^ this place," which is 

the interpretation 
"laldabaoth." Since that day the beginning (̂ oyĈ  )

15 of the Word (GjXxO was revealed, the one who tbuched 
gods and angels" (̂ 'yyiVcv ) and men.
And he who was brought into existence 

through the Word (W&)^6) 
was perfected, namely gods and angels )

and men•
This is our author's account of the most basic 

creative activity of Sophia. The document continues with 
a typical Gnostic proliferation of other characters and 
lower creations. laldabaoth was finally made aware of his 
mother's greatness when, upon his declaration of his own 
self-sufficiency and supremacy, Sophia challenged his 
assertion with a devastating cry that was heard throughout

58
Our author apparently intends f or^ the expression 

i ĉ.ktt4qx to stand for the Hebrew 
Schenke, op. cit.. 249 n.22. This is a legitimate though 
rare meaning for See Liddell-Scott Greek-English
Lexicon (Seventh Edition, Oxfords 1883), 354.
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the heavens (151.Ilff.). At the conclusion of the

99
interchange, Sophia returned to the light (l5l.30ff.),

One important aspect of UW, in contrast to most
other Gnostic sources, is that Sophia, Sophia-Zoe, is
intimately* involved in the creation of man. One supposes
however that Sophia-Zoe is something less than Pistis
Sophia, for in the Hypostasis of the Archons Zoe^ is des-100
cribed as the daughter of Sophia (143.18ff., etc.).
In UW, however, the two figures are united and identified101
as the companion of Sabaoth. Sophia's involvement in
the creation first of a "male-female" being and only later 
in that of Adam may be summarized as follows.

The lower characters of the spirit world had creative 
ability, but it was limited and as a result caused them 
difficulty. Sophia-Zoe, "the one who is by Sabaoth" 
(161.13), was amused when she saw the ridiculous situation 
in which the lower powers had entangled themselves. As a 
result she created what is described as a "male-female" 
(M2gXIC2U^) being (161.24f., 30).

55
Gf. e.g. adv. Haer. I. 30.100
See Schenke, ZRGG 14 (1962), 353.

101
Cf. 163.12, 31I 169.27. For the relation to 

Sabaoth see 152.28.
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161.30 , The

Greeks ) call him Hermaphrodites
32 but ( ^ )  his mother the Hebrews 

call Eve of Zoe.
The account again continues in its multifarious 

aspects. Later# Sophia is involved in the creation of 
Adam (161.35ff.). Adam was formed by the lower powers 
but they were unable to impart a spirit to him. This con
dition continued for forty days2
163.11 But in this

fortieth day Sophia-Zoe sent
her breath ( )  to Adam, the one who had no 
soul )•
It is in these ways that we find Sophia characterized 

in UW, We must now ask how these things relate to the 
document^ more nearly “orthodox” Christian elements.

UW is a document belonging to Christian Gnosis at 
least in the sense that it manifests a freedom to speak of 
“Christ” or “Jesus Christ” although it does so only rarely 
(153.26I 162.17). This figure is described as being near

«Sabaoth, i.e., in the heavens, and like the Savior .
I53.25ff.).

The term is found only once in UW (173.14).
Of this usage Bohlig, after approving of the Logos as an
“Offenbarer des Verborgenen,“ says, "Es liegt nahe, an
Jesus als mythischen Christus zu denken, well ja auch ein102
Jesuswort zitiert 1st." The saying (I73.l7ff.) is one 

^O^Bghlig^Labib, Schrift ohne Titel. 102.
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found in the synoptics--Hk. 4.22; Kt. 10.26; Lk. 8.17,
Mark reads, “For there is nothing hid, except to come to 
light," With the saying of Jesus in the context, the 
link between him and is obvious.

We have seen in an earlier quotation that the Word 
not ) was drawn into creative contexts (I48.l4ff, ).

Indeed it is asserted that perfection in the created order 
was achieved through and included "gods and angels
and men." It must also be recalled however that the wider 
context characterizes Pistis Sophia as the creator. It is 
interesting to note that elsewhere Pistis is referred to int
the Phrase UTTTICTVG (152,1; 163,7). Part of the
significance of this link must lie in the fact that the 
author was making at least some effort to draw the two terms 
into one figure. It would appear to the remote observer 
that such usage would at .least slightly blur the distinc
tion between Jesus and Pistis.

It must be urged that this kind of thinking is not 
extremely remote from what we have consistently referred to 
as "orthodox. " Although in UW Pistis is the creative 
figure and Jesus something else, surely the most tangible 
aspect of Jesus* association (whether by selection or impo
sition) with the QocpU  - figure(s) was identification
with the instrument of creation.
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We thus conclude our examination of the Sophia myth 

in the "non-Valentinian" sources. We are now ready to 
observe its presence in the obvious counterpart--i.e., 
those documents generally considered to be Valentinlan# It 
should be repeated that this methodical listing of the 
various forms of the Sophia myth is the result of the con
viction that the best analysis of developments may be made 
by looking at specific forms of the myth. What we hope to 
bring out in this approach is an emphasis upon the complexity 
of the phenomena out of which "orthodoxy" finally emerged. 
There are of course many variations within the myth as 
it is presented in the documents. These are the result 
of progressive re-thinking and adaptation. Again, Irenaeus* 
account serves as background, but in order to realize our 
goal of observing the complexity of the situation, it is
necessary to go beyond Irenaeus into the thinking of the

103
Gnostics themselves. In this way we may get a more com
pletely accurate view of the nature of the situation against ' 
which Christianity so violently reacted— often in negative 
ways--and yet which nevertheless left its mark upon the Church 

TÔ3
We take this view even though we feel that Irenaeus 

is reasonably dependable. See W. Foerster, Von Valentin zu 
Heracleon; Sagnard, o£. cit.; Wilson, Gnosis. 86. It 
should be apparent however that any opinion of Irenaeus on 
this point is also dependent upon the documents.



CHAPTER VI 

THE GNOSTIC SPECULATION (II)

I. INTRODUCTION

Although, for the purposes of this study, we have 
recognized the fundamental east-west dichotomy that was 
present within Gnosticism, we have not found it necessary, 
for the same purposes, to establish any finer distinctions 
within these broader lines. It should be pointed out, 
however, that when we speak of "Valentinianism, " we can be

I *

somewhat more secure in the feeling that we understand our 
object. That is to say that their complex of thought is 
not quite so elusive to our "western** minds as our earlier 
sources seem to be. However, even here, we do not intend 
to argue in any detail the Valentinian origin of the docu
ments examined under this title. It is for this reason 
that we speak of them as reflecting a myth of the "Valen
tin ian type," i.e., of the type described under that name 
by Irenaeu? and the other early Fathers who discussed the 
heresy. Although a myth of the Valentinian type would 
point in the direction of Valentinian origin, one could 
not be sure on that basis alone. Such a conclusion would
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require a wider base, and a careful examination of 
differences as well.

The "non-Valentinian" systems observed in the 
previous chapter manifest a three part division between 
Sophia, the Demiurge (in whatever form) and the evil 
world. In the same area Valentinianism reflects a four
fold system. Another character is discovered in the 
figure of Achamoth, \4hen considering origins and rela
tionships one must ask whether the latter should be 
considered an amplification of the former, or the former 
a reduction of the latter. The more common view as we have 
seen is to discover in the Apocrvphon of John the source 
material for Valentinianism. This of course would make 
the fourfold system dependent upon the simpler threefold 
arrangement. Achamoth is then viewed as a later duplica
tion of Sophia.

We follow this line here. Generally speaking we 
have come to view Gnosticism as a movement away from the 
Jewish-Christian tradition. Perhaps this is clear.
However, this does not mean that at a later stage of develop
ment a certain “Christianization" might not take place. On 
occasion entire documents may have been remodeled in this 
way. Further, it is at least conceivable that such a
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reconstxuction does not necessarily mean a reversal in the 
basic trend of the movement. In this way one may observe 
a movement away from the biblical tradition and at the 
same time a curious return to it.

II. GNOSTIC DOCUMENTS WHICH REFLECT 
A SOPHIA MYTH OF THE VALENTINIAN TYPE

1
The First Apocalypse of James. As its name implies,

this document is in the form of a revelation from the Lord
to James, The James concerned is addressed “my brother"
CTr<\CQVl), The portion of the work that is of concern to us
here contains instruction with regard to the perfected soul * s
re-ascent from the world of darkness to the world of light.
This theme was of some importance for the Gnostics, as they
taught that the ascent would not be successful unless the
ascending soul knew what questions to expect from the
various powers that would obstruct its way, as well as what
answers it should offer in return. The importance of this
passage is underlined by the fact that the two Sophia
figures and a number of related elements appear quite clearly 

-

The text is that of A, Bc5hlig and P. Labib, Koptisch- 
gnostische Apokalvpsen aus Codex V von Na^ Hammadi (Halle- 
Wittenberg!1963), For a discussion of the history of 
research and identification of documents (with bibliography, 
etc.) bearing the name of "James" see; Puech in Hennecke, 
Apocrypha (English translation) vol. I, 333-338,
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in association with a discussion of another subject. We
quote the passage in its entirety with comment to follow.
33,11 VJhen

you come into their hands
one of them will say
to you, one of their watchers :

15 Who are you? or , From whence are
you? You will say to him: I 
am a son and 1 am from 
the Father, He will say to you:
’What kind of a son are you? and,

20 To what father do you belong? You 
will say to him: I  ̂am from 
the pre-fexistent] Father, 
yet ( ) a son who is in the ,
Pre-existent (One), [He will say]

25 to you: [ %y were you sent?]
You will say [to him: I came from]
the [Pre-existent (One)]
I [saw all that are ours 
and (all that are) alien,

30 He will say to you: Who are]
34.1 these aliens? You will say to him:

They are not alien altogether 
but Ĉ XX-̂ ) they are from Achamoth, 
i.e., the female, ^md 

5 she created this, bringing the race (y{Vo<i )
do\vm out of   '
pre-existence.  ̂Thus (̂ p^ ) they are not 
alien, but (àx\& ) of ourselves.
They are indeed ( ours, because the one 

10 who is Lord over them is from 
the Pre-existent (One).
But (Si) they are alien in this respect ( ) ,

' ■■   - ■■ ■ ' ' ■ ' ■■ T.u.i>«nrr.i,n

"̂ The translation was made in consultation with R. McL, 
Wilson. Important points of dependence on B8hlig*s German 
translation are noted,

^The replies to be made to the "powers" found in lines 
21ff, sustain a very^ close relationship to Irenaeus (adv.
Haer.I.21,4). See Bohlig-Labib, Apokalvpsen aus Codex V . 43,
Cf, also. The Gospel of Thomas 50,

^The reconstruction of lines 25-30 is based on Schenke's 
review of Bohlig-Labib, Qrientalistische Literaturzeitung; 61 
(1966) Nr 1/2, cols, 23-34, See esp, cols, 28f, The recon
struction is largely dependent on Irenaeus, adv. Haer,
1.21,4.
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•that the Pre-existent (One) did not  ̂
associate (KoWLOvCiv) with her then (̂ ot^) when 

she was
15 about to create them, He will say to you again:

V/here will you go? You will say 
to him: To the place from which I am
come, I shall go there again 

' But when you say this you will escape
20 their attack (Tt6\%.̂ os), But (^) whenfou come into the hands of the] three powers 

which remove the souls (WY^) 
forcibly (<Tt to that place

25 . . .  . ' You will^
[say to them: I am a] ves [sel] (2K^[bo^)
many times [more valuable than the woman 
who created you, . , ,]

35, . (lines 1-3 partially mutilated)
3 you

yourselves will not be 
5 sober ( viA0tw ). But (<S%) Ï shall cry

above to tine"^imperishab 1 e Gnosis (jN̂ ÀSùX̂ ), 
that is Sophia, who ^
is with the Father, (and) who is the mother 
of Achamoth, There is no father 

10 of Achamoth, nor (cvTt) is there any 
male consort (̂ GZuyo<). But she is 
a female from a ‘ 
female. She created you 
without a male, being 

15 alone, not knowing the things which 
[live in] her mother, and thinking 
that she alone existed,
. But (^) [I] shall cry above 
to her mother. And then (t6t  ̂)

20 they shall be troubled, they shall 
undertake something against  ̂their
5
The reconstruction (lines 25-28) is again based on 

Schenke, OLZ 61, col, 29, Schenke in turn is dependent once 
more on Irenaeus, adv. Haer. 1,21,4.6

The translation here is largely dependent upon the 
German of Bohlig-Labib (Apokalvpsen aus Codex V . 45) j, The 
verbal root NCTN according to Crum (824 b)' has two possi
bilities: l) CTO M C . to wring, nip off, or 2) 21Ü&Ü.» to make
music with instrument or voice. The parallel in Irenaeus (adv. 
Haer 1,21.4) to the passage at 35.19 is as follows:
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root (origin?) and the race ( Yàvio\ ) of 
their mother. [But (21.)] you 
will go above to your 

25 oXf-jn. . . .
(35.25-36.1, an apparent total of five lines, 
is mutilated.)

36.2 [the] type ) of [the] twelve
disciples (u ^Ôv̂tv̂ Q and the twelve 
pairs, [the sons of]7 

5 Achamoth, which being
interpreted ( ko [ĵ t̂ v/̂ û Av) is Sophia.
As (S^) for me, who I am, 
and the imperishable Sophia 
through whom you will be saved,

10 and all the sons of the One who 
is, the things which they knew 
and hid within themselves, 
you will hide in yourself.
The passages of 1 AJk paralleled in Irenaeus are 

found in his treatment of the Marcosians who according to 
Irenaeus represented a branch of Valentinianism. In addi
tion to the statement of Irenaeus, the opinion that the 
\7riter of 1 AJk was a Valent inian is established by the 
fact that he reflects a commitment to a developed Sophia

. ' The Greek verb means to f ind fault'
withi DI^e. The question here of course is whether or not 
they condemned (or damned) their root,

7
Bohlig*s restoration "the sons of" presents some 

question as the thought of the Dodecad being the sons of 
Achamoth is foreign to the Valentinian Sophia myth as it is 
commonly kno^m, Schenke (OLZ 61, col, 29; suggests [ dT 
MTTCX MTTT]g (g) . which he translates, "die sich bef in den 
oberhalb der." One is inclined to conclude that some such 
suggestion is to be preferred.
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myth of the Valent inian type. It is to the various elements
of this reflection that we turn our attention.

The most important section of the above quotation
for our purposes is 35,5-17, A number of details are attested
in the passage, Sophia, who is in the Father's presence,

8
was the mother of Achamoth, Perhaps the most striking thing 
about the passage is that it elevates Gnosis to the point of 
identifying it with Sophia, That is simply, gnosis is 
Sophia, Sophia is gnosis. One is disappointed that the 
author himself does not draw out any of the implications, 

Achamoth on the other hand had neither father nor 
male consort (JATVC Glu)l ]\^roc

, This meant, in thoughts typically Valent in ian, 
that she was entirely a female production (f TG

2M \ H  ]~G 1 ) and that she created the lower
order by her o%vn efforts alone.

Further, Achamoth is characterized as being almost 
completely ignorant2 She thought that she was alone. She 
had no knowledge that there were other beings who knew life 
through her mother, Sophia, Nor did she have any knowledge 
of any other beings who existed beside or above Sophia in 

8
It is in order to note that the ancient writer 

clearly understood the names Sophia and Achamoth to be 
identical in meaning (36,5),
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the Pier orna. That is to say, she was unaware that there 
were any beings that she had not created herself# This 
all means, of course, .that Achamoth thought she was the 
most supreme of beings. In this Achamoth manifests a 
characteristic usually associated with the Demiurge# This 
overlap has already been mentioned* Ordinarily it is the 
God of the Old Testament who is ignorant, e.g., Samael in 
the Hypostasis of the Archons.

One other passage, 1 AJk 34.2ff #, demands close
attention. Generally speajcing, Gnostics conceived of three
types of men, "the material one" oXcvcov;) or "the
left one" # "the psychic one", and "the spirit- >
ual one" (tX ). Of the three, only the
destinies of the psychic could be influenced. At one point
Irenaeus calls the psychic "those of the right," but goes
ahead to speak in more typical terms of their being in the10
‘midst and capable of either ascending or descending. In 
this conception they are caught in the tension between the
tifo extremes# Those of this group that are capable of

9
adv. Haer # 1.6.1#

iD-----------
The assessment of the status of the psychic, or 

those in the center, was not always optimistic. For example, 
the Gospel of Philip 63, speaks in very disparaging terms,
e.g., "God forbid that I should be found in them." In this
passage the "Midst" seems to be conceived almost as a kind 
of Hades, a place one would not care to be found#
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redemption possess a divine spark, put there by Sophia, and
open to enlightenment through gnosis.

Another element included in 1 AJk 34,2ff,, is the
fact, already observed, that the material order is the product
of female generation only. The dual nature of man (probably
"those of the middle") is discussed in the passage. This
one is described as both "ours" (MET& KOVM M^) and "alien"

11
(OJ|MW\Q), He is "ours" because his "Lord" was from the 
"Pre-existent One," He belongs to those capable of enlighten
ment, He is "alien" in a depreciating sense because the 
"Pre-existent One" did not "associate" with Achamoth in his 
creation. However, the final judgement in the passage is 
that he is not alien, at least not altogether. In this kind
of context it must be recognized that the verb "associate"

12
(uQLVcov^LV ) may possess sexual overtones,

_

"Alien" is a familiar and recurring term in the 
Gnostic documents. The term possesses a basic dichotomy. It 
may be used to refer to things that properly belong to the 
spiritual world, e.g. the alien Light, etc. Or on the other 
hand it may be used to refer to the world into which these 
elements come. The Gnostic may therefore think of himself as 
alien to the world, or the world may be alien to him. The 
realization of his "alienness" is the first step in his 
redemption and is therefore a good thing. For the way in whid 
this concept was hypostatized into something like divinity , 
see Jonas, Gnostic Religion. 49ff,

12One trusts that it is not necessary to point out 
possible sexual implications every time they occur. They exis 
of course right through the various systems. In all fairness, 
the founders of the movement probably intended to employ this 
sort of thing only as a part of the myth. However, since the 
earliest heresiologists many of the Gnostics have at least bee 
accused of taking advantage of their myths in analogous ways 
in order to achieve the realization of their own sexual desire
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These points fit with the traditionally kno™ 

Valentinian cosmogony as well as that sect's teaching with 
regard to man, his origin, nature, and destiny. Again, the 
extent to which this kind of thing penetrates the document 
demonstrates its popularity, as well as its general acceptance.

13
The Gospel of Philip. It was possible for the

14
Gnostic to think of Jesus' flesh as somehow perfect.
This is striking in view of the usual depreciation of all
material substance. The difference seems to lie in the
fact that it was Jesus * flesh, not normal human flesh.
This perfect flesh is said both to possess the X&yo< and

15to be the \oyps . £P 113 seems to speak of flesh generally
13
Basic bibliography would include: W . C, Till, Das 

Evangelium nach Philippus. Berlin: 1963; H. H. Schenke,
"Das Evangelium nach Philippus: Ein Evangelium der Valentini
an er aus dem Funde von Nag Hamadi," TLZ 84 (1959), cols. 1-26, 
reprinted in Leipoldt-Schenke, Koptisch-%nostische Schriften 
aus den Papyrus-Codices von NagTIiamadi (Hamberg-Berastedt: 
i960). That EP is Valentinian see ibid.. 34f. For Schenke's 
later review with revisions see "Die Arbeit am Philippus- 
Evangelium" TLZ 90 (1965) cols. 321-332. See also P. Labib, 
Coptic Gnostic Papyri in the Coptic Museum at Old Cairo 
(Cairo”: 1956), 90^134: R. McL. Wilson. The Gospel of Philip
(London: 1962), For the most recent comprehensive work on
Philip see J, E. Menard, L'Evangile selon Philippe (Strasbourg 
1967).

14
EP 23. Cf, Wilson, Philip. 87ff. esp.

15
EP 23. Also in EP 123 (131,Ilff.) a saying is attri

buted to the Logos, the first part of which according to 
canonical sources (Mt. 3,10; Lk. 3.9) was spoken originally 
by John the Baptist, Wilson (Philip. 187) says, " . . .  whethe 
this logos is the Logos or the word of Scripture is not



416

in terms of the point being that the Gnostic should
strive for an identity between his flesh and that of Christ,
The exact origin of such teaching is not clear, but it
would at least be possible for it to arise out of a Gnostic
interpretation of John 1.14. Further however Jesus is

16
explicitly called the Logos in EP 3. One can hardly 
resist the conclusion that what appears to us as confusion, 
was perfectly understandable to the Gnostics themselves. 
However, one must be mindful of the fact that the possibility 
of multiple sources behind this "gospel" may account for the 
"confusion."

Although the precise situation is again somewhat con
fused, the question of the relation between the Holy Spirit 
and Achamoth is raised in EP. Wilson notes:

• References to the Holy Spirit are common enoughÿ but 
it is difficult to be certain which of them refer to 
the Holy Spirit of Christian theology, and which to 
the Gnostic Sophia-Achamoth, who as we know from 
Irenaeus was also called 'Holy Spirit,' 17

While recognizing the problem we must confine our attention
to those occurrences which seem more certainly to be

entirely clear." If the former is the case it may simply
be that the author is confused himself as to the origin of 
the logion,

16
See also EP 123 (Labib 132.7ff.) where a saying of

Jesus (John 8,32) is attributed to the Logos. Cf, also
EP 116, although this case must be considered a little more 
doubtful.

17
Wilson, Philip.' 14.
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associated with the latter and manifest at least some

18
connection with the Sophia myth as well.

The saying in ^  74 may refer to the Holy Spirit,
19

but no certainty in this conclusion seems possible,
117,4 (74) Through

the Holy Spirit we are indeed born,
but we are born again through
Christ, In the two we are anointed through
the Spirit, and when we have been' born we areunited,20

Questions arise first concerning the division and translation 
of the text, Schenke and Segelberg translate, "We are born 
again but through Christ we are born again a second time 
and anointed with the Spirit, When we were born (=born 
again) we were united," Till feels that cannot
mean"a second time." Then too a different division between 
sayings 73 and 74 may make better sense, Schenke prefers to 
take "through the spirit" (line 4f•) as the final words of 
saying 73. However, if they properly belong to saying 74, 
we have a distinction bett/een birth through the Spirit and

^^The term "Holy Spirit" in EP seems to be used in at 
least three distinct senses; l) of the third member of the 
Trinity,e.g.,11,33j 2) of the Gnostic Anthropos,e.g.,40; 
and 3) of Achamoth,e.g., 16,17,26,34,74, Such a list can of 
course be little more than opinion, with varying degrees of 
certainty.

^^See Wilson, Philip. 137f, where he notes the differ
ence of opinion between Segelberg (£.Segelberg, "The Coptic 
Gnostic Gospel according to Philip and its Sacramental System" 
NUMSN VII (1960, 189-200), Schenke, Till, and himself.

^^The translation of EP is that of Wilson in comparison 
with Schenke, Till, and the Coptic text.
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rebirth through Christ.
Two interpretations then seem possible; (a) the 
passage refers only to the 'spiritual,' who are 
born of the Spirit and then reborn through Christ; 
or (b) the 'Holy Spirit' of line 5 is Sophia- 
Achamoth, and the reference is to natural birth. In 
the latter case all men are born 'through the Holy 
Spirit,' but only the Gnostic is reborn 'through 
Christ,'21

Two additional points require attention in this con
nection because of their language and an apparent extension 
of associations. We have seen that the ignorance of 
Achamoth or the Demiurge is an important part of the Sophia 
myth. In what appears to be an extension of this principle, 
it is interesting to note that in EP 16, the Holy Spirit
(Achamoth) exercises control over the archons in their 

22
ignorance. We have also seen that Achamoth is regarded as

23
the totally feminine production of Sophia, The First
Apocalypse of James expresses it, "a female from a female"

24
(rolYfc%llM6 Tfc £BQ\ 2N H Q Y Cg v M re D .  In similar lan
guage EP 17 asserts that Mary could not have conceived of 
the Holy Spirit, for "When did a woman ever conceive of a 
woman?" N2ooY €U£2 "aeN-x&cax w\€ Q  feg>o'x ZH Cz\^e.).

21 22
Wilson. Philip. 137. Ibid.. 80.

23
adv. Haer.. 1.2.2f., etc,

24
The First Anocalvpse of James 35.12f.
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The name occurs in only three "sayings" of

25 ^
EP. Twice she (Achamoth) is described as "barren"
C^QÜSsL)* (36) "But Sophia is barren, without child"

 ̂ 26
(TCOcbvA M  T€ & X W 1 (.gUpG). (55) "The Sophia
whom they call barren is the mother of the angels" (TCQ4p\c\ 
(Toy N^ù^fTE G p o C i ^  TCT\p<\ M T Q C  T 6  TV\Xc\rV ] G K o c ) ,
The lacunae here are such that they present sizable diffi-

27
culties. Indeed, little may be concluded with certainty.

There is, however, an association in EP 36 with salt
(2 M 0 Y . 107.34) which is in harmony with the idea of barren- 

28
ness* What is perhaps more important here is that there
is a long-standing proverbial connection between salt and 

29
wisdom. Although the connection is admittedly loose, it 
may well have been sufficient suggestion to the author's 
mind for him to mention Sophia in the context. There also

25
I.e., 36, 39, and 55.

26
The translation is Wilson's, the reconstruction of 

the text, Till's.
27

Because of the nature of the lacunae reconstructions 
(cf. e.g., Schenke in Leipoldt-Schenke, cit.) are to
varying degrees questionable. Indeed, with regard to saying 
36, Wilson (Philip 101) judges any reconstruction "highly 
precarious." Schenke agrees (On Philip generally see H.-M. 
Schenke^ "Das Evangelium nach Philippus" TLZ 84 (1959), 
cols. 1-26). As such evidence would not bear the weight of 
any firm conclusions it is omitted here.

28
Wilson, Philip. 99f.

29
Of. Mt. 5.13; Col. 4.6, etc, Hastings DB (2nd Ed.),

878.
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seems to be a paradoxical implication connected with 
barrenness in the former "saying," which is in fact evi
dent in the latter, where Sophia is styled "the mother of 
the angels." It is not difficult to imagine how barrenness 
might have been associated with the unseemliness of the 
whole series of events that surround the enthymesis of 
Sophia.

On the other hand the assertion that Sophia was in
fact "the mother of the angels" may be a reference to the

30
planetary powers mentioned in Irenaeus. Irenaeus records
in this passage that these powers were fashioned by the

31
Demiurge, \dxo was the "child" of Achamoth.

. . .  it may also refer, however, to an earlier 
section (Iren, i.4.5), where Achamoth conceives 
a spiritual embryo after the likeness of the 
guards who accompanied the Savior. The latter, 
however, are not angels but their earthly counter
parts, the 'spirituals.* 32

Further, it is remarkable to note that in Irenaeus' account
of Simon Magus, Simon's companion Helen was referred to
as "the Mother of all, through whom in the beginning he

33
(Simon) had the idea of making angels and archangels."
This quotation is particularly striking when one remembers

^^adv. Haer. 1.5.2»
31
For the possibilities here, see Wilson, Philip.

115f.
32

Ibid.. 116.
33

adv. Haer. 1.23.2.
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that the myth associated with Simon is thought to be an
early form of that belonging to the Barbelognostic system!

The fact that the same contrast between barrenness
and abundance has been associated with the Church has not

34
been overlooked. 2 Clement 2 includes a quotation of
Isaiah 54.1 with reference to the Church. The Isaiah
passage reads in full:

Sing, o barren one, who did not bear;
break forth into singing and cry aloud,
you who have not been in travail.

For the children of the desolate one will be more 
than the children of her that is married, 
says the Lord.

Further, Ephesians 5.25-33 characterizes the Church as the
Bride of Christ, a figure at least paralleled by Sophia as
the bride of the Savior in Valentinian theory, or by Helen,
the companion of Simon Magus in his unorthodox scheme.
Danielou cites Schlier as a proponent of the view that the
early Church was identified with God's pre-existent 

35
Wisdom. Schlier*s argument depends on his interpreta
tion of Ephesians 3.lOf. He argues that Paul was influenced 
by a "speculation gnostique." Danielou argues, "II est

E.g., see Wilson, Philip. 101.
35

J. Danielou, Theblogie du Judeo-Christianisme, 337. 
See H, Schlier. Christus und die Kirche im Epheserbrief. 
(Tubingen; 1930).
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evident qu*il y a ici une relation entre la Sagesse et
l'Eglise» Mais il est dit seulement que l'Eglise manifeste

36
la Sagesse de Dieu»' This observation clearly notes the
absence of any identification between the church and the
Wisdom of God in the Ephesians passage» Here the church is
only the medium through which God's wisdom is made known.

On the other hand Kretschmar has argued that a line
of trinitarian thinking existed in the early history of
Christianity--both inside and outside "orthodoxy"-- wherein
the third person of the Trinity, Wisdom identified with the

37
Holy Spirit, was more or less made equal to the church.
Kretschmar finds evidence for this view in such varied
sources as Theophilus of Antioch, Hermas, Hegesippus,

38
Pseudo-Clement and the Epistula Apostolorum.

After rejecting both the views of Schlier and
Kretschmar, Danielou in a penetrating statement concludes;

Ainsi nous sommes confirmés dans notre vue que 
la préexistence de l'Eglise dans le judéo-christianisme 
n'est pas celle de la Sagesse hypostatique, mais la 
préexistence intentionnelle dans le dessein de Dieu.
Il existe bien cependant une assimilation de l'Église 
et ’de la Sagesse. Mais cette doctrine est proprement 
gnostique. Et ce n'est pas elle qui, comme le pense

36 “
Danielou, o p . cit., 337f., (emphasis mine).

37
Kretschmar, Studien zur fruhchristlichen Trinitats- 

theologie. 27-62.
38

Ibid. For a critical review of relevant passages
see also Danielou, 0£. cit., 338.
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Schlier, est la source de la pensée chrétienne primi
tive, mais au contraire elle est une déformation  ̂
de la doctrine judéo-chrétienne, en faisant de l'Eglise 
un éon préexistant dans le Plér6me, qui la met sur le 
même plan que Logos, Pneuma ou S o p h i a .

It is in order at this point to examine the theme of
40

marriage in ^  and its relation to.the Sophia myth. This 
"mystery” has attracted the attention of men of every sort 
and background, not least those of the Jewish-Christian 
and Valentinian Gnostic traditions. Indeed it would appear 
that the Valentinians, using Christian sources at least

41
verbally, made the very most of the mystery of marriage.
It will be recalled that Valentinian eschatology made a 
great thing out of the idea that at the consummation 
there would be a conjugal union between Sophia and 
Soter in the Pleroma which would serve as their bridal 
chamber. In conjunction with this it was taught that the 
"spiritual ones" taken up with the lower Sophia would be

39
Ibid.. 338, (emphasis mine). For a similar 

rejection emphasizing that these thoughts are genuinely 
Pauline, see E, Percy, Die Problème der Kolosser-und 
Epheserbrief. 327f.

40
For a careful study of the marriage theme in its 

entirety see R. M. Grant, "The Mystery of Marriage in the 
Gospel of Philip," VC XV (l96l), 129-40. The extent of 
this theme in EP is demonstrated by the fact that in his 
index under "Marriage, Bridegroom, Bride," Wilson (Philip. 
197) lists 20 sayings. If Grant and Schenke are correct, 
it would appear to be possible to find traces elsewhere 
also.

41
Grant, "Marriage," 131.
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42

joined to the angels about Soter. It is widely known
that the Gnostics developed various practices to anticipate
this heavenly realization, some of which, probably because
of abuse, have been severely critized from Irenaeus to the
present day. With regard to the present discussion. Grant
summarizes, "What the Gospel of Philip reveals to us is a
highly significant picture of salvation as equivalent to

43
marriage and of marriage as an archetype of salvation.
This is of course consistent with the original Sophia myth,
and though the precise connection is elusive there can be
no doubt that it is real. The principal manifestation lies
in the characterization of Soter as the "bridegroom, "
Sophia as the "bride," and the Pleroma as the symbolic

44
bridal chamber.

"Saying" 39 contains the most explicit mention of
Sophia--indeed of the two Sophia figures--to be found in
EP. yet even here in order to penetrate the most likely
meaning of the author, it is necessary to become entangled
in typical Gnostic uncertainty. Omitting the apparent 

45
dittography the passage reads:

52
adv. Haer. 1.7.1. That this basic structure is 

present in see Schenke, op., cit.. 34f. ; Wilson, Philip.20.
43

Grant, "Marriage," 138.
44

In this connection, Schenke, loc. cit., cites 
"sayings" 26 (106.11-14), 61, and 67. Grant finds similar 
material in "saying" 82 ("Marriage," 137) but this admits
of alternative interpretation (Wilson, Philip. 145-47).

^^For an explanation, see Wilson, Philip. 102.
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108.10 (39) Echamoth is one thing and

Echmoth another. Echamoth is simply Sophia, 
but Echmoth the Sophia of death. . . . .
 .................  . . , which is the one
which knows death, which is called the 

15 little Sophia.
Surely the most immediately striking aspect of this

"saying" is the fact that the original Hebrew root
is used both of the higher and lower Sophia figures. The
tradition generally, from Irenaeus onwards, prefers Achamoth
(and variants) for the lower figure only. The author does
introduce a difference of vocalization, however, and there
seems to be an implication that this is significant, although

46
it is not explained. One should hasten to add, however, 
that there is certainly no reason why the term should not 
be employed of both figures. The passage is unique in its 
description of Achamoth as "the Sophia of death." However,
there is a certain standard of comparison in the fact that

./ . 47in Irenaeus the higher Sophia is described as .
It may indeed be that Achamoth is so described here because
death, suffering, etc., only came into existence after her

48
separation from the light world* Grant goes so far as

46
Neither is this phenomenon attested or explained 

elsewhere.
47

adv. Haer. 1.21.5.
48

Wilson, Philip. I02f.
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to suggest a linguistic association with the Hebrew word 

. , , 49Jll fd ("death"). However, this line of thought does not
precisely satisfy the suggestion that the lower Sophia 
"knew" death. One can hardly resist the idea that this 
particular verbal usage indicates that the author is think
ing in the area of the experiences of Achamoth herself, 
perhaps her own "death" as a purely spiritual being--an 
experience with causal connections to the suggestion above, 
as well as more personally her own. Finally, Achamoth is

50
described as "the little Sophia." Regardless of its origin 
the expression seems to mean simply that she is secondary, 
dependent, of less significance.

This then is the Sophia speculation as it appears in 
EP. The basic structure is more or less typical of devel
oped Gnostic thought. However, a number of the aspects of 
the myth discussed above have no parallels elsewhere in 
Gnostic literature. The importance of the myth is unquestion
able if it could be used in these ways and be understood 
without explanation.

49 :
R. M. Grant, "Two Gnostic Gospels," JBL 79 (i960),7. 

Grant offers no explanation for the first halfof the word 
which would of course be problematic.

50
Ibid. Cf. Wilson, Philip. 103.
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51

The Gospel of Truth. Several years ago now Grobel
52

described g/ as a "Valentinian meditation on the gospel." It
is certainly a "meditation," at least in the sense that it is
a reflection--a reflection upon the meaning (for Christian-
Gnosis) of the "Christ event." Such a description suggests the
elusive and esoteric character of the material concerned. This
discussion must be limited by this inherent character.

Assuming that EV originally sustained a relationship
to Valentinian thought (whether written by Valentinus himself
or some other we prefer to reserve judgement), we must 

_

As SV has received more attention than any other 
Gnostic document apart from the Gospel of Thomas (if it is 
Gnostic!), we omit any attempt at a complete bibliographical 
survey. For the text see K. Malinine, et, al., Evangelium 
Veritatis (Zurich: 1956), and Suppiementurn (Zurich und
Stuttgart: I96l). Older literature is reviewed in Hennecke-
Schneemelcher, New Testament Apocrypha. 233ff.; see also 
J, Menard, L*évangile de Vérité (Paris: 1962); and £.
Haenchen in Iheologisch Rundschau 30 (1964).

52
K. Grobel, The Gospel of Truth, passim. Cf, EV37.3. 

That the document is Valentinian see Puech in Hennecke"%Eng. 
tr.) vol. I, 240f. Others who agree include: Grant, Jonas,
Quispel, and van Unnik. van Unnik (The Jung Codex. 97-100, 
esp. 100) goes so far as to suggest that the document was 
written by Valentinus himself. Cf, Grobel, op., cit.. 26.

It should be noted in contrast that Schenke (Die '
Herkunft des sogenannten Evangelium Veritatis. Berlin: 1958,
2Ô-25 esp.) and others have argued against the Valentinian 
origin of SV. Schenke (ibid.. 26-29) examines the similar
ities between EV and The Odes of Solomon as a possible frame 
of reference. Cf. Arâ i (Die Christologie des Evangelium 
Veritatis, 9ff.) and J. Munck, ("Evangelium Veritatis and 
Greek Usage as to Book Titles," Studia Theologica. 17 (1963),
133-138). .The question of date is also considered (with
.references) by Puech in the article in Hennecke,
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raise a more important question for this study# Was the 
document the product of earlier, less sophisticated theori
zation, or does it belong to a later more fully developed 
state of Valentinian speculation? One might think that 
such a question would be rather easy to decide# Just the 
opposite has been the case#

In the article just referred to, van Unnik argues 
that EV was produced at an early stage in the development 
of Valentinian theory# He observes the absence of "what
the ecclesiastical writers make the principal point of

54
their description," namely, l) an elaborate system of
aeons, 2) the fall of Sophia, 3) the Demiurge over against
the highest God, and 4) the concept that the Father was
unknowable (in EV he is just forgotten). He concludes;

All this points to a stage in Valentinian doctrine 
which is prior to its later development in such a 
teacher as Ptolexnaeus, or even in Valentinus himself 
as his doctrine is described in Irenaeus, adv. Haer.
I#11, or Pseudo-Tertullian#^^

56
Grobel follows a line similar to that of van Unnik# 

After reviewing a group of items in EV dissimilar or at 
variance to the commonly received Valentinian tradition.

54
van Unnik, The Jung Codex# 98#

55
Ibid#

56
Grobel, cit.. 21ff#
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necessarily much the same as that of van Unnik, Grobel
v’ery significantly adds his analysis of what he refers to

57
as the Plane ( rv\i\j\̂ »«error) myth. Grobel speaks of a
"veiled" or "blurred" mythology with the exception of

 ̂58
six instances which deal with Plane. Because of the roles 
in which Plané is cast, as well -as the absence of Sophia, 
Grobel concludes that Plané must have been the forerunner 
of Sophia in the developed Valentinian system.

It should be mentioned that the term k\ xs found 
only once in EV (23.18). The passage is difficult but in 
all likelihood the reference is not to the mythological 
character. Grobel urges that the verb in the context

59
"meditate") militates against such a possibility.

He further argues that the wisdom concerned is that of the 
believer (knower) which is conferred "by the Book." In 
contrast to this we must now examine the passages in EV that 
deal with Plané on what appears to be a mythological basis.

57 '
IbidVi 23f.

58
Ibid.. 24. Grobel rejects 22.21, 24; 31.25; 32.37 

(He overlooks 35.18) as being "simple appellatives."
59

Ibid.. 23, 87f. It should be noted that MKiTpW\M2V\T 
is also found only once in EV (33.8f.). As the passage is 
extremely difficult and only very Indirectly related to this 
study, it is omitted. For a complete discussion of the 
questions involved see R. McL. Wilson, "A Note on the Gospel 
of Truth" (33.8-9), NTS 9 (1962/3), 295ff.
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17.14 Because of this,
Plané took confidence. She set to work

upon her substance ( )
in a void
in her ignorance of the
Truth, She was at work upon a molded figure ).
preparing as best she could with 

20 beauty the substitute for the
Truth. But this did not mean a defeat for Him, 
the unthinkably Incomprehensible One, 
for (y^o ) they were naught--this anguish / 
and this Forgetting and this deceitful figure 

25 --whereas the abiding Truth 
is unchangeable, 
unperturbed, unembellishable

Therefore look with scorn ) upon
Plane (-vrXQv ) i she was so 

30 rootless (that) she was in
a fog concerning the Father, occupied with 
preparing labors Cip-ycsi ) and 
forgettings and terrors, so that 
by means of them she might entice Those- 

35 of-the-Middle and take them captive (4 ^ w ). 
Plane's (ttX̂ vJî ) Forgetting was
not a (divine) manifestation; it did not constitute a

18.1   with the Father. The Forgetting
did not arise under the hand of the Father, though
it did arise because of Him,
but what arises in Him is Gnosis,

5 which made its appearance in order
that ( ) Forgetting might be destroyed
and the Father be known. Since )
Forgetting arose because the Father 
was not known, then (To-\g- )

10 from the moment on when the Father becomes known, 
Forgetting will not be. This is
60

The fog which was the result of the anguish and 
terror produced by ignorance of the Father (17.9-14). The 
translation of EV is that of Grobel (oo. cit.) in comparison 
with that of W. W. Isenberg (in Grant, Anthology. 146-161). 
Points of interest were compared with the Coptic text as well 
as with Schenke (on. cit.).

For a summary of Valentinian teaching on Creation and 
related themes, see Jonas, Gnostic Religion 190ff.
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the Gospel ( v ) of that which they are seeking, 
it has revealed liim to the 
initiate through the mercies 

15 of the Father (as) the secret mystery )',
Jesus the Christ through whom
it has illumined those who by reason of Forgetting 
were in the darkness; it illumined them.
It gave them a Way,

20 and (^) the Way is the Truth which 
it showed them. Because of this,
Plane ) was enraged at it,
she persecuted it ; she was endangered by it,
and brought to naught. . , .

/
Translation here is difficult because Coptic has only 

two genders. Occasionally it is difficult to decide between 
masculine and neuter. Further, if in 18.I3ff. the pronouns
rendered "it" are taken as masculine, there is the question
to whom they refer, the Father or Jesus. The version pre
sented above takes them to refer consistently to the same 
antecedent, namely "the Gospel"(18.12), Thus there is an 
apparent identification between Jesus and the Gospel, That 
is, the Gospel--embodied in Jesus— was for our writer the
final and complete annihilation of Forgetting, Both he and

61
it equal perfect Gnosis.

Gnosis and Jesus are related to Plané in one other
passage *
26,18 Plané n )

was in agony, not perceiving 
20 what she should do ; being

pained at heart she beat herself, she 
slashed (?) herself, because she understood 

• nothing. Because of the fact (Ikic^v̂ ) that 
Gnosis, who is her annihilation,
_   ̂ ^

This suggestion is at least consistent. if one con
sidered every possible combination in translating these 
pronouns there would be a bewildering array of possibilities. '
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25 approached her, 61a

Plané (tvX^vjv̂ ) with all her "manifestations" 
is empty, 

having nothing within.
The only element that may be related to the Sophia

62
myth is Plane's activity as a creative figure (l7,l5ff.).
However, even here her action is not the primary concern.
The thought is centered upon Plane's relation to material
things which could only stand as a poor substitute for Truth,
the one thing she could not possess (17.21), That is, the
myth is present only as a reflection,

Grobel asks, "May it be that this Plane myth is the
mother in Valentinus* own teaching of the later Sophia myth 

63
. . .  ?" As we have implied, we must answer this question

64
negatively. Jonas has put the reasons most clearly,

Jonas penetrates the very heart of Valentinian soteri- 
ology in his analysis by concentrating on the importance of 

61a
For+H see Grobel, op., cit.. 107,

62
It might be argued that this thought is more nearly 

"orthodox" than Gnostic, It is best to note that it partakes 
of both worlds--as does the entire document. That Plane may 
equal «the Demiurge see Jonas, Gnostic Religion, 190,

63
Grobel, pp. pit,, 24,

64
See Jonas, Gnostic Religion, 309-319; "Evangelium 

Veritatis," Gnomon 32 (i960), 327-335 r(This is Jonas* review 
of the text edited by Malinine, Puech, and Quispel); "Evan
gel ium Veritatis and the Valentinian Speculation," Studia 
Patristica VI, (Texte und Untersuchungen 81, Berlin; 1962), 
96-111. Of. Doresse, Secret Books, 240.
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Gnosis. The fundamental principle revolves around the 
fact that Gnosis is the ultimate and final undoing of 
Sophia's original mistake. Only in this way can the original 
cosmogonic disaster be put right.

Jonas observes two passages in EV that contain what 
he prefers to call the "formula"--that is, the formula 
regarding Gnosis in the Valentinian system. The first 
(18.7-16) is included in the quotation above. The second 
is as follows;
24.28 For the Lack arose

because the Father was not known,
30 but when the Father is known,

then (^ÉLl ) the Lack will not exist 
from that moment.
These two quotations closely correspond to a passage 

in Irenaeus which Jonas is inclined to feel describes the 66
Valentinians generally and not the Marcosians specifically.
The importance of this quotation demands its inclusion here.

One must not perform the mystery of the ineffable 
and invisible power through visible and corruptible 
things of creation, nor that of the unthinkable and 
immaterial beings through sensible and corporeal 
things. Perfect salvation is the cognition itself of 
the ineffable greatness* for since through "Ignorance" 
came about "Defect" and "Passion," the whole system 
springing from the Ignorance is dissolved by knowledge. 
Therefore, knowledge is salvation of the inner man; 
nor is it psychical, for even the soul is a product 
of the defect and is a lodging to the spirit; spirit
ual therefore must also be the form of salvation.

is rather typical of Jonas, his argument virtually 
defies summary. We regret that more space cannot be allowed 
here for an analysis of his articles.

Jonas, Gnostic Religion. 318.
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Through knowledge, then, is saved the inner, spiritual 
man; so that to us suffices the knowledge of universal 
being! this is the true salvation. 67

adv. Haer. 1.21.1
One may wonder if the Valentinians were as accom

plished philosophically as Jonas seems to think. Yet at 
the same time one must recognize the penetrating importance 
of Gnosis in their thinking. The advanced state of the 
Gnostic theology reflected in EV justifies Jonas* conclu
sion that it can only be understood if the complete mvthos 
is presupposed.

. . . the speculative passages of the GT are not 
merely an abridgment or summary of some fuller 
version: they point up, in their symbolic con
traction, the essence of the doctrine, stripped of 
its vast mythological accessories and reduced to its 
philosophical core.^®

The "either-or" represented by Grobel and Jonas is
extremely important and will obviously influence the answer

69
to any other questions asked about Although we have
cast our lot with Jonas, the views of van Unnik and Grobel 
must be respected. The fact that it was possible for two 
so divergent conclusions to emerge from the same evidence 
is significant. Surely such must be vivid evidence of the

67 '
Both the translation and emphasis are that of 

Jonas, Gnostic Religion. 176.
68

Ibid.. 317.
69
After committing himself on this fundamental issue 

Jonas finds it possible to detect other traces of a devel
oped Valentinian system. Cf. e.g., Gnostic Religion. 315f.
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complex nature of the questions facing scholars with 
regard to the problem of relationships in this difficult 
area*

Although EV is not a "gospel" in the ordinary sense
of that term, the fact that it is a "Valentinian meditation
on the gospel" means among other things that it reflects a
deep Christian commitment--including, if you will, a 

70
Christology* Indeed the fact that the writer held Christ
in the highest esteem is immediately evident upon the most
casual reading* It must surely be true that of all the
Gnostic documents in our possession EV reflects the most
fascinating combination of things both Gnostic and Christian.

72
With regard to the Christology however, the term "Logos"
plays an important role in spite of the fact that Irenaeus
indicates that the Valentinians used this name for the Aeon

73
produced by Monogenes and Aletheia.

7ÜThe challenge of articulating this Christology has 
been nobly taken up by S. Aral (Die Chrlstologie des Evan- ' 
gelium Veritatis* Leiden: 1964)* We must confine our
attention here primarily to the aqvo  ̂-W6X6 aspect of this 
Christology, See also Laeuchli* The Language of Faith* 43ff.

Most "orthodox" Christians of the second century 
would probably have approved of EV by giving it their own 
Christian interpretation if they had heard it as a sermon.

72Arai (p2# cit., 72 n.3) insists that no distinction 
can be established between and in EV.

^^adv. Haer. 1.1.1.

71
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For the writer of SV the term Logos was not an

ambiguous one to be used either of the written gospel or
Jesus, as the inclination of the moment might have suggested,
but rather for him it seems to draw the common elements of the
two separate things into a single entity. Again, Jesus was
for him the embodiment of the gospel. This concept in EV
must not be dismissed as an ambiguity. With these things in
mind we turn to the language of EV,

The Logos is spoken of as being "in the thought and
mind of the Father" (l6.25f), or "in a silent grace"

74
(37;Ilf,), He was the "first to emerge" from the Father 

75
(37.9, 16), "Father" again being the antecedent, the
Logos is "the fruit of His heart and face-form
of His will" (23,35ff,), He "came from the Pleroma"
(‘̂XXoojiux), and "passes through the Totality" (I6,34f,,

76
23,33ff,), Indeed he "supports the Totality" and performs

74
This line has been variously interpreted. The 

translation suggested is based on that of Arai (op, cit.,
,73), "in der schweigenden Gnade," Grobel (op, cit,, 172) 
proposes, "characterized by a silent grace," Cf, Ignatius, 
Magnesians 8, supra 250ff,

75
That the aeon Logos was not the "first to emerge" 

ordinarily in Valentinian theory see H, Ringgren, "The 
Gospel of Truth and Valentinian Gnosticism," Studia Theologica 
18 (1964), 58,

76 "Totality" stands for TXTHpy, iVhere the verb permits 
Grobel translates "Totality of creatures," This phrase was 
selected he says, "to include all men but exclude neither 
supernatural beings nor all created things, though clearly 
persons are primarily intended, probably human," (op.cit;,39), 
See also infra 447, n, 100,
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a redemptive function toward them, "causing them to return
within the Father" (24,3ff. ), He is called Soter (cTwih^)
because that is his work, i.e., "the redemption (CCot^ )
of those who were a-Gnostic of the Father" (16*36ff,)*

These last thoughts introduce the primary function
of the Logos. He is the medium through which the Father is 

78
made known. There can be no reasonable doubt that Arai 
is exactly right when he says that "das *Wort* hauptsachlich
zur Darstellung der Gottesoffenbarung durch Christus benutzt 

79
wird."

Ringgren summarizes»
One might ask whether this [23.33-24.8] reflects the 
Stoic idea of the logos as the principle of the 
universe or the divine Word of John 1. In any case 
it is clear that the Savior-Word is a manifestation of 
the Father's loving will and that his task is to make 
the fallen beings from the heavenly world return to their origin, to the F a t h e r . 80

When Arai raises the question, "Wie offenbart sich
der Vater durch das Wort?" he is led to a discussion of

81EV 23.18-34,9. He notes that of all the characteristics
77

Grobel (o]̂ . cit.. 37) doubts a bilingual pun.
78

The author of EV at this point is perfectly in 
accord with the "orthodox" tradition.

79
Arai, 0 £. cit.. 73.

80
Ringgren, loc. cit.

81
Ibid.. 73ff.



438
(Wesenszuge) of the Father that stand in relation to the
Word, the characteristic of love is always related with a 

82
difference. Attention is focused on 23.30f.

y&nùsHH HTQ
Q~W <\cj5 OyCCOMX

Grobel translates» "The love for It has become a body upon 
83

It(?)." Arai responds, "Diese Ubersetzung ist kaum 
84

anzimehmen." He suggests in return* "Seine Liebe
85

) ist Leib in ihm geworden." Obviously
such a translation suggests à thought far beyond Grobel*s
almost apologetic conclusion, "Some kind of incarnation • • •86
Pauline • • « the Church. " All of this leads Arai to 
examine the context surrounding the other uses of in
EV.

The comparison lacks depth because there are only two 
other passages in which the wprd is used. They are neverthe
less important. The first is 34.31.

Ibid.. 75. It should be noted that» there are two ' 
apparent typographical errors on page 75. In line eight of 
the text 34,3 should be 34,31; and in line twelve 33,29-34 
should be 34,29-34.

83
Grobel, op. cit.. 88. The fact that Grobel saw 

here a "Hymn on the Perfect Book" has exercised a controlling 
influence on his translation.

84
Arai, pp. cit.. 74 n.3.

85
Ibid.. 74.

86
Grobel, pp. cit.. 89, 91.
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34*29'He abolished the separation^
and brought the Pleroma )
which is hot with love ) . in order that

32 the coldness might be no more#
But ) the Reunion is due to34 the perfect T h o u g h t . 87

Arai sees here the love that abolished the separation and
delivered the oneness. This leads to the second passage
where over "the true brothers," i.e., the saved, "flows the
love of the Lord" (43.5-7). Arai concludes*

Das besagt, dass v/ĵ im EuVer schlechthin die Liebe 
des Vaters zu den Menschen bedeutet. Daraus schliessen 
wir die Bedeutung unseres Passus wie folgt* Der Vater 
hat die Menschen so geliebt, dass er sein Wort Leib 
werden liess, damit dieses die Menschen im Leib erlose. 
Denselben Sachverhalt kann der Verfasser des EuVer 
folgendermassen ausdrucken* "Es (=das Wort) empfangt 
die Gestalt des Alls" (24.4f.), Oder Shnlich wie unser 
Passus--aber ohne Motiv der : "Eine Stimme
allein war es (=das Wort) nient, sondem es wurde Leib ( c ^ ) . "  (26,8f.).88

Arai continues by pointing out that if his exposition
is correct it is possible to see a certain common ground

89
between EV and John's gospel. He then quotes Stauffer on 

with approval, ist ganz ausgesprochen die
herabsteigende Liebe, nicht genug, sie ist eine himmlische

87
For the most part, Arai seems to agree with Grobel's 

translation, except perhaps for 33f, which he translates* 
"sondern Ĉ XX^) die Einheit des vollkommenen Denkens." The 
translation of 34.31 is Grobel*s. An alternative might be* 
"the warm fulness of love.

88
Arai, pp. cit.. 75.
Ibid.. 76. Gf. Jn. 3.16 and I Jn. 4.9. See also 

C. K. Barrett,"The Theological Vocabulary of the Fourth. Gospel 
and the Gospel of Truth" in Current Issues in New Testament 
Interpretation. eds. W. Klassen and G. F. Snyder.
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WirkLichkeit, die gewissennassen von Stufe zu Stufe sich

90
niedersenkt in diese Welt."

91
Arai observes that such an exposition of God's

love is nowhere else to be found in Gnostic writings. And
that though the similarity between the two documents is
genuine enough, it is made much less significant by certain
dissimilarities. Arai observes a substantial difference

92
in spirit. Barrett makes this specific in three ways.
In contrast with the Fourth Gospel, Barrett holds that EV:
1) does not entertain the same radical view of God* s love,
2) knows little of God* s love for the world, so important 
in John, and 3) is not "sacrificial" but is rather "acquisi
tive," Arai argues that it was the basic tendency of the 
Gnostics to disassociate themselves from the physical 
world that demanded the use of as noted above, as
over against the Johannine . That is to say, these
Gnostics at least were in fact quite willing to speak of 
"body," but rather carefully avoided the implications of 
"flesh."

90
E, Stauffer, TWNT I, 53

91
Arai, pp. cit.. 76.

92
Barrett, pp. cit.
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Therefore, whether the term is the of the

"orthodox" or the of the Gnostics, it was the Father's
love given to man of which both desired to speak. The 
rather obvious conclusion is that the Gnostics represented 
by EV were just as concerned to convey the message of the 
Father's gift to man as were their more orthodox opponents, 
although they were ultimately judged unorthodox in their 
attempt.

93
The "Fourth Treatise" of the Jung Codex. It is in

93
The Fourth Treatise (Vierten Traktat. abv. VT, also 

occasionally referred to as "The Treatise on the Three Natures" 
--a title however which seems to be declining in popularity--) 
has not yet been published. Considerable portions are, how
ever included in the photographic plates in Labib, Coptic 
Gnostic Papyri in thé Coptic Museum at Old Cairo, vol.1 (Cairoi 
1956), The Coptic text originally included pages 51-134(?) 
of the Codex. It is now thought that the plates presented in 
Labib include pages 59-82 and 87-90. Our concern (infra) 
is here with pages 75-82. These pages are composed of the 
following plate numbers in Labibi 12, 11, 14, 13, 22, 21,
16, 15 (in this order). Although we shall continue to refer 
to the document as "VT", it should be noted that it has been 
decided that there are at least three tractates here. The 
divisions are as follows* Tractate I, 51-103; Tractate II, 
104-108; Tractate III, 108.13-end. It should also be noted 
that all the references in Zandee's "Messina" paper (infra) 
were taken from "Tractate I."

The text has been examined along rather broad lines by 
J. Zandee, The Terminology of Plotinus and of Some Gnostic 
Writings. Mainly the Fourth Treatise-of the Jung Codex 
(Istanbul*1961)7 and "Gnostic Ideas (m the Fall and Salva
tion" NUMEN XI, 1 (1964), 13-74. Professor Zandee also read 
a paper at the Messina conference on Gnosticism (April, 1966). 
It was entitled "Die person der Sophia in der vierten Schrift 
des Codex Jung,"(see Le Origini dello Gnosticismo. ed.
V, Bianchi, Leiden* 19677% However, many of the same points 
made in the paper were also discussed in our seminars (infra)
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order that VT be introduced by Zandeei
This work contains the whole of the Valentinian thought- 
world, beginning with a description of the Transcendent 
God and ending with  ̂ . The notion of the
three classes of men, viz, pneumatics, psychics, and 
hylics, is fully dealt with. One can only regret that 
there are many disturbing lacunae and that the Coptic 
seems not always to be pure, which renders translation more difficult.94

and it is now difficult to say precisely where we came to 
certain opinions. It would be virtually impossible to treat 
this paper accurately without the complete text of VT at 
hand. As we shall see, even Professor Zandee has apparently 
altered his opinion about certain elements in the treatise.

See also: H.C. Puech and G, Quispel, "Le quatrième
escrit gnostique du Codex Jung," Vigiliae Christianne IX 
(1955), 65-102. This article examines primarily the concept 
of God the Father in VT.

When it became apparent that VT contained important 
material for this study, an effort was made through my advisor, 
R. McL, Wilson, to contact Professor Zandee about the possi
bility of conferring (these two are a part of an international 
team of scholars presently at work on the document). In 
response Professor Zandee kindly suggested a series of meetings 
in which the two of us would read together a selection of the 
pages in Labib dealing with the Sophia myth (i.e., 75-82).
Pre-publication agreements made it impossible to go beyond 
these limits. (It might be added that due to the difficulty 
of the material, these pages provided more than enough work 
for the time at our disposal.) These conferences were held in the summer of 1966.

The insight obtained from these meetings makes it 
possible to say that VT will eventually contribute very sig-, 
nificantly to our understanding of Valentinian theology in . 
its more philosophical-mystical forra. Fortunately, a number 
of important passages concerning an erring aeon (Sophia), as 
well as a Logos figure, occur in the plates from Labib. Need
less to say, I am deeply indebted to Professor Zandee for 
what appears here concerning VT. The passages offered in 
translation here should be regarded as no more than a prelim
inary draft of better things. Only the final publication, 
which will comprise the work of a number of scholars, will 
offer anything like an adequate basis for thorough investiga
tion. In this survey we can do little more than introduce 
the subject.

94
Zandee, "Gnostic Ideas," 16.
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One specific that affects this study is that the 

title "Sophia" is not used (at least in pages 75-82) but 
the author refers to Sophia obliquely by means of a circum
locution such as "one of the aeons," The point concerned is 
often clearly a reference to the Sophia myth as it is 
known elsewhere. Further, as we shall see, it is possible 
to gather data about a Logos figure. The distinction 
between these two is complicated by the occasional use of 
Xéyô  as the equivalent of . and especially so when this
occurs in a context that seems to speak of Sophia.

The question of the extent or nature of personifica- 
tion/hypostatization reflected in the document is an impor
tant one. Of VT 75,27 specifically Zandee says, "Here
Sophia is not yet personified but is rather a facet of the

95
revolutionary aeon," It is not clear just how widely he
might apply this conclusion. It does seem that Zandee views 
a more complete "personification" as a phenomenon yet to 
appear. Of the Xoyos he says elsewhere, "In the 4th treatise 
of the Jung Codex, however, the logos is not a separate 
hypostasis, but it is a function of the Father, through
which He executes his creation, his world-plan and his

96
salvation-"economy," As in the Gospel of Truth, there

95 :
Ibid.. 25. It will be observed that Zandee's use of 

"personify" and "hypostasis" is not altogether clear.
' 96

Zandee, Terminology of Plotinus. 29.
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are also grounds here for asking whether or not we have a 
discussion of both these figures actually post-hypostati- 
zation, that is a "demythologization" along philosophical
lines of more mythical presentations found elsewhere. Any 
final solution to this question must be delayed however 
until more complete study is possible.

Although plagued by the confusion of terms mentioned 
earlier, there does appear to be a figure--however vague-- 
called or thought of in terms of Xoyo^ 3̂̂  YZ» appears
to be quite Gnostic in character even though at times one 
may hear overtones that may have been formulated against a 
Christian background. As Zandee has had access to the 
document as a whole for some time, it is in order to let 
him speak. The passage quoted earlier is included for 
compile tenes s.

In Gnosticism the logos occurs as a hypostasis, 
it is true. As the couple, Logos-Life, it constitutes 
a part of the second tetrad. In the 4th treatise of 
the Jung Codex, however, the logos is not a separate 
hypostasis, but it is a function of the Father, 
through which He executes his creation, his world-plan 
and his salvation-"economy." The logos brings forth 
the aeons (4th tr. 60,35). Thus the logos is the link 
between the Father and the next stratum of reality.
A fixed salvation-planning ( o n c o v o ) is the cause 
of its origin (4th tr. 77,9/ÎOTI The imperfection of 
creation is encompassed in the planning of the logos 
as it was the case in Plotinus. "For the logos becomes 
a cause for those who originate. He added still more 
to them to cause embarrassment. Contemptibleness came 
instead of completion." (4th tr. 80, 11-15). The logos 
creates man, through the demiurge, with a lack of
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knowledge in order that he should receive knowledge 
that the exalted One exists (4th tr. 105, ISsqq.).
Thus, it is a well considered plan of the logos to 
create man without an innate knowledge of God which 
he could be proud of, but td create him as an imperfect 
one in order that he might seek for God and gradually 
get acquainted with him. Within this return and

is the final aim of the logos (4th tr.81,
20/21). "The logos did this work through those whom 
he had appointed in order to procure assistance for 
the confirmation of those who originated for his sake, 
thinking that he might implore the salvation-"economia" 
(ditcovojjJLc ) for all those who came forth from him"
(4th tr. 91, lOsqq.). "The 'economy* of everything 
which is below has been committed to him" (4th tr. 95,21.>97

This quotation gives the impression that the Logos
in VT is a reasonably definite figure. However, Zandee
seems either to have altered his interpretation of some of
these passages--a thing not to be deprecated--or he is
confused in the same way as the writer of VT seems to have
been. Of the seven passages cited in the paragraph, three
appear in the plates examined by us. It is interesting to
note that all three (77,9/10; 80,11-15; 81,20/21) appear in
support of a Sophia figure (higher or lower) in the paper
read at Messina. All of which indicates the complexity of
the problems and also causes one to await eagerly the

98
publication of the document.

98 /. That Zandee sees Xoy-os in VT as a word with different 
meanings see "Gnostic Ideas, 55. Zandee should not be criti
cized on this point at all. Admittedly VT, by its nature 
and textual problems, is among the most difficult of Gnostic 
texts. Zandee himself observes that every time he reads it he 
sees something differently, or indeed for the first time.
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The translation to follow is comprised of a selection

99
of passages from VT 75-82 that concern the Sophia myth.
75.13 For there is a limit (ooos)

for the word while it is in the Pleroma ).
15 that they may be silent concerning the incomp'renensi- 

bility
of the Father, but (£^) that they may speak 
concerning the wish to comprehend him. It occurred to 
one of the aeons (eAwv ) to attempt 
to understand what is incomprehensible.

20 He glorifies it and the
ineffability of the Father even more.
The logos (Xoyos) of the oneness 
is not (out of?) one, it is not out of 
the Father of the All, nor 

25 out of the one who brought them forth.
For he who brought forth the All (is) the Father.
For the aeon (/u^) was one out of those 
to whom wisdom (̂ ou>Cc< ) was given, who was 
first, each one 

30 as his thought, of whom he wished
that they should be brought forth. Therefore 
he assumed a nature (cgû i \ ) of wisdom (̂ ocpu ). 
that he might investigate the system 
which is hidden as a fruit ( kXPno s ) of ^

35 wisdom (̂ oc^ w  ). For the free will (c?<'ut )
which was brought forth with 
the All, was a cause
for this single one, in this way, that he might do

76.1 that which he wished, nothing 
restraining him. For
this intention ) of the logos ( )
was something good.

5 He went forward, he glorified
the Father although l\d4v) he set hand 
to an impossible task, 
wishing to bring forth one 
who was perfect out of a 

10 mixture, who was not
like him, not having the one 
who gave a command to him, for
^^It should be noted that due to our lack of experience 

with Coptic, the condition of the plates to hand, the present 
state of research, etc.,we found it impossible to give com
plete notes of lacunae and emendations. As a partial list 
could be misleading, all have been omitted pending the 
critical edition of the text.

. ■ /
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.this aeon was (the) last one when he 
brought them forth in (u^vr^) harmony 

15 with one another, and he was a son 
of his greatness. And before
he brought forth something else to the glory of 
this Will from the mixing of the A l l , 3.00 
he acted in a greatness 

20 of thought out of a superabundant 
love . He went forward
to this one who was above surrounded by 
the perfect glory. For 
not without the will of the Father 

25 was this logos (Xoro^ ) brought forth which 
is this one. And without him^-Ul 
he will not go forward, but )
the Father brought him forth for 
those of whom he knew that it was fitting 

30 that they come into being. For the Father 
and the All have withdrawn themselves 
outside him that he should be 
strengthened, namely to the limit 
whicli the Father has fixed. For 

35 he (Sophia) did not originate from the nearness and 
the incomprehensibility but (̂ XX^ ) according to the 

will
77,1 of the Father and that

the things may originate which would 
originate for a dispensation (o L R o v o ) 
which would not be despised, while it would not 

originate
5 from the revelation of the Pleroma (T\X>Aipvv3û  ). 

Therefore it is not fitting —
to accuse the movement which is the logos ).
but XXx) it is fitting that we speak of 
the movement of the logos (Koyo^). that it is a cause 

10 of a dispensation ( oLicov o / which has been 
determined to 

originate. For the logos ( Xoyo s) brought forth 
himself, being perfect as a single one, 
to the glory of the Father who 
willed him and was well-pleased with him.

Zandee here translates TTTWPM " a e o n s . I n  Gnostic 
usage this Coptic term is the equivalent of . "all
things," "the universe;" "the All,"

3 - ^ 3 . language (cf. line 32) sounds like that used 
of Horos. However, the context deals with Sophia which . 
makes any reference to Horos awkward. We follow Zandee in 
leaving the question open.
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15 Because he wished to get hold on them 

he brought them forth in shadows 
and images ( -ScoXov) and likenesses.
Because he was not able to bear the sight of 
the light but GcXX^ ) looked into 

20 the depth ( ÔoV) .~he became double-minded on 
account of 

this. It was a division which grieved 
him and a turning away because of the 
double-mindedness and the division, a forgetfulness 
and an ignorance of him and 

25 reality, namely his pride and his 
expectation to comprehend
the incomprehensible one. It became dense for him 
and it was in him. The illnesses 
which accompanied him 

30 when he had exceeded himself 
originated from
double-mindedness, namely from the fact 
that he did not achieve his attack 
on the glory of the Father whose exaltedness 

35 is without limits. Now this one
did not attain him for he did not receive him.
For the one which he brought forth out of himself 

78*1 as an aeonC^u^), as a single unity, 
ran upward unto that
which was his and unto his kinsman  ̂)
in the Pleroma. He abandoned 

5 that which had originated from lack,
those (passions) whic^ came forth from him 
as a fantasy ) as if they were not his.
For when he had brought it forth, 
he who brought it forth out of himself 

10 when he was still perfect
became weak according to the nature (<pocn5 ) 
of a woman who had abandoned "
her husband. For from that 
which he lacked himself 

15 originated those who came into being 
out of his thought and his pride, 
out of his perfect composition.
He abandoned it. He went 
above to those who were his. He was 

20 in the Pleroma (TvX^ pcou^ ). being 
a thought for him, for he was 
saved from his passion.
For he who ran to the height and he 
who drew him unto himself were not
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25 idle, but they brought forth ^

a fruit (v<̂ pT\os ) from the Pleroma ) »
They overturned those things
which originated from the lack. For the things 
which originated from the thought 

30 of pride were similar 
to the Pleroma
being likenesses of them 
and images ( %c ) and shadows
and fantasies ( ) which were deprived of

35 the logos (Xoyoy ) and t^e light. Those 
who are of the empty thought 
are not at all real off-spring. Therefore

79.1 their end will become as
their beginning out of him who had
not come into being, so that they return again unto 

that .
which will not exist.

80.30 For, because the logos (Xoyo\_)
was in this condition ' 
of instability
he did not continue to bring forth 
(anything) as emanations,

35 which are fulnesses (̂ X̂ Xpû u.< )
of the glory which came info being to the glory 
of the Father* But (xXXx) he begat

81.1 (them) in weakness, they being small
and separated from him in the diseases, those 
from whom he also kept himself separated.

81.22 The logos (Xoyo v ) turned
troma (-nXAo' 

which turned from evil
to the Pleroma ) and the thought

25 and returned to the good.
As to the return, the thought 
of that which existed followed it
and also the entreaty on behalf of the man who turns 
himself to the good. ^

30 For he who is in the Pleroma ( r̂Xv\ 
prayed him first and 
he remembered then his brother 
one by one and all the rest 
together, then all of them.
3*Q22;andee would translate -nXv(<9oĵ  "aeons,"
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35 Before all those

82.1 was the entreaty of the Father.
He was a help that he should 
bring him back to himself 
and the All, For it was a cause 

5 for him that he (Sophia) should remember 
the pre-existent things, namely their 
remembrance of him.
Our text begins (75.13ff.) with a striking distinc

tion, The aeons are not to speak of the incomprehensibility 
of the Father but they may discuss their own desire to know 
him. That is, the "deficiency" placed within the aeons by 
the Father may be approached but the source of that ^
"deficiency" may not. The distinction itself suggests an
alluring temptation, one for which only the Father can be

103
ultimately responsible. In this context Sophia is
introduced in terms of "one of the aeons" who wanted to
make an attempt on the Father's "incomprehensibility"(75.7ff.).
Although Zandee uses feminine pronouns in his articles, it
should be remembered that "Sophia" is always masculine in
this document. Reference has already been made to the

104
translation problem associated with Coptic pronouns. In

/ addition "Sophia" is here always called a j and never
referred to as .

103
For a discussion of this fundamental Valentinian 

principle, see Jonas, Gnostic Religion. I74ff,
104

See supra 431,



451
/.hat are the implications of a Sophia myth without

'hoohia"? Such a phenomenon could not be the result of
lG5

coincidence. Zandee's statement "not yet personified" 
might lead one to conclude that he feels we have here an 
early stage of the myth. he should not be so interpreted. 
The fact that the treatise deals "theologically" with the
whole of the Valentinian thought world would argue in favor
of the document being the product of later speculation which 
apparently was more philosophical in character»

As we shall continue to observe, this is basically 
the same myth as that found in the Aoocrvphon of John and 
Va1ent in ian i sm but with "Sophia" giving place to a logos.
"doohia" seems to be suffering a fate similar to that of
rtocxcx in Christological speculation where the feminine 
aspects of the category receded before the masculine, which 
were alone of course felt to be appropriate for Jesus, 

hut why did this happen here to "Sophia"? The 
question cannot be explored adequately of course until the 
complete text of W  is published. At that time one should 
look for "theological" reasons from a Gnostic point of 
view. In short, why did "Sophia's" feminity become prob
lematic? To what extent, if any, were the circumstances 
within Gnosticism similar to those within the "orthodox" 
tradition?

105
Zandee, "Gnostic Ideas," 25.
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Zandee suggests that AOPOC in 75.22 means "a way of 

thinking." It would appear that the author was attempting 
to ask just who was responsible for such a state of affairs.
The disconcerting answer lurking always in the shadows was 
the Father himself, but this the author seems compelled to 
avoid. He would have found it difficult to give theological 
justification for such a conclusion.

The Father had given "wisdom" to all the aeons(75.27f,). 
It was this "nature of wisdom" expressed in terms of *'free~ 
will" & ) that became the cause of "Sophia* s" ̂ 
illegitimate deed (75.31ff.). "Free-will" here is misused 
to make a decision against instead of for God. "Sophia's"
fault is that she inquired into God's incomprehensible106 '
being." The author conveniently overlooks the fact that
even this must have been directly linked with
the Father. This of course is consistent with his apparent 
intention of avoiding the involvement of the Father in the 
responsibility of "Sophia's" fall. With regard to "Sophia, 
the implication is that he did not realize that to compre
hend God is to be bigger than he.

Very early in our quotation the idea is implied that 
the action of the erring aeon was fundamentally good 
(75.20f.), Now (76.2ff.) our author states it openly.

TDB ; ™
Ibid.
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This "last” aeon, a "son” of the Father’s "greatness," 
gave great glory to the Father even though he set his hand 
to an "impossible task" (76,5ff.). "Sophia” indeed "acted 
in a greatness of thought out of a superabundant love"
(76#I9ff #), As we have observed Irenaeus called this love 
a "pretense.” In sharp contrast the writer of VT makes an 
emphatic case for the genuineness of'^Sophia* s'* motivation.

As we know from other sources, "Sophia’s" attempt 
was destined to failure from the start. The "passion," 
moving in a direction not originally anticipated, finally 
expressed itself in the creation of the material world.
■ There can be no doubt that VT speaks of these things, but 
it does so in language that is not typical. We are told 
that the "movement of the logos" should not be reproached, 
but rather it is right and good to speak of it (77.6ff.). 
"Sophia" became the "cause" of a "dispensation" that had 
been "determined to originate" (77.9ff.). That is to say 
that even "Sophia’s" sin was a part of the Father’s plan.
The resultant creation was not complete, but cbnsisted of 
"shadows and images and likenesses" (77.I6f.). This 
creation was actually the product of the "double-mindedness" 
of "Sophia" which was a result of the fact that he had 
looked into the "depth" and could not comprehend it (77.18f.),
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Reference is made to this creation as "illnesses" of "Sophia" 
and, to express the causal factor in other terms, they are 
themselves material evidence of the failure of his "attack 
on the glory of the Father" (77,28ff.). When the "passion" 
that was aroused in "Sophia" affected his stability, any 
further attempt to complete his purpose was immediately 
stopped (80.30ff,). Indeed even the things that were created 
were products of his "weakness" and not of his power as 
originally intended (80.37ff.)..

The appearance of two "Sophia" figures ("Sophia" and 
Achamoth, higher and lower) is not as clear in as it is 
elsewhere. The entire approach, use of terms, etc., made 
by our author complicates the situation. However, Zandee 
sees a suggestion of the appearance of Achamoth in 77.Ilf. 
Clearer allusion is perhaps found later when the erring 
aeon is spoken of as returning to the Pleroma and therefore 
abandoning "that which had originated from lack" (77,37- 
78.5). The same type of thing occurs further down. When ' 
"Sophia" had this tumultuous experience he became weak, as 
a woman without a husband. Our author is here too philoso» 
phical to call "Sophia" a woman. He therefore uses this 
facet of the myth only as a comparison, "Sophia," our 
text continues, deserted all the substance created from
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deficiency to return "to those who were his" (78,8ff,),
"He was saved from his passion" (78.2lf.),

Repentance as such is more clearly visible later. 
"Sophia" we are told "turned to the Pleroma" (81.22f.).
A certain identity is established in the passage with both 
the "thought" and the "man" that returns to the "good"
(81.23ff.). To each one there is the call to "remembrance." 
In imagery somewhat more typical, it is "remembrance" of the 
original condition that provides the impetus toward reunion 
with the Father.

All of this is claimaxed by the production of the 
"fruit from the Pleroma" (78.23ff.), In contrast to 
Irenaeus* account where the fruit— Jesus, or Soter--is the 
product of all aeons, VT suggests that the "fruit" was 
brought forth by the Father and "Sophia" only. It was the 
production of this one that set in train the process that 
was ultimately to result in salvation. In terms of VT 
this means that for those who are to be saved, "their end ' 
will become as their beginning" (79.If.). At this point 
the complete cycle toward perfection will have become a 
reality.

We thus obtain an insight, however small, into the 
Fourth Treatise of the Jung Codex* The document represents
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an important attempt on the part of the Valentinian Gnostics 
to make the myths of their tradition serve the best and most 
ideal purposes. The writing of this treatise was apparently 
motivated by the realization that these myths, to be useful, 
must have their significance "drawn out," This "drawing 
out" was done, as we have said, by means of a philosophical- 
mystical exegesis of the mythical material. However 
rewarding our study may have been, it can only be enlarged 
and refined when it is possible to examine the complete 
document in detail.

Thus we have the Valentinian Sophia myth as it 
appears in the documents available at the present time.
Our observations have largely already been made. Perhaps 
one should mention again the remarkable agreement with the 
descriptions of the Fathers, The variations that appear 
are almost without exception those that one might expect, 
given an awareness of Gnostic presuppositions. Our broader 
summary follows.



CONCLUSION

One reason for beginning a study of this type is 
that a certain unexplored area seems to deserve attention# 
There are often many unknowns, however, and the ultimate 
destination is never assured at the outset# What might 
be referred to as the "Research Myth" leads one to await 
startling conclusions that will have far-reaching effects 
upon scholarship# When these conclusions are not forth
coming, a more accurate conception of the character of 
most research begins to emerge# One then finds the task 
to lie in examining more or less widely held views as care
fully as possible# In fact, the results of this study have 
been for the most part to document such views# This is 
true even though we have not undertaken a detailed comparison 
between Irenaeus and the documents# The points repeated 
here--whatever their degree of certainty or vagueness—  
are intended to summarize our convictions as well as our 
intuitions about this area of research#

The first four chapters, i# e#, the attempt to trace 
the backgrounds as well as the "orthodox" development of 
thought in the areas concerned, have revealed a generally 
continuous conceptual world# Although even here the
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evidence is often patchy and incomplete, the development 
of doctrines is reasonably clear. Any detailed repetition 
in this area is felt to be unnecessary.

Although there is what may be viewed as a continuous
development here, it should be observed that the "orthodox"
writers of the second century do not regularly manifest a
clear relation to earlier developments. There are for
example the Gnostic leanings of some of these writers,
the curious fact that a man like Justin reflects no intimate
awareness of the writings of either Philo or the apostle
John, and perhaps most important there is the remarkable. 2neglect of the Christological potential of the term .
Although the first two items must be judged as mainly 
outside our concern, something must be said about this 
observation concerning This particular observation
may represent a reaction to Gnostic misuse. One does not 
suppose that the Christians of the period played the part 
of the offended child, complaining that someone had taken 
what was rightfully theirs. Rather, one imagines that in 
view of what the Gnostics were doing with this term, those of 
the "orthodox" tradition were simply reluctant to become 
involved mainly for fear of being misunderstood.

I 2
Cf. supra 265£. Supra 336
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Although second century "orthodoxy" did not employ 

i c s " in its Christological statements as it might have, the 
awareness was there and the available evidence may represent 
more of substance than one may discern at this late date.
For example, the author of the Epistle to Dio^netus employed 
thought forms belonging to the Xovo<; tradition even
though he was reluctant to openly use the terminology.

The real break--if the type of dependence observed 
may be so described--comes with the emergence of the Gnostics# 
Tiie dependence of much Gnostic thought upon Christian 
sources is clear, although there are many unanswered ques
tions « Yet at the same time one is compelled to observe a 
vast difference between the two, psychologically as well as
doctrinally. The speculative approach of the Gnostics will

4
always prove difficult to "western" minds# When the

g

Supra 256ffo A completely new problem would arise 
here if Valentinus is the author of Diognetus, See S,Pétrement 
"Valentin est-il 1’auteur de I’epitre à Diognète?", Revue 
d’Histoire et de Philosophie Religieuses 46 (1966), 34-62,

4
One has observed the publication of a new book, C, J# 

Bleaker, Egyptian Festivals (Leidens 1968), which advertises 
an approach "from the cultic angle," The author holds that 
Egyptologists tend to overestimate the value of doctrine and 
myth, He punctuates his view by contending that it is doubtfu 
that there were any proper theologians in Egypt, The Egyptian 
he argues, found religious expression in the cult.

This view, of which we have not had opportunity of 
serious investigation, seems to fit remarkably with certain^ 
feelings we have come to hold with regard to Egyptian Gnosti
cism, Without pursuing it further, this serves to point out
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differences are stressed in this way the question arises,
Why did the Gnostics feel any need to borrow from Christian 
sources at all? There might well be many answers to such a 
question, not the least of which would be the background of 
individual converts as they came within the sphere of 
Gnosticism. With regard however to the more general Sophia 
figure, one imagines that the association of concepts within 
creative contexts was impossible for the Gnostics to deny# 
They simply found it unnecessary to attempt any complete 
reconstruction. It was easier to build on old foundations. 
Further, even the Gnostic absorption with and commitment to 
the thesis that the material world was evil by nature could 
have been at least partly a reinterpretation of biblical 
sources. The primary point here is that one can only be 
fascinated by the fact that in spite of the great differences 
between the Gnostic and orthodox worlds, there are also many > 
similarities (relationships?).

What then are the major points in the developing
sequence of the tradition? In answer to this
question we can give only the briefest and at that somewhat
repetitious sketch of what we have examined in the course of
this study. First there was the realization of the existence
once again that "western" minds will always find these areas 
unnatural and pay attempt to fit them into conceptual moulds 
which are inadequate simply because they are oriented to 
another culture.
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of wisdom as a body of truth which by its very nature 
penetrated the fabric of human existence. Hand in hand with 
this observation was of course the desire to lay hold of 
that reality.

When it was realized that this so-called "body of 
truth" was a part of the created order, it was also recog
nized that it had always been so, i.e., since creation.
This led to a concept of presence at creation and later to 
involvement in the act of creation itself. Obviously there 
is also involved here the very tedious movement from wisdom, 
as a characteristic to wisdom as a personification and 
finally to Wisdom as a hypostasis. "Simple pre-existence" 
and involvement in creation led finally to the positing of 
"eternal pre-existence."

Involved in all this is the concept of rejection.
The wise way was commonly rejected, which made it compari- 
tively easy to speak of Wisdom descending to man and then 
upon being rejected returning to its former place (Enoch 42) 
In this context Wisdom plays, at least by implication, the 
part of tea Cher-reveal er. All of these elements were a 
part of the tradition prior to the appearance of Jesus, but 
his presence surely drew them together in a way that had not 
occurred previously.
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' Although by its very nature the evidence is not

, conclusive, one is inclined to feel safe in the opinion
that the -Xoyoc tradition was one through all this
development. Further, there was surely a period when for
all practical purposes the split had taken place between
"orthodoxy" and Gnosticism but had not been realized. We
have seen items possessing a curious character (e.g. The
Epistula Apostolorum) which may be the product of such a
period. But then the final separation gradually became
clear and the two movements were for the most part indepen-

5
dent, free to develop in their own ways. This situation
may then have been punctuated at least occasionally by later6
points of contact, some of which may have been significant.

No inconsistency is implied in holding that Irenaeus*
representation of the Gnostics is reasonably fair and that 
Gnosticism was a rapidly developing phenomenon. Reasonably 
clear evidence for both conclusions comes from the documents 
themselves. The developing nature of Gnosticism is parti
cularly clear within Valentinianism in the difference of 
opinion concerning the Gospel of Truth. Although it is 
now generally held that this document originated later than
'  5 '

For a suggestion concerning a possible line of develop 
ment within Gnosticism see infra 466#6

See supra 407f«, infra 465f.
/ 7 Supra 425ff #
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was first thought, it was possible at one time for know
ledgeable scholars to argue otherwise.

We have found the HOW of this development^ parti
cularly within Gnosticism, virtually impossible to document. 
We see one position, then another; yet one is left to 
speculate as to the way in which these changes came about# 
Occasionally, one may be able to see a certain theological 
desirability, perhaps even necessity. Although the example 
represents a gross over-simp1ification, this principle seems 
to apply in a special way to the Fourth Treatise. Sophia’s
motivation is said there to arise out of "a superabundant 8
love." It is easy to see that such a view is vastly more 
desirable theologically than malformed desire.

The limited amount of "orthodox" involvement in debate 
with the Gnostics--at least as far as the evidence seems to 
indicate--may have an interesting dimension. One feels 
with regard particularly to later stages of development 
that it may be possible to observe elements that could have ... 
been the result of theological struggle, that is, struggle 
within Gnosticism itself. Such a struggle may also carry 
overtones of internal disintegration. Within Valentinianism 
one example may be observed in the confusion or at least. g

Fourth Treatise 76.l9ff.
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overlap between the Demiurge and Achamoth. Although 
this specific line of development may represent a genuine 
attempt at unity, a certain amount of confusion would have 
been the inevitable result. In retrospect, one might have 
expected this sort of thing. Orthodox aloofness from the 
situâtion--again as far as the available evidence seems to 
indicate— may represent a shrewd insight. It may have been 
the conviction of some that the simplest and quickest 
solution to the Gnostic problem was to let it come to its 
own end. Like certain other movements. Gnosticism might 
have lasted longer if it had met a greater and more clearly 
defined opposition. All this may be just so much specu
lation (the leaders of "orthodoxy" may simply have felt 
incompetent), but it would be agreed that the churning 
character of Gnosticism would certainly have inclined it 
toward a violent end.

The fact that there are "non-Christian Jewish 
Gnostic texts, . • . scarcely-Gnostic Christian texts,
non-Christian Gnostic texts secondarily Christianized, . . .10
Christian Gnostic texts," etc, clearly indicates an 
extremely complex situation. The question of questions 

9
Supra 404. iD
The terminology of the announcement in the bulletin 

of the American Academy of Religion with regard to their 
national meeting, Dallas, October, 1968.
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within Gnostic studies concerns lines of development and
their relationships.

The earliest text at our disposal seems to be the
Apocrvphon of John. It reflects a myth involving Sophia
and laldabaoth (who was obviously identified with Yahweh
of the Old Testament). Later in Valentinian thought we

11
have observed Sophia-Achamoth-Demiurge. This may be an 
early stage of a movement vdiich eventually ran out into 
fantasy. The Fourth Treatise could represent a still 
later stage in \diich both Sophia and Achamoth were being 
quietly suppressed. This would also fit with the observa
tion that the later stages of the movement were inclined12
to be more philosophical in character. /

Irenaeus of course speaks of the Barbelognostics
as the fore-runner of Valentinus. Most scholars accept
this. In view then of a certain curious "Christianization"

13
process at a later stage we seem to have here a parabola
--from the less biblical to the more biblical and then
back again. Viewing the phenomenon from the other side,
there may be something similar in the concept that 

—

See supra 406ff.
12

Ibid. More will be said shortly about the 
psychology of such a development.

13
Supra 407f.
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Gnosticism as a second century heresy began by means of
certain elements in the Christian community assimilating
outside factors in such a way that a non-Christian reality
finally emerged* As we shall see again, this is only one

14
way of viewing this phenomenon.

Also the Valentinian system seems to be founded upon 
. the idea that everything on the level of this world has 
already been prefigured on two higher planesi l) the 
Pleroma itself where the pre-cosmic "fall" occurred, and 
2) the lower but still supernatural level of Achamoth, 
laldabaoth and the planetary powers. It would not be 
difficult to imagine a line of development which began with 
Sophia as an intermediary, comparable to Philo’s Logos, 
intended to separate God from mere matter. However, with 
the Gnostic reversal of biblical values it became necessary 
to identify the God of the Old Testament with the inter
mediary. Then the Demiurge entered, in spite of the advan
tages of Sophia, first as a lower offshoot of Sophia, later 
as the product of Sophia’s own lower nature Achamoth, and 
finally as in the Fourth Treatise almost supplanting Sophia 
herself. This is of course quite speculative, but it does 
seem to fit with the available evidence.

One other point should be observed in this connection.
Jonas has referred to the original pre-cosmic fall as the 

—

Infra 467f. '
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"tragic split in the godhead." This incident of course 
was the thing that set the whole process moving. The 
resultant introduction of Sophia to some extent disturbed the 
original dualism. The introduction of Achamoth not only 
effected a shift in the tragic split but also restored a 
radical dualisms God-Sophia/Achamoth-Demiurge. Included 
here also is the ambivalence of knowledge, wisdom--indeed 
all human achievement. Everything possesses the ability 
to serve ends either good or bad.

How then may the broader lines of development and 
the relationship(s) between Christianity and Gnosticism 
be sketched? Such a persistent question demands closer 
attention although final conclusions on this point may 
never be reached.

It seems legitimately possible to speak of the 
question of relationships in a number of different ways; 
l) as roughly parallel to each other but with a more or 
less common source, 2) as having their origin in a common 
source but after a point striking out on their own divergent 
ways, 3) as roughly parallel but independent movements,
4) as parallel but with a number of more or less important 
points of contact, or 5) as two more or less independent 
developing objects moving toward one another, for a time 
merging, but also separating at a later point to pursue
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their independent ways* Then too there is the possibility
that Christianity was only one of a number of different
elements which contributed to Gnosticism* This view would
urge the fact that many of the earliest roots of Gnosticism

15
may now be lost*

All of these views (and there may be others) have 
something to recommend them* Some may of course be more 
desirable than others, but none gives a final solution*
It may be that we should let each one speak as it would 
and thereby glean whatever truth may be found in these 
models. Surely, such an approach would underscore the 
complexity of the problem.

One facet of interest which is relevant here is 
the fact that the shift from c r e e p to seems to have
been largely complete prior to the appearance of Jesus.
This may mean that Gnosticism was readiing back to something 
older for its Sophia figure. Then too this may not be an 
"either-or" situation. Gnostic sources may be using 
earlier ideas and concepts as well as working within their 
own contemporary awareness. It might be observed that early 
Christianity did something along this line when they wanted 
to speak of the incarnation.

15
Wilckens in the works cited earlier argues this.
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As we have seen, the complexity of this situation 

in the second century makes it very difficult to say with 
any certainty just when that which was essentially one 
tradition became two# On the one hand there were Christians 
who were to one degree or another infected with gnostic 
tendencies and on the other hand there were Gnostics who 
in many ways were sensitively Christian in their thinking# 
One may only consider the reality of two separate entities 
--Christianity and Gnosticism--when Gnosticism began to 
generally reflect a cosmogony essentially different, i#e,, 
when a hierarchy of beings appeared in their speculations 
concerning the origin of the material world#

We have seen also that there may be links from 
Gnosticism directly back to Judaism, as well as linlcs to 
things Christian mainly contemporary with the Gnostics.
In the finished product these things are so fused into one 
that they are essentially impossible to differentiate#

The linlcs between the Jewish-Christian tradition and 
Gnosticism with regard to Sophia are many and frequent, as 
well as of varying intensity and importance# The Sophia 
of the earlier Jewish-Christian tradition may often be 
seen within Gnosticism, although she is almost always much 
more elaborately dressed. Torah associations, formerly 
considered to be of great importance^ tend to fade. Descent
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and re-ascent are very much a part of the Gnostic Sophia
myth, but the elements that make it up are considerably
different from those found in the earlier Jewish-Christian
tradition# The same may be said for the concept of
rejection, which is of course a part of the same theme.
Formerly Wisdom was rejected by mankind because they were

16
incapable of seeing its value^ whereas in Gnosticism
whatever a given Sophia figure suffered in the way of
rejection was mainly the result of her doing.

We have observed that prior to the New Testament
there was as far as one can tell, no link made between
Wisdom--however it may have been conceived--and any messianic 

17
figure# This is of course simply an observation and 
therefore must remain an argument from silence. Such is 
always vulnerable certainly, but this silence is quite 
profound^ Surely it is not too much to assume that if the 
link had ever been made it would have been preserved in the 
literature. We prefer to think that up until the realiza
tion of the incarnation the concept of Wisdom only contained 
what Manson referred to as "Messianic potential." This

16
This is perhaps most clearly developed in Enoch 42 

However, cf. the Logos in John’s prologue, 1,11.
17
See supra vii, 156 and 2l9f.



471
at least ties in with the work of both Colpe and Schenke
who attempted to show that the "redeemed Redeemer" was not
a primal element in Gnosis but rather came in at a fairly
advanced stage.

It has long been recognized that the projection of
myth by the Gnostics, arising out of a real life situation,
was to a large extent the projection of their own inner
being. At a later stage the myth was "interiorized."
That is, it was returned to the speculators and applied
psychologically, even occasionally becoming mystic in 

18
character# Evidence of this sort of thing is seen for
example in the Sophia Jesu Christi where the Sophia myth
undoubtedly lies in the background, but its development or

19
even discussion is not the point of concern. An elabora
tion has been made for other reasons. The same author is 
therefore consistent when he views the creation as spiritual 

18
The most recent repetition of this thesis was made 

by H. Jonas in a paper entitled, "Myth and Mysticism* A 
Study of Objectification and Interiorization in Religious 
Thought," read at the national meeting of the American 
Academy of Religion, Dallas, October, 1968. Although Jonas 
developed his argument using descent and reascent as his 
example, the same principle could be applied to the figure 
of Sophia.

19
Supra 387ff.
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and indestructible. One must assume a view of the
Gnostic Sophia myth which allows for the free operation
of this principle.

As we have seen^ another factor in the elaboration
of the Gnostic Sophia myth is the multiplication of the
central figure. Again, this would be expected as the
natural result of basic presuppositions. The distinction
between Sophia and Achamoth would probably have been fairly
early. In the Schrlft ohne Titel one wonders if any
distinction is made between Sophia Zoé and Pistis Sophia,
while in the Hypostasis of the Archons Zoé is described as

21
the daughter of Sophia, Yet another delineation has
been observed in the Sophia Jesu Chrlsti, As we have observed;
Schenke there distinguishes the Great Sophia, Agape Sophia

22
and Pistis Sophia, Surely this sort of speculative 
freedom could not exist long without devastating results. 
Something similar may be found in the multiplication of 
Christ, Soter, and Jesus,

In spite of what may have ultimately led to internal 
disintegration, there are at least occasional elements 

-  -  ^

Supra 389, however cf« 393, Evidence for this 
point could of course be greatly expanded. As mentioned 
elsewhere, the Fourth Treatise must represent the end point 
of such a development as far as the documents now in our 
possession are concerned,

21 22
Supra 399, Supra 384,
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within Gnosticism that are sensitively Christian and
demonstrate an awareness worthy of note. For example*
see the way in which Sophia’s repentance is described in

23
the Apocrvphon of John 61.13ff. Repentance is of course 
a part of the Sophia myth, yet it is not usually stressed 
in this way. One could easily imagine the author’s 
insight to have come as the result of earlier Christian 
experience. This is made more impressive when it is

24
remembered that this suffering was "non-substantial."

Among those items seeming to merit repetition here
is the combining of Christ, Sophia, and Jesus in the

25
"Sethian-Ophite" system as described by Irenaeus. The 
character of this phenomenon as presented by Irenaeus is 
without doubt Gnostic. This must be granted. Yet in the 
combination itself--if a Christian were granted his own 
definition of terms--it might be possible to construct a 
figure almost "orthodox" in character. This is what is 
meant when it is suggested that such a concept is not 
extremely far removed from Christianity. Again, one feels 
that there may have been a number of things within

23
Supra 379. Cf. the description of the same 

element within the Pleroma, 62.Iff.
24

Supra 380f. See Jonas, Gnostic Reli&ion. 202.
25

Supra 371.
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Gnosticism that many "average" Christians would have
accepted if no question were raised with regard to the
definition of terms.

Neither /vOPOC or has been extensively
involved in our examination of Gnostic material. We are
therefore inclined to feel that the unusual occurrence
of UTT\ICT\C in the Schrift ohne Titel (152,1s
163,7) has greater significance than it may be possible 

26
to discern, Again^ the motivation may have been genuine 
enoughs but a certain confusion must have been the inevi
table result to that person only casually involved. Then 
too g it could be argued here also that Christian influence 
has been at work. Again, pecularities of this sort 
demonstrate that although the character of the Gnostic 
world was quite distinct from that of the "orthodox," the
relationships between the two were real also,

•k k  k

The evidence as a whole therefore, though not
finally conclusive, seems reasonably clear. At least the
broad lines of development suggested in this study seem
fairly certain. It may be that Jonas® negative judgment
"   ̂ 26“*

See discussion supra 401,
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in this area observed earlier should be judged as too 

27
severe. One feels that the apparently emerging "history
of religions" approach to Gnostic studies generally will
show that much of what has been observed here within one
aspect of Gnostic thought contains trends which are true

28
of the Gnostic movement as a whole. If this is true 
this study will prove to be more significant than it is 
now possible to determine. One must remain reluctant to 
project on the basis of this study alone. That isg we 
must be true to the scholarly principles we have espoused. 
Only time will determine whether or not our intuitions 
are correct.

27
See supra vig 348@ also Gnostic ReliRioiin I76f«

28
For the latest published report of the status of 

the Nag Hammadi library see J, M, Robinsong "The Coptic 
Gnostic Library Todayg" NTS 14 (1968)g 356-401, An 
opportunity to update this material was given to Robinson 
at the national meeting of the American Academy of Religion, 
Dallas, October, 1968, In this connection Robinson himself 
predicted the shift in emphasis within Gnostic studies as 
mentioned above.
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