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NOTES AND STUDIES 255

LOOFS’ THEORY OF THEOPHILUS OF ANTIOCH
AS A SOURCE OF IRENAEUS

1I
Phrases pecuiiar to Irenacus. '

THIS is yet another test which can be profitably applied to the twenty-
nine passages, and to other passages claimed for IQT by Loofs. There
are first of all the genitive absolute and the figure chiasmus. Irenaeus
has often strings of the former in passages Loofs allows are his or passes
over, e.g. iil 17. 4t ‘spiritu descendente, veniente plenitudine temporis,
Filio .. . incarnato, . . . implente, existente’: 1. 2. 6 * (supra) ovvevdo-
xodvros 100 Xpuwrrod, Tob 8¢ warpds cwveriorgpayilopévov; v 3. 3, * mapéxovros
{Beot), Oeov Buvarot dvros . . . Ths oapkds Swauévys. Alsonote v 28. 2 T .
¢illo (diabolo) veniente, apostasiam recapitulante . . . operante . .. sedente,
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Deo praesciente . . . immittente’; ii 13. 1 * ‘ sensu manente et condente
et administrante et gubernante’. So when we come to iv zo. 6 {xiii IQT)
¢ Spiritu operante, Filio ministrante, Patre comprobante {ovevdoxoivros)
homine consummato’, and iv 38. 3 (xvi IQT) ‘patre bene sentiente
(edBoxoivros) et jubente, Filio ministrante et formante, Spiritn nutriente
et augente, homine proficiente et perveniente ad perfectum’ (also in
Greek), we feel the hand of Irenaeus. Theophilus has very few genitive
absolutes, feot mapéyovros, and two or three more; in only one place
(ii 32) has he two together. ‘

Chiasmus is a frequent figure in Adp. Haer., e.g. iii 14. 3 *, *terrenum
spiritali et spiritali terrenum’, ii 28. 5 't “ quod cogitat, hoc et loquitur,
et quod loquitur hoc et cogitat’, iv 8. 3 * ‘ templum Dei violaverit,
violabit enm Deus.’” Now in iv 20. 6 (IQT xii) we have the chiasmus,
& dydpnros kai dxardAnmros kal ddparos Opduevov éavrov kai kaTalap-
Bavépevor xai ywpodpevor tols matols mapéayev. We can claim this for
Irenaeus, especially as we have the same thought in iii 16, 6 + invisi-
bilis visibilis factus et incomprehensibilis factus comprehensibilis’.
All the negatives in xii occur in 1. 2. 1 * and 2 *, ddparos xai dxard-
Aywros . . . dydpyros, dvefiyviaoTos.

iv. 38. 3 (ii 293), claimed for IQT (xvi), has many phrases from
earlier = passages. This is the most important extract, consisting of
twenty-eight lines of Greek. The words (o) xard 70 mapapévery adrd
paxpots aldot . . . 700 feod mpoika Swpovpévov (Lat. ‘gratuito donante’)
™y els e mapapovyy adrots. This goes back to ii 34. 2 * *Patre
donante in saeculum saeculi perseverantiam . .. vita secundum gratiam
Dei datur . . . accipiet #n saeculum saeculi longitudinem dierum (twice);
Deo vitam et perpefuam perseverantiam donante, capit animas perse-
verare. :

[The same passage ii 34. 2+ disproves the claim for v 2. 3 (as among
‘die von IQT beeinflussten Stellen’, p. 351). It describes the effect ot
the Eucharist (not in Theoph.) upon our bodies. Here we have i
apbapoiay mpoika yeptlerar (Lat. ¢ gratuito donat’) and 3 eis dei wapapory.
The phrases ‘non ex nobis ipsis habentes vitam’and “non ex nostra
natura habemus in aeternum perseverantiam’, go back to ii 34. 2 * *non
ex nobis neque ex nostra natura vita est, sed secundum gratiam Dei
datur’. The passage is, therefore, Irenaean.]

With 8ua iy SwepBdMhovoay abrod dyaldéryra (2) compare ii 25. 1.
~Gnostic *, ‘propter eminentem bonitatem ejus’. dvepyouévov mpss T
ré ewov (6) is ‘ascendere ad perfectum’, v. 19. 2t (also iv 39. 2 =*
‘ ascendes ad perfectum’). wAnoiov Tob dyemjrov yerduevos (¢) is € appro-
pinquat Deo’, iv 17. 1 * mepiwouyrucyy dpbepoias (4} is ‘condonatrix
immortalitatis’, iv 13. 4 T ; kara 76 veyevijofar abrd ol dyévyra is ‘ quae-
cunque facta sunt . . . non sunt ingenita’ ii 34. 2 *.



NOTES AND STUDIES 257

In {4) mpurele pév &v macw o Beds . . . T 8¢ Aouwd wdvra & ImoTay}
péver 700 Beos. Seeii 34. 2 * again * principari enim debet in omnibus
et dominari voluntas Dei, reliqua autem omnia huic cedere et in servi-
tium dedita’. The same phrase but more pointed occurs in iv 38. 3.

In {a) &yaférys occurs twice, not in N.T. or Theophilus who has
dyabooiéwy (1. 3. sic). The opening words of the passage, wepi Tov fedv
Sivapis Suod xal oopia xal dyeborys Selxvurar, recall Wisdom (S) 7. 24 f,
where the cogla, Sovams, and dyabdrns of God are found. In this
extract Wisdom (S} 6. 19{ is quoted, dpfapoia 8¢ éyyis elvas ot feot.
Theoph. does not quote Wisdom.

In (@) 76 xaddv is 76 dyaldv, so iv 37. 6 * ‘neque hoc ipsum intelli-
gentes quoniam pulchrum sit bonum’. 4¢féves (sine invidia, Lat.)
xopldpevos here recalls ‘sine invidia praestat’, iv 14. T . In (a) the
Sophia and goodness of God are shewn by His having made the things
that were made efpvfua xal éupmerij (musical terms ; see Philo iii 87. 5
(Cohn) e# al) latine ‘apta et consomantia’. See a similar passage
ii 24. 6 Gnostic * ‘cum sapientia apta et crnata omnia a Deo facta sunt
. .. bene aptata et consonantia’. There he compares the universe to
a melody, ‘ sapientiae demonstratio et justitiae et bonitatis’. Here we
have copia xai dyalldrys Selxvvrar. In (b} dworayy Beob is followed by
agpfapoia and 86a dyeviirov. In iv 14. 1 * the ‘servitus erga Deum’ is
followed by ‘vita et incorruptela’ and “gloria aeterna’. Compare also
i10. 11 {wyr xepodperos dpbapoior Swpjonrar kai défav alewiay mwepi-
woujoy and yaplouévov . . . dwpovpévor . . . wepurouyTiky dpbaepains, 86fa
gyevirov here. The genitive absolutes (g) in (¢) have already been
mentioned. A striking difference between Theophilus and this passage,
which proves that Theophilus could not have written it, is that here and
always in Irenaeus immortality is a gift of God, given mpoika, ‘ sccundum
gratiam Dei’ (ii 34. z *) whereas in Theoph. it is a wxi06és, ii 27, ‘if
he turns to the things of immortality, he mayreap as seward (i) immor-
tality, d6avacia, from Him’. The free gift in Iren. is life, in Theoph.ii z7
it is death. ‘That which he brought upon himself (death) through
disobedience, God gives through philanthropy.” ¢ As by disobedience
he drew death upon himself, so by obedience he can win for himself
(reperovoacrfar éavrg) eternal life,

Here also the vision of God gives immortality, wepiromricy dpfapaias,
while in Theoph. i 7 immortality leads to the vision of God, dyy yevd-
pevos dfdvaros Tov dfdvarov.  See iv zo. 6 » * homines videbunt Deum
ut vivant, per visionem immortales facti’. This also shews that the
phrases  vita hominis visio Dei’, iv zo. 7 (IQT xvii), and ‘ aeternam vitam
quae unicuique evenit ex eo quod videat Deum’, iv z4. 8, (IQT xi) are
Irenaean. Again ¢ (Deus) visus per Spiritum prophetice’, v zo. 5, (IQT
xi) has a parallel in v 1. 2 + ‘praediximus quoniam Abraham et reliqui

VOL. XXXVIII. S
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prophetae prophetice videbunt eum . .. visus est prophetice’. iv 5. 1 *
‘ per Spiritum prophetiae diem {Christi) videns’ (Abraham}. Irenaeus
speaks in all these passages. Passages dealing with the Valentinians
are pressed into service against Marcion by Loofs, e.g. iv 20. 1
(IQT i) and i 22. 1 (IQT xxv)—two important extracts dealing with
the creation. In iv zo. 1 we have: ‘non ergo angeli fecerunt nos, nec
alius quis praeter Verbum Domini nec virtus longe absistens a Patre
universorum. Nec enim indigebat horum Deus ad faciendum quae ipse
apud se praefinierat fierl.) . . . Ipse a semetipso substantiam creaturarum
et exemplum factorum et figuram in mundo ornamentorum accipiens’.
Now in i 5. z * the Demiurge thought he made the seven heavens d¢’
éavrod, but they say he was ignorant of the figwrae of what he made.
i 7. 5* *Si mundi fabricator non a semetipso fecit haec, unde Bythus
ipsorum habuit speciem ejus dispositionis?’ He must ‘ab altero
exemplum accepisse’.  In that section, we have ‘ exemplum accepisse’,
‘a semetipso facere’ (4), and ‘figuratio’. Inii 16. 3 * ‘ Si Demiurgus
non a semetipso figurationem creaturae fabricavit talem . .. a quo
Jfiguram eortm quae ante ipsum facta sunt, acepif?’ How much better
to confess that ‘ipse a semetipso exemplum et figurationem eorum guae
Jfacta sunt acipiens’! He had just said, ‘ a semetipso accepit exemplum
mundi fabricationis’ and ‘unde ei est figuratio eorum quae facta sunt
. . . et substantia ipsius exempli?’ Inii 2. 4 + an Anti-gnostic section
against the Valentinian theory that the world was made by angels or
some inferior power: ‘nullius indigens Deus verbo condidit omnia et
fecit, neque angelis indigens adjutoribus ad ea quae fiunt, neque wirtuze
aliqua valde inferiori sed ipse a semetipso omnia praedestinans fecit,’
Also i 26. 1 *+ we have the opinion of Cerinthus that the world was
not made by the first God, ‘sed @ virtute guadam valde separata et
distante’. See also i xi. 1 * ‘credentes quoniam angeli aut virtus
aliqua separata a Deo’. There are many passages dealing with the
‘ substantia creaturarum’ in the early books, e.g. ii ro. 2 »: he answers
those who ask ‘unde substantia materiae ?’ by saying : * Omnia fecit sua
voluntate et virtute substantia usus.” CEf 1 10. 4 = ‘substantia eorum
quae facta sunt’ is attributed to the ¢ virtus et voluntas’ of the Supreme
God.

A phrase u1sed in connexion with the creation is ‘libere et ex sua
potestate’, e.g. i 13. 1 *: ii 1. 1 + ‘neque ab aliguo motus sed sua
sententia et libere fecit omnia’, Here, in iv zo. 1 (IQT i), we have
‘ omnia libere et sponte fecit . . . ipse a semetipso’. Cf. also ii 10. 1 *
‘sua potestate et a semetipso’. Accordingly, when we come to ii 3o.
9 (vii IQT), an anti-Val. passage, we note that it abounds with Irenaean

! The phrase ¢ quae ipse apud se praefinierat fieri’ is Irenaean. See ii 33. 5 +,
adTds nap’ abr mpowpioE,
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expressions, ‘ipse a semetipso libere et sua potestate et disposuit et
perfecit omnia et est substantia omnium voluntas efus’—words under-
lined by Loofs, in spite of the fact that Irenaeus here referred back
‘ per plurima ostendimus’ to the passages (anti-Val.) we have quoted.
Again, he claims i1 22. 1 {xxv IQT), a passage full of these Valentinian
terms, for a treatise against Marcion. It is a ‘regula veritatis’ that
there is ‘unus Deus omnipotens qui omnia condidit per verbum suum
... non per angelos neque per virtutes (Swdpes) aliquas adscassas ad
efus semfentia’. Sententia is the Valentinian Ennoia. Seei 1. 2 * the
Propator is united kard ovlvyiar with his own Ennoia; from this syzygy
came the Aeons, i. 12. 2 *: Ennoia is always with, cwwerdpye, the Pro-
pator or Bythus. iz3. 4 * (Menander) ‘mundum factum ab angelis
quos et ipse similiter Ut Simon ab Enmoia emissos dicit’. i 23. 1 *
‘ This Ennoia exsiliens ex eo (pater) generare angelos et potestates by
which he (Simon) said the world was made’” Thus Ennoia was
detained by the very powers she had created. Irenaeus glanced at
that idea in ii 16. 1 * ‘oportet in eo Deo qui fecerit mundum per-
severare senfentiam’. The XXVth extract proceeds: ‘nibil enim in-
diget omnium deus, sed per verbum ef spivitum suwm omnia faciens et
disponens et gubernans et omnibus esse praestans ’.

For ‘disponens et gubernans’ see v 18. 1 *; for ‘ omnibus esse prae-
stans’ il 1. 1, iil 2z0. 2 *, ii 35. 3 *.

For “nihil subtractum’ see ‘nihil subtrahens’, iii 15. 1 *.- The
whole passage is full of Irenaean phrases including the quotation, Ps.
33. 6,  Spiritu o775’ (Theoph. omits ‘oris’). The reason Loofs claims it is
that it has the phrase ¢ per verbum et spiritum suum’, just as he
claimed iv 20. 1 (i), iv zo. 2 (i), iv 20. 4 (iv), iil 24. 2 (v}, iv 7. 4 (vi),
ii 30. g (vii) because they have ‘per verbum et sapientiam suam’, a
combination five times in Theophilus (i 7, 2, 1o, 15. 18). But here
Irenaeus has ‘per verbum et spiritum’, and in iv 20. 3 defines
‘sapientia’ as ‘spiritus’, which Theoph. never does. Itis also to be
noted that Thecphilus is not involved in an argument with  another
opinion of the creation, whereas Irenaeus is in every case combating
a Valentinian or kindred thesis, e.g. in i 24. 3 * the theory of Basilides
is given. The origin from the Pater innatus of Logos and Sophia, and
from them of virtutes and angeli who made the 365 heavens, is given.
That theory is glanced at by Irenaeus in iv 20. 1 e @/. The world was
not made by angels and virtutes with the assistance of Logos and
Sophia. Irenaeus has sometimes virtus Dei= verbum Dei! We
have, therefore, a parallel to the phrase ¢ per verbum et sapientiam’ in
ii 30. 3 (+) omnia quae per @iréufern Dei sunt constituta et sapientia
ejus gubernantur’, and in v 18, 1 + ‘ea quae ex sapientia et viriute

1 Loofs, pp. 26 and 429, recognizes the equation.
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Patris ejus substantiam habuerunt’. The combination ‘werd and
wisdom ’ has also been shewn in Wisdom (S) and Philo. The phrase
is never explained by Theophilus as it is by Irenaeus, who also implied
that God who made the world by His word and wisdom made it ‘per
semetipsum’, il 3o. 3 * and ii 30. g (IQT).

Loofs’s claim for iv 37. 7 (p. 79) ‘in apostasia hominis praefiniente
Deo omnia ad hominis perfectionem ##i ¢f bonitas ostendatur ef justitia
ferficiatur’ on account of the last phrase which he considers a trace of
Marcion is disproved by the fact that apestasia, frequent in Ady. Haer.
both = and +, is never in Theophilus ; that ‘ praefinire’ is frequent also
in * passages, e.g. 1 xi 4, i 33. 35, v 31. 1; and that the phrase in
question recalls previous passages (*), e.g. iv 33. 2 and iii 25. 3, where
we have ‘justum ostenditur’, ‘neque justum !mmite osfenditur, prae-
eunte scilicet et praecedente bonifate’. In the passage in question ‘ bonitas
precedes justitia’.  The passage proceeds to give the words stressed on
p. 61 as IQT-—‘ubi . . . tandem aliquando maturus fiat homo 7z fantis
maturescens ad videndum et capiendum Deum’, with which there is a
close parallel in iv g. 3 * “ut possint semper proficere credentes in eum
et maturescere profectum (acc. of resp. wpoxomy) salutis.’ iv 5. 1 * ‘fecit
temporalia propter hominem ut mafurescens in eis fructificet immortali-
tatem.” Loofs also claims ‘ capere Deum’ (p. 309 ¢# aZ) for IQT, and
speaks of ‘das aus IQT stammende capientem perfectum Patrem’,
v 1. 3. That phrase is Irenaean from the beginning of the treatise 1.1. 1
+ where Nous alone is ywplv 16 uéyefos rob marpés (Gnostic). The
conclusion of the treatise (claimed for IQT), “ capiatur abeo. . . capiat
verbum’, v 36. 3, recalls ‘ cape (ydpyoov) eum et capere (xomjfyr) in ec’,
i13. 3 *(Gnostic). Also comparei 2. 1 *, ‘magnitudinem perfecti Patris
comprehendere’, and ii 18. § %, ¢ comprehendentes perfectum (Patrem) .
Also iv 4. 2 t “ Mensura Patris Filius quoniam capsz eum’, the explana-
tion of a quotation. IQT says nothing of this’ (Loofs p. 64). dxdpyros
(incapabilis) is frequent in = passages, e.g. 1 1. 1,1 2. I, i 15. 6, wdvra
xopotvra warépa, dydpyrov 8¢ tmwdpyovra. It also occurs in Theoph.is.
Irenaeus may have taken it from Pliny. He says, il 13. 4 * ‘guanius
eraf locus . .. ut caperet Dei sensum?’ Pliny' /. A. ii 1. 1. ‘Numen
aeternum immensum nec capit humanae conjectura mentis. . . . Furor
est mensuram ejus animo quosdam agitasse, quasi . . . mens hominum
possit videre quae mundus ipse non capit’ Occurring so frequently in
the Anti-Val. passages, it is not a mark of Theophilus. Accordingly, iv
zo. 5 (IQT. xi) which has the contrast between God’s love and great-
ness, and also ‘ incapabilis ’ (‘ secundum magnitudinem . . . nemo videbit

1 Seneca Na?. Quaest. 1 Prol. ‘omnia angusta esse, miensus Deum,’.l Pliny’s

passage on God, ‘totus est sensus, totus visus, totus auditus, totus animae, &c.’
N.H. ii 3 has a clear echo in the Adv, Haer, iv 11, 1.
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Deum et vivet, incapabilis enim Pater ; secundum autem dilectionem *)
is most certainly Irenaean ; and so isiv 2o0. r (IQT x) ‘ secundum magni-
tudinem non est cognoscere Deum: impossibile est enim mensurari
Deum, secundum autem dilectionem. ... All through the treatise God’s
love and greatness are connected and contrasted, e.g. il 13. 4 * “ dicitur
(Pater) secundum haec propter dilectionem, sentitur autem super haec
secundum magnitudinem’; ii 17. 10 * ‘Pater si propter immensam
magnitudinemn ignorabitur et propter immensam dilectionem etc.’ He
varies the form of the antithesis, e.g.ii 6. 1 +, ‘ibvisibilis propter eminen-
tiam, ignotus nequaquam propter providentiam’. All passages where
this form is found, e.g. iv zo. 5 (IQT xi), iv 20. 6 (IQT xii), iv 20. 4
(IQT iv), where God’s ‘magnitudo’ and ‘dilectio’ are contrasted, are
Irenaean, not Theophilan. Alsoiii 24. 2 (IQT v) ¢ propter dilectionem
et smmensam benignitatem’, has the Irenaean phrase © propter immensam
benignitatem’,iv 36. 5 *. See the anti-Val. passage, i 2. 1 %, 76 péyefos
76 dpérpyrov (not in Theophilus) Tl mwarpds karavodv, fAixes xai doos
tmipxe. This shews that ‘impossibile mensurari Patrem .. . tantus
Deus est ’ (iv 2zo0. 1 IQT x), *sentiet de Deo quantus est Deus’, iii zo. 1,
and ‘immensurabilis est Deus . . . tam magnum Deum’ all claimed for
IQT are echoes of the anti-Val. controversy. From the controversial
beginning to the end of the treatise Irenaeus emphasized the unsearch-
able, dvefiyrinoros (not in Theophilus), greatness of God (6 péyefos . . .
10 drefiyviaorov, i 2. 2%: éfyyeirar . . . 1ov dvefiyviaoTov, 1 15. 6
Gnostic *). Accordingly, 76 péyefos adrot dvefixviaorov . . . §
éyabérys dveqjynros, in iv 20. 6, IQT xii has the Irenaean hall-mark.
We have another in ii 17. g *, ¢ altitudines investigantes incogniti Patris’,
ii 28. g =, ¢ Valentinus aliquis exsistens aut Ptolemaeus . . . qui alfstudines
Dei exquisisse se dicunt’; 1 1. 1. x the ‘Aeon é dopdrois Hyvpao:;
ii. 30. 3 * ‘quis poterit investigare magnitudinem sapientiae . . . Dei?’
These Val. passages disprove the claim for IQT of iv zo. 4, IQT iv
‘nemo investigavit altitudinem ejus’, and v 36. 3 (conclusion) ‘non
praevalent investigare sapientiam Dei’.

A pair of terms often in the Val. passages is dydpyros xai drard-
Apmros I. 2. § %, 1. 2. T * ¢/ al., * incapabilis et incomprehensibilis * (three
times), il 17. 10 % : ddparos is joined with them ini 1. 1*andi 2, 1 %,
so that iv zo. 6 (IQT xii) with & dydpyros kai dxardAqmros xei &dparos
belongs to Irenaeus. Extract IQT xx, 4. 39. 2 contains an Irenaean
phrase—* facere proprium est benigritatis dei, fleri autem proprium est
hominis naturae’. (Loofs says is ‘wortlich aus IQT’, p. 411.) But com-
pare iv 11. 2 * ‘hoc Deus ab homine differt quoniam Deus quidem facit,
homo autem fit. Deus bene facit; bene autem fit homini, neque Deus
cessat in benefaciendo’ (cf. Philo, i 62. 16 (C) feot 10 woretv [Siov, Leg.
Alleg. 1 44 Beod 10 cdepyereiv oy, waverar oldémore wodv & feds). See
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also ii. 34. 2z = on the difference between God and man—* sine initio et
sine fine et semper idem et eodem modo se habens, solus est Deus.
Quae autem sunt ab illo omnia, quaecunque facta sunt, et fiunt, initium
suum accipiunt generationis, ef per Aoc inferiora sunt ab eo gui ea fect
guoniam non sunt ingenita ; ita ut sic initio fierent et postea ut sint eis
donat. ... Debet reliqua autem omnia huic cedere et subdita esse.)
Iniii 8. 3 IQT xxviii Irenaeus enlarges on the difference between the
Maker and the things He made. ¢Ipse infectus et sine initio’ (dvepxos
i2. 1%),

¢ Et sine fine et nullius indigens, ipse sibi sufficiens (adrds éavrg ixavds
& Beds, Ph. iii. 165. 1. C) et adhuc reliquis omnibus ut sint, hoc ipsum
praestans ; quae vero ab eo sunt facta initium sumpserunt et dissolu-
tionem possunt percipere, et subjecta sunt, et Zndigent ¢jus qui se fecit.’
With *dissolutionem percipere > compare * dissolutionem accipientia’, iv
16. 4 *. That God does not need man’s service and man needs God is
one of the main thoughts of Adv. Haer., e.g. iv 17. 4 * ‘non indigens Deus
servitute eorum’, Cf. iv 16. 4 %, iv 18, 3 %, iv 18. 6 * ‘nullius indigens
est Deus’; iv 14. I * ‘in quantum Deus nullius indiget in tantum homo
indiget Dei communione’; iv 38. 1 (IQT xxix) continues the theme,
and has an echo of ii 34. 2 * ‘quae facta sunt ab eo secundum guod
postea facturae initium habuerunt, secundum hoc ef minora esse oportutt
eo gui se fecerit, which shews that it is Irenaean also. (Seeii 34. 2 %
supra.)

A phrase frequently in * passages is ‘ars dei’; in connexion with
corpus, il 33. 5 *; ‘continere ejus (Dei) artem’, iv 39. 3 * ; * caro percepit
artem Dei’, v 3. 3=. So iv 39. 2 (IQT xx) with ‘recipies ejus artem et
eris perfectum opus Dei’ is Irenaean. Here Irenaeus describes the
work of the potter and his two processes of (1) moistening and moulding
the clay and then of (z) glazing. Loofs interrupts the process by
beginning his extract with the glazing process—*liniet te ab intus et a
foris auro puro et argento etc’. In the preceding passage we have the
moistening and moulding process, ¢custodi figuram qua te figuravit
artifex, habens in temetipso humorem, ne induratus amittas vestigia
digitorum ejus’. To this Loofs makes no direct claim. But having
described the glazing process, Irenaeus refers back to the former process,
“si obduratus respuas artem ejus . . . artem ejus amisisti’. This Loofs
claims. But it is an echo of a passage he does not claim and is in
accordance with iv 39. 3 * ‘non ars deficit Dei, neque Deus coget eum
qui nolit continere ejus artem’. Irenaeus had both processes before
him in Ecclus. 38. 29 Tvrdoe mpAdv .. . ovwredéoar 76 xplopa. The
whole extract is Irenaean {v 5. t has wdpivos (igneo curru) from Ecclus.
48. 9 (Elias)).

Words relating to the arrangement, order, and adornment of the world
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are frequent in the controversial part; e.g. ii 30. 3 * has ‘aptabilia,
adornare, ornata,’ etc., i 7. § * ‘ornata dispositio’, i 2. 6 * “in unum
adaptantes’, i 2. 1 * ‘adaptare’, ii 24. 6 » ‘apta et ornata omnia a Deo
sunt facta’, il 25. 1 * ‘aptata et consonantia’, 1i 34. 2 * *stellae et omnia
ornamenta ipsorum’, iii 6. 5 * ‘omne ornamentum caeli’ (LXX xdopos,
Theoph. ii 35 orparud, Deut. 4. 1g9). We can, therefore, claim for
Irenaeus the extracts which Loofs assigns to IQT: iv zo. 1 (X) with
‘adornavit’; iv zo. 2 (II) with ‘adornavit’; iv 20. 1 (I) with ‘orna-
menta’;iv 20. 4 (IV),‘adaptavit’;i. 22, 1 (XXV),‘aptavit’; v 6. 1 (XXIII),
‘adaptare’; Eprdeixis (5) viil, ‘geschmiickt’. Loofs (p. 14) emphasized
these terms, but overlooked their origin in the earlier books of the
anti-Val. controversy.

Loofs (p. 27) also stresses the use of ‘paternus’ (wrarpicds) claiming
for1QT iv 39. 3 with ‘ paternum lumen’ (XVII), 16 warpixor ¢is, and iv
z0. 2 ‘paterna lux’. Again, he failed to trace the source of the expres-
sion, the anti-Val. controversy, ii 19. 3 *, see ii 19. 4 * where the ‘a
pleromate lumen’ is called ‘ paternum lumen’. It occurs four times in
the section ii 4. 2-ii 5. 2 * in connexion with the Pleroma., He also
claims in this connexion iv 20. 6 (XII) ‘oi BAérovres 1o Ppis &vrds elot Tod
Purds xal TRs Aapmporyros; so those who see God are évrds rTob feod
(sharing His Aapmpérys)’. Again, see the anti-Val. passage ii 4. 2 * <If
they imagine that the ‘paternum lumen” can illumine all things that
are intra eum’ (Patrem) {twice). In ii 5. 1 + he proceeds ‘cogentur
omnia lucida ea quae sunt infra Palrem confiteri, aut paternum lumen
accusare quasi qui {pater) non possit omnia illuminare’. The idea of
being within God is paramount in this and the following section ii 4. 2 *.
Soalso ii 18. 5 * ‘de quaerendo perfectum Patrem et velle in#a eum fieri
et habere ejus comprehensionem’. These ideas are expressed in XII,
where those who see God are within God, and share His brightness;
and the incomprehensible becomes comprehensible. Theophilus used
Tarpwds twice, but in a Auman connexion, ii 25, iii 22, with &rolj and
ocuvnjfea, but Ir. has the aeon Harpixds, 1 1. 3 *. iv 39. 3 (XVII) has
‘lumen incorruptibilitatis’, but ‘lumen incorruptibile’ {twice)isini 3o. 1 *
Gnostic. The Barbeliotae (i 29. 1 *) called the Zumen, anointed by the
Father with the Spirit, Christ. This may have suggested ‘ paterna lux’
for Christ to Irenaeus.

XVII. tv 20.2(1QT), ‘in carne domini nostri occurrat paterna lux. . .
sic homo deveniat in incorruptelam circumdatus paterno lumine’ is
therefore to be explained by the anti-Val. sections.

The same applies to the passages on human progress and perfection in
the Adp. Haer. Loofs (p. 61) says the idea of a gradual developement
of man to perfection under God’s training is indicated in the books to
Autolycus. He adds—strangely enough as IQT is supposed to precede
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Ad Autolycun—-in IQT ist dies ein mannigfach ausfiihrlicher ent-
wickelter Grundgedanke.’” In ii 4. 2 % anti-Val. Irenaecus rings - the
changes on ‘perfection’, ‘quemadmodum (how) homines advocari ad
perfectum dicunt’ (Valentinians), ‘¢ in novissimis temporibus! misertus
est hominum et perfectum eis dat . ..dare eis perfectum . .. perfecti
facti’. See also ii 19. 3f = ‘figurari ... et augescere et formari et ad
perfectionem pervenire'’. iv g. 3 * ‘ut possint semper proficere, cre-
dentes in eum et per testamenta maturescere profectum (wpoxomy)
salutis’; it 32. 2 *, Gnostic, “ad perfectum transgrediantur’; iv 11. 2
* ¢ Deus perfectus in omnibus, homo profectum percipiens etaugmentum
ad Deum ... semper, proficiet ad Deum’; iv 9. z * ‘adveniente per-
fecto’ (70 Té\eov) we shall see this Father whom we now desire to see...
this Son of God in whom we believe . . . we receive this Holy Spirit
who is with us... ‘et in iisdem ipsis (i.e. Father, Son, and Spirit)
augmentum habebimus et proficiemus.’ These are all passed over by
Loofs. Sc when he claims (p. 61} iv 38. 3 (IQT =xvi} Tt dvfpdmov
fpépa, pokdwTovTos kai dvepyopévov eis T6 Téhewov (cf. v 19. 2 T ‘ascendere
ad perfectum’) and iv zo. 7 ‘ut haberet ad quod proficeret’, iv 37. 7
(p. 79) ‘ut... aliquando maturus fiat i fantis maturescens® ad videndum
et capiendum Dexm’, we challenge the claim.

Theophilus refers to growth also, ii 24. When man was transferred
to Paradise, God gave him d¢opus) wpoxerhs dwws adfdvewv kai Té\eos
yevdpevos &t 8¢ kai Oeds dvadeiylels, ofrws ral els Tov odpavov dvafy. But
man fell and was removed from Paradise (and the growth referred to was
from childishness (»jrws) and in Paradise) inorder that, having expiated
(émorioas) his sin and been disciplined (wa:devfeis), & varépov dva-
xAy65 (26). Man’s own death is the means of his recovery. Asa vessel
broken dvaxwrebera i dvarAdooerai, so it happens to man 8 favdrov; he is
broken by its power to be found whole in the resurrection. And yet Loofs
c aims for IQT iii zo. 2 {p. 92), ‘ He who died for man was made in the
likeness of sinful flesh, that he might condemn sin (Rom. 8. 3), and cast
it out of the flesh.” 1In iii 18. 7 the slaying of sin is described, God re-
capitulating in Himself the ancient formation of man that he might slay
sin and evacuate death and give man life. He recapitulated man’s
death, v 23. 2, iii 21. ro. In v 1g9. 1 he speaks of the ‘obedientia in
ligno’ in relation to the ‘inobedientia in ligno’ in terms of a recapitu-
latio; in v 17. 1 ‘Nostram inobedientiam per suam obedientiam con-
solatus.

1 An Irenaean phrase, not in Theoph., occurring 27 times in 25 passages : only one
claimed for IQT iv 33. 15 (x7), and in that in connexion with effusion of the Holy
Spirit, not in Theoph., but in iii 12. g *and iii 11. g} The phrase makes XV Irenaean.

? Cf. iv 5. 1 * “fecit temporalia propter hominem ut mafurescens in eis fructificet
immortalitatem ’.

3 Irenaeus has 15 quotations from Rom. viii. Theophilus has none.
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In v 16. 2 this obedience ‘in ligno’ dissolved the disobedience °
ligno’. In the second Adam we have been reconciled, having been
made ‘ obedient unto death’. The death of Christ, the crowning act of
Christ’s obedience and identification in Irenaeus, is left out of the
system of Theophilus, who quotes 1 Cor. 1 18 (2. 1) with Hudv in place
of orav pou

Agam in iv 39. 3 (IQT xvii) the phrase (lumen) fuglentlbus et
quasi semetipsos excaecantibus . ., praeparavit tenebras’ is Irenaean.
In v 13. z * it is the story of Oedipus that suggested the phrase * fugiunt
lumen veritatis secundum tragicum Oedipodem semetipsos excaecantes”’ ;
v 27. 2 * ‘qui excaecaverunt semetipsos’. On the other hand, Theo-
philus (i 2) speaks of those upon the eyes of whose souls a film has
gathered from sin, not of the self-blinded. For the rest of the passage
see iv 40. 1 * ‘super eos...qui refugiunt ejus lumen ... tenebras
praeparans’. The phrase in iv 39. 3 (same extract), * per suam abstite-
runt (a'lreo*rno-av) culpam (u.LﬂaV) ez\,evﬁepa kai adrefovoia ‘n1v 'yvmp.'qv ’, has
a parallel in v 27. 2 %, ‘ separavit semetipsum a Deo voluntaria sententia’
(following a passage on the self-blinded).

Among other special phrases of Irenaeus are ‘secundum placitum
(e?8oxia) Patris’ occurring often in * and 1 passages, with the variant ‘ex
Placito Patris’, Theophilus has karé 70 8éiqua, iii 23. These phrases
challenge iii zo. 2z (IQT p. g2), v 1. 3 (IQT xxi). The phrase ‘gu7
continet omnia’ is not in Theoph. but often in Iren. Theoph. has 76
mvedue T0 wepéxov (1 3); Adv. Haer. v 2. 3 * 16 mwvedpa 16 guvéxor T&
mdvra ; iii 11, 8 * the Logos & euvéywv ta wdvra; 1v 20. 6 (context *)
¢ Pater qui continet omnia et omnibus esse praestat.” This challenges
the claim of iv zo0. 1 (IQT x), * continet omnia’,

The preceding words ‘constituit et adornavit’! are in 1 Praef. z « 6
T68¢ T0 wiv ocvaTnoduevos kal kexoapywds. © Omnibus esse praestans.
We have this and the preceding “qui continet omnia’ in ii 35. 3 * ‘unus
Deus et Pater qui continet omnia et omnibus ut sint praestans’. The
latter phrase is often in * passages, e.g. ili 20. 2, and T passages, il 1. 1,
iv 20. 6. It challenges the claim of 1 22. 1 IQT xxv. *Hic mundus
gut est secundum nos’ (IQT x). Thisis an Irenaean phrase inii 2. 4 1,
v3r. 1t 05 4% 1v 33. 2 x. Per haec fanta uno ostenso Palre, ii 35, 3 *
is repeated in iv 2o0. 6 IQT xiii, ¢ per omnia haec deus pater ostenditur’,
Inv s 1 IQT xxii pvfuifewv is used of what the hands of God do to
their w7Adepa. Inii 15. 2 * anti-Val. we have rhythmizatio (2) and #4&yz4-
mizatus (deponent in sense of ‘disponens’). dn’ dpxfs i 10. 1 1, v 16. 3
{twice IQA?). Theoph. has épxnfev, ii 17, 18, iil 9. This challenges

1 Loofs {p. 18) sees in ‘constituit, fecit, adornavit’ a reference to the Trinity.

But Philo ii 255. 3 (C) has «e sal dierafaro xai Siexéopnoe 1d Era. Irenaeus has
many echoes of Philo which Loofs did not notice.
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iv-38. 1 IQT xxix. & apypp (v 28. 4 IQT xxiv) is another Irenaean
mark, Theophilus using & mpdros of time, e.g. i 10, ii 6, 10, 22, 24, 32
et al, and explaining & dpxj Gen. 1. I as dua Tijs dpxis !

We have now tried Loofs’s twenty-nine passages and many others
assigned to his source IQT by a threefold test: scriptural quotations,
Irenaean phrases, and passages, principally in the earlier controversial
books, passed over by Loofs or allowed by him to be the work of
Irenacus. Passages of this kind are adduced throughout the article, and
form the chief foundation of its argument. The conclusion of our study
of this monumental work is that Irenaeus has lost nothing by the
process and that Loofs’s theory is not proven.

F. R. MonTcoMERY HITCHCOCK,



