EYATTEAION: ORALITY, TEXTUALITY, AND THE
CHRISTIAN TRUTH IN IRENAEUS’ ADVERSUS HAERESES
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Irenaeus and the Formation of the New Testament Canon

In Adv. haer. 3.11.8, Irenacus describes the Gospels of Matthew, Mark,
Luke, and John as the “four-formed Gospel” (tetpduopgov 10 edayyéhiov),
likening them to the four-faced cherubim upon which the Logos sits
enthroned (cf. Rev 4.7; Ezek 10.14) and asserting that “it is not possible
that the gospels can be either more or fewer in number than they are.”
As the first extant defense of the unique authority of the four now canon-
ical gospels, this text has proved pivotal for the reconstruction of the early
stages in the development of the NT canon. Although interpretations of

its exact significance differ, most scholars seem to agree that, in the words
of T. C. Skeat:

Every study of the Canon of the Four Gospels begins, and rightly begins,
with the famous passage in which Irenaeus, writing about the year 185, seeks
to defend the Canon by finding a mystical significance in the number four.'

* This article owes much to the insightful comments and kind encouragement of
Elaine Pagels, with whom I have had the pleasure to share many lively and fruitful dis-
cussions of Irenaeus’ thought. For their helpful feedback on earlier drafts, I would also
like to thank Yannis Papadoyannakis, John Gager, Adam Becker, Kirsti Copeland, and
the editors of Vigiliae Christianae, as well as my brilliant and beloved husband, Dove
Sussman.

"' T. C. Skeat, “Irenacus and the four-gospel canon,” Novum Testamentum 34 (1992)
194. For instance, Bruce Metzger cites Adv. haer. 3.11.8 to conclude that “the Great
Church by the time of Irenacus had ceased to recognize any but the four Gospels” and
that “for Irenaeus the Gospel canon is closed and its text is holy” (The Canon of the New
Testament [Oxford: Clarendon, 1987] 154-55; so also Skeat, “Irenaeus and the four-
gospel canon,” 198-99; Graham Stanton, “The Fourfold Gospel,” New Testament Studies
43 [1997] 322; Alain Le Boulluec, “L’Ecriture comme norme hérésiologique dans les
controverses des Ile et IIle siecles [domaine grec]” in G. Schéllgen and C. Scholten,
eds., Stimuli: Exegese und thre Hermeneutik in Antike und Christentum, Festschrift fiir Ernst Dassmann
[Miinster: Aschendorffsche, 1996] 72). The issue of whether Irenaeus in fact aims to
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Consequently, Irenaeus has often been understood as a seminal figure
who marks a decisive turning-point in the history of the Church. Characteristic
is Hans Von Campenhausen’s assertion that Irenaeus signals

... the transition from the earlier period of belief in tradition to the new age
of deliberate canonical standardization—a transition in the direction of later
orthodoxy in which the Canon of the Old and New Testament was firmly
laid down.?

The dichotomy of Scripture and Tradition, however, proves problem-
atic in light of the importance of tradition (rapadooic) within Irenaeus’
own thinking, as well as his many comments defending the authenticity of
the oral traditions that unify the universal Church (e.g. 1.10.2; 3.4.1-2;
5.20.1-2)2

promote a canon, in the later sense of that term, will be discussed in length below.
Concerning the assumption that Adv. haer. 3.11.7-9 presupposes an already established

B}

“Gospel canon,” the evidence of the Muratorian Fragment here proves critical. If one
accepts the traditional second century dating of this text (e.g. Stanton, “Fourfold Gospel,”
322-25; Metzger, Canon of the New Testament, 193), Irenaeus’ comments might reflect the
proto-orthodox consensus at his time. However, following A. Sundberg, Geoffrey Mark
Hahneman has recently argued against the traditional dating of this Fragment, propos-
ing a fourth century dating (The Muratorian Fragment and the Development of the Canon [Oxford:
Clarendon, 1992] 215-18). Even if Hahneman’s thesis does not prove wholly conclu-
sive, many scholars now agree that his arguments are convincing enough that we can-
not base our reconstruction of the early development of the NT canon too heavily upon
this one document (e.g. Lee M. McDonald, The Formation of the Christian Biblical Canon
[Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1995] 209-20; Helmut Koester, Ancient Christian Gospels
[London: SCM Press, 1990] 243). Without the corroborating evidence of the Fragment,
however, it becomes problematic to assume that Irenacus simply presupposes an estab-
lished “Canon of the Four Gospels”—rather than attempting to defend the authority
of these texts (see Hahneman, Muratorian Fragment, 100-105).

* Hans von Campenhausen, The Formation of the Christian Canon, translated by J. A.
Baker (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1972) 182. Although his subsequent analysis of Irenaecus
is more sophisticated than this sweeping generalization suggests (see e.g. pp. 182-83), it
remains significant insofar as it is frequently quoted (e.g. McDonald, Formation of the
Christian Biblical Canon, 164-65; Helmut Merkel, Die Widerspriiche zwischen den Evangelien:
Thre polemische und apologetische Behandlung in der Alten Kirche bis zu Augustin [Tiibingen: Mohr,
1971] 51). See also Frances M. Young, Biblical Exegesis and the Formation of Christian Culture
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997) 290-91.

% André Benoit, “Teriture et Tradition chez Saint Trénée,” Revue d’Histoire et de Philosophie
Religieuses 40 (1960) 32-43, esp. 36-37, 41; John Lawson, Biblical Theology of Irenaeus
(London: Epworth, 1948) 87-93; Denis Minns, frenaeus (Washington, D.C.: Georgetown
University Press, 1994) 116-22; also Alain Le Boulluec, La notion d’hérésie dans la littéra-
ture grecque II°-III° siecles, Tome 1: De Justin a Irénée (Paris: Etudes Augustiniennes, 1985)
9236; idem, “I’Ecriture comme norme hérésiologique,” 72-73, 76.
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Here, it is especially important to note Irenaeus’ own use of the term
kavov. Although this term would later come to denote a list of authorita-

tive texts, he himself never uses it to refer to written works. Rather, he

speaks of the xovav tiig dAnbelog (“Rule of Truth”),* solely with reference

to authoritative teachings (1.9.4, 22.1; 2.25.2, 27.1, 28.1, 28.3; 3.15.1;
4.35.4; see also 1.10.1; 3.2.2, 4.1, 5.1, 14.4; 4.32.1, 33.8).° The majority
of scholars rightly acknowledge that this second century use of xavav
remains distinct from its later meaning.® However, many overlook the epis-
temological significance of this distinction. For Irenaeus, the xovov func-
tions as an extra-textual criterion for distinguishing true doctrine from
heretical speculations, authentic texts from spurious compositions, and proper
Scriptural interpretation from “evil exegesis” (see e.g. l.praef1-2, 3.6, 8.1,
9.1-5; 2.praef-1).” As such, his xavov tig dAnBelog differs markedly from the

* On the origin and meaning of this phrase, sce Emmanuel Lanne, “‘La Regle de
la Vérité’ Aux sources d’une expression de saint Irénée,” Studia Anselmiana 79 (1980)
59-70; Heinz Ohme, Kanon Ekklesiastikos: Die Bedeutung des altkirchlichen Kanonbegriffs (Berlin:
Walter de Gruyter, 1998) 61-77; Bengt Hagglund, “Die Bedeutung der ‘regula fidei’ als
Grundlage theologischer Aussagen,” Studia Theologica 12 (1958): 4-19. In his Epideixus,
Irenacus uses the related phrase xavav 1fig tiotews (“Rule of Faith”). For a discussion
of the significance of such formulae for the development of doctrinal creeds, see also
J. N. D. Kelly, Early Christian Creeds (London: Longmans, Green and Co, 1950) 76-82,
95-96.

° This sense of kovdv is consistent with its use in a wider Greco-Roman context to
mean a “criterion or standard (Latin norma) by which the rectitude of opinions or actions
may be determined” (Metzger, Canon of the New Testament, 289-90)—as well as Paul’s use
of this term in Gal 6.16 (cp. 2 Cor 10.13-16). See further Ohme, Kanon Ekklesiastikos,
21-60.

% According to Metzger, “this use of xavédv was late in developing; so far as we have
evidence, it was not until the second half of the fourth century that xovav and its deriv-
atives . .. were applied to the Scriptures” (Canon of the New Testament, 292; see also
McDonald, Formation of the Christian Biblical Canon, 13-18). Athanasius appears to be the
first author to make this association, referring to the books of the Old and New
Testaments as kovovi{opeva (“canonized”; Epist. Fest. 39, sce also Decrees of the Synod of
Nicea 18; see David Brakke, “Canon Formation and Social Conflict in Fourth-Century
Egypt: Athanasius of Alexandria’s Thirty-Ninth Festal Letter,” Harvard Theological Review
87:4 [1994] 395-419).

" Young, Biblical Exegesis, 18-21 (also: The Art of Performance: Towards a Theology of Holy
Scripture [London: Darton, Longman, and Todd, 1990] 46-53); Guy Stroumsa, Hidden
Wisdom: Esoteric Traditions and the Roots of Christian Mysticism (Leiden: Brill, 1996) 82-84;
Joseph Lienhard, Bible, the Church, and Authority: The Canon of the Christian Bible in History
and Theology (Collegeville, MN: Liturgical Press, 1995) 49-52. See also Mary Ann Donovan,
One Right Reading? A Guide to Irenaeus (Collegeville, MN: Liturgical Press, 1997) 11-17;
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kavov of later tradition, which attributes a self-legitimizing degree of sanctity
to a certain group of texts.® Although Irenaeus’ comments about the four
now canonical gospels may reflect a similar tendency, he never equates
kovav directly with any texts at all. Rather, his articulation of this concept
within Adversus haereses privileges the issue of proper interpretation over the
issue of text selection, consonant with its primary aim to denounce the
Valentinians and their devious derivation of false beliefs from true Scriptures.’

Just as an understanding of Irenaeus’ concept of xavav must distinguish
between different stages in the Christian development of this term, so there
is also much danger of retrojectively reading his defense of tetpduopeov 10
evayyéhov in Adv. haer. 3.11.8 through our knowledge of subsequent devel-
opments, misinterpreting its original purpose within Irenaeus’ own work,
as if this were simply identical with its later influence on orthodox Christianity.
Before considering its significance for early Church history, it is necessary
to locate this passage within Adversus haereses as a whole. Towards this goal,
this inquiry will consider Irenaeus’ use of evayyéAdiov throughout Adversus
haereses. Analyzing and categorizing every occurrence of this term, I will
attempt to demonstrate how Irenaeus draws upon the full range of its pre-
vious meanings and often combines them in artful new ways. This pattern
of usage reflects his primary concern, not to establish the canonicity of
these four gospels, but rather to defend the singular Gospel message against

T. F. Torrance, “The Deposit of Faith,” Scottish Fournal of Theology 36 (1983) 4-8, 13-
15; cf. Lanne, “La Regle de la Vérité,” 69-70.

 According to Harry Gamble, the shift from Scripture to canon “altered the basic
conceptions of the nature and authority of scripture: instead of being the church’s tra-
dition of testimony to the revelation, the scripture is now seen as God’s revelation to
the Church; instead of being the words of the apostles, it is now seen as the word of
God mediated through the apostles” (“Christianity: Scripture and Canon” in The Holy
Book in Comparative Perspective, edited by Frederick Denny and Rodney Taylor [University
of South Carolina Press, 1985] 50). Similarly, Lawson suggests three stages in canon-
ization: [1] the formation of written records, [2] the attribution of increasing authority
to these records, which “are set apart from other by virtue of repute. .. (but) are still
of authority on account of their authorship,” and [3] “the converse process: The works of
these authors are declared to be of authority because they are in a recognized Holy Book”
(Biblical Theology, 32-33). For some interesting suggestions concerning the earliest stage
of this process, see D. Moody Smith, “When Did the Gospels Become Scripture?,”
Journal of Biblical Literature 119 (2000) 3-20.

* E.g. Adv. haer. 1.1.1-3, 3.6, 8.1, 9.1-3, 29.11; 2.pragf.1, 10.1, 27.3; 3.12.12, 21.3;
4.26.1; 5.13.5; Ohme, Kanon Ekklesiastikos, 77; see also Elaine Pagels, “Irenacus, the
‘Canon of Truth,” and the Gospel of John: ‘Making a Difference’ through Hermeneutics
and Ritual,” forthcoming in this journal.
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a multiplicity of heretical deviations.'” Irenaeus neither articulates nor
assumes a “Christian Canon” in the later sense of that phrase. Instead,
buttressing the Church on all sides against the threat of heresy, he weaves
a sophisticated argument about how multiple authoritative Christian doc-
uments (i.e. “gospels”) can paradoxically bear witness to an essentially sin-
gular Truth (i.e. the “Gospel”).

Towards Mapping a Semantic Range of Meaning

As Helmut Koester has demonstrated, the earliest Christian use of the
term evayyéAov occurs in the Pauline Letters and reflects its status as a
“technical term . .. for the Christian message and its proclamation,” prob-
ably rooted in missionary activity.!" This Christian specialization of its more
general use to denote “good news” or “news” in Greco-Roman literature
influenced Matthew, Mark, Acts, and the Deutero-Pauline Epistles—as well
as other first century and early second century writings, both proto-ortho-
dox (e.g., I Clement, Barnabas, Didache, the letters of Ignatius) and “gnostic”
(e.g., Gospel According to Mary, Gospel of Truth).'* Always occurring in the sin-
gular, our earliest examples of this term refer to a message that is pro-
claimed (xmpbooewv), preached (edoyyerileoBor), and heard (dxodew).”® Its
denotation of the Christian teaching, in a general sense, is shown by its
frequent use in the genitival phrases such as the “Gospel of God,” “Gospel

«

' Indeed, as James Barr reminds us: ... the fact that a writer or theologian con-
cerned himself with questions of the canon does not necessarily mean that they were
very important to his basic thinking” (Holy Scripture: Canon, Authority, Criticism [Philadelphia:
Westminster, 1983] 59).

"' Koester, Ancient Christian Gospels, 4-7; “Written Gospel or Oral Tradition?,” 293-95.

"2 Koester, Ancient Christian Gospels, 1-4, 7-18, 22-23; “From the Kerygma-Gospel to
Written Gospels,” New Testament Studies 35 (1989) 365-73; Robert H. Gundry, “EYAITE-
AION: How Soon a Book?,” Journal of Biblical Literature 115 (1996) 321-25; also Pheme
Perkins, “Spirit and Letter: Poking Holes in the Canon,” Journal of Religion 76:2 (1996)
322-23. On the absence of the term ebayyéhov in the Gospel of Luke, Gospel of John,
the Johannine Epistles, Shepherd of Hermas, Gospel of Thomas, and Polycarp’s Letter (with
the exception of the postscript, probably a later addition), see Koester, Ancient Christian
Gospels, 9-10, 18-21. On edoyyéhov in the Pauline letters, sce Werner H. Kelber, The
Oral and the Written Gospel: The Hermeneutics of Speaking and Writing in the Synoptic Tradition
(Philadelphia: Fortress, 1983) 144-51.

B mpdooewv: Matt 4.23; 9.35; 24.14; 26.13; Mark 1.14; 13.10; 14.9; 16.15; Gal 2.2;
Col 1.23; 1 Thess 2.9. eboyyerilecbor: 1 Cor 9.8; 15.1; 2 Cor 11.7; Gal 1.11; Rev
14.6; Bam. 5.9; Gosp. Mary, BG 8502 8.18-22; 9.6-10; 18.15-21; cf. I Clem 47.2. dxodew:
Acts 15.7; Col 1.23; Eph 1.13.
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of Christ,” “the Gospel of our Lord,” and “Gospel of the Kingdom.”'

In some early proto-orthodox and “gnostic” texts, the phrase év 1@
evayyelo also introduces sayings of Jesus (e.g. 2 Clem. 8.5; Did. 8.2; 15.3,
4), which closely correspond to sayings recorded in now canonical gospels.
However, as Campenhausen rightly observes:

The “Gospel” to which appeal is normally made (in the first two-thirds of

the second century), remains an elastic concept, designating the preaching of

Jesus as a whole in the form in which it lives on in church tradition. The

normative significance of the Lord’s words, which is the most important point,
. is not transferred to the documents that record them."

Even as authors of this time increasingly referenced written sources for
their understanding and articulation of the Gospel, their use of the term
evoyyéAov conformed to its original Pauline sense, conveying the dynamism
and immediacy of the oral proclamation of the Christian message.'®

The first extant, proto-orthodox use of evoyyéliov to denote a written
text occurs in the writings of Justin Martyr.!” Although Justin usually refers
to records of the life and teachings of Jesus as “the memoirs of the apos-
tles” (to dmopvnuovedpota T@v drnootérlwv) or simply as “the memoirs,” he
uses the term edayyéhov three times (I Apol 66.3.2; Dial. 10.2; 100.1)."

"* “Gospel of God”: Mark 1.14; Rom 1.1; 15.16; 1 Thes 2.2, 8, 9; 1 Pet 4.17;
1 Tim 1.11. “Gospel of Christ”: Rom 15.19; 1 Cor 9.12; 2 Cor 2.12; 9.13; 10.14; Gal
1.7; Phil 1.27; 1 Thes 3.2; also Mark 1.1; Rom 1.9; 2 Thess 1.8; 2 Cor 4.4. “Gospel
of our Lord”: Did. 15.4; see also Gosp. Truth, NHC I 18.11-19. “Gospel of the Kingdom™:
Matt 4.23; 9.35; 24.14; Gosp. Mary, BG 8502 8.18-22; 9.6-10.

"» Campenhausen, Formation of the Christian Canon, 129; see also Le Boulluec, La notion
d’hérésie 1, 194-96.

'* Following Gundry, who concludes that:
books that became canonical but does not use ebayyéhov for any of those books”
(“EYATTEAION,” 322). Also Koester, Ancient Christian Gospels, 15, 17-18, 22-23.

' The two occurrences of this term in Dialogus cum Tryphone Judaeo are both singu-

«

... subapostolic literature borrows from

lar and refer to information as “written in the Gospel.” In one case, this phrase is used
to introduce a saying of Jesus (Dial. 100.1), in a manner consistent with previous usage
(e.g. 2 Clem. 8.5; cf. I Apol. 15-17). In the other, it is placed in the mouth of Trypho,
who speaks with disdain of the commandments “in the so-called gospel” (év 1@ Aeyouéve
evoyyeM@; Dial. 10.2)—facetiously drawing upon its non-Christian meaning (ie. “good
news”) to criticize the contents thereof.

'® The full phrase “memoirs of the apostles” occurs seven times (Dial. 100.4.5; 101.3.7;
102.5.9; 103.6.4; 104.1.10; 106.1.11; 106.4.6), while “memoirs” is used eight times
(1 Apol 66.3.2, 67.3.3; 103.8.1; 105.1.9; 105.5.6; 105.6.4; 106.3.3; 107.1.2)—although
three of these are in sentences where their connection to the “apostles” is clear (e.g.
“the apostles, in the memoirs made by them,” 7 Apol 66.3.2; also 67.3.3; Dial. 103.8.1).
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Most notable is 7 Apol. 66.3, our earliest evidence for the plural edoryyéhio
within Christian writings. Appositionally equating the “memoirs of the apos-
tles” with “those which are called gospels” (6 xaAeiton edoyyého; 1 Apol.
66.3), this passage clearly presupposes an understanding of gbayyéhiov as
denoting an individual document.

Given the emergence of such a “bookish” meaning to the term gdoyyéAtov
and Justin’s own propensity for written sources, it is surprising how

few times that he uses the term."

Rather, for Justin, gbayyého appears to
have been another designation for the books that he preferred to call dmopv-
nuovedpoto.?’ This attests to the increasingly use of gbayyéhov to refer to
individual texts, at least by some second century Christians, but also sug-
gests that Justin himself may have avoided this term deliberately.?! To some
degree, his intended audience may have informed this choice, inasmuch
as he addresses his apologies to non-Christians (i.e. Romans: 7/ and 2
Apology; Jews: Dialogue with Trypho). Nevertheless, Justin most probably meant
for his works to educate Christian readers, as well, and thus his selection
of terminology cannot be dismissed as theologically insignificant from an
intra-Christian perspective.?

How, then, can we explain his apparent avoidance of the term eboryyédiov?
Here, the challenge of Marcionism may provide the key background.”
From our sources about Marcion, it seems that he was the first to use
evoryyéAdlov to refer to a book, possibly due to his misinterpretation of Pauline
references to “my gospel” (Rom 2.16; 16.25) as referring to a specific doc-
ument.?* Claiming to have “reconstructed” the original form of Paul’s

" See e.g. Koester, Ancient Christian Gospels, 40.
» Indeed, in Dial. 10.2.4, gdoyyéhov is used in a negative manner by Trypho (“the
so-called gospel;” see above). In 7 Apol. 66.3, Justin explains that the “memoirs” were
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also called (koAeitor) “gospels,” thereby informing his audience of their common
identification, while avoiding a direct equation of the two. Indeed, Otto Piper suggests
that “the very fact that (Justin) uses the neutral expression ‘they are called’ rather than
‘we call them’ can be interpreted only as an indication of his unwillingness to adopt
such terminology himself.” (“The Nature of the Gospel according to Justin Martyr,”
Journal of Religton 41:3 [1961] 155).

! Piper, “Nature of the Gospel,” 155, 162-63; Charles H. Cosgrove, “Justin Martyr
and the emerging Christian canon: Observations on the purpose and destination of the
Dialogue with Trypho,” Vigiliae Christianae 36 (1982) 221-23.

2 Closgrove, “Justin Martyr,” 209-19.

» See Koester, Ancient Christian Gospels, 37-39; Closgrove, “Justin Martyr,” 225. On
Justin’s involvement in the Marcionite controversy, see / Apol 26.5-8 (also 58.1; Dial.
35.6); Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 4.6.9; Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 4.11.8.

# Tertullian, Adv. Marc. 3.5.4; Koester, Ancient Christian Gospels, 35-37; Campenhausen,
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“gospel” by excising the allegedly Jewish emendations from the Gospel of
Luke, Marcion and his followers appear to have furthermore claimed that
this book was the “Gospel”—with all the totalizing epistemological rami-
fications of the original Pauline sense of the term.*

In many ways, Irenaeus stands in profound continuity with Justin, espe-
cially insofar as he explicitly cites apostolic prooftexts alongside the say-
ings of Jesus.” Together with his defense of the textual authority of the
four gospels, this might lead us to expect that Irenaeus would similarly
eschew the orally oriented meaning of ebayyéAiov for its newer, “bookish”
meaning. Some occurrences of this term in Adversus haereses do indeed con-
form to this sense—most notably in his defense of the four now canoni-
cal gospels in Adv. haer. 3.11.7-9. However, when one surveys all of the
examples of Irenaeus’ use of ebayyéhov in Adversus haereses and contextual-
izes them within the entire range of its previous meanings, one finds an
interesting interplay between oral and textual connotations.

This polysemy proves significant. Most notably, it cautions us against
the cursory conclusion that, with Irenaeus, we find the decisive shift in the
Christian use of edoyyéliov from an original, oral meaning to a later, tex-
tualized meaning—thereby reflecting some pivotal transition from the
charisma of the earliest churches to the canonical consciousness of emerg-
ing orthodoxy.?” Furthermore, it suggests that we should approach our con-
sideration of this important term with a more sophisticated model of the
development of lexemes, in which semantic fields emerge through the con-

Formation of the Christian Canon, 153-56, esp. 155; Oscar Cullmann, The Early Church
(London: SCM, 1956) 48.

» Tertullian, Adv. Marc. 5.2; Campenhausen, Formation of the Christian Canon, 159-61;
Metzger, Canon of the New Testament, 92.

% Le Boulluee, “I’Ecriture comme norme hérésiologique,” 68-73 (see also La nofion
d’hérésie 1, 157-58, 215-17); Campenhausen, Formation of the Christian Canon, 182. According
to one estimate, Irenacus quotes 626 passages from the gospels, 54 from Acts, 280 from
Pauline Epistles, 15 from Catholic Epistles, and 29 from Revelation (Metzger, Canon of
the New Testament, 154).

" E.g. Richard Heard, who asserts that: “The transition is complete from Papias’
preference for the ‘living and abiding voice’ to Irenacus’ four gospels, neither more or
(“The dmopvnuovedpoto
in Papias, Justin, and Ireneaus,” New Testament Studies 1 [1954] 129; see also “Papias’
Quotations from the New Testament,” New Testament Studies 1 [1954] 134). Also Merkel,
Die Widerspriiche zwischen den Fvangelien, 51; Campenhausen, Formation of the Christian Canon,
182; McDonald, Formation of the Christian Biblical Canon, 164-65). Metzger places this tran-
sition from oral to written at the time of Papias (Canon of the New Testament, 52-56).

IR

less, ‘as there are four zones of the world in which we live
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tinual interaction of multiple meanings and connotations, both old and
new, in a manner persistently informed by wider cultural contexts.

Just as an analysis of Paul’s adoption, specialization, and transformation
of the term gdayyéhov from its pre-Christian meaning must factor in atten-
dant issues, such as the contemporaneous delineation of a distinctly Christian
identity, so an examination of the later addition of a “bookish” meaning
to this term must acknowledge the manner in which Marcionite polemics
may have shaped its connotations. Such considerations prove especially rel-
evant for an analysis of Irenaeus’ use of evayyéhiov, since the two spe-
cialized Christian meanings that had been established at his time have pro-
foundly different epistemological ramifications: Paul’s Gospel invokes a
dynamic, living Christian truth, whose orality stands in an essential con-
trast to writings.”® However, Marcion’s project of compiling one true gospel
document tacitly equates the quest for the Christian truth with the isola-
tion of authentically apostolic written records from the distorting accretions
of tradition.”

In contrast to Justin’s avoidance of the term, Irenaeus uses evoryyéliov
(Latin, evangelium) 101 times in the five books of Adversus haereses®® Of these,
only seven occurrences are plural (2.22.3; 3.11.7, 11.8 [twice], 11.9 [thrice]).*!

% See Kelber, Oral and Written Gospel, 143-59; Perkins, “Spirit and Letter,” 310-18.

* Young, Biblical Exegesis, 63-65.

% My count follows the critical editions of the five books of Adversus haereses in the
Sources Chrétiennes series (Adversus haereses. Contre les hérésies, livres 1-V, A. Rousseau,
L. Doutreleau, et al., eds. [SC 100, 151, 152, 210, 211, 263, 264, 293, 294; Paris: Cerf,
1969, 1974, 1979, 1982]). Note that there are at least six more occurrences of this term
in the Latin, which the editors have judged to be additions to the original Greek, as
reconstructed from the Greek fragments and Armenian translation (i.e. 2.27.2; 4.2.3,
12.3, 20.6, 29.1, 32.1). Also, there are three other times that the related adjective evoryye-
Awcod is used (ie. 1.3.6; 2.27.2; 3.10.5).

1 This point is also noted by Yves Blanchard (dux Sources du Canon, Le Témoignage
d&’Irénée [Paris: Cerf, 1993] 151-52), who briefly surveys Irenacus’ use of edoyyéhiov (pp.
151-64) within the context of a wider inquiry into the formation of the Christian Canon.
Although Blanchard is correct to highlight the continued importance of oral Church
traditions for Irenacus (pp. 165-72), she then goes on to argue for his continued use of
oral Gospel sources, similar to those that allegedly underlie our Gospel of Matthew (pp.
212-29). From the limited evidence that she presents, such a conclusion seems quite
strained (so also William Schoedel who, in his review of Blanchard’s work, describes
this hypothesis as “a largely sound point of view carried to an unacceptable extreme”
[Catholic Biblical Quarterly 57 [1995] 171]). In my view, the continued interplay between
orality and textuality within Irenaeus’ thought must be contextualized within his hermeneu-
tics and epistemology, as well as the manner in which his rhetoric is shaped by
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Like Justin’s use of evayyého in I Apol. 66.3, these clearly presuppose a
“bookish” meaning. However, it remains questionable whether these exam-
ples can be taken as wholly characteristic of Irenaeus’ understanding of
evayyéhov. Indeed, the great majority (94) of the occurrences of gbayyédiov
are singular, and all but one of the plural examples cluster in a single sec-
tion. Not surprisingly, this section is Irenaeus’ famous defense of the tex-
tual authority of the four now canonical gospels in Adv. haer. 3.11.7-9.
Indeed, there is no question that Irenaeus is familiar with the “book-
ish” sense of edayyéhov. Together with the seven plural examples, the term
also occurs eight times in Adversus haereses within the quoted titles of texts.
Six of these refer to the four authoritative gospel documents (Matthew:
1.26.2; 3.11.7; Mark: 3.11.7; Luke: 1.27.2; 3.12.12; John: 3.11.9; see also
3.11.7), while two refer to heretical texts, namely the “Gospel of Judas”
(1.31.1) and the “Gospel of Truth” (3.11.9). On the one hand, this evi-
dence attests to the addition of titles to these texts by the late second cen-
tury.®> On the other hand, it is notable that every use of this term within
book titles, whether of authoritative or heretical texts, occurs within pas-
sages about heretical attitudes towards these documents.* Specifically, these
concern the heretical preference for a single gospel (thrice; 1.26.2; 3.11.7),
the heretical rejection of a gospel (once; 3.11.9), and the heretical redac-
tion of a gospel (twice; 3.11.7, 12.12). Given this context, it is possible that

heresiological aims. Viewed in this context, the oral tradition that necessary complements
the written gospels, for Irenacus, does not appear to denote non-written gospel traditions,
but rather the core beliefs that unify the Church, which serve as a criterion for the
proper interpretation of Scripture, as distilled in the “Rule of Truth received in baptism.”

% See Harry Gamble, Books and Readers in the Early Church (New Haven, CT: Yale
University Press, 1995) 153-54; Stanton, “Fourfold Gospel,” 333; Koester, “From the
Kerygma-Gospel to Written Gospels,” 373. However, it is interesting to note that Irenaeus
always cites the titles of the canonical gospels in a bracketed structure (e.g. @ xotd
MotBoiov edoyyero, 3.11.7; 10... xotd Aovkdv evoyyéhov, 3.12.12), instead of the
structure more familiar from book titles (i.c. edayyéhov xkotd . . .; as in P66 and P75).
This may be linked to his use of this same pattern in citations of the Law as the “Law
according to Moses” (e.g. t0v ... xota Mobcéo vopov, 3.12.11; tfig koro Mobota
vouoBesiag, 3.12.12).

* Referring to the four canonical gospels elsewhere, Irenaeus simply uses the for-
mula 10 ka0 ... (“the one according to...”; see e.g. 3.11.8). By assuming but not
explicitly stating evayyéhov, the effect is not that of a title per se (i.e. “The Gospel
According To...”), but rather the more literal sense of a single Gospel according to var-
ious authors. Note also 3.11.1, in which Irenaeus introduces a quotation from John 1.1
by stating that John thus “commenced his teaching (8i18ookaiog) according to (katd)
the Gospel.”
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these examples may simply reflect common usage, particularly among the
groups whose textual preferences Irenaeus here cites.

Irenaeus’ own comments about the relationship between orality, textu-
ality, and the Christian truth further highlight the need to consider his
statements about the “gospels” in the context of his beliefs about the
“Gospel.”®* For instance, in 3.2.1, Irenaeus reproaches the heretics for
asserting that the truth “was not transmitted (ropodeddcBor) by means of
writings (ypoppdtov), but rather through the living voice ({dong ¢oviig).”
The language is strongly reminiscent of Papias’ statement that he prefers
“the living and abiding voice ({mong ¢wviig xal pevovong)” to “things from
books (ta éx t@dv BipAlwv; Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.29.4),” appearing to imply
that Irenaeus rejects oral transmission as less reliable than writing. However,
he subsequently responds to the heretics’ error, not by appealing to Scripture,
but rather by lauding the Church’s own oral tradition, which originated
with the apostles and is “preserved by means of the succession of pres-
byters (xotd tog Sradoyds t@dv npesPutépov, 3.2.2).”

Consequently, it becomes clear that his critique of the heretic’s appeal
to oral traditions is not based on the orality of these traditions.*® On the

* Moreover, there are several cases in which there appear to be variances in the
use of this term between the extant Latin and the probable form of the original Greek,
as reconstructed in by the editors of the Sources Chrétiennes critical edition of Adversus
haereses. For instance, in the comparison of Gen 1.3 and John 1.3 at Adv. haer. 4.32.1,
the Greek version seems to have paralleled what Moses says (xoi Motofig gnow . . .)
with what the Gospel says (ki 10 ebayyéliov {sc. gnow} . ..). However, the Latin trans-
lation seems to have expanded the latter portion of this passage, by introducing the
quotation with the phrase Ft in FEvangelio legimus (“And in the Gospel, we read...”).
Similarly, at 4.2.3, the Greek seems to have introduced a quotation from John 5.46-47
with the phrase xoBag 6 lodvvng éuvnudvevoey, evoking the use of this verb by both
Papias and Justin to stress the role of memory in ensuring the accuracy of transmis-
sion. However, these connotations are dulled by the Latin translation, which adds
Evangelio. Consequently, the focus is taken away from John, as a direct witness to the
teachings of Jesus, and placed instead upon the document that he recorded. These sub-
tle changes from an oral sense of ebayyélov to a more textual sense are highlighted
by a more obvious variant at 4.20.6. Here, the original Greek version seems to have
introduced a saying of Jesus from John 1.18 with the phrase xaBag 6 KOprog gnoiv (“As
the Lord said...”). However, the Latin translation introduces this quotation with the
formula Quemadmodum in Evangelio scriptum est (“As it is written in the Gospel...”). The
result is a striking shift from an appeal to the oral authority of Jesus’ words to an appeal
to the textual authority of a written gospel. Although the state of the manuscript tra-
dition for Adversus haereses makes it impossible to reconstruct the original Greek with full
confidence, these possibilities remain quite intriguing.

% Contra Merkel, Die Widerspriiche zwischen den Evangelien, 51-52.
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contrary, Irenaeus answers their claims about the apostolic origins thereof,
by arguing that the Church alone preserves the authentic traditions (see
e.g. 1.10.2; 3.4.1, 24.1; 4.26.2; 5.20.1-2). For Irenacus, the difference lies
not in the contrast between reliable written sources and unreliable oral
channels of transmission, but between the public proclamations of the true
Church and the false esotericism of the heretics. Oral tradition may be
faulted insofar as it provides a means for heretics to claim apostolic author-
ity for their secret teachings (e.g. 1.25.3-5), but it is lauded insofar as it
unifies even illiterate Christian communities under a single Rule of Truth
(3.4.1).%

It is also notable that the “proof” for the unique authority of exactly
four gospels in 3.11.8 seems rather uncharacteristic of Irenaeus’ usual mode
of argumentation.’” Throughout his genealogy of heresy in Book I and his
defense of the unity of God in Book II, Irenaeus cites numerous examples
of heretics using numerological interpretations to attempt to access hidden
cosmic truths.® Often, he ridicules this method for its faulty logic. For
instance, in 2.24-25, Irenaeus mocks the heretics’ method of exegesis, assert-
ing that:

... when any number coincides with their assertions, (they) affirm that it was
a type of the things in the Pleroma; while in fact every number occurs with
the utmost variety in the Scriptures, so that, should any one desire it, he

might form not only an Ogdoad and a Decad and a Duodecad, but any sort
of number, from the Scriptures (2.24.3).

Giving the example of the number five, he playfully notes how many
important words have five letters (e.g. cwtfp, motp, &ydnn); how Jesus
blessed five loaves to fed five thousand men; how there were five wise and
five foolish virgins; how we have five fingers, five senses, five internal organs,
five parts, five periods of life, five books of the Torah, and so on.

He concludes that such logic is meaningless, since one could find “many

% See Benoit, “Ecriture et Tradition,” 41-43; Stroumsa, Hidden Wisdom, 30, 38,
85-86.

7 Cf. Hahneman, Muratorian Fragment, 101.

" Examples include the Valentinians’ numerological interpretation of parables and
the details of Jesus’ life to conclude that there were 30 aeons (1.1.3; 2.22.1, 25.1);
Marcus’ theories about the significance of the number of letters in the alphabet and
the numbers associated with the respective letters (1.14.5); the Marcosians’ deduction of
the invisible Decad from the 10 natural powers (1.17.1); Basilides’ connection of the
365 days in a year with the 365 heavens (1.24.3; 2.16.2); and interpretations of the 12
apostles in terms of 12 acons (2.24-25).



EYATTEAION: ORALITY, TEXTUALITY, AND THE CHRISTIAN TRUTH 23

thousand other things of the same kind, both with respect to this number
and any other one might chose to fix upon, either from the Scriptures or
from works of Nature” (2.24.4; see also 2.praef-1, 14.6, 15.2, 16.4, 26.2).%
However, in Book III, Irenaeus similarly adduces numbers from Nature
and Scripture to argue for the unique significance of the number four. In
order to “prove” there cannot be more or less than four sacred gospels,
he cites the “four zones of the world in which we live,” the “four princi-

B

pal winds,” the four cherubim upon which the Logos is enthroned (c.f.
Rev 4.7; Ezek 10.14), and the four principal covenants given to the human
race (i.e. Adamic, Noachide, Mosaic, Gospel; see also 5.9.4).4

As these examples illustrate, much of the difficulty in understanding
Adversus haereses roots in the fact that it is an extremely complex work, inter-
weaving a variety of arguments and rhetorical stances.*' In attempting to
use an analysis of Irenaeus’ use of ebayyéhiov to explore the relationship
between oral and textual authority in Adversus Haereses, it is thus necessary
to proceed with some caution. One could easily select different examples
that would occasion different conclusions.*” My analysis of this term will
thus attempt to survey all of the occurrences within this work. Here, my
aim is to locate Irenaeus’ uses of this term in their relevant syntactical,
thematic, and rhetorical contexts, thereby enabling us to map the para-
meters of its polysemy, before exploring the ramifications thereof. Towards
this goal, I will attempt to adopt a maximally neutral criterion to struc-
ture my analysis, by grouping the 101 occurrences of this term according

¥ Interestingly, in 2.14.6, Irenacus attributes the origins of such fallacies to the
Pythagoreans.

“ Despite the disdain with which many scholars have approached Irenacus’ own
numerological arguments (as exemplified by Cullmann’s treatment of this passage under
the subtitle “The False Reasons for the Fourfold Gospel propounded by Irenaeus™; The
Early Church, 51-52), his examples are far from arbitrary—even if his method strays from
his comments in Book I. For instance, as D. Jeffrey Bingham observes, Irenacus’ appeal
to the four zones of the world and four winds highlights the important geographical
ramifications of the Gospel’s quadriform unity, paralleling his account of the emergence
of the dispersed Church from the singular witness of the apostles in 3.1.1 (Irenaeus’ Use
of Matthew’s Gospel in Adversus Haereses [Traditio Exegetica Graeca 7; Louvain: Peeters,
1998] 78-79).

* See e.g. Pheme Perkins, “Irenaeus and the Gnostics: Rhetoric and Composition in
Adversus Haereses Book 1,” Vigiliae Christianae 30 (1976) 194-98; William Schoedel, “Philosophy
and Rhetoric in the Adversus Haereses of Irenaeus,” Vigiliae Christianae 13 (1959) 28-31.

* Benoit makes a similar point with respect to the methodological problems inher-
ent in extrapolating Irenaeus’ view of the relationship of Scripture and Tradition sim-
ply from selected passages read in isolation (“Ecriture et Tradition,” 32).
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to their grammatical function. Hence, the next section of my inquiry will
proceed in five stages, surveying Irenaecus’ use of the term evoyyéliov: [1]
as a direct object, [2] as a subject with active verbs or a datival agent
with passive verbs, [3] in the phrase év 1® edoyyelio, [4] in genitival con-
structions, and [J9] in predicate statements.

Irenacus’ use of evayyédiov in Adversus Haereses
evoyyéMov as a direct object

The majority of times that eboyyéAiov occurs in Adversus haereses (23 times)
it functions as the direct object within a sentence or clause. These exam-
ples can be categorized by their subjects: [1] apostles and/or evangelists
(8 times), [2] heretics (11 times), [3] an unspecified or generalized subject
(twice), and [4] Christ/Logos (twice).

In eight cases, the apostles or evangelists function as the subjects, either
as a group or individually. Of these, there are three instances in which
Irenacus describes the Gospel as written, recorded, or published by specific
evangelists. In one case, he uses the term ebdayyéhov to denote a single
document, stating that John “did himself issue (¢€£8wkev) the Gospel, dur-
ing his residence at Ephesus in Asia” (3.1.1).** In contrast, while describ-
ing the origin of Luke’s work in the same passage, Irenaeus states that:

Luke also, the companion of Paul, recorded in a book (xotéBeto év BifAw)
the Gospel that was preached (knpvocduevov) by that man (i.e. Paul; 3.1.1).

Although the term ebdayyéhov here occurs in the context of the com-
position of a book (BipAog), it does not denote the book per se. Rather, it
refers to the message that was preached by Paul, a message whose apos-
tolic origin accounts for the true content of the book and legitimizes its
authority.* As such, Irenaeus’ usage is here more consistent with the NT
uses of this term with the verb kmpiooew (see examples above) and with
Pauline references to “my gospel” (10 eboyyéAév pov; Rom 2.16; 6.25; also

* For £kd{dwpt in the sense of “putting out” or “publishing,” especially books, see
Isoc. 5.11, Aristot. Poet. 1454b18, Plu. Rom. 8. Interestingly, in the NT, this term occurs
only in parables within the Synoptic Gospels, with the meaning “to lease” (Matt 21.33;
21.41; Mark 12.1; Luke 20.9).

** See Bingham, Irenaeus’ Use of Matthew’s Gospel, 64-65. Indeed, it is likely that Irenaeus
particularly stresses the authority of the Gospel of Luke because other Christians of his
time rejected it, due to its association with heretics such as Marcion (Hahneman,
Muratorian Fragment, 102-4).
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2 Tim 2.8) or “our gospel” (10 evoyyéhov nuav; 2 Cor 4.3; 1 Thess 1.5;
2 Thess 2.14), than with the later understanding of eboyyéiiov as denot-
ing a single text.* This is consistent with his subsequent description of the
origins of the Gospel of Mark, which includes no reference to either a
gospel or the Gospel, but merely states that Mark “handed down to us in
writing (&yypdeog nuiv topadédokev) those things that had been preached
by Peter (¢ bro [Tétpov kxnpuocdueve).” Even as Irenaeus describes the ori-
gin of these four authoritative gospels, he retains the earlier emphasis on
the Gospel as the oral preaching of the apostles, legitimizing these texts
through appeals to apostolic authority that remain couched in the tradi-
tional rhetoric of orality.*

In four other cases, Irenaeus’ use of gbayyéAiov more obviously conforms
to an orally oriented sense of this term. Consistent with the most common
NT use of ebayyéhov to denote a message of Christian truth as orally
preached, he here describes the Gospel as something that is announced
(xatnyyerkévar, 3.12.12; dmoyyeldon, 3.14.1) and proclaimed (knpdooe,
3.1.1 [2]).¥ In three of these cases, the subject of the preaching is either
an apostle or the apostles as a group. However, in one case, Irenaeus refers
to the evangelist Luke, who:

... always preached together (cuyknpO&€ac) with Paul and was called “beloved”
by him and, after preaching (edoyyehModpevog) with him, was entrusted (mic-
tev0eic) to announce (&moyyeihon) to us the Gospel (3.14.1).

Here, it is again tempting to understand evayyéliov as a text, especially
in light of the assertion in 3.1.1 that Luke wrote a book recording the
preaching of Paul. However, a similar use of the passive form of miotedewv
with ebayyéhov is attested in Gal 2.7, 1 Thess 2.4, and 1 Tim 1.11, with
decisively oral connotations. As in these verses, it is thus probable that
Irenaeus here focuses, not upon the form of the Gospel, but rather upon
the authority to preach it.

* The extent of Paul’s influence upon Adversus haereses has recently been demonstrated by
Rolf Noormann’s comprehensive study, frendus als Paulusinterpret: Qur Rezeption und Wirkung der
paulinischen und deuteropaulinischen Briefe im Werk des Irencius von Lyon (Tiibingen: Mohr, 1994).

** Bingham, for instance, describes 3.1.1 as one of the key passages in Book III in
which “Irenaeus presents his view of the relationship of the four written Gospels to the
one apostolic Gospel” (lrenaeus’ Use of Matthew’s Gospel, 63).

7 For edoyyéMov with xortnyyedlkévon see 1 Cor 9.4. For edoyyéAov with knpidocey
see Matt 4.23; 9.35; 24.14; 26.13; Mark 1.14; 13.10; 14.9; 16.15; Gal 2.2; Col 1.23;
1 Thess 2.9.
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Moreover, the immediate context is important to note. In 3.14, Irenaeus
attempts to prove that Paul could not have transmitted secret teachings
unbeknownst to either Luke or his other hearers. Hence, this statement is
not intended to recount the origin of the Gospel of Luke. Rather, it cites
the evangelist Luke’s collaborative preaching with the apostle Paul, in order
simultaneously [1] to defend the authority and trustworthiness of the non-
apostolic Luke by appealing to the apostle Paul and [2] to prove the non-
heretical nature of Paul’s teachings by appealing to Luke.*

A similar interaction of meanings is evident in the cases where the evan-
gelists are described as “transmitting” (ropadiddvar) the Gospel (l.e. 1.27.2;
3.1.15 3.5.1; 3.11.9; cf. 4.34.1). Most notable is 3.1.1, in which Irenaeus
explains the relationship between the oral preaching of the Gospel and
written apostolic records in historical terms. He recounts that the Church
learned about the plan of salvation

... from those through whom the Gospel has come down (katfvinkev) to us,
which they once (téte) proclaimed (¢xfipv&av) and, later (Yotepov), according
to the will of God, transmitted to us in writings (v ypapoig ntopédwkoay Nuiv),
to become the ground and pillar of our faith Bepéhov xoi otdAov tfig nictemg
NUdV yevnoduevov).

As in 3.11.8, the “ground and pillar of our faith” refers not to the writ-
ings, but to the Gospel itself (see also 4.21.3; 1 Tim 3.15). Although this
diachronic schema well articulates the origins of these two modes of trans-
mission, it does not preclude a synchronic relationship between the writ-
ings of the evangelists and the oral traditions continually preserved in the
Church.*

However, Irenaeus concludes his consideration of the four gospels in
3.11.7-9 with the statement that:

Having therefore investigated the opinion of those who have transmitted the
Gospel to us (1dv mopodedorkdtov Hulv 10 edayyéhiov) from their beginnings
(x TV GpYdV ovT®V), let us proceed also to the remaining apostles . .. (3.11.9).

This statement implies two distinct categories: [1] those who handed
down the Gospel and [2] the other apostles. Previous to this statement,

* See A. C. Sundberg, “Dependent Canonicity in Irenaeus and Tertullian,” SE III,
edited by F. L. Cross (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1964) 403-4; Hahneman, Muratorian
Fragment, 102-3; Noormann, Irendus als Paulusinterpret, 47-52.

* For instance, Bingham reads this passage as denoting that that the oral preaching
of Peter and Paul was synchronous with the emergence of the written record of Matthew
(Irenaeus’ Use of Matthew’s Gospel, 71-76).
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Irenaeus discussed the apostles Matthew (3.9, 11.8) and John (3.11.1-6, 8),
Mark as the recorder of teaching of the apostle Peter (3.10.5, 11.8), and Luke
as the recorder of the teaching of the apostle Paul (3.10.1-4, 11.8). Immediately
after this statement, he discusses the teachings of Peter (3.12.1-7), Phillip
(3.12.8), Paul (3.12.9), and Stephen (3.12.10).

If only the former group “transmitted the Gospel,” this implies that
evoyyéhov here denotes the four authoritative gospels, as a single textual
unit or collection. A similar understanding of this term seems to inform
3.5.1, in which Irenaeus states:

... let us revert (dnavéABopev) to the proof from the writings of the apos-
tles who had written the Gospel (glg v éx T®V Ypap®dv T®V 10 £doyyéALOV GLY-
YeYPoPdTeV moctolov drdde&v), in which they recorded (&véypoyav) the
teaching regarding God.

Here, as in 3.11.9, the Gospel to which he refers is clearly written and
is composed of more than one text. Consequently, these examples appear
to attest to a singular use of ebayyédov to denote multiple texts. This rep-
resents an interesting hybridization between the Pauline and Marcionite
meanings of this term, referring either to a single collection composed of
multiple books or to multiple books that together express a single message—
an issue that we will further consider below, in the context of his defense
of the “four-formed Gospel” in 3.11.7-9.

In addition, there are 11 times in Adversus haereses in which heretics occur
as the subjects of sentences or clauses with edayyéhov as a direct object.
These present an important complement to the use of this term in the
context of the apostles, since Irenaeus here describes the Gospel by sur-
veying the different ways in which it can be rejected. The majority of these
concern Marcion and his followers (1.27.2; 3.11.9 [2], 14.4 [3]; 4.34.1,
29.1), while the remainder concern the Montanists (3.11.9) and Valentinians
(2.22.3; 3.11.9; also 3.14.4).

The eight passages about the Marcionites and the Gospel prove partic-
ularly relevant, because Marcion himself probably used the term edoyyéiiov
to denote the written gospel that he constructed by excising parts of the
Gospel of Luke. One example, 1.27.2, occurs in the context of an intro-
ductory summary of Marcionite beliefs in the genealogy of heresy in Book
I. Here, Irenacus states that Marcion abridged (circumcidens) the Gospel of
Luke (see also 3.12.12) and persuaded his followers that he was more trust-
worthy than the “apostles, who transmitted (tradiderunt) the Gospel.” Irenaeus
therefore denounces Marcion, because he “transmitted (fradens), not the
Gospel, but only a little piece (particulam) of the Gospel (1.27.2).” What
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exactly is the “Gospel” of which Marcion transmits only a “little piece”?
On the one hand, this statement is followed by the assertion that Marcion
cut (abscidii) the letters of Paul, thus implying that ebayyéhov refers specifically
to the Gospel of Luke. On other hand, his contrast between the apostles,
who truly transmitted (tradiderunt) the Gospel, and Marcion, who only trans-
mitted a little piece of it, suggests that “Gospel” may here be a more inclu-
sive category.

For instance, in his critique of Marcion in 3.11.9, Irenaeus uses the term
to refer to the totality of authentic written gospels, a meaning that he had
established in the previous passage with his defense of the “four-formed
Gospel” (3.11.8). After asserting that those who do not accept exactly four
gospels “destroy the form of the Gospel,” Irenacus accuses Marcion of
“rejecting the entire Gospel (Ghov drofdAlev 10 evayyédiov) and thus “cut-
ting himself off from (droxoéntwv) the Gospel.” Consequently, it becomes
clear that Irenaeus here focuses, not upon Marcion’s abridgement of the
Gospel of Luke, but rather on his simultaneous rejection of the other three
gospels—or, more accurately, the other three forms of the “four-formed
Gospel.”>

In the same passage, Irenaeus asserts that the Montanists “simultane-
ously set aside (dmwBodvtar) both the Gospel and the prophetic Spirit,” by
rejecting one face (18¢av) of the Gospel, namely the Gospel of John. This
sense of gbayyéhov, as the one Gospel with four written faces or forms, is
also implied in 4.34.1, in which Irenaeus exhorts the Marcionites to “care-
fully read (&vayvate dxpiac)” both “the prophets” and “Gospel which has
been given (dedopévov) to us by the apostles.” Both the explicit mention
of reading and the parallel between these two categories make it clear that
evayyéhov here refers to the “four-formed Gospel” of 3.11.8.

As in 1.27.2, there is nonetheless some difficulty in distinguishing between
[1] the “bookish” use of ebayyédiov, as implied in the assertion that Marcion
rejects the Gospel of Luke by discarding parts of it, and [2] the use of
evoyyédov to denote the single Gospel in its four written aspects, as implied
in the assertion that Marcion rejects the Gospel by rejecting three of the

% Although Irenacus claims that Marcion “not only ‘mutilated’ Luke, but also male-
volently scorned the other gospels,” the evidence about Marcion from both Irenaeus
and Tertullian seems to suggest that “Marcion’s direct polemic was aimed only at the
apostles and at the apostolic preaching of the gospel (cf. Adv. haer. 1, 27, 3; 111, 2, 2;
13, 1f), not against individual gospels, much less a ‘Four-Gospel canon’” (Campenhausen,
Formation of the Christian Canon, 157).
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four gospels. An examination of 3.14.4 suggests that this ambiguity may
root in Marcion’s own claims about his gospel and the Gospel: The
Marcionites boast that they “possess” (éxewv) the Gospel in their abridged
Gospel of Luke, but they in fact possess no Gospel at all.’!

When arguing against the Valentinians, Irenaeus seems to use the term
evoyyélov in a more general sense. For instance, in 3.11.9, after denounc-
ing both the Marcionites and Montanists for rejecting individual gospels,
he asserts that the Valentinians’ acceptance of the “Gospel of Truth” results
in their possession of no authentic Gospel at all (3.11.9).2 However, he
does not root this assertion only in the number of gospels that they accept.
Instead, he focuses upon the content of the “Gospel of Truth,” stating sev-
eral times that it does not agree with the “gospels of the apostles.” Moreover,
in his discussion of their equation of the 30 years of Jesus’ life with the
30 aeons (see also 1.1.3; 2.25.1), he rejects the Valentinian exegesis and
declares that they must “reject (reprobare) either their explanation or the
Gospel” (2.22.3). The “Gospel” that the Valentinians reject thus does not
seem to be only a group of uniquely authoritative texts, as for the Marcionites.
Rather, it also pertains to their method of reading and interpreting such
texts.”

This contrast is nicely illustrated by 3.14.4, which refers to both groups.
After denouncing the Marcionites’ abridgment of the Gospel of Luke and
the Valentinians’ allegorical interpretation, Irenaeus suggests that they both
could repent, if they only devoted themselves (npocegydviag) to “the com-
plete Gospel (0Aotelel. . . 10 evayyedie)” and “the teaching of the apostles
(tfi T®v drootérwv didaxf).”>* In light of the preceding comments about
Marcion, it seems that the Marcionites must adopt the “complete Gospel,”
in the sense of the “four-formed Gospel”; they must accept both the remain-
der of the Gospel of Luke and the other three gospels. However, the
Valentinians must embrace the “complete Gospel,” in the sense of the

! Contrast 3.1.1, in which the apostles are said to “all equally and individually pos-
sess (Exovteg) the Gospel of God,” after the resurrection of Jesus and the descent of the
Holy Spirit upon them.

°? Literally: “so that there is not for them a non-blasphemous Gospel” (v undé 1o
edoyyéhov | mop” ovT0lg ABACGERINTOV).

°* On his approach to the Valentinians’ specific brand of so-called “evil exegesis,”
particularly with reference to their interpretation of the Gospel of John, see Pagels,
“Irenacus, the ‘Canon of Truth,” and the Gospel of John.”

* The wording here is especially reminiscent of Ignatius, Smyrm. 7.2: mpocéyewv 8¢
101G mpoghtorg, aipétag d¢ 1® evoyyeMe. . . .
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written gospels as interpreted in consonance with the “teaching of the
apostles.”

The latter phrase proves particularly significant, because it elsewhere
denotes apostolic traditions that were faithfully preserved by the Church,
not only through the transmission of texts, but also through oral channels
(3.12.11; 3.15.1; 4.33.8). Often associated with the tradition of the pres-
byters (3.2.2; 4.26.4; also 2.22.5; 4.26.2, 27.1), these teachings are else-
where mentioned in the specific context of textual exegesis (4.33.8; also
3.12.11; 4.32.1)—most notably in 4.32.1, where Irenacus exhorts his read-
ers to “attentively read (dxpiBdg dvayv®) the Scriptures with the presbyters
(npecPutéporg) in the Church, among whom is the apostolic teaching (10
GmootoAlkov didackaielov).”?

Just as the authentic apostolic tradition consists of written and oral com-
ponents, so the heretical rejection of that tradition can involve either false
writings or false interpretations. Marcion possesses no Gospel, due to his
rejection of certain texts and passages (3.14.4), but the Valentinians have
“no unblasphemous Gospel” (3.11.9) in a wider sense. In denouncing the
latter, Irenacus draws upon a more inclusive sense of the term edoyyéiiov
than the “bookish” meanings that he invokes in the context of Marcionites
and Montanists, namely, as the totality of the Christian message, trans-
mitted in both written documents and oral traditions—and especially oral
traditions about the proper manner to read those documents.

There are four remaining examples of Irenacus’ use of the term edoryyéAiov
as a direct object in Adversus haereses. Twice this term is used with an
unspecified or generalized subject. The first (4.37.4) depicts the Gospel as
something that one chooses to follow (¢recBot) of one’s own free will, evok-
ing the use of ebayyéhiov to denote a way of life in Phil 1.27, 2 Cor 9.13,
2 Thess 1.8, and 1 Pet 4.17. The second (3.14.3) presents a generalized
restatement of the sentiments that Irenaeus elsewhere expresses about
Marcion and his followers: Anyone who denies the trustworthiness of Luke’s
testimony essentially “rejects (ékpéAlov) that Gospel of which he claims to
be a disciple,” because the Gospel of Luke teaches us “many important
parts of the Gospel.” The rejection of any part of the Gospel is essentially

» See Jeffrey Sobosan, “The Role of the Presbyter: An Investigation into the Adversus
Haereses of Saint Irenaeus,” Scottish Journal of Theology 27 (1974) 143-46; also Johannes
Munck, “Presbyters and Disciples of The Lord in Papias,” Harvard Theological Review 52
(1959) 229-30, 233-36.


http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=/0036-9306^281974^2927L.143[aid=2645808]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=/0017-8160^281959^2952L.229[aid=2645809]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=/0017-8160^281959^2952L.229[aid=2645809]
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a rejection of its entirety, precisely because each part communicates unique
and essential aspects thereof.

There are also two statements with a divine subject, which explain aspects
of the Gospel in terms of the agency of Christ-Logos. In 4.35.2, after
rejecting the Valentinian distinction between different degrees of truth in
the Scriptures (4.35.1; cp. Ptolemy, Letter to Flora), Irenaeus argues that “the
Savior . .. preached (éknpuEev) the Gospel to us” by the means of both
the prophets and the apostles. Similarly, in 3.11.8, when developing his
concept of the “four-formed Gospel,” Irenaceus emphasizes that the Logos,
who metaphorically sits enthroned upon the four authoritative gospels, is
also the one who “gave (§dwxev) us the four-formed Gospel” (3.11.8). Just
as the Logos is responsible for the oral preaching of his Gospel, so he is

the ultimate source for its four-fold manifestation in written form.

The phrase év 1® eboryyelio

The second major category of examples is represented by Irenaeus’ use
of the phrase év 1® edayyelio, which occurs 12 times in Adversus haereses.™
In one case, 3.14.1, this phrase functions as part of a wider idiom: Irenaeus
describes Luke as ouvepyog év 1@ edoyyedio (“a fellow-laborer in the Gospel”)
with Paul, consistent with previous Pauline usage (see e.g. 1 Thess 3.2;
Phil 4.3; Phlm 1.24). Elsewhere, the phrase is used in four ways: [1] to
cite historical information (4 times), [2] to cite a doctrine (once), [3] to
introduce sayings of Jesus (4 times), and [4] to introduce quotations from
the Johannine prologue (twice).

The first category evokes Justin Martyr’s use of dmopvnupoveduoto as a
source for historical information related to the life of Jesus. Irenaeus, how-
ever, does not specify whether this information is recorded in books or
whether it belongs to oral traditions about the apostolic era, as preserved
by the presbyters and transmitted through the Church. These passages only
note that certain people or events are “announced” (kmpvocopévng; 1.8.4),
are “named” (denominatis; 2.20.4), or simply “are” (eivor; 1.7.4) in the Gospel.

The second category parallels Justin’s use of the term ebayyéhov in Dial.
10.2.4, insofar as it refers to commandments “in the Gospel.” In contrast
to Trypho’s disparaging comments, Irenaeus positively compares that which
is in the law (év 1@ ... vopo) and in the Gospel (év 1® evoyyerio), namely,

% Note that the Latin seems to read i Evangelio five additional times, namely at Adp.
haer. 3.11.1, 4.2.3, 4.20.6, 4.29.1, and 4.32.1. See note above.
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the commandment to love the Lord God with one’s whole heart (4.12.3).
Although vépog clearly refers to writings, gbayyéAiov may not. Indeed, sim-
ilar comparisons of 10 gbayyéhiov with 0 vépog, ot mpogitar, and to dpyelo
occur in the letters of Ignatius, with the aim of drawing a contrast between
codified, written Law and living, oral Gospel (Smym. 5.1; 7.2; Phld. 8.2).”

The third category includes the four other passages in which the phrase
is used to introduce sayings of Jesus that correspond to sayings recorded
in now canonical gospels (1.20.2; 2.26.2; 3.23.3; 5.22.1).>® One of these is
rather neutral, introducing a saying by stating that it “occurs” (kewpévov)
in the Gospel (1.20.2). The remainder use the rhetoric of speech, either
without a subject (dictum sit; 2.26.2) or with Christ as the subject (6 Kdprog
év 1@ edoyyéMo . . . enotv, 3.23.3; 6 Adyog 100 Be0d . . . év 1® edoyyedo . . .
pnoetg, 5.22.1). This language is striking, insofar as it is more consistent
with the use of this term to denote a whole body of tradition in the Didache
(8.2; 15.3, 4) and 2 Clement (8.5), than in the works of Justin Martyr (cp.
Dial. 100.1)5°

In the fourth category, the phrase is used to introduce direct quotations
from the Johannine Prologue (3.16.8; 5.18.2), presupposing the “bookish”
sense of edayyéhov. This is especially clear in 3.16.8. Intending to illus-
trate the harmony between the Johannine Epistles (see 1 John 4.1-3;
2 John 7-8) and the Gospel of John (see John 1.14), Irenaeus contrasts
that which is said in the epistle (év fij éniotoAfj gnotv . ..) with that which
is said in the gospel (t® év t® edayyelio pnBévtr. . .). A similar sense is prob-
ably intended in 5.18.2, where Irenaeus introduces a quotation from John
1.3 by asserting that John thus “spoke (Aéywv) in the Gospel.” Although
the persistence of the rhetoric of speaking is important to note, gboyyéiiov
here refers to a single document, the Gospel of John.

evoyyéMov as a nominative subject and datival agent

Nine times in Adversus haereses the term “gospel” occurs either as the sub-
ject of an active verb or the agent of the action expressed by a passive

°” On the oral sense of edayyéMov in Ignatius’ writings, see Gundry, “EYATTEAION,”
324.

% More specifically, Adv. haer. 1.20.2 quotes Luke 2.49; 2.26.2 quotes Matt 10.24;
3.23.3 quotes Matt 25.41; and 5.22.1 quotes Matt 4.7 (cf. Deut 4.4, 5, 16).

% For instance, Justin introduces a saying of Jesus, by stating that it is “written in the
Gospel” (év 1@ evoyyelio 8¢ yéyporton; Dial. 100.1), whereas a saying is introduced in
2 Clement 8.5 with the formula “the Lord said in the Gospel” (Aéyet yop 6 kOprog év 1@
evoyyeM@). Similarly, Did. 15.3 and 15.4 use the ambiguous phrase “as you have in
the Gospel” (dg &ete év 1 edoyyelie). See Gundry, “EYATTEAION,” 322-23.
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verb (3.9.2, 10.2, 10.6, 11.2, 15.5; 4.20.9, 9.1, 32.1, 29.1).%° In each case,
the Gospel or a gospel actively transmits some type of information. Hence,
this use of edayyéhov falls into two groups: [1] those which equate the
Gospel with an entire category of revelation and [2] those which describe
a single gospel document as metaphorically “showing” or “speaking” the
information that the text contains.

In the former group, the exact boundaries of the category differ, as
evoyyéhov is paralleled with various other categories of revelation, knowl-
edge, or truth. In some cases (e.g. 3.16.5), edayyéhov denotes the entirety
of Christian teaching, in contrast to multifarious heretical fabrications. How-
ever, in 2.22.5, Irenaeus emphasizes the accuracy of information about the
life of Jesus by stating that “the Gospel and all the presbyters (rpecBitepoy)
testify (uopropodorv)” to it. The latter category (i.e. mpecPotepor) is clearly
an oral tradition; Irenaeus subsequently specifies that its chain of trans-
mission originated with those who both saw and heard the apostles. Con-
sequently, we can infer that edayyéAov here refers neither to a single gospel
document nor to the entire Christian truth in all of its manifestations.
Rather, it denotes the written gospel tradition as a whole.

In most cases, however, edoyyélov is paralleled with the revelation of
the “old covenant.” In 4.9.1, for instance, Irenacus emphasize the differences
between the two by contrasting of “the manner of life required by the
Gospel” with the law of the “old covenant,” in a manner consistent with
his schema of different stages of salvation history (e.g. 3.11.8). Consistent
with his wider aim to prove the singularity of God from multiple proof-
texts, other passages highlight the essential unity between the two, by com-
paring what the two “say” (4.32.1) or by showing how the Gospel itself
demonstrates this unity (4.20.9).

Four similar examples occur within 3.9.1-11.6, the section in which
Irenaeus attempts to demonstrate that all four gospels attest to the one-
ness of God (3.9.2, 10.2, 10.5, 11.2). In these passages, it proves particu-
larly difficult to determine whether the term evoyyéhov refers to a general
category of revelation or a specific text, since this section simultaneously
[1] appeals to the gospels as prooftexts to demonstrate that “neither the
prophets, nor the apostles, nor the Lord Christ in his own person acknowl-
edged any other Lord or God but the supreme Lord and God” (3.9.1)

% Although NT parallels to this use of edoyyéhov are few, it is significant that
1 Cor 1.23 depicts the Gospel promising hope, while 1 Thess 1.5 depicts the Gospel
coming in both word and power.
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and [2] appeals to the unity of the gospels’ testimony on this matter to
establish the grounds to argue for their unique authority (see 3.11.7). In
each case, Irenaeus presents examples from specific gospels, then concludes
by noting what the gospel/Gospel “says” or “shows.” It is thus possible
that he refers to the conclusions of a single gospel with the ultimate aim
of thus proving their unity and thus uses the term eboyyéAiov in its simple
“bookish” sense.

However, since the conclusions are the same, it is also possible that
Irenaeus here cites examples from all the gospels to demonstrate what the
Gospel itself says about the nature of God, thus implying an understand-
ing of gbayyéhov as a wider category. For instance, in 3.9.2 and 3.10.5,
the activity of the Gospel is paralleled with the activity of the prophets;
the same God who was “proclaimed” (xeknpuynévog) by the prophets was
“announced” (kotoyyeAdopevog; 3.9.2) and “transmitted” (ropadidouevog;
3.10.6) by the Gospel (see also 3.10.2). The parallel with the prophets,
together with the choice of these specific verbs, seems to suggest that
evayyéhov does not here refer to any particular document, but rather to
an entire category of revelation.® This ambiguity, however, may be deliberate.
Irenaecus may draw upon both meanings in order further to emphasize
that the singularity of God is witnessed by both the prophets and the
Gospel, while the singularity of this essential aspect of the Gospel is simul-
taneously witnessed by all four gospels (see 3.11.7-8).

evoyyéMov in genitival constructions

In 25 passages within Adversus haereses, ebayyélov used in genitival con-
structions, seven times with a genitive and 18 times as a genitive. Of the
former category, the majority are consistent with the 27 instances within

NT texts in which edoyyélov is likewise paired with a modifying genitive

that specifies the subject, content, or ultimate source of the “good news.”%?

For instance, in Adv. haer. 3.12.13, Irenaeus refers to the “Gospel of Christ,”

' For instance, the statement in Adv. haer. 3.9.2 concludes a comparison of state-
ments from the Gospel of Matthew with statements in various Psalms. It is thus possible
that the term edoyyéhov does not here refer specifically to this one document, any
more than the corresponding term “prophets” refers only to the Psalms.

% Indeed, of the twelve instances in which Irenaeus quotes a NT passage that includes
the term evoyyéMov, nine feature this pattern. E.g. Mark 1.1 (“Gospel of Jesus Christ”)
is quoted three times (Adv. haer. 3.10.5, 11.8, 15.3); Rom 1.1 (“Gospel of God”) is quoted
at 3.11.16; Eph 6.15 (“Gospel of peace”) at 3.13.1; 2 Cor 4.4 (“Gospel of Christ”) at
4.29.1; 2 Thess 1.6-10 (“Gospel of our Lord Jesus Christ”) at 4.27.4.
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using a common Pauline phrase (see Rom 15.19; 1 Cor 9.12; 2 Cor 2.12;
9.13; 10.14; Gal 1.7; Phil 1.27; 1 Thess 3.2; also 2 Cor 4.4 as quoted at
Adv. haer. 4.29.1). Moreover, he states that martyrs give their lives for the
Gospel, evoking NT depictions of the Gospel as a truth for which a Christian
should be willing to suffer or even die (see e.g. Mark 8.35; Phil 1.13;
2 Tim 1.8). Similarly, Adv. haer. 3.1.1 refers to the “Gospel of God” (see
Rom 1.1, quoted at Adv. haer. 3.11.16; Rom 15.16; 1 Thess 2.2, 8, 9;
1 Pet 4.17) that all of the apostles “equally and individually possess,” while
3.22.4 refers to the “Gospel of life” into which Christ brought all human-
ity (cp. 2 Tim 1.10).

As mentioned above, there are also two passages in which this struc-
ture occurs in titles of heretical books, namely the “Gospel of Judas” (1.31.1)
and the “Gospel of Truth” (3.11.9).% When denouncing the Valentinian
use of the latter, Irenaeus plays upon the different connotations of gboryyédiov.
He states that the text called the “Gospel of Truth” (dAnfelog edaryyéAiov)
agrees in no way with the four “gospels of the apostles (tolg t@v drootérwvy
evayyeriorg).” Consequently, he argues that this text cannot be the gospel
of truth, since if it were, the (singular) Gospel transmitted by the apostles
could not also be the Gospel of truth (unxért elvat 10 Hnd 1AV GrocTOADY
napadedopévov dAnbeiog evayyéhiov). That, of course, would be impossible,
since those gospels are alone are true and reliable (GAn07 kot BéBone). Just
as the written “Gospel of Truth” is contrasted with the authentic Gospel
of truth transmitted by the apostles, so the singular “Gospel transmitted
by the apostles” is equated with the four “gospels of the apostles.”

The 18 instances in which ebayyéAdov is used as a genitive are similarly
illuminative in the range and combinations of meanings that they invoke.
In some cases, the term edayyéhiov encompasses the entirety of the Christian
truth. For instance, in the preface to Book III, Irenaeus states that Jesus
“gave the authority (¢€ovoiav) of the Gospel to his apostles” so that they
could subsequently preach with perfect knowledge. Similarly, he writes of
the “covenant of the Gospel” (f| dioffxn t0d edayyéliov) that is manifest
after Jesus’ expiatory death (5.9.4; cp. 3.11.8) and summarily refers to the

% In citations of titles of the four gospels, Ireneaus always qualifies the relationship
of the Gospel to the evangelist with the preposition kotd (= Lat. secundum in Adv. haer.
1.26.2, 1.27.2), whereas his citation of the title of a “heretical” text attributed to a dis-
ciple uses evayyéhov with a genitive (i.e. Judae Euangelium, 1.31.1: “Judas’ Gospel,” instead
of “the Gospel according to Judas”). It is possible that this correlates with Irenaeus’
view that the authoritative gospels all represent a single Gospel according to different
apostles, in contrast to spurious, heretical texts with their totalizing claims to truth.
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“teachings of the apostles” as the “teaching (didackolrio) of the Gospel”
(3.12.12).

In contrast, two passages clearly use evoyyéliov to specify a single writ-
ten document, insofar as they reference different parts of the Gospel of
Mark (3.10.5 [2]). Likewise, in 3.1.1, Irenaeus states that Matthew “pub-
lished a writing of Gospel (ypoenv é€fveykev evoyyeliov), while Peter and
Paul were preaching (edayyeMlopévov) at Rome and laying the foundations
(Bepeliotvov) of the Church.” The phrase “a writing of Gospel” is somewhat
peculiar, especially due to the lack of article.®* One possible interpretation
is that Irenaeus here attempts to qualify his use of the term edboyyéliov in
the context of a book, in the same manner that he nuances the significance
of this first apostolic writing by paralleling it with Peter and Paul’s con-
temporaneous preaching (i.e. edoyyehiCesBor) and by arguing for the antig-
uity and the apostolic origins of ecclesiastical authority. A similar approach
is found in 3.11.1, in which Irenaeus first states that John sought to con-
test heresy “through proclamation of the Gospel (81 tfig T0D edoyyeriov
knpovEeng)” and later recounts that he began his “teaching according to the
Gospel (tfig kot 10 gdayyédov didackariog)” with John 1.1-5.

Three other examples concern the Gospel of Luke. These stress that
there are “many important parts of the Gospel,” which God communi-
cated through Luke and which one can only learn through his testimony
(3.14.3, 15.1 [2]). Insofar as they all occur in 3.13-15, the section in which
Irenacus attempts to defend the trustworthiness of Luke,® it is striking that
Irenacus does not simply argue that the Gospel of Luke communicates or
illuminates the Gospel. Rather, he qualifies this gospel’s role in a Christian
epistemology, as necessary but partial. His related statements about Marcion
represent an important complement to his depiction of the Gospel as a
unity in delineated multiplicity—as well as to his specific defense of the
Gospel of Luke as an indispensable facet thereof. In 1.27.2, for instance,
he states that Marcion transmitted only “a little piece of the Gospel (par-
ticulam Euaggeli)” to his followers, despite boasting to the contrary (see e.g.
3.11.9). Especially since Irenaeus’ defense of Luke probably responds to
some proto-orthodox distrust of this text due to its associations with Marcion,%

% Indeed, this may simply denote a “written gospel,” although one wonders why the
adjective eboryyeAikds is not here used, as in 1.3.6, 2.27.2, and 3.10.5. Note that Rousseau
and Doutreleau (SC 211) translate this phrase as “une forme écrite d’Evangile.”

% See Campenhausen, Formation of the Christian Canon, 201-2.

% See Sundberg, “Dependent Canonicity,” 410.
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the contrast between the two is striking: The Gospel of Luke presents facets
that are essential for understanding the single truth of the Gospel, which
Marcion ironically claims to possess in its entirety, even though he only
accepts portions of the Gospel of Luke.

A similar interplay of unity and multiplicity is apparent in Adv. haer.
3.11.8-9. Here, Irenaeus describes “the character (yapaxtip) of the Gospel”
as four-formed (3.11.8) and states that “the form (i8éav) of the Gospel” is
thus harmonious (3.11.9). He also notes that Mark, by beginning with
prophecy, thus “points to the winged image (tnv ntepotikiy glkéva) of the
Gospel” (3.11.8). In a more general sense, he asserts that those who adopt
more or less than four gospels “destroy the form (i8éav) of the Gospel” by
representing “the ‘faces’ (npécwna) of the Gospel” as either less or more
than four (3.11.9). Here, it is striking how Irenaeus uses the language of
appearance to describe the multiplicity of the Gospel, thus suggesting that
the “four-formed” quality of the Gospel does not reflect an ontological
reality, but simply the way in which human believers may come to under-
stand the singular, divine Truth. As such, Irenacus here remains consis-
tent with the Pauline sense of eboyyéhov, as potentially differing in its
mode of proclamation (e.g. Gal 4.2), but never in its essential message (Gal
1.6-8; also 2 Cor 11.14).57

The nature of this single Gospel is explicated by the reference in 3.11.7
to “the first principles (épyai) of the Gospel,” which Irenaeus explicates as
the belief in one God, as the Creator, the God who was “announced by

13

the prophets,” and the framer of the Mosaic Law. This passage, although

brief, is reminiscent of his presentation of the Rule of Truth (1.22.1) and
his summary of the unifying faith that the Church received from the apos-
tles and their disciples (1.10.1). This further suggests that Irenaeus con-
ceives of the Christian truth as multi-faceted in its manifestations, but aims
to stress, above all, the singularity of its essence and origin.®®

% For instance, in his insightful analysis of the use of Matthew in Adversus Haereses,
Bingham highlights Irenaeus’ stress on the simultaneous unity and distinctiveness of the
four gospels (frenaeus’ Use of Matthew’s Gospel, 4, 62-63, 84-88, 93-94), asserting that “From
3.11.8-9, one can glean that Irenaeus holds in balance both a Gospel’s harmonious par-
ticipation in the one apostolic Gospel and a Gospel’s distinctive role. Just as God’s
arrangement of salvation history has both unity and complexity, continuity and dis-
continuity, so also does his arrangement of the Gospel” (p. 87); so also Merkel, Die
Widerspriiche zwischen den Evangelien, 54-55.

% Lawson, Biblical Theology of Irenaeus, 102-4.
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evoyyéMov in predicate constructions

In Adversus haereses there are four occurrences of edayyédov in predicate
statements, all of which cluster in 3.11.8. Two of these occur in the con-
text of his metaphorical association of the four gospels with four “living
creatures” of Rev 4.7 (also Ezek 10.14) and/or the four faces of the cheru-
bim upon which the Logos sits enthroned (see Ezek 1.5-11; 10.1-14; Pss
80.1; 90.1; Is 37.16). When equating each gospel with characteristics that
correspond to its associated creature, by means of predicate adjectives,
Irenacus refers to the Gospel of John and the Gospel of Matthew as 10
evayyéhov todto, clearly adopting the “bookish” meaning of ebayyéAiov.

However, the other two examples in this passage combine and trans-
form the two prior Christian meanings of ebayyéAov. The first occurs near
the beginning of the passage. After having argued that Matthew (3.9), Luke
(3.10.1-4), Mark (3.10.5), and John (3.11.1-6) all attest to the oneness of
God, Irenacus cites different heretical groups that exclusively use each text
(3.11.7).% He then begins his argument that one must not accept either
more or less than four gospels (3.11.8). Paraphrasing 1 Tim 3.15, he asserts
that the “pillar and support of the Church (6tdAog 3¢ kol otprypoe EkkAnclog)
is the Gospel and the Spirit of Life (ITvedpo {ofic).”’® Poetically interweaving
the different components of this metaphor, he then states that the Church
has four life-giving pillars and that the “four-formed Gospel (tetpdpopgov
10 evayyéhov)” is “sustained by one Spirit” (vl 8¢ [Ivedpott cuveyduevov).

Irenaeus then enters into his famous discussion of the “living creatures.”
Structurally and thematically consistent with his combination of OT and
NT prooftexts in his efforts to demonstrate their mutual witness to the one
God and one Logos, he here integrates different descriptions of the four
“living creatures,” beginning with the testimony in the Jewish Scriptures
and concluding with the Christian testimony in Revelation. First, he inter-
prets Ps 80.1 through Ezekiel 1 and 10 (esp. 1.6; 10.15; 10.22) in order
to depict Christ-Logos as enthroned upon the four-faced cherubim. He

% T.e. Ebionites and the Gospel of Matthew (see further Bingham, Irenaeus’ Use of
Matthew’s Gospel, 70-71), Marcionites and the Gospel of Luke, Docetists (lit. “those who
separate Jesus from Christ”) and the Gospel of Mark, Valentinians and the Gospel of
John (see further, Pagels, “Irenacus, the ‘Canon of Truth,” and the Gospel of John”).

7'In 1 Tim 3.15, the Church of the living God is described as the “pillar and
ground” (610Aog kol €dpoimpar). In Adv. haer. 3.1.1, the Gospel is described as the “ground
and pillar Bepéliov xoi otAov) of our faith” and the four gospels as four pillars, while
in 4.21.3 the apostles are described as the twelve pillars of the Church.
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then draws upon Rev 4.7 to describe their appearance, presupposing Ezek
10.15 (also 10.22) in his equation of the cherubim of Ezekiel 1 with the
four “living creatures” of Ezekiel 10.7! Identifying each creature with a
gospel, Irenaeus concludes: tetpduopea yop 1o {do, TeTpapopPoOV Kol 10
evoyyéhov. In both cases, eboyyéhiov denotes something that is simultane-
ously singular and multiple: Due to the unifying support of the Spirit, the
Church has the Gospel as its one pillar and the four gospels as its four
pillars. Just as the Gospel is both “four-formed” and “bound together by
one Spirit,” so the four gospels can be likened to the four different crea-
tures of Rev 4.7, but also to the four different faces of each creature in
Ezek 1.10.72

Scholars such as T. C. Skeat and Graham Stanton have suggested that

' In listing the animals in this passage, Irenacus follows Rev 4.7°s description of the
four “living creatures” (lion, ox, human, eagle) rather than Ezek 1.10’s description of
the four faces of each “living creature” (man, lion, ox, eagle; compare MT Ezek 10.14,
missing from LXX). Skeat suggests that the corresponding order of gospels followed in
this passage (i.e. John, Luke, Matthew, Mark) represents a secondary corruption of an
earlier source, which had originally followed Ezek 1.10 and thus listed the animals/gospels
in the “Western Order” (i.e. Matthew, John, Luke, Mark; “Irenaecus and the Four-
Gospel Canon,” 196-98). Especially since Irenaecus elsewhere lists the evangelists in the
order Matthew, Mark, Luke, John (e.g. 3.1.1), it seems tenuous to suggest that the order
of the gospels in this passage aims at anything more than using the biblical image of
the four living creatures to assert the proper number of gospels (see e.g. Campenhausen,
Formation of the Christian Bible, 195). Moreover, in arguing otherwise, Skeat tautologically
presupposes exactly what he attempts to prove, namely, that Irenacus’ “four-formed
Gospel” is not a metaphorical image nor theological concept, but reflects a “Four-Gospel
Canon” bound in a “Four-Gospel Codex” (on this theory, see discussion below).

72 Skeat considers Irenaeus’ combination of Ezekielian imagery with Rev 4.7 to be
so inconsistent as to be irreconcilable without positing another, earlier source behind it.
He proposes that this source, which he dates circa 170 C.E., used both Ezekiel and
Revelation to defend the “Four-Gospel Canon,” but did so in a manner that was less
abbreviated than Irenacus’ version (“Irenacus and the Four-Gospel Canon,” 194-99).
Not only does his theory that another text “without a shadow of a doubt” underlies
Adv. haer. 3.11.8 seem highly tenuous, but it seems simply unnecessary to reconstruct a
non-extant original source in order to explain this passage: The terse yet evocative com-
bination of OT and NT sources in 3.11.8 seems quite characteristic of Irenacus’ mode
of argumentation. Moreover, the supposed inconsistency in comparing the gospels to
both the four faces of Ezekiel’s cherubim and the four different animals in Revelation
is well in keeping with the metaphorical style of this passage—as well as Irenaeus’ use
of the rhetoric of multiplicity/unity and appearance/reality to express the paradoxical
truth of the essential unity of the Gospel as manifest in a combination of four different
gospels.
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Irenacus’ description of the Gospel as “four-formed” already presupposes
the Church’s acceptance of the canonicity of these texts in a “Four-Gospel
Canon” and even implies the existence of a standardized four-gospel codex.™
If Irenacus indeed uses the singular ebayyéAdiov to refer to a codex con-
taining this collection of texts and compares this collection to the heavenly
throne of the Logos, he has innovated a new meaning of this term, as
truly denoting a “canon”—a list of texts with self-legitimizing sacred author-
ity. But, are we meant to understand this singular “four-formed Gospel”
as written, in the sense that it is a proto-canon or authoritative collection
composed of four gospels? Or rather, does Irenaecus’ metaphorical language
in this section deliberately draw upon this term’s polysemy, interplaying
the singularity of the Truth that transcends writing with the multiplicity
of the forms in which it nonetheless appears?

Above, we noted three other instances in which Irenaeus uses the sin-
gular edayyéhov to denote a group of written sources (i.e. 2.22.5; 3.5.1,
11.9). In each case, he articulates a distinction between oral tradition and
written Gospel. In 2.22.5, the “Gospel” and “all the presbyters” are two
categories of witnesses to the same teachings. Similarly, 3.5.1 and 3.11.9
distinguish the apostles who “transmitted the Gospel” from the other apos-
tles. However, the context is important to note: 3.5.1 introduces Irenaeus’
argument that the four gospels all attest to the unity of God, whereas

7% Skeat equates the Four-Gospel Codex, whose origins he dates to 170 C.E., with
the Four-Gospel Canon (“Irenacus and the four-Gospel Canon,” 198-99; contra T. C.
Skeat and Colin H. Roberts. The Birth of the Codex, [London: Oxford University Press,
1985] 62-66). Stanton is more cautious, suggesting that “the universal adoption of a
four-Gospel canon took much longer” (“Fourfold Gospel,” 340). He also acknowledges
the preponderance of references a single Gospel in Adversus haereses and concludes that
“for Irenacus, ‘the Gospel’ and in particular the words of Jesus have a higher author-
ity than the individual writings of the evangelists.” Yet, he nevertheless asserts that “By
the time Irenacus wrote in 180 AD, the fourfold Gospel was very well established”
(“Fourfold Gospel,” 321-22)—even dating the emergence of the four-gospel Codex to
the time of Justin, based on his dating of the Muratorian Fragment and the possible
evidence for four-gospel codices in the early third century P75 (which contains only
Luke and John) and the late second century P64 (which contains fragments of Matthew
that might have come from the same codex as P4, which contains Luke; “Fourfold
Gospel,” 326-29, 339-40). Until we have more evidence, any extrapolation of a four-
gospel codex from two gospel codices seems tenuous, especially because the gospels con-
tinued to circulate individually and because even our earliest evidence for a four-gospel
codex (i.e. P45) also contains Acts (see Skeat and Roberts, Birth of the Codex, 65-66;
Campenhausen, Formation of the Christian Bible, 173-74; Koester, Ancient Christian Gospels,
242).
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3.11.9 occurs at the end of his defense of the “four-formed Gospel” against
the heretics and represents the conclusion of this same argument. However,
Irenaeus did not even begin this argument from Scriptural proof, before
having firmly established that “the tradition (ropaddcewg) from the apos-
tles does thus exist in the Church, and is permanent (Swapevodong) among
us” (3.5.1; also 3.2-4). Hence, he emphasizes the unity of the truth that
was preached by all the apostles and variously transmitted through a com-
bination of oral and written channels. Even as a group of writings are
termed the “Gospel,” Irenaeus characteristically focuses upon the single
Truth to which they bear witness—together with the prophets, the writ-
ings of other apostles, and the oral tradition preserved in the Church.

It is also significant that the defense of the “four-formed Gospel” in
3.11.8 occurs within the wider argument of 3.5-11, namely, that the one-
ness of God is proclaimed by the apparently multiple but essentially unified
testimony of the evangelists.”* Although proper text selection is defended
in 3.11.7-9, what is ultimately at stake is the unity of apostolic testimony,
which illuminates the unity of the authentic Christian message, ensures the
unity of the true Church, and demonstrates the unity of God.” In using
evoyyéhov to refer to a group of texts, Irenacus combines its Pauline and
Marcionite meanings. However, he does not simply contest Marcion’s

* Skeat acknowledges that Irenaeus here aims “to demonstrate the spiritual unity of
the Four Gospels,” but asks: “How could a random assemblage of four separate codices
of the Gospels, differing perhaps in size, appearance, style of writing and so on, be
regarded as having the unity and (which is just as important) the exclusivity which
Irenaeus and, presumably, his source were at such pains to establish?” (“Irenacus and
the Four-Gospel Canon,” 199). This seems to miss the point. As with the unity of the
Jewish Scriptures with the apostolic tradition, what is important about the unity of the
four gospels is that it transcends the appearance of difference and multiplicity. See also
Bingham’s critique of Skeat in lrenaeus’ Use of Matthew’s Gospel, 80-81, 89-94.

7 This focus on the unity of the authentic Christian message, as opposed to the
selection of proper texts, is consonant with Adversus haereses as a whole. Although denounc-
ing heretics for composing spurious texts (1.20.1; 3.11.9), Irenaeus more often focuses
on their interpretation of accepted texts, attempting to demonstrate the inconsistency of
their beliefs by illuminating the proper interpretations of the writings (both gospels and
epistles) that they share with the Church. Two particularly important examples of this
tendency are the argument concerning the Valentinians’ exegesis of the Johannine
Prologue in 1.9.1-5 and the argument concerning the heretical interpretation of 1 Cor
15.50 in 5.9.1-14.4. See Donovan, Onre Right Reading, 36-37; Noormann, Irendus als
Paulusinterpret, 295-96; Richard A. Norris, “Irenacus’ Use of Paul” in Paul and the Legacies
of Paul, edited by William Babcock (Dallas: Southern Methodist University Press, 1990)
80-84.
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adoption of a canon by articulating an orthodox “counter-canon,” reject-
ing his choice of a gospel and asserting that a four-gospel Canon must
instead serve as the written criterion for discerning the Christian truth.”
Rather, the inclusivity of the Pauline sense of edoyyéliov remains determi-
native, not only in Irenaeus’ description of the four gospels as a single
“four-formed Gospel,” but also in his efforts throughout Adversus Haereses
to articulate the one Christian message that unifies the multiplicity of
authentic apostolic witnesses and, above all, to demonstrate the unques-

tionable unity of its divine source.”’

From the “Memoires of the Apostles” to the “Four-Formed Gospel”

Within this survey, we have encountered a range of different uses of the
term evoyyéAov. Consistent with Irenaeus’ frequent appeal to Christian
prooftexts and his defense of the unique textual authority of the four gospels,
some occurrences of this term invoke its simple “bookish” meaning, as
denoting a single document (e.g. 3.1.1, 10.5, 11.8-9, 16.8; 5.18.2). Nevertheless,
its original Pauline sense was also evident in many cases, especially in
depictions of the Gospel as a truth preached (knpidcoew) by the apostles
and transmitted (ropodidovar) to the Church (e.g. 3.1.1, 12.12, 14.1).
However, the majority of cases that we surveyed did not clearly conform
to either of these extremes. Rather, under the influence of both meanings,
they either [1] engendered new meanings from some combination of the
two, or [2] simultaneously drew upon both sets of connotations with delib-
erate and evocative ambiguity.

These cases most clearly illuminate Irenaeus’ understanding of the Gospel,
reflecting his integration of different influences towards the goal of unify-
ing geographically diverse Christian communities into a universal Church
that is bound together, against many dangerous heresies, by a single Rule
of Truth (1.9.4, 22.1; 4.35.4).7® Consequently, the differences between the

7 Lawson suggests that: “In actual practice S. Irenaeus quotes the Apostolic writings
as of equal authority with the Old Testament Scriptures . . . (but) he always bases their
authority on the fact of authorship, not on the simple circumstance that the book occurs
in the Canon . .. Thus the Apostolic writings are to Irenaeus fully authoritative Scripture,
but they are also only the substitute for the fully authoritative spoken word” (Biblical
Theology, 35-36).

77 Cf. Perkins, “Spirit and Letter,” 311-12.

® The epistemological ramifications of this stance are articulated nicely by T. F.
Torrance: “It was the indivisible reality and wholeness of the Truth embodied in Jesus
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two previous meanings of evaryyéliov often function as generative dichotomies,
for Irenaeus, disclosing new levels of connotation and nuance. Just as the
contradiction between the orally oriented sense of gbayyéhiov and its later
“bookish” sense serves as a locus for issues of authority and interpretation,
so the tension between the totalized singularity of its use to denote the
Christian message and the inherent multiplicity of its “bookish” sense serves
as a locus for issues of Christian epistemology.

As such, Irenaeus’ combination of the Pauline and Marcionite mean-
ings of edoyyéhov corresponds to his integration of previous approaches to
both oral tradition and textual authority. Like Justin (see 1.28.1), he explic-
itly appeals to Christian documents (e.g. 3.1.1). However, like Papias (see
5.33.4), he also lauds the presbyters’ oral transmission of traditions and
interpretations (e.g. 2.22.5; 3.2.2).° Any potential tension between these
different modes of transmission is resolved, for Irenaeus, by invoking the
essential singularity of the apostolic message and by asserting that all of
the apostles “equally and individually possess the Gospel of God” (3.1.1).
Moreover, he introduces an important mediatory aspect, by asserting that
even the truth of Scripture stands dependent upon proper interpretation—
a point most poignantly illustrated by the heretics’ consistently false inter-
pretation of authentic texts. Consequently, the correct exegesis of author-
itative texts is necessarily linked to his understanding of the tradition that
is preserved and guarded by the Church, as summarized in the Rule of
Truth (see 1.10.1, 22.1; 2.27.1, 28.1-2; 3.2.2, 4.1, 5.1, 14.4; 4.32.1, 33.8).%

Consequently, Irenaeus’ notion of a single Gospel with four written
aspects mirrors his heresiological use of the rhetoric of unity and multi-
plicity in Adversus haereses. Irenaeus often contrasts the plurality of heresies
and their multifarious depictions of the divine with the unity of the true
Church and the true God (esp. 1.10-22)8" However, he simultaneously
appeals to the authority of multiple sources for this Truth, variously citing
the law and the prophets, written epistles and gospels, the words of Jesus,

Christ that constituted the fundamental theological base or canon of truth in all Irenacus’
efforts . . . in expounding and defending the Gospel. ... That is to say, in Christ Jesus
event and message, fact and meaning, the Truth and truths, are all intrinsically inte-
grated and cannot be torn apart without serious dismemberment and distortion of the
Faith” (“Deposit of Faith,” 4).

" See Lawson, Biblical Theology of Irenaeus, 105-11.

 Benoit, “Ecriture et Tradition,” 40-43.

8 See Le Boulluec, La notion d’hérésie 1, 233-34; Perkins, “Irenacus and the Gnostics,”
195-96; Bingham, Irenaeus’ Use of Matthew’s Gospel, 305.
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the preaching of his apostles, and the tradition of the Church (4.20.1-4,
33.6-15).8 For him, the very plurality of these witnesses testifies to the sin-
gularity of the Truth that they contain, by virtue of the one Logos, who
is the ultimate cause of all of its manifestations (see e.g. 3.9.1, 11.8; 4.1.13,
20.9).% Indeed, it is no coincidence that Irenaeus’ descriptions of the “first
principles of the Gospel” (3.11.7), “the Rule of Truth” (1.22.1), and the
shared beliefs of all the true churches of the world (1.10) are essentially
the same, since Christ himself s the Truth (3.5.1) and the sole source for
its dissemination (see also 4.20.2)% Moreover, the imagery of 3.11.8 sug-
gests that the rhetorical interplay of multiplicity and unity has an impor-
tant practical equivalent: Just as the “four-formed Gospel” announces a
singular message of truth and just as each of the four gospels has its ulti-
mate origin with the one Logos, so the Logos allows the true Church to
remain unified, despite being “scattered throughout all the world” like the
“four zones of the world” and “four principal winds” (see also 1.10.2).

What, then, is the relationship between the “Gospel” and these four
“gospels” within Adversus haereses? On the one hand, the four gospels are
texts of special authority with a special relationship to the Truth (e.g. 3.11.8,
14.3, 15.1). On the other hand, they are not the only texts with author-
ity, inasmuch as he also appeals to apostolic epistles. Nor are any Christian
documents completely indispensable, since the same apostolic tradition is
orally preserved in the Church and wholly accessible to illiterate Christian
communities (see e.g. 3.2-5; esp. 5.1). Indeed, Irenaeus can both ask and
answer the question: “What if the apostles themselves had not left us writ-
ings?” (3.4.1). Even as he lays the foundation for an orthodoxy that would
increasingly base itself in Scripture, the importance of oral tradition is
repeatedly affirmed.

# On Pauline influence in Irenacus’ articulation of the multiplicity of the “unity of
history in all its variety,” see Norris, “Irenaeus’ Use of Paul,” 91-94.

% For the rationale behind the authority of these “gospels” as uniquely rooted in the
“Gospel,” it is significant to note Irenacus’ use of the Johannine Prologue to assert that
the accurate manifestation of the “Gospel” in these four written facets occurred through
the agency of Christ as Logos (3.11.8). The Prologue serves as a pivotal proof-text to
prove the Incarnation and the goodness of Creation for Irenaeus, but also functions to
answer the question of exactly how it was that the law and prophets can witness the
truth of “the Gospel” (see e.g. 4.1.13: “The writings of Moses are the words of Christ”):
The same Logos who gave the “four-formed Gospel” also spoke to prophets and admin-
istered laws (3.11.8). See further Pagels, “Irenacus, the ‘Canon of Truth,” and the Gospel
of John.”

# Torrance, “Deposit of Faith,” 5-6.
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Furthermore, Irenacus does not suggest that any one gospel has author-
ity in itself. On the contrary, they can only reveal the truth when con-
sidered together; dependence on any one gospel, apart from the other
three, inevitably results in heresy (3.11.7). This approach stands in stark
contrast to both Justin Martyr and his student Tatian.?> The benefits of a
single harmonization of different gospel accounts are obvious.®® If there is
only one truth, one God, one Church, and one Christ, should there not
also be only one account of Jesus’ life and teaching? If the Incarnation,
Passion, and Crucifixion of Christ represent actual, historical events that
were pivotal in the salvation history of humankind, then should not the
Church present a single, consistent account thereof to its followers, poten-
tial converts, and especially its enemies? Just the apologetic value of a sin-
gle gospel can be deduced from pagan, Jewish, and Marcionite critiques
of the contradictions between gospels, so its practical value is evinced by
the popularity of Tatian’s Harmony.®

Although Irenacus rejects all other texts that claim to be “gospels” and
depicts the gospels of Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John as uniquely author-
itative, the image of the “four-formed Gospel” suggests that divine knowl-
edge ultimately transcends the task of human recording.® As such, Irenacus
does not describe a “Canon of Christian Scriptures” in any later sense of

89

those terms.” These texts are not yet the literary guarantors of the sacred

tradition, merely its special guardians. Insofar as he simultaneously delineates
the number of authentic gospels and asserts that more than one text must
be used to learn the Christian Truth, his work is nevertheless seminal for

% For the theory that Justin’s quotations from NT texts reflect an early harmony,
see Koester, Ancient Christian Gospels, 360-402; William L. Petersen, Tatian’s Diatesseron:
Its Creation, Dissemination, Significance, and History in Scholarship (Leiden: Brill, 1994) 27-29;
cf. Harry Gamble, “Christianity: Scripture and Canon,” 41-42.

% Tjitze Baarda, “AIA®@QNIA—XYM®QNIA: Factors in the Harmonization of the
Gospels, Especially in the Diatesseron of Tatian,” in Gospel Traditions in the Second Century:
Origins, Recensions, Text, and Transmission, edited by William L. Petersen (Notre Dame:
University of Notre Dame Press, 1989) 147-54. See also Cullmann, Farly Church, 39-50;
Barr, Holy Scripture, 45.

% Baarda, “AIA®QNIA—XYM®QNIA,” 133-38; Petersen, Tatian’s Diatesseron, 432-37;
Merkel, Die Widerspriiche zwischen den Fvangelien, 7-43.

% On Irenacus’ assertion of the limitations of human knowledge, especially against
the heretical predilection for speculation, see e.g. 2.25.3, 28.3, 6; also W. R. Schoedel,
“Theological method in Irenaeus (Adversus Haereses 2.25-28),” Fournal of Theological Studies
35 (1984) 31-49; Torrance, “Deposit of Faith,” 7-8.

% See Lawson, Biblical Theology of Irenaeus, 26, 32-36.
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the later development of a canon.” Since, for Irenaeus, all of the apostles
equally possess the Gospel and thus testify to the same Truth, this does
not represent a rejection of the oral tradition, but rather an important
complement to it.”" Just as Irenaeus establishes the Church’s unique access
to Truth by appealing to the succession of bishops and presbyters who
transmitted apostolic teachings (e.g. 3.4.1; 4.33.8), so his delineation of a
specific number of authentically apostolic gospels demarcates the bound-
aries of this true Church and provides a critical means to promote unity
against the so-called heretics (see 1.1.1; 3.15.2).
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% See McDonald, Formation of the Christian Biblical Canon, 170-72.
o' Lawson, Biblical Theology of Irenacus, 87-96.



