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FOREWORD

The following paper is a partial outcome of a wider project of the Center for Patristic,
Medieval and Renaissance Texts in the Czech Republic, called “The doctrine of grace
in the Bible and Patristic literature.”" In 2003, the then director of the Center, Lenka
Karfikova, asked me to elaborate the question of grace in the so-called gnostic
literature, especially from the point of view of the heresiological polemic. After a
preliminary research in the Nag Hammadi and heresiological sources, I focused my
attention on the Valentinians who (along with the Marcionites) were among the most
prominent negative contributors to the formation of Christian orthodoxies in the
second and third centuries. My task, as I understood it, was to find out what role, if
any, the concept of grace played in this process.

The question, of course, is loaded with presuppositions. It was natural for
historians of Christian thought to see the problem of grace in Valentinianism through
the prism of “the model of competition” between grace and free will, as it was
developed in the Pelagian controversy. But neither the attempt of F. Mitzka to
interpret the “gnostic” idea of spiritual nature as a precursor of the Pelagian teaching,’
nor G. Quispel’s view, according to which Valentinianism is “a mysticism
emphasizing grace and election” in which “there is no place for the catholic concept
of free will,” are entirely fair to the sources. It is true that the heresiologists
emphasized that faith and salvation are a matter of choice and responsibility in
contrast to what they perceived as deterministic soteriology of their opponents. But it
is also true that the Valentinian idea of election includes the demand for the formation
of the spiritual seed which (in some versions at least) presupposes the moral
perfection of the soul.

To be sure, it was not possible to abandon the anachronistic view completely, since
the question itself is posited from the perspective of the later development. But for the
answer to be adequate, it was necessary to formulate it in terms of conceptual
oppositions justified by the sources. 1 started by tracing the meaning of the word
charis (or its equivalents) in various contexts of the Valentinian literature. This
analysis helped me to unearth conceptual connections of -an implicit doctrine. One
result of my research was that in the Valentinian soteriology grace is not defined in
opposition to the idea of salvation by merits, but rather describes different
possibilities of salvation from the “earthly” (generic and perishing) element of the
soul inherited from Adam by all his progeny. At least some Valentinians tried to

' For the project, see www.centrum-textv.upol.cz/en/projects htm.
2 F. Mitzka, “Gnostizismus und Gnadenlehre,” ZKTh 51, 1927, 60-64, esp. 62-63.
G Quispel, “La conception de Phomme dans la Gnose valentinienne,” in: Gnostic Studies, 1, Istanbul 1974, 42-3,
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elaborate these possibilities in a way that would do justice both to the Pauline idea of
predestination and to the notion of responsibility. It was especiaily in the latter point
that the heresiologists regarded the Valentinian solution as a failure.

Despite the original plan to analyze all Valentinian texts, | finally limited my focus
to the heresiological sources, while referring to the Coptic documents only in the
footnotes. This reduction is partly due to the restricted format of the Occasional
Papers Series, and partly to the fact that the Valentinian texts from the Nag Hammadi
collection are less directly relevant to my purpose.

In the light of the recent publication of Einar Thomassen’s important monograph
on Valentinianism,’ I should like to note that even though in my source analysis
tried to distinguish between various versions of Valentinian soteriology, 1 did not link
these variants to the heresiclogical distinction between the “eastern” and “western”
branches of Valentinian thought. Despite Thomassen’s admirable attempt, I have not
been convinced that the fragmentary and questionable evidence about christological
differences between the two schools provides us with a reliable and generally
applicable criterion of classification of the sources. | have been especially reluctant to
follow Thomassen’s assessment of the soteriological implications of these
differences.’

This essay was written in the academic year 2003/2004 when [ had the privilege to
enjoy the hospitality of the Institute for Antiquity and Christinity in Claremont as a
grantee of the Fulbright visiting research program. An abridged Czech version was
published in 2004;° early in 2006 it was revised and updated for the publication at the
IAC. 1 wish to thank Lenka Karfikova, Dennis MacDonald and Birger Pearson for
useful comments.

I am indeed grateful to the Fulbnight foundation for their support. I would also like
to thank Petr Pokorny, the pioneer of the gnostic studies in the Czech Republic, who
drew my attention to Claremont and mediated first contacts; Dennis R. MacDonald,
the director of the IAC, who invited me to the Institute and, along with my wife, to
his incredible hut, sharing his expertise and enthusiasm with me; and Marvin W,
Meyer, who invited me to his Coptic seminar at Chapman and patiently bore with my
snap ideas and bad driving skills. Last but not least, I would like to give warm thanks
to Leslie Hayes, the administrative assistant of the IAC at that time, without whose
many-sided help nothing would be as it was. | dedicate this essay to my friend
Gianluigi Gugliermetto, with whom I have often discussed the problem of the
formation of desire.

*Cf. E. Thomassen, The Spiritual Seed: The Church of the “Valentinians,” Leiden—Boston 2006.

¥ See text, note 121. For the difference between the two schools, see text, 4.2.2.

¢ M. Havrda, “Valentinovské pojetf milosti,” in: L. Karfikové-J. Mrizek (ed.), Milost podie Pisma a starocivkevnich
auford, Jihlava 2004, 110-135.



Grace in Valentinian Soteriology

Matyas Havrda

1. Introduction
1.1 The project

The following essay is an attempt to reexamine the sources relevant to the doctrine of
grace in Valentinian soteriology and to present as consistent an exposition of the
subject as the material allows. Although the Valentinian doctrine might be of
philosophical or theological interest in its own right, my objective is to reconstruct
the Valentinian position as the background of the heresiological critique thereof. The
aim of this paper is to collect and arrange the sources in a way that would provide a
reliable basis for the interpretation of the heresiological arguments pertaining to the
doctrine of grace.

1 will elaborate the topic from three different perspectives that correspond to three
interrelated aspects of the Valentinian thought, viz. the “mythico-ontological,” the
“anthropological” and the “theological.” The Valentinian narrative about the origin
and structure of the divine realm can be interpreted as a partial “mythicization” of the
metaphysical speculation of the Platonic-Pythagorean type, which despite its
narrative plot retains at least a trace of the ontological scheme. I will examine the role
of grace within this narrative framework. The “anthropological” aspect relates to the
question how grace determines and transforms the human condition. 1 will ask about
the conditions under which grace enters human experience, the goals it envisages in
human life and the part human action plays in the realization of these goals. The
“theological” aspect involves the question whether the activity of grace is an
expression of a divine intention, how the intention is mediated in the world and what
are iis goals.

1.2 The sources

Any exposition of the Valentinian thought is hindered by the variety and fragmentary
nature of sources. These include:

a) Fragments and testimonies related to specific teachers whom the
heresiologists describe as the followers of Valentinus,' and the fragments of
the writings of Valentinus himself’

' Such as Heracleon, Marcus, Piolemaeus and Theodotus. About other Valentinians of the second century mentioned in
our sources, viz. Alexander, Axionicus, Colarbasus (?), Florinus, Secundus and Theotirmus, we know very little. See the
survey of evidence in E. Thomassen, The Spiritual Seed, Leiden — Boston 2006, 491-508. For the continuity within the
Valentinian school, ¢f. Ch. Markschies, “Valentinian Gnosticism: Toward the Anatomy of a School,” in: J. D. Turner, A
McQuire (eds.), The Nag Hammadi Library Afier Fifty Years, Beill 1997, esp. 426~ 432, For the later Valentinianism ¢f. K.
Koschorke, “Patristische Materialen zur spatgeschichie der valentinianischen Gnosis,” in: M. Krause (ed.), Grosis and
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b) Fragments and testimonies ascribed to “the Valentinians” in general, or to the
followers of a specific “Valentinian” teacher.’

c) Texts not explicitly described as Valentinian, but understood as such by
contemporary scholars on the basis of affinities with explicitly Valentinian
material. The last mentioned group includes several documents preserved in
Coptic translations in the Nag Hammadi Corpus.*

For centuries, paradigmatic for the exposition of the Valentinian thought have been
the “classical Valentinian narratives” (henceforth CVN),® complicated mythico-
metaphysical systems largely influenced by the Neo-Pythagorean speculation on the
first principles.® Irenaeus of Lyons presents different versions of the narrative,
ascribing one to “the disciples of Valentinus,™ another to Marcus,” still another to

Gnosticism, Leiden 1981, 120-139. Cf. also B. Layion. The Gnostic Scriptures, Doubleday 1987, 267-270. For the
individual Valentinians cf. A. Wucherpfennig, Heracleon Philologus. Gnostische Johannesexegese im —weiten
Jahrhundert, Tiibingen 2002; N. Forster, Marcus Magus. Kult, Lehre und Gemeindeleben einer valentinianischen
Gnostikergruppe. S lung der Quellen und Ko . Tiibingen 1999; W. A, Lohr, “La doctrine de Dieu dans la
Lettre & Flora de Prolémée,” RHPR 75, 199572, 177-191; Ch. Markschies, *New Research on Plolemaeus Gnosticus,” Z4C
4, 2000, 225-254.

* Cf. the commentary of Ch. Markschies. Falentinus Gnosticus?. Tibingen 1992; E. Thomassen, The Spiritual Sevd,
417-490 (with the English translation of the fragmenis; ¢[. also B. Laylon, (rnastic Scriptures, 230-249).

? Most notably the Marcosians (Irenaeus, Adversus hoereses 1,13,6; 1,16,1-3; L17-18 [2]); Prolemaeans (ibid. 1,1,1-8,5 [?);
1,12,1), or the followers of Heracleon (Origen, Commentarius in Evangelium Joarmis X111,20,122; XX,20,170).

* Cf. M. R. Desjardins, “The Sourees for Valentinian Gnosticism: A Question of Methodology.” VigChr 40, 1986, 342-
347; E. Thomassen, “Notes pour la délimitation d*un corpus valentinien 4 Nag Hammadi,” in: L. Painchaud — A. Pasquier
(ed.), Les textes de Nag Hammadi et le probléme de leur classification. Québec—Louvain-Paris 1995, 243-259.

* 1 have borrowed this expression from C. O'Regan's incisive study Gnostic Return in Modernity, NY 2001, 99-139. CFf.
also Ch. Markschies, “Mew Research on Ptolemaeus Gnosticus,” 252, who distinguishes the docirines of Valentinus’
fragmenis and Plolemacus’ Lerer to Flora from the “*classical’ Valentinian myth.”

* Cf. A. Orbe, Haciu la primera 1eologia de la procesion del Verbo (Estudios Valentinionos 1), Rome 1958, 3-99; H, J.
Krimer, Der Ursprung der Geistmetaphysik: Untersuchungen zur Geschichte des Platonismus zwischen Platon und
FPlotin, Amsterdam 1964, esp. 238-264; 1. D. Tumer, Sethian Gnosticism and the Platonic Tradition, Louvain — Panis
2001, esp. 29-37, 345-405, and especially the discussion of E, Thomassen, The Spiritual Seed, 269-3 14, who also gives an
overview of different versions of the CVN (sce ibud. 193-268).

T Adv. haer., praef. 2: éviugov Toig ropvipaot thHv. @5 aitol Aéyovoty, Obuevtivoy poBmtdy kth. The ascription of
the Umopviota which became the basis of Adv. haer. 1,1-8 (or perhaps of some other parts of Irenacus’ work, as well) is
somewhat obscure, The Latin translation ascribes the whole section 1© Prolemaeus (1,8,5), who is also mentioned in
Irenaeus’ preface (Thv 1€ yvipuny avtdv Td@v viv nopadidaoxoviwy, AEye 61 1ov nepl Ttokepaiov. [...) cvviopme
xod oouplig ancyyerolpev). Bul as E. de Faye already noted, the expression ol repi Iokepaiov is ambiguous, since it
can be either inclusive or exclusive (Gnostigues et gnosticisme, Paris 1925, 102, n. 3). According to Ch. Markschies, the
hypothesis that Adv. haer. 1,1-8 reflects the teaching of the Ptolemaean circle and not Ptolemaeus himself is supported by
plural forms Aéyovoy, mep’ albroig etc. employed throughout the section (*“Valentinian Gnosticism,” 420-421; cf. the list
in F. Sagnard, La gnose valentini et la témoignage de Suint Irénée, Paris 1947, 141). In an anicle published three
years later, Markschies even suggests that the doctrine reportced in Adv. haer. 1.1-8 “has little to do with the teachings of
the people around Ptolemy,” and can only be ascribed to the “followers of Valentinus,” to whom Irenacus explicitly
ascribed his sources (“New Research,” 250-251), J. Holzhausen, “[renius und dic valentinianische Schule,” VigChr 55,
2001, 545-347. further contends that the explanatory clause Aeyw &n tidv repi TTtokepaiov is an interpolation.

* Adv. haer. 1,14,1-15 3,
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Valentinus himself.” Other (anonymous) versions of the CVN are preserved in the
heresiologists'® and the NHC."'

Systematic treatment of the Valentinian thought has often rested on the
presupposition of a doctrinal continuity within and among the three groups of
sources. This continuity, it was maintained, is marked by the CVN, a core doctrine
with minor modifications and shifted emphases.'” This presupposition, however, is
problematic. It has been doubted whether some of the fragments, especially those
ascribed to Valentinus himself, imply the CVN at all.” The relation of some
“Valentinian” documents from the NHC to the CVN is also a matter of debate."* This
does not necessarily indicate that a systematic exposition of the Valentinian thought
is impossible. But it means that doctrinal continuity between the various sources
traditionally labeled “Valentinian” should not be taken for granted. If it is
presupposed, the continuity should be defined in a way that shows the center and the
periphery of the systematic perspective and acknowledges the difference between the
evident and the hypothetical claims in individual cases. This is true of the designation
“Valentinian thought” itself. Ch. Markschies summarized his interpretation of the
fragments of Valentinus in an aphorism, “the Valentinus of the fragments is no
Valentinian,” with the implication that Valentinus did not cherish the ontological
myth ascribed to his followers." In a similar vein, in this essay I will understand as
“Valentinian” the sources that.according to my judgement presuppose the CVN as
their theoretical background. As a traditional paradigm I will use “La grande notice”
preserved in Irenaeus,'® and then proceed to other fragments, testimonies and texts
whose affinities to the paradigmatic case can be demonstrated or reasonably
supposed.'” '

? Irenaeus also mentions a fragment of a system ascribed to a certain Secundus (4dv. haer. 1,11,2). The validity of
frenaeus’ report on Valentinus (Adv. haer. 1,11,1) is radically questioned by Ch. Markschies, Valentinus Gnosticus?, 364-
379. See also E. Thomassen, The Spiritual Seed, 23-27.

' Cf. esp. Hippolytus, Refittatio omnium haeresium V1,29,1-36,4; Epiphanius, Panarion 1,390,5-398.5.

" Esp. NHC 1,5 and X1,2. Contrary to C. O'Regan, Gnostic Retwrn, 110-118, 1 do not include the Gospel of Truth (NHC
1,3 and X11,2) among the CVN. Although the raditional myth is admittedly “present at least as a trace” (Gnostic Return,
112), I believe that this subtle exhortation to spiritual conversion is less confusingly categorised as a “relecture”™ of the
CVN than another version of it (c¢f. Ch. Markschies, Valentinus Gnosticus?, 340, n. 18). The tension between the myth and
the metanarrative strategy is well described by O’Regan, Grostic Return, 116: ... the overcoming of Gnostic narrative and
the undoing of plot altogether is a gesture of the Gospel, perhaps the gesture, but one not fully redeemed by the text itself.”
" Cf. e.g., K. Rudolph, Grosis, San Francisco 1987, 318-325.

' Cf. Ch. Markschies, Valentinus Gnosticus?, Tiibingen 1992, 377. The same doubts were raised in respect to Heracleon
(A. Wucherpfennig, Heracleon Philologus, esp. 5-10; 395-6), and even Ptolemaeus (cf. Ch. Markschies, “New
Research...™).

' Concerning The Gospel of Truth and The Treatise on Resurrection cf. the careful remarks of E. Thomassen, “Notes pour
la délimitation,” 251-253. For the latter text cf. also the recent discussion of H. Strutwolf, “Retractatio gnostica. Die
Reinterpretation gnostischer Schultradition im Dialog mit der Grofikirche,” in: A. Franz, T. Rentsch (ed.), Gnosis oder Die
Frage nach Herkunft und Ziel des Menschen, Padeborn 2002, 41-64.

* Ch. Markschies, Valentinus Gnosticus?, 406.

' Adv. haer.1,1,1-8,5. For this designation cf. the classic study of F. Sagnard, La grose valentinienne.

7 As mentioned in the foreword, this study is limited to the heresiological sources. For a full account of the Valentinian
soteriology it would be necessary, of course, to include the Valentinian documents from the Nag Hammadi collection, esp.
the Tripartite Tractate (NHC 1,5) and the Gospel of Truth (NHC 1,3). I refer to these and other Nag Harmmadi texts (NHC
X1,2) occasionally in the foomotes.
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2. Grace as a mythological figure
2.1 “La grande notice” (Adv. haer. 1,1-8)

In some versions of the CVN, Grace (Charis) is a name of a mythological character or
a hypostatized entity. In the “grand notice” (henceforth GN), Grace is the feminine
counterpart of the ultimate deity, or the Father, also called Proarche (fore-principle),
Propator (fore-father), or Bythos (abyss).'® Her other names are Sige (silence), Ennoia
(intention}, or Enthumesis {thought).lg As A. Orbe puts it, the name Charnis probably
refers to the belief that “the gnosis of the Abyss is a gift of grace.”®

In the GN, however, the feminine counterpart of the Abyss not only mediates the
knowledge of the Father, but also restrains it.”’ The Abyss of the ultimate deity is
contemplated by the Intellect, the Monogengs, the first pleromatic emanation of the
first syzygy, through whom the pleroma of the acons was generated.”” According to
the GN, the Intellect “was thinking of communicating his Father’s greatness also to
the rest of the aeons, how vast and great he is, that he is without beginning,
immeasurable and that he cannot be grasped by sight.”* But at the will of the Father
{Bovanoe 1ol [Motpdg), this communication was restrained by Silence, “because she
[1.e., Silence] wished to bring all aeons to the intention [Evvowa] and the desire
[mdBog] to seek for their Forefather.” The restriction of the Intellect by Silence brings
about the “desire” to reach beyond the limits of intellectual comprehension, which
can presumably only be answered by Grace.”

The “desire to seek for the Father” is an important connecting element in the GN.
It permeates the whole pleroma from the first aeonic pair, the Intellect and Alétheia,
down to the last begotten acon, Sophia.”® Whereas the other aeons long for their
procreator “peacefully” and glorify him by generating other pleromatic beings in
pairs,”® Sophia, after being struck by the desire, refuses the embrace of her

" For the possible (biblical and Middle Platonic) contexts of the concept of BuBbg (or B&bog) in the Valentinian thought,
cf. A. Onbe, Hacia la primera teclogia, 58-62.

Y lrenaeus, Adv. haer. 1.1,1; 18,5; ¢f, Epiphanius, Pan. 1391,1; 1,401,5; 1,427-9 (Ennoia = Sige = Charis).

" A. Orbe, Hacia la primera teologia, 296: *... la Gnosis del Abismo es una gracia.” The idea that knowledge of the
ultimate deity is a gift of grace is found in other Valentinian documents (GTr 16,33; ¢f. also ibid. 37,11; TripTr 51,4 f),
and elsewhere in early Christian literature (A. Orbe, Hacia la primera reclogia, 296, refers to Clement of Alexandria,
Protrepticus 120,3-4; of. also Srom. V.71,5).

' Cf A. Orbe, Hacia la primera teolpgia, 294 ff. Cf Clement of Alexandria, Excerpta ex Theodote 29; TripTr §5,35-6;
75,13-17. Similar thought is also expressed in GTr 18,36-19,7.

* In Adv. haer. L11, the Intellect js called “the Father of all who will be after him, the principle and formation
(Gpyn kel popeeoig) of all the pleroma.” For the onigin of the term pleroma <f. A, Otbe, Lo reclogia del Espiring Santo,
1-9; V. McDermot, “The Concept of ‘Pleroma’ in Guosticism,” in: M. Krause {ed.), Gnousis and Gnosticism, Leiden 1977,
79-86.

* Adv. haer. 1,2,1. For quotations from Irenaus I use D. 1. Unger's wranslation (ACW 55, revised by J. Dillon), with
modifications.

* 80 it is not correct that the Imellect “marks the break with the ineffable mysteriousness of the ultimate foundation and/or
depth of reality,” as C. O'Regan contends {Grostic Return, 103). It only marks the distinction between the comprehensible
and the incomprehensible. The ineffable Ennoia of the Father continues to play a crucial role in the soteriological process.
Cf. A, Orbe, Hacia la primera teclogia, 310-312, esp. n. 12

B ddv. haer. 12,1-2.

* Adv. haer 12,1, 12,
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appropriate partner and passionately turns to the Father himself.”’ This “audacity”
(té6iun) leads to her limitless extension, on account of which her passionate
“thought” (Ev8Ounowg) must be excluded from the pleroma by the agency of the
“limit” ("Opog) and effectively becomes the matter of the perceptible world.”®

The feminine counterpart of the Abyss in her dual role as Grace and Silence seems
to be ultimately responsible both for the origin of the desire to comprehend the
incomprehensible, and for the grace of “knowledge” (yv@oig) which invests the
desire with its appropriate form. The fallen “thought” of Sophia (called Achamoth) is
itself formless, but receives form from two messengers of the pleroma, who were
generated by the Intellect according to the Father’s forethought (npopfifeice).”® The
messengers generated after the fall of Sophia are another pleromatic pair, viz. Christ
and Holy Spirit. Christ “had pity” {(oikteipavta) on Achamoth and formed her in
substance (kat obotav).’® The Holy Spirit, accompanied by pleromatic angels,
formed her in knowledge (xotd yv@owv), by separating her from her passions, and
providing her the contemplation (Bsmpier) of the “lights” (or “angels™) coming from
the pleroma. From this thedria she gives birth to the “spiritual offspring,” i.e., the
pneumatic element, born after the image of the pleromatic angels.”'

As the story goes, the separated passions of Sophia were transformed by the Holy
Spirit into the “material” and “psychic” substances (oUote). While the material
substance was created from her fear (680g), grief (Abmn), and perplexity (dnopio),
the psychic substance was created from fear and conversion (émiotpoeh).”” Sophia in
turn gave form (pepoppokévat) to the psychic substance and produced the demiurge,
the ruler of both the psychic and the material elements, who is also responsible for
their formation.”

7 Adv. haer.12,2.

* Adv. haer 12,2; 4,1-2. Toapa was a Pythagorean term for the Dyad, the ground of difference (&vopoiwv aitia) or matter
(bAn), also called “lack” (EAhevyig), or “excess” (mAeovaopdc). She is further characterized as doynuétiotog xol
aoprotog xal drepog (Nicomachus of Gerasa, apud. Photius, Bibliotheca 143a39-b3 [Bekker]). For the history of the
concept of tolma cf. N. Joseph Torchia, Plotinus, Tolma, and the Descent of Being, New York 1993, esp. 11-36. There are
remarkable correspondences between the cosmology of the “grande notice” and the system of Moderatus of Gades, a
Pythagorean philosopher who was active in the latter part of the first century, probably in Rome. Cf. J. Dillon, The Middle
Platonists, London — [thaca, NY 1977, 344-351; J. D. Tumer, Sethian Gnosticism, 363-372; E. Thomassen, The Spiritual
Seed, 271-275.

? Adv. haer.12.5.

** Adv. haer. 1,4,1. Afier Christ formed Achamoth kot olsiay, he left her alone “in order that she, aware of her passion
which had been caused by her separating from the fulness, might desire the better things [Opey8f wov Swopepdviwv]”
(Adv. haer. 14,1). This longing, or the “‘scent of immortality,” left in her by Christ and the Holy Spirit sic], is probably the
rvevpatikt oboiw itself. Cf. F. Sagnard, La gnose valentinienne, 231. According 1o Sagnard, the double formation of
Achamoth is a prototype of the formation of the spiritual persons (ibid., 215). The “first formation” (of the spiritual seed?)
is also mentioned by Heracleon (Origen, Comm. Jo. 11,21,137; quoted below, note 69). Cf. also the “first formation” of the
aeons in TripTr (NHC [,5) 61,1-28, and the cornm. of E. Thomassen, in: E. Thomassen—L{.. Painchaud, Le raité tripartite,
Québec 1989, 296-7. For the formation of Achamoth cf. the discussion of A. Orbe, La reologia del Espiritu Santo.
Estudios Valentinianos, vol. 1V, 313-321.

' Adv. haer. 1,4,5. The pneumatic element is “of the same substance” (opooboLov) as the Mother. Cf. Adv. haer. 1,5,1.6.
According to A. Rousseau’s emendation of the mss., Achamoth “conceived as she contemplated them” (devenue grosse a
leur vue). Rousseau refers to Gen 30:38-39; Gen 30:41, and Adv. hoer. 1,29,1; 11,19,6.

1 Cf. the commentary of A. Orbe, La teologia del Espiritu Santo, 375-427.

* Adv. haer.1,5,1.


http:formation.33
http:E:1tto'tpO<plj).32
http:angels.31
http:ouoiav).30
http:npol.tiI9na).29
http:world.28
http:himself.27

6 Matyas Havrda

The formation of the lower Sophia (or Achamoth) by Christ and Holy Spirit
prefigures the formation of the spiritual element in the human soul. As mentioned
above, the spintual element was born from Achamoth’s contemplation of the angels
of light. It was born formless, however, and Achamoth was not able to invest it with
form, as it can only be formed or “made perfect” by the messenger of the pleroma,
viz. the Saviour.™® When Adam was created by the demiurge from the material and
the psychic substance, Achamoth deposited the spiritual element in Adam’s soul as a
“seed” in a “womb,” so that “it might become fit for the reception of perfect
knowledge.” The planting of the spiritual seed in the soul is described as an act of
“unutterable power and providence,” or even grace.”” Although the implantation of
the spiritual seed is not performed by the figure of Grace herself, its description as an
act of providence (npovoia) suggests that it is done according to the will of the
Father.*®

We may summarize that in the GN Grace is a name of a mythological figure that
constitutes the tension between the “desire” for the supranoetic deity and the
“knowledge” (or formation of the desire) mediated by the Intellect (via Christ and
Holy Spirit). As we will observe, a similar pattern is followed on the anthropological
plane, where the operation of grace is primarily described by the metaphors of
planting of the spiritual seed (the offspring of Achamoth’s desire) and its formation
through the Saviour.

2.2 The Marcosian version (Adv. haer. 1,13)

The metaphor of Achamoth planting the spiritual seed into the soul of Adam is
paralleled in an important passage in Irenaeus’ Adv. haer. 1,13, the colourful report on
the teaching and practice of Mark the Valentinian.

Irenaeus reports that Mark understood Grace as a transcendent being and invoked
her with prayers. During an eucharist-like ritual,”” Mark “gives thanks over the mixed
cup of wine, and draws out at great length the prayer of invocation [Erixinoig].””
The cup appears to be purple or red (by magical make-believe, Irenaeus suspects), “so
that it seems that Grace, who is from the regions which are above all things dropped
her own blood into that cup because of his invocation, and that those who are present
greatly desire to taste of that drink, so that Grace (...) might rain upon them too.”
Among prayers utlered by participants in the celebration the following is of special

M ddy. haer. 1,5,1;, 16,1,

5 Adv. haer. 1,5,6; ¢f. 1,6,4 and below, 3.2.

* Cf. Adv. haer, 12,1.5. According 10 lrenacus, Adv. haer. 1,6,4, the grace for the pneumatici “comes down from above,
from the unspeakable and unnameable conjugal couple,” which probably indicates that it comes from the Father and his
paredros Charis.

7 According to N. Forster, Marcus Magus, 66-69, the ritual practice described by Irenaeus was probably not intended to
replace the eucharist, but represented a specific intitiation ritual of the Marcosian community. Cf, already G. Koffimane, “Die
Gnosis nach ihrer Tendenz und Organisation™ [1881], in: K, Rudolph (ed.), Grosis und Gnostizismus, Darmstadt 1975, 130.
* ddv. haer. 1,13,2. D. J. Unger, ACW 35, 203, notes that “is the ancient liturgies the epiclesis was the prayer in which
God was called upon 10 send down the Word or Holy Spirit to effect the consecration of the bread and the wine and/or to
make the Eucharistic Sacrifice and/or Communion fruitful for the faithful” (see references ibid., 203-204), According 1o N.
Forster, Marcus Magus, 75-6, esp. n. 102, the liturgical meaning of the term is not atiested before the third century, and
Irenaeus probably used it for its magical connotations in order to discredit his opponent.
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interest: “May Grace who is before all things, unthinkable and unspeakable, fill your
inner self [1ov éow &vBpwmov]” and increase in  you her knowledge
[ty yvOoLv adricl,” by planting the mustard seed in good ground.” As F. Sagnard
suggests, the mustard seed (cf. Mark 4:31 and parallels) here corresponds to the
Valentinian concept of the pneumatic seed,* and so Grace seems to play a similar
role as Achamoth in the GN.** On the other hand, the formula “who is before all
things” (f mpd tidv SAwv) suggests affinity to the Silence of the GN, since
& Ao presumably refers to the aeons.*

In the Marcosian version of the CVN the metaphor of sowing appears not in an
exegetical, but in a ritual context, and explicitly employs the idea of grace: indeed,
the spiritual element (or what 1s analogous to it) is sowed in human souls by Grace
herself. The figure of Grace in the Marcosian version incorporates both the Silence,
the paredros of the ultimate deity, and Sophia Achamoth in her soteriological role,
thus making explicit the continuity between the mythical account of the first
principles and the soteriological doctrine, detectable already in the GN.

3. Anthropological context of grace
31 Three invisible substances

In different versions of the CVN the anthropological theory is based on the accounts
in the Book of Genesis about the creation of Adam. According to the version reported
in frenaeus, Adam was created by the demiurge from two invisible substances, the
material and the psychic. The material creation was “after the image” (ko1 gixbdva),
while the psychic “after the likeness” (xa8' opotwowy) of God, i.e., the demiurge.*

¥ Cf. Eph 7:16.

W A5 F. Mitzka, “Gnostizismus,” 61, noies, it is rather unclear whether the genitive should be understood as objective or
subjective. 1 follow Unger in choosing the latier altemative, assuming that the object of the knowledge is the Father, Grace
being its mediator. E. Pagels, "A Valentinian interpretation of baptism and eucharist - and its eritique of “orthodox’
sacramental theology and practice,” HTR, 65, 1972, 166, chooses the first option (“the gnosis of her,” viz. the grace), and
interprets the knowledge of grace as the “recognition of one’s own preelection.”

*1F. Sugnard, La gnose valentinienne, 417,

“ With the expression éyxotdonReipovon TV KEKKOV 10D Givémewnq eig thy dyo®iy YR (ddv. hger. 1,132} compare
i 3 nvevpoicd, & Eyratooneipet i Axopdd Extote Eog 10U viv Sixatong yuyods (Adv haer 1,7.5; for the wext
cf. A. Rousseau, L. Doutralean, 8C 263 [notes). 211} According 1o N, Férster, Marcus Magus, 86-89, Mark employs the
metaphor in a different sense than the other Valentinians. Rather than 1o the “Pneumateile,” the metaphor refers o the
angels brought by Charis to the persons who already had been endowed with the pneumatic seed (earlier described as
b £ avpwrog). CF also ibid,, 111-112, with reference to Ads: Aaer. 1,13,3. Probably it would be more correct to speak
about the seed as the efffuence of the angels, rather than the angels themselves. In Adv. faer. 1,133 “the seed of light”
{10 omépuc 100 @wes) is received by the soui from her “bridegroom,” viz. her angel, in the bridal chamber. A similar
description is found in the £xc. Th 2.1-2, where the spiritual seed inserted to the elect soul is described as the
andpporor 10D dyyehiwob [suil. onépuatog]. Perhaps the Marcosian version is pot so different from the *standard”
Valentinian doctrine; it is at jeast questionable whether in 4dv. Auer. 1,7.5 and elsewhere the plantation takes place “bei der
Geburt” of the pnewnatic person, as Forster contends (Marcus Magus, 98-99). See the discussion below, 3.4.1. Perhaps
the expression 6 0w SvBpumog in Adv. haer. 1.13,2 refers fo the soul. CIL Hippolytus, Ref VI 34,5.7 {(quoted by Forster,
Marcus Magus, 86-87).

B CE ddv. haer, 1,13,6, where the “mystic Silence” who is “before all seons” is invoked in a similar manner, Cf also F.
Sagnard, La gnose volentinienne, 416-417; W, Forster, Marcus Magus, 77-97.

*Cf Gen 1:26. Valentinians related the creation “after the likeness” {xaf dpolmory) 10 the psychic element presumably
hecause in that expression they recognized the idea that it is “consubstantial” {ouoodaiog ) with the demiurge.
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The material element is further distinguished from the perceptible body, the “leather
garment,” in which Adam was clothed.”” The demiurge “breathed” the psychic
element into the material Adam, while Achamoth secretly inserted into him, as into a
womb, her spiritual offspring, viz. the pneumatic seed, the latter element presumably
being referred to as the “spirit of life” (nvedua Lofig).*

An interesting parallel is presented in Clement of Alexandria’s Excerpts from
Theodotus 50-57.%" In this passage the creation “according to the image” is related to
the “earthly, material and irrational soul,” as opposed to the soul “according to the
likeness,” consubstantial (opoobowév 1) with the demiurge.’® The latter soul is
described as the “psychic person™ (6 yuyikog [&vepanoc))® or the “divine soul”
( woxn 7 Beta),” which is “rational and just” (f Aoyukn kol ) Sikador).’ Apart
from the “irrational” and the “divine” elements, Adam was also endowed with the
“spiritual seed sowed in his soul by Wisdom,”* and lastly put on the fourth, “earthly”
element, the “leather garments,” viz. the perceptible body.*’

Of the three incorporeal (Gobuatog) elements of Adam only the “material” one is
inherited by all his progeny; it seems to be proximate to the sexual impuise.*® The
higher elements, being “divine” (8cte ydp Guopw), are “produced through him but not
by him.”* This probably indicates that the higher elements are not inherited by sexual
reproduction but infused by the demiurge or Wisdom, respectively. For this reason
“many are material, but not many are psychic, and few are spiritual.”*®

3.2 Nature as the gift of grace

According to Irenaeus, the Valentinians taught that “Achamoth has been planting the
spiritual [elements] into righteous souls (Sixaiong wuyeis) since then [ie., the
creation of Adam] until now.™ Tertullian’s report on Valentinian. soteriology
suggests that this very act of implantation was understood as an act of grace:
Achamoth plants the spiritual element nto good souls (in animas bonas) not as a
“natural disposition” (natura), but as a “gift of grace” (indulgentia).” Tertullian’s

“ Cf. Gen 3:21.

* CF Gen 2;7. For the whole section ¢f, Irenaeus, ddv. haer. 1,5,5-6.

7 1 follow the edition of F. Sagnard, Clément d’ Alexandrie, Extraits de Théodote, SC 23, Paris 1970.

® Exc. Th. 50,

FCE 1 Cor 2014; Jude 19,

* Exc. Th. 51.

* Exe. Th. 54,1

* Exe. Th. 53,2

* Exe. Th. 55,1

# Cf. Exc. Th, 55,3: “The material nature is active toward sead and generation, as though mixed with the seed.”

* Exc. Th. 55,2,

% Exe. Th. 56,2.

7 Adv. haer. 11,5, Cf. also Exe. Th. 53.

¥ Termllian, Adversus Valentinianes 29: “Spiritalem [Fredouille: spiritale] enim ex Seth de cbuenientia superducunt iam
non naturam sed indulgentiam, ut quos [Fredoutlle: quod] Achamoth de superioribus in animas bonas deploat.” For the
meaning of “indulgentia” in Tertullian f. 1.-F. Fredouille, Tertufiien. Conire les Valentinjennes, 11, Paris 1981, 332. Cf.
also the discussion of G. Quispel, “L.a conception,” 42.3,
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note is supported by another passage in Irenaeus where the Valentinians ascribe to
themselves “grace as a proper possession” (yépig i81dxtnrog).”

Interestingly, the psychic salvation is interpreted in terms of grace, too. In contrast
to the pneumatici (i.e., those endowed with the spiritual element), who “have grace as
a proper possession (...) and so it will be increased for them [rpoctednoecdor],” the
psychici have received grace “for loan” (€v ypfioer), and “so it will be taken away again
[aponpedfoesbon ]

Whereas the grace of the pneumatici comes from Achamoth, the grace of the
psychici probably comes from the demiurge.®’ According to R. Berthouzoz, the very
nature of the psychici can be conceived as a gift of grace, “I’ «indulgentia» du
demiurg.”® Berhouzoz recalls the above quoted passage in Exc. Th. 55-56, where
both the pneumatic and the psychic elements are called “divine” (8ela), as opposed to
the “hylic” (i.e., generic and perishing) nature.

But what exactly is the difference between the two kinds of grace? The expression
v ypfoeL seems to suggest a temporal loan used for a given purpose.” We may
conclude from Exc. Th. 54f. that the “psychic element,” viz. the “rational and just
nature,” is given as an opportunity for rational and moral improvement.* This
opportunity should presumably be understood as a loan that could freely be used for
the good of the soul (“incorruptibility™), or spent uselessly.”® By contrast,

* ddv. haer. 1,6,4. It is possible that Tertullian deduced his report from this very passage. G. Quispel, “La conception,” 50,
thinks that Tertullian draws on Valentinian sources unknown to us, perhaps on oral tradition. But he could have simply
combined two passages in lrenaeus’ report and explain the sowing of Achamoth in Adv. haer. 17,5 in terms of
xamg 1816k ttos in ddv. haer. 1,6,4. In fact, he uses Adv. haer. 1,6,2-4 right in the next paragraph (4dv. Val. 30; ¢f. the
commentary of J.-C. Fredouille, Tertuliien, Contre fes valentiniens, Tome 11, Paris 1981, 335-8).

% Cf. Matt 13:12; 25:29; Luke 12:2; 19:26: “For | say to you, that to everyone who has will be given; and from him who
does not have, even what he has will be taken away (apfoeton).” A similar concept is found in GPhil (NHC 11,3) 64,25-
29. See also GTr (NHC 1,3) 40,9410 (with the comm. of H. W. Attridge, NHC I, notes, 127). Irenaeus’ testimony is
somewhat obscure, but it does seem to speak against Quispel’s interpretation of the Valentinian opposition of “psyche” vs.
“pneuma” in terms of “nature” vs. “‘grace.” In Quispel’s view, “in the Valentinian mysticism nature is opposed to grace,
the immanent ‘psyche’ to the transcendent ‘pneuma,’ the world to God.” (“La conception,” 537). Cf. the criticism of R.
Berthouzoz, Liberté et grace suivant la théologie d’Irénée de Lyon, Paris 1980, 105,

% This should not mean, however, that the psychic grace originates with the demiurge. In fact, everything demiurge does is
secretly instigated by his mother (cf. Adv. haer. 1,5,1). For the role of Christ in the psychic salvation cf. below, 4.2.2.

8 R. Berthouzoz, Liberté et grdce, 106.

* Cf. F. Mitzka, “Gnostizismus,” 63.

® For the “nommative” concept of nature cf. the pioneering study of H. Langerbeck, “Die Anthropologie der
alexandrinischen Gnosis,” in: AufSéitze zur Gnosis, aus dem Nachlal} herausgegeben von H. Dorries, Gottingen 1967, esp.
63-75. Cf. also below, 3.3.

5 Cf. also Heracleon’s discussion of decision (yvéun) and deeds (Epya) in connection with John 8:44: “You are of your
father the devil, and the desires of your father you want to do.” (Comm. Jo. XX,24,214-216). Origen attests that Heracleon
connected this passage with the psychic persons: “After that Heracleon says [@houv] that this was not addressed to those
who are the sons of the devil by nature [¢pOoet], the hylics, but to the psychics, who have become the sons of the devil by
adoption [Bécer] — so that [&p’ Gv] some people can also be called the children of God by nature and some by adoption”
(Comm. Jo. XX,24,213); cf. C. Blanc, SC 290, 262-263. Although the conclusion (referring to the distinction between the
pneumatici and the psychici) probably goes back to Origen, it is stretched to suppose that he also invented the premise
(against H. Langerbeck, “Die Anthropologie,” 69, whose example of Origen’s paraphrase in Comm. Jo. XX,20,168 is not
really a parallel, as it is not introduced by ¢now). I the argument should have any value, the distinction
phoet vs. B¢oet must have been already present in Heracleon's exegesis. Cf. B. Aland, “Erwihlungstheologie und
Menschenklassenlehre,” in: M. Krause (ed.), Grosis and Gnosticism, Leiden 1977, 180. In this famous passage Heracleon
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the xapig ibiéxtntog given by Achamoth, viz. the spiritual element, cannot be
wasted, or taken away, but only more or less perfectly cultivated or formed.*

33 Two kinds of conversion

We have seen that at least some versions of the Valentinian soteriology distinguished
between two kinds of grace that correspond to two anthropological types. Each type
is characterized by a specific kind of “nature,” i.e., a specific possibility of perfection.
While the possibility is already described as a gift of grace, grace is also involved in
its fulfillment. The first step in this process seems to be the “conversion” of the soul
from the original situation characterized as ignorance or sinfulness towards the goal
of the psychic or spiritual development.”’

According to Origen’s report, the two kinds of conversion are described in
Heracleon’s commentary on the Gospel of John.®® The psychic conversion is
explained with the help of the Johannine narrative about the healing of the centurion’s
son {John 4:46 f). The centurion is interpreted as the demiurge, and his son as the one
who belongs to him (0 {8io¢ abtod GvBpwnog), ie., the psychic person.”” The
“malady™ of the son signifies that he was “ignorant and sinful,” i.e., in a state that did

distinguishes three ways of heing somehody's child: gpdoey, yvopn &fig. According to Heraclcon, the addressees of the
gospel passage have not become “children of the devil” by their decision (yvéun). but by their “deeds,” 1.e., &Eig (Comm.
Jo. XX,28,215-216), which probably implivs that yvbun is always directed to the good (cf. H. Langerbeck, “Die
Anthropologre,” 67-68. A. Wucherplennig, Heracleon, 346-350). Therefore if Heracleon writes that one way to become
somebody’s child is yvipn (viz. §te 10 88Anpé g mor@v Tivog St thv Eutod yvbumy tEkvov dxetvov oD moet 10

Ao kokeTtan), he seems (o indicate that the right decision can lead to vioBeoto. Against E. Mithlenberg's view that
yvoun refers to “preumatische Kindschaft” (E. Mihlenberg, “Wieviel Ertdsungen kennt der Gnostiker Herakleon?,” ZN#
66, 1975, 172: ef. already H. Langerbeck, “Die Anthiropologie,” 69). I would contend that yvaun and &bt describe two
eschatological options for the soul: to become a child of God, or a child of the devil. Cf. A. Castellano, La exdégesis de
Origenes y de Heradledn ¢ los testimonios del Bautista, Santiago de Chile 1998, 106-109, who refers to TripTr (NRC 1,5)
119,22-121,14. @boer then presumably reters to both groups nor addressed in John 8:44, viz. the yoixol (“consubstantial
with the devil™ ot Comm. Jo. XX 20,170, 24,213}, and the nvevponkot

% Cf. Exc. Th. 57. For the concept of grace as a proper possession ef, also GTr (NHC 1,3) 36,30-32, and below, note 80

7 According to the GN, “conversion™ (Ematpopy) is the substance of the soul, its archetype being the conversion of the
fallen Sophia herselfl (cf. Irenaeus, Adv. hoer. 1,2,2.3; 4,1-2.5; 5,1.4). For the Valentinian concept of conversion (in the
context of CVN), of. A. Orbe, La reologia del Espirini Santo, 406-415. For the sq. discussion cf. the excellent article of J.
Holzhausen, “Die Seelenlehre des Gmostikers Herakleon,” in: J. Holzhausen (ed)), wuysi - Seele - unima, FS Karin Alt,
Stttgan, Leipzig 1998, 276-300.

5 1 follow the Sources chrétiennes edition of C. Blanc, Origéne: Commentaire sur 5. Jean, 1 {livres 1-V}, SC 120, Paris
1996% 1 (livres VI, X) SC 137, 1970; TH (livre XIII) SC 222, 1975: 1V (livres XTX-XX), SC 290, 1982,

% That the son of the centurion symbolizes the psychic person is in my view clearly indicated in the following references:
Comm. Jo. X1H,59,416 (6 {Brog abrob dvlporog), 59.419 (10 “&v i) onpueia vol tépura 1dnte, ob ph motebone”
Atyeobal gnowy oikelag 7pog 1O Tow0bTov RpdoLnoy & Epyev ebow Efov kol & aloBhoewg neibeoBat xal oyl

Loye maedawvy; 60424 (5pog v EBSOunY dpov Aéyet bn S tiig dpog yopoxmpiletat h @iog w00 wdéviog). In

Comm. Jo. X11L61.431 Origen paraphrased 59,419 (quoted above} as though its object was the yoyueh giow; of the person,
rather than the person himself (Enetnep v woguciv gbow @R 8t Epyev kel aloioewng neifesBon obyl 6 Adyov).
This probably reflects his understanding of @ioig as a facticity, rather than a possibility of improvement, or Heilsimperativ
{Schottrofl). For Heracleon's concept of nature ¢f, }. Langerbeck, "Die Anthropologie,” 67-73; E. Millenberg, “Wieviel
Erltisungen,” esp, 171-186. For other references of. A, Wucherplenning, Heracleon Philolagus, 333-334 (cf. also ibid. 353-
357). It is possible that Heracleon did not clearly distinguish between the different connotations of the term himself,
however: ¢f. £. Mithlenberg, “Wieviel Evidsungen,” 177.
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not accord to his nature.”® Heracleon’s statement that sinfulness does not accord with
the psychic nature reminds us of the above mentioned characterization of the psychic
nature as “rational and just” (Exc. Th. 54,1)."" In the Excerpta, the psychic element
“has the capacity [émitnderdtnta] for both faith and incorruptibility, as well as for
unbelief and corruption” (56,3). Similarly, according to Heracleon, the soul itself is
not immortal, but “has capacity [Emitndeing Exovoa] for salvation,” being “the
corruptible that puts on incorruptibility and the mortal that puts on immortality, when
‘death is swallowed up in victory.”””* The soul can be “healed” by the Saviour, who
“descended to the sick and healed him from his malady, i.e., from sins, and by
forgiving the sins he brought him to life.””

The “spiritual” conversion is demonstrated by the example of the Samaritan
woman in John 4:19 f* Before her encounter with the Saviour, she lived in “the
depth of matter” (év tfj Pabeiqt VAn) and “adultery” (mopveiar), since she was
ignorant of God and failed to worship him in an appropriate way.” Although

™ Comm. Jo. X111,59,416. As E. Mihlenberg, “Wieviel ErlBsungen,” 174, notes. in this passage the term pbog seems to
be understood in the sense of an ideal (“ist hier etwa als Ideale verstanden”). In Mithlenberg’s view, this ideal is not the
“psychic nature,” but rather the spirit. In effect, the pbog (or “Seinsweise”) of the “psychic™ and the “spiritual” persons is
ultimately the same (“Wieviel Erlosungen,” 186-192; cf. already H. Langerbeck, “Die Anthropologie,” 72). A similar
reading was proposed by E. Pagels, who did not deny the distinction between the two kinds of conversion, however:
“What the pneumatics experience as a present reality, the psychic Christians only anticipate as a future hope™ (E. Pagels.
The Johannine Gespel in Gnostic Exegesis, New York 1973, 97). Pagel's reading is supported by the description of the
eschatological restoration of the psychics in the TripTr (NHC 1,5), 133,1-6 (Anmidge & Pagels mans.): “[1]hey will receive
the vision more and more by nature (2RM OY $YCIC) and not only by a little word, so as to believe only through a voice.”
Cf. Heracleon’s distinction berween voice and logos in Ongen, Comm. Jo. V120,108 (cf. X111,58,363). Miihlenberg's
view was recently corroborated by A, Wucherpfennig, Heracleon Philologus, cf. esp. 276-291; 333-353. Although the
interpretation of gUog in such passages as Comm. Jo. X111,59.416 in terms of “pneuma” (= the spiritual grace: cf.
E. Miihlenberg, “Wieviel Erlosungen,” 191) is perhaps possible, it is in my view not supported by evidence, and conflicts
with such fragments as X111,59,419 and 60,424 (quoted above, note 69). | submit that the nature of the psychic person is
more plausibly explained as the possibility of moral perfection.

"' This interpretation of the psychic nature is supported by the above quoted passage in Comm. Jo, X111,59,419: this kind
of person (10 To100t0v TpdGLNOV) oblains his nature through works and his faith through senses (61" Epywv phorv Exov
kot &' alotmoewg neiBecBon). CI A. Wucherpfennig, Heracleon Philologus, 303. For the role of senses in the education
of the psychic element cf. Adv. haer. 1,6,1: £8e1 yap 10 yuxixd ki ciotrdv tadevpdtoy,

 Comm. Jo. X111,59,418 (cf. | Cor 15:53-4); cf. Comm. Jo. X111,44,294,

™ Comm. Jo. X1, (LX) 421. Cf. E. Pagels, The Johannine Gospel, 83-5, and the detailed commentary of A.
Wucherpfennig, Heracleon Philologus, 247-331.

™ Origen, Comm. Jo. X111,15,91 fT. In his SC edition C. Blanc calls this passage “Héracléon: péché et conversion de la
nature spirituelle” (Origéne, SC 222, 79). That the Samaritan woman symbolizes the “pneumatic™ person is stated by
Ongen in Comm. Jo. X111,11,73-4; 25,149; 31,190, not by Heracleon himself, as J. A. Trumbower wrongly claims
(“Ongen’s exegesis of John 8:19-53: The struggle with Heracleon over the idea of fixed natures,” VigChr 43, 1989, 138-
154). Origen’s interpretation is supported by the following passages, however: Comm. Jo. XI11, 15,92 (Meté 8¢ Tobro
EMQUVEL (¢ TPETOVIWG TT) abTig PUOEL oinoacay v Zapapeiniv k1A ); 25,148 (abtol The avtig pLoeng GVIES 10

natpt Tvedpd eiowy k1h.); 50,341 (ko émonpaivetal ye w0 “TMoAkoi” d¢ moAkidv dviev yuyikdy - Thy 68 piav

AEYEL TV apBoptov TG EXAOYTIC PLOWV Kal povoerdT kai evikny). In Ongen's view the concept of the spiritual nature
should imply that the spiritual person has never sinned. Cf. Comm. Jo. X111,11,72-4, where he reproaches Heracleon for
inconsistency. This reflects the usual (most probably wrong) interpretation of the Valentinian soteriology to the effect that
the spiritual person has always been saved and does not need to repent. Cf. the same misunderstanding (and the same
reproach) in Clement of Alexandria, Strom. 11,115,1-2, in respect to the concept of “salvation by nature™ ascribed to
Valentinus; cf. Ch. Markschies, Valentinus Gnosticus?, 80-82.

™ Origen, Comm. Jo. X111,11,72.
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Heracleon does not explicitly call her sinful,’® this conclusion seems inevitable.”” Her
situation before the conversion is characterized as ephemeral, defective and “worldly”
(xoopuix6g).”® But when she encountered the Saviour she immediately recognized him
and “demonstrated unwavering [&didkpirog] faith that accords to her nature.” Her
nature is symbolized by the vessel in which she came to receive the “living water” of
the Saviour and which she then left with him. It is explained as “the disposition for
life and the notion of the power coming from the Saviour.””” After her conversion she
received the “grace and gift of our Saviour.” This grace is characterized as
avopoipetog (not to be taken away), since “it never perishes nor gets spoiled in the
one who participates in it.”®” The expression reminds us of the above mentioned
doctrine of the “grace as a proper possession,” l.e., the idea that the spiritnal grace
cannot be wasted or taken away." It does not deprive the spiritual conversion of its
telos, however, viz. the “formation” (Léppworg) of the spiritual seed, as Heracleon
himself attests.*

3.4  Predestination and choice in the spiritual formation

(. Quispel famously described Valentinianism as “a mysticism emphasizing grace
and election.”™ This characterization is supported by predestinarian language
employed in Valentinian soteriology, a feature highlighted in some Nag Hammadi
documents related to Valentinianism.* However, it seems that some Valentinians
strove 1o reconcile the doctrine of predestination with the notion of choice and moral
responsibility. In the following section, I will at least touch upon the difficult problem

% CLE. Pagels, The Johannine Gospel, 88; M. Desjardins, Sin in Valentinianism, 60.

7 Cf. E. de Faye, Grostigues et gnosticisme, Paris 1925, 92-93; E. Mihlenberg, “Wieviel Erlosungen,” 170-193, esp. 173,
n 12, 178 {¥.; B. Aland, “Erwahlungstheologie,” 168-172; J. Holzhausen, “Die Seelenlehre,” 293 {f. That the situation of
the pneurnatici before conversion was understood as sinful is supported by a report about the teaching of Theodotus in
Exe. Th. 35,2-3: Jesus, on leaving the pleroma, brought with him “angels of the superior seed,” namely “for the correction
[Sropbmag] of the seed.” These angels “beg remission for us [the superior seed], that we may enter [pleroma] with them.”
Whereas “correction” (S16pbocig) implies that the seed was not perfect from the beginning, “‘remission” {Gpeoi)
probably means that it was sinful. This is the most obvious implication of the term in the early Chustian context: ¢f. W.
Bauer, Worterbuch, s.v. fupeoig, 2; see also Origen, Comm. Jo. X111,59,421. It is surprising that M. R. Desjardins does not
mention this passage in his dissertation Sin in Valentinianism, Atlanta 1990. Nevertheless, according to him “the
Valentinians claimed that gnosis from the Father removed the power of sin” (132).

™ Comm. Jo. X11L,10,57.

P Comm. Jo. X111,31,187 (John 4:28-29): (o SubBeog wod Evvore tic Suvipews TRG Tapd 1od swtfpog, Cf. the
Greek philosophical discussions abut the origin of the “notion of the divine,” as reflected e.g. by Dio Chrysostomus,
Orationes X147 (f $vwora nept Bedv), or Onigen, Conmra Celsus IV,14 (f guowd 100 8e0b Evvora).

M Comm. Jo. X111,10,60: &vaeaipetog yap I xapig Kol 1 Swped 100 owtiipog ARGV xad R dvehioxopévn unbé
pdepouévr &v 1 petéyovr abriic. The idea might have had a philosophicat background; cf. lamblichus, Promrepticus
36,13-15 (Pistelli): *... the only good that really cannot be taken away is the one that they {i.e. gods} allow the notion
of the good o comprehend” (puévov 10T10 Sviwg dyaldv dvapaipetov. & 51 nepiéyey ovyywpodot {scil. Beol]
THv 00 GyaBod Evvorav),

* Irenacus, Adv. haer. 16,4 (cf. above 3.2 and notes 60 and 66). C. Blanc, SC 222, 62-64, n. 4, does not refer to this passage.
S Comm. Jo. 1,21,137: Ab1dg {5cil. & hdyog] viep Thv Tpd Iy Ubppuoty Ty Kotd Ty yéveoiy abrolg [scil. 1oig
nrveupotikols, ace, 10 Origen] mupéoye, & Un' &hAov oropévia €15 popphy xal elg poTIopdY Kol TEpLYpaeRY
iBlav dyayov vod avadeiboag. Cf. J. Holzhausen, “Die Seelenlehre,” 284-285.

M <1 a conception de 'homme,” 42-43: “._. une mystique qui met I"accent sur la grice et élection.”

MCE esp. GTr (NHC 1,3) 21,18-25; TrRes (NHC 1,4) 46,25-27.
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of predestination and free choice in Valentintanism. I will focus on the soteriology of
the “spiritual” person, viz. on the question of whether and in what sense her salvation
is predestined and what, if any, the role of free choice plays in the process of the
formation of the spiritual element,

3.4.1 The doctrine of predestination

According to Jrenacus, the Valentinians understand themselves as “the spiritual
persons who possess the perfect knowledge about God, and have been initiated into
the mysteries of Achamoth.”*® Whereas the psychic persons “are made steadfast by
works and bare faith,” and cannot be saved otherwise, they “will be saved absolutely
and in every case,” not by works, but because they are “by nature spiritual.”g(’

The claim of “salvation by [one’s spiritual] nature” is derived from the status of
the spiritual element.”” The Valentinians of Irenaeus designate themselves as “the
seeds of election” (omépupoto £xAoyrc), which indicates that they identify
themselves with the spiritual seeds.*® A person (i.e., a certain psycho-somatic unity)
could obviously describe herself as “being saved by [her own] nature™ only insofar as
she thought of herself as being endowed with a spiritual seed.

The transference of the status of the spiritual seed to a specific person is among the
most puzzling mysteries of the Valentinian sotericlogy. There is certainly no
indication in our sources that the spiritual person has enjoyed that status since birth,
or, in other words, that the spiritual seed 18 inborn.®® As we saw earlier, while the
“earthly, material and irrational soul” is inherited from Adam, the two “divine”
elements, viz. the “rational and just” soul and the “spiritual seed,” come from above
It is possible that at least the spiritual element enters the soul “from outside” in the

& Ady. haer. 1,6,1: ol Ty TEAEioy VoY FYOVIES TEPL B0 K0t <1én> TR "ALopm® LELVTPEVOL HVOTHDIO.

¥ Adv. haer. 1,6,2: abtovg 88 pi S npéleng. @AM S 16 piost nvevpativolg elvan, révin 16 kol Tavieg
cwbhoeotu Soyuatilovowy. Irenaeus’ report is clearly malevolent; cf. the description of their amoral conduct in Adv.
haer. 16,3, which contradicts Irenaeus’ own account in Adv. heer. 111,15,2: “There are those among them who say that it is
appropriate that the person who has ‘descended from above’ exercise noble behavior” Cf MLA. Williams, Rethinking
‘Gnosticism, " Princeton 1999, 116. It is possible, of course, that some adherents of the Valentinian doctrine caricatured it
themselves, both in theory and in practice. lIrenacus may not have mvemed his reports, but he would have picked up
discrediting examples, much like Celsus in his polemic against Christians, The core of the doctrine reported by lrenaeus is
confirmed by other sources, however. For the concept of “salvation by nature” cf. the references collected by A. H. B.
Logan, Grostic Truth and Christian Heresy, Edinburgh 1996, 241, n. 12, Although the expression does not necessarily
indicate that the spiritual persons will be saved névin 1e xod ndving (Ady. hoer. 16.2), it is probable that some
Valentinians designated themselves prospectively as “perfect” (1€hewot), as Irenaeus astesis (Adv. haer. 16,1.4). Cf. the
prospective self-designation NETXHK in GTr (NHC 1,3) 18,13-14; cf. also Valentinus™ fragment 4 (Clement of Alexandria,
Strom. 11,89,1-3).

¥ In Exc. Th 56.3 the spiriial element is @OoeL caldpevov, as opposed to the psychic element, described as
abwlobaov. In Srom. 11,10,2 Clement claims that ot pooer cwlduevor was a self-designation of “ihe followers of
Valentinus” (ol &rd Cvadeviivov), and in Srrom. 1V,89.4 and V.33 he ascribes the doctrine to Valentinus himself (cf,
Ch, Markschies, Valentinus Grosticus?, 146-149).

*¥ The term éxAoyf could refer to the seeds themselves (cf. Exc. Th 38,1; 41,2), or (more probably) to their angelic
counterparts (cf. £xc. Th. 21,1; 39). With the second option onépuoto xAoyiic in Adv. haer. 1,6,4 would be understood
as the genitive of origin.

¥ Against N, Férster, Marcus Magus, 98-99.

® Exe. Th. 50-54.
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course of personal development and under specific conditions.”’ Valentinian
fragments do support the latter interpretation and also specify the conditions under
which the “plantation™ of the spiritual seeds takes place.

In Exc. Th. 53, the exposition of the origin of the spiritual seed starts with the
traditional Valentinian exegesis of the creation of Adam: “Adam without his
knowledge had the spiritual seed planted in his soul by Wisdom.” And so, the text
continues, “Wisdom puts the seeds forth into becoming [elg yéveoiv], where they are
ministered by angels, as soon as they [i.e., the seeds] are allowed to come to being
[x080 eyrmpel yiveoBo].” This probably means that the paradigmatic planting of
the spiritual seed into Adam has been repeated ever since.

A parallel formulation is found m Irenaeus’ report, according to which “Achamoth
has been planting the spiritual [elements] into righteous souls [walog yoyoig)
since then [i.., the creation of Adam] until now.”* The characterization of the souls
receiving the seeds as dixonon seems to specify the condition for the planting. The
passage is probably an allusion to the synoptic parable of the “good ground” (Mark
4:8 and parallels) and recalls the above quoted Marcosian formula: “May Grace who
is before all things, unthinkable and unspeakable, fill your inner human and increase
in you her knowledge by planting the mustard seced in good ground.” Marcosian
praye;; is obviously addressed to adults, whose “ground” (i.e., soul) is worthy of the
seed.

Another interesting parallel is provided in Hippolytus’ report on the Valentinian
doctrine.” According to Hippolytus, the fruit of the pleroma (i.c., the Saviour)’® and
Sophia together produced seventy logoi, i.e., heavenly angels.”® These logoi are “planted”
by them into the psychophysical human body (év chpoat youkd uetd yoxhg), “when
no demons live with the soul.”” As Hippolytus” source explains, the body is a
dwelling place either for the soul alone, or for the soul and the demons, or for the soul

"' Cf. a remote parallel in Adstotle, De gen. anim. 736b; “It remains, then, that the intellect alone enters from outside
[tdv voby .. Bhpobev énewméven] and is alone divine,” In the first century doxography the idea that the inteflect enters
into the soul “from outside” is considered to be a philosophical commonplace; ¢f. Actius, apud Stobacus, 4nth. 1487
{Wachsmuth, Hense): “Pythagoras, Anaxagoras, Plato, Xenocrates, Cleanthes [say] that the intellect penetrates the soul
from outside [B0pubevy eiokpivestou oy volv]”

2 Adv. haer. 1,7,5. Cf. also Heracleon’s exegesis of the metaphor of sowing and gathering in John 4:36-8 (Origen, Comm.
Jo. X1i1,49,322-324). According to Heracleon, the planter in John 4:37 denotes the Son of Man, who sows above the place
{1omog), i.e., the region of the demiurge (¢f. Exe. Th. 34,1-2; 37; 38,1-3; 39; 59,1-2.), The reaper denotes the Saviour, who
is also the Son of Man, He “reaps and leads the reapers, i.e., the angels designated by his disciples, each 1o their souls.”
Origen notes that the relation between the two Sons of Man is not clear in this text, but we may be reasonably sure that the
planter is a parallel image to Wisdom or Logos in other Valentinian sources in her/his role as the planter of the spiritual
seeds. Heracleon emphasizes the successiveness of the two phases, viz. sowing and gathering. At the same time, however,
he maintains that both the planter and the gatherer are active “at present” (Eni 100 nepdvrog). The passage is discussed by
B. Aland, “Erwahlungstheologie,” 164; cf. also E. Pagels, “A Valentinian interpretation,” 166; The Johannine Gospel,
106-107.

* The proximity of the Marcosian forniula and Adv. haer. 1,6,1 is underlined by the motif of grace mentioned in Adv. haer.
6,4, and in Tertullian’s paraphrase of this report (Adv. Val. 29). See above, 3.2,

™ Hippolytus, Ref’ ¥1,34,3-6. 1 follow the edition of M. Marcovich, Hippolytus: Refutatio omnium hoeresium, Berlin-New
York 1986.

% Also called Jesus or “second Christ™: Ref, V1,36,3+4; cf. Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 12,6-3,1.

* Hippolytus, Ref. V1,34,3.

% Hippolytus, Ref. V1,34,6: Brav Sudptoveg yh ovvodo! T wugdh.
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and the /ogoi. The condition for the /ogoi to be planted in the soul™ is that no demons
are present. This can hardly be understood as anything but a demand of purification,”
and so it seems to be another indication that at least in some versions of the
Valentinian soteriology the implantation of the spiritual seed could take place in the
course of an adult life.'”

The question when in the course of life the spiritual seed is planted, or more
precisely, what exactly are the conditions under which the implantation takes place, is
extremely difficult to answer, however.'®' The comfortable idea that righteousness or
“cleanness” of the soul are prerequisite for a person to be “chosen” is disturbed not
only by dubious accusations of licentious behaviour, but also by more reliable
accounts of the spiritual conversion discussed above. As we saw, the Samaritan
woman was immersed “in the depth of matter” before her disposition to receive grace
from the Saviour was fulfilled.'” In his summary of the Valentinian teaching,
Hippolytus refers that “Christ came in order to save the spirit that went astray”
{¢ni cotnpig Tob droniavnBéviog nvebuatog). The spirit went astray after it had
already been settled in the soul (or the inner human), which according to the same
report should had been cleansed of all demonic influences by then.'” In Ref X,13,3
the narrative of the “lost sheep” type apparently overshadows the “exhortative”
message of Ref. V1,34,6, as well as Adv. aer. 16,4 and the Marcosian formula.

The paradox could be resolved if the condition for the planting was not the actual
righteousness of the soul, but the righteousness envisaged by providence.'™ A
fragment of the Valentinian anthropology preserved by Clement of Alexandria
suggests that the spiritual seed s implanted by Logos “in the elect soul while it is
asleep” (Tfi éxhexth yuyfi obon év Omvw).'” If the oratio obliqua in this difficult
passage reproduces its source correctly, ® here is a clear testimony of a soteriology in
which the divine choice anticipates the salvation of the soul prior to her conversion. If
we venture to generalize this doctrine, we might read the various descriptions of the
conditions of the spiritual sowing — “righteous soul,” “good ground” or “soul alone”
— as indicating the prospect of grace on the “psychic” (i.e., ethical) level: only that
soul is endowed with the spirit whose “righteousness™ is envisaged by providence.'”’

" Soul is “the inner human” (Ref. V1,36.5-7; X,13,3). Cf. Marcus in Irenseus, Adv. haer. 1,132,

#Cf the fragment of Valentinus quoted by Clement of Alexandria, Strom. 11,114,3-6, where the heart inhabited be
demons is cleansed by illumination through the Son. The fragment is probably alluded to in Hippolytus’ source material;
cf. Ch. Markschies, Valentinus Gnosticus?, 74.

% Cf. the discussion of H, Langerbeck, “Die Anthropologie,” 65-67,

W As R. Marcus, "Pleroma and Fulfilment," VigChr 8, 1954, 207, notes, “[ulnfortunately, the sources available to us do
not tell us very clearly at what point in his career the seed is implanted in man.” Cf. already G. Quispel, “La conception,” S0.
2 ¢f. above, 3.3.

13 Hippolytus, Ref. X,13,3; cf. V1,34,6.

1% Eor the idea of providence cf. Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 1,5.6; Clement of Alexandria, Exc. 7Th. 74,2,

195 £xe Th. 2,1. 1t is based on the exegesis of Gen 2:21.

1% Exc. Th 2,1-2 reproduces the teaching of some “followers of Valentinus.” It is closely framed by Clement's
commentary (1,3 and probably as early as 3,1}, in which he describes the spiritual seed as a spark kindled by the Saviour.
97 Cf, also Adv. haer. 17,3 “They say that the souls endowed with the seed of Achamoth are better than the other ones.
Therefore the demiurge loves them more, not knowing the reason, but thinking that they are like that because of him.”



16 Matyas Havrda

But of course, this interpretation does not resolve the question of when in the life of
an individual this act of election takes place.'®

3.42 Do the pneumatici have the freedom of choice?

According to G. Quispel, the essential difference between the Valentinian position
and that of Clement and Origen consists in the respective concepts of free will and
grace. In Quispel’s view, the Valentinian concept of the pneumatic redemption
implies “an absolute passivity” in which there is no place for free will: “The spiritual
person is not saved by a decision of a free will, but because the Saviour rouses in him
a memory of the spiritual world; in this anthropology there is no place for the catholic
concept of a free will.”'® In her well-known article “Animae naturaliter salvandae,”
L. Schottroff accepted G. Quispel’s evidence that the spiritual nature has the character
of grace, but criticized his concession to the heresiological (and Bultmann’s) view
that “salvation by nature” excludes free decision.'’® Schottroff thinks that this
traditional “misinterpretation of gnosis” is partly due to the malevolent view of
Christian opponents, and partly due to the attempt of Valentinians to demonstrate the
“yéiprg character” of salvation, as against the concept of “salvation by deeds,”
ascribed by them to the psychic Christians.'"'

Schottroff draws attention to the fact that the pneumatici in the Valentinian
description are not devoid of the psychic nature. According to lrenaeus, “the
pneumatic element must join the psychic to be formed and educated along with it in
its behaviour.”'"* Again, in Adv. haer. 1,7,1 it is stated that in the eschaton, before
entering the pleroma, the pneumatici will put off their souls (té&g yuydg), which
implies that they will have had them.'" Since psyche is definitely obteEoboiog, ie.,
endowed with the freedom of choice,' it follows that “the pneumatic is not
exempted from the role of the psychic, he must decide on the basis of free will for
salvation or its opposite.”'"® Schottroff admits that one who received the pneuma is
pboel owlépevog, which means that he will necessarily be saved.''® This expression,
however, does not describe “a substantial activity of the pneuma,” but only “an

" The simplest explanation of the incongruities of our accounts would be that they reflect different versions of
Valentinian sotericlogy, or that the soteriological doctrines were not entirely consistent. This might actually be the case in
Hinpolyrus, Ref. X,13,3, as opposed w ibid,, V1,346,

% 5. Quispel, “La conception,” 43: ... I"'hornme spirtuel n’est pas sauvé par une décision du libre arbitre, mais parce que
le Sauveur éveille en lui souvenir du monde spirituel; dans cetie anthropologie il 0’y a pas de place pour la conception
catholique d’une volonté libre.”

"W 1. Schottroff, “Animae naturaliter salvandae,” in: W. Eltester (ed.), Christennum und Grosis, Berlin 1969, 83 ff. CL
also E. Pagels, “The Valentinian Claim to Esoteric Exegesis of Romans as Basis for Anthropological Theory,” VigChr
26,1972, 241-242, who refers in this connection 1o R, Bultmann’s classic commentary Das Evangelium des Johannes,
Gouingen 1941, 21-24; 96f,; 114,

" Schettroff, “Animae,” 93.95-7.

2 Adv. haer. 1,6,1. CT. also ValExp (NHC X11,2) 37,28-31.

W CL Exe. Th. 63,1, 64,

% frenaeus, Adv. haer. 1,6,1; Clement of Alexandria, Exc. Th. 56,3; cf. §7,1; 52,2, See Schottroff, “Animae,” 90 f.

" fbid.: «... der Pneumatiker ist ja der Rolle der Psychikers nicht enthoben, er muB sich auf Grund eines freien Willens
fir Heil oder Unheil entscheiden.”

% Cf. Clement of Alexandria, Exc. Th. 56,3; Irenacus, Adv. haer. 1,6,2.
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absolute certainty of salvation”™ or “an indicative of salvation,” which is to be
understood as “the imperative of salvation” at the same time. In Schotiroff’s view, the
pneumatic is not deprived of his psychic nature, ie., of freedom to decide for or
against salvation. In effect, he is “both @O0t cwldpevog and obreEodorog.”'

Although the sources explicitly deny the implication of Schottroff’s argument that
the spiritual person could fail to follow the “imperative” of the seed,'’® they never
indicate that the pneumatici do not possess the freedom to choose, either. From
Irenaeus’ account it would seem that for the pneumatics, too, the “works” based on
decision are important, since they enable the spiritual element to “take on form.”""’
Now, if morphdsis amounts to the salvation of the pneumatic seed,'”® we must agree
with Schottroff that the pneumatic salvation must, at least to some extent, depend on
works. This is also the opinion of A.H.B. Logan, who points to the paradox of the
Valentinian pneumatic soteriology: although the pneumatics “are assured by the grace
of revelation that they are by nature elect and divine,” they still “have to work out
their own salvation [in terms of formation and perfection], a process not complete
until the consummation [érokatdotactc].”” 2

3.5 Summary

In Valentinian soteriology both the spiritual and the psychic elemenis can be
interpreted as gifis of grace transcending the merely “material” inheritance of the

"7 Schottroff, “Animae,” 92-93.97.

¥ Sehottroff admits that her interpretation conflicts with Adv. haer, 1,6,2-4 where shamp distinction is drawn between the
preumatici, who “will be saved entirely and every case,” and the psychici, who can only be saved by good conduct. She
thinks that this passage contorts Valentinian and other gnostic soteriologies, and must have been wnitten by a different
gnostic author for polemical reasons. Schottroff suggests that it should not be used for the interpretation of the Valentinian
teaching (" Animae,” 96). ]

" 1n the Valentinian Exposition (NHC X1,2) the spiritual seeds have their origin in Sophia, and being at first “incomplete
and formless” (AMOPSOC), they must be perfected and formed. This perfection akes place in the world created by the
Demiurge, which is accordingly called “school [cxoan] for doctrine and form™ (ValExp 37,28-30). See also TripTr
104,18-25, and E. Thomassen, The Spiritual Seed, 55.

% This is suggested esp. by Clement of Alexandria, Exc. Th. 78-9; Irenaeus, Adv. Ager. 1,21 4.

1AL H. B. Logan, Grostic Truth, 213, According 1o E. Thomassen, “How Valentinian is the Gospel of Philip?” in: ). D.
Tumer, A. McQuire (eds.), The Nag Hammadi Library After Fifty Years, Brill 1997,259-260, in the “western” version of
the Valentinian soteriology the spiritual people “do not need redemption,” because the salvation of the spiritual is a
“preestablished reality, and only the psychics remain as an object of cosmic salvation history.” Recently Thomassen has
developed this view in The Spiritnal Seed, cf. esp. 60-61, 68, 74, 78-79, 81. Apart from the difficult concept of the
“salvation by nature” (see above, 3.4.1), the interpretation is based on one sentence in Irenasus, Adv. haer. 16,1 {“For this
reason too, they maintain, the world was created, and the Saviour is said 10 have come to the psychic, since it possessed
free will, in order to save it”) and the statement in Hippolytus, Refl V1.36,3, that “the Saviour who was bom through Mary
came o set right the passions of the soul” whereas “the things above had been set right” even before he was bom (cf. also
ibid. 36,4). It should be noted that neither passage indicates that the coming of the Saviour is soteriologically jrrelevant for
people in the world invested with the spiritual elermnent. In Adv. haer. 1,6,1 it is not necessarily implied that the Saviour
came only to the psychic element (and the immediate context speaks against this interpretation), while in Refutatio the
cleansing of the soul from passions seems to be a prerequisite for the plantation of the logoi (Ref. V1,34,6; see above,
3.4.1). Although Thomassen admits that according 1o the “western” version the spirituals are in the world “1o be educated”
{The Spiritual Seed, 60), he assumes that this process has nothing to do with redemption, Cf, also ibid., 396-397. Contrast
Thomassen's own discussion of the idea of morphasis in TripTr (The Spirinal Seed, 52-57, esp. 55).
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“earthly” Adam.'” The “material” element, created “according to the image,” does
not refer to bodily existence, but to irrationality and sexual impulse.'” The psychic
element, created “according to the likeness” of the demiurge, is the propensity for
“rationality and righteousness,” faith, incorruptibility and freedom from the passions
of the “material” nature.'” The spiritual element, created “separately” (xat' idiav),'
is the offspring of Wisdom,'?® born from her desire for the fulness of the divine life. It
is also called the offspring of Seth, the third son of Adam, who symbolizes the
“spiritual nature” implanted by Wisdom."”’

Before their conversion, the recipients of grace are enslaved by the “material”
inheritance and their condition is described as “ignorance” and “sinfulness.” In the
case of the “psychic” conversion, the encounter with the Saviour heals the “sick”
soul, i.e., the soul enslaved by passions,'” and opens the opportunity for faith and
incorruptibility of the soul.'”” Some Valentinians understood this opportunity as a
“loan” that can be used for the salvation of the soul by means of good “works.”"** On
the spiritual {evel, the encounter with the Saviour fulfils the “disposition” (3u&Beoig)
of the soul to receive the eternal life and understand the power coming from the
Saviour."" This opens the process of the “formation” of the spiritual element. This
process is not opposed to the “righteousness” of the soul, but presupposes it, and
transcends it."

4. Theological context of grace

4.1 The Father

According to the GN, the formation of the spirit in the human experience is the last
phase of the formative process which started in the pleromatic realm after the fall of
Sophia. In order to prevent a similar rupture in the future, the acons were perfected

2 Exc. Th. 55,2,

B Exe. Th 54,1; §5,3. In the version reported by Hippolytus, Refl V1,34,4-6, the hylic element is identified with the
perceptible body, whereas the imational movements of the soul are depicted as “demons.” For this concept of. esp.
Barnabas. Epist. 16,7, and Ch. Markschies, Valentimes Grosticus?, 70-72. Cf. also the analysis of M. A, Williams,
Rethinking ‘Gnosticism’, 135 and 281, n. 50. Interestingly, according 10 Hippolytus, Ref. V1,345, the visible body has
been fashioned from the “diabolic substance” (Srofoiix oboia). If Hippolytus refers correctly, this is a rare testimony
that some Valentinians understood the visible body as substantially evil,

I Exe. Th. 54.1; 56,3; 57.

" Exc. Th. 54,2,

™ 1n Exc. Th. 2,1, the seed is described as the “angelic effluence.” Cf. Irenaeus, Adv. haer. [,13,3. In the GN the seed was
conceived by Sophia as she contemplated the angels (4dv. hwer. 14.5). In Hippolytus, Ref V1,34.3, the seed is produced
by Sophia and the Saviour.

27 Exe. Th. 53,5.54,2-3; Tertullian, Adv. Val. 29. In Exe. Th. 2,1 the seed is implanted by Logos; cf. Heracleon in Origen,
Comm. Jo. X111,49,322-324; TripTe (NHC 1,5) 105,10-35,

¥ CF. also Hippolytus, Ref. V1,36,3: ... the Saviour came to set right [S10p8boaoBou] the passions of the soul” Cf. ibid.,
324,

" (f. above, 3.3,

10 4dv. haer 1,64:6.2.

P Comm. Jo. X1131,187.

W Ady, haer. 1,6,5-2; cf. also Exc. Th. 61,8,
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{(xoropriabfivon} through Christ and Holy Spirit, a “conjugal couple” {ov{vyia)
produced by the Intellect.'”’ The “perfection” amounted to the instruction about the
nature of the Father, which met the desire permeating the whole pleroma from the
start."** It was the desire to have the same communion (korvevia) with the Father as
the Intellect (the Monogenes), who was the only aeon to comprehend the
“immeasurable greatness” of the Abyss.'®® Although the Intellect did want to
communicate {(&vaxovooocobot) the Father's greatness to the rest of the aecons, he
was restricted by Silence (Ziy#), the Father’s feminine counterpart, “because she
wished to get them all to have the intention and the desire to seek” after the Father.'*®

But when this uninstructed desire led to the fall of Sophia into formlessness, the
Intellect “in accord with Father’s forethought™ gave birth to Christ and Holy Spirit,
who instructed the acons and “introduced them to perfect rest.”"’ Christ revealed to
the aeons that the “Father’s incomprehensible nature is primarily the cause for their
permanent existence [10 aitiov 1fig aloviov Swopoviigl,” but “what can be comprehended
of him, viz. the Son” (i.e. the Intellect) “is the cause of their origin and formation
[noppeoig].”*® In other words, the instructor distinguished between the Intellect, the
formal cause of existence, and ifs supranoetic origin. As a fragment from the Exc. Th.
31.3 puts it, through the passion of Sophia the acons came to know what they are, viz.
“the ineffable Name, form and knowledge,” while recognizing *“that they are what
they are by the grace of the Father.” o

The subsequent phases of the narrative — the creation of the world from the
passions of Sophia, the education of the soul and the formation of the spirit — reenact
the same formative process on lower planes, in order to correct the remaining
consequences of the “audacity” of Sophia, and her uninformed desire to comprehend
the incomprehensible,'*’

4.2 The Saviour

The role of the Saviour in the soteriological process is emphasized by all versions of
the Valentinian myth. As mentioned above, in his commentary on John 4:19 ff.
Heracleon noted that “the grace and gift of our Saviour never perishes {...) in the one
who participates in it.”"*® This formulation refers to the “spiritual” conversion, but in

5 4y, haer. 1,2.5.

™ The desire which lead to the fall of Sophia, “began among those around the Intellect and Truth” (ddv. haer. 12,2).

Y5 Ady, haer. 12,1-2,

1 gdv. haer. 1,2,}. According 1o other versions, this desire originates in the Father himself. Cf. Exc. Th. 7,1: “Therefore,
the Father, being unknowable, wished 10 be known by the aeons.” Heracleon applies the same principle to humans, ¢f
Origen, Comm. Jo. X111,38 248 “He said that it is the will [88npa] of the Father that the humans get 10 know [yvévon]
the Father and be saved.” Cf. GTr 19,13; TripTr 55,30 £; 57,2729, and the comm. of E. Thomassen, in: E. Thomassen -
L. Painchaud, Le traité tripartite, 283, who points to parallels in the Hermetic literature (CH L31; X, 15) and elsewhere, C.
O’Regan, Grostic Return, 104, rightly notes that “the audacious attempt by Sophia to comprehend the mystery of the
Forefather” is not 10 be understood as “an Eve-like etiological account of evil projected into the divine sphere. Searching
into the mystery seems to be positively encouraged by the Forefather.”

B 4y haer 12,6,

8 ddv. haer. 12.5.

' For the doctrine of formation in the soteriological process cf. A. Orbe, La reologia del Espivitu Sante, 189-233,

¥ Comm. Jo. X111,10,60.
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Heracleon’s view the Saviour instigates both the pneumatic and the psychic
conversion, and so, presumably, both kinds of grace are mediated by him. In the
following section we will explore the role of the Saviour more closely.

4.2.1 Spiritual formation

In the GN the formation of the spirit, the offspring of Achamoth, is mediated by
Jesus, “the perfect fruit” of the pleroma. In Jesus

the entire pleroma of the aeons, with one will and mind, and with the consent
of Christ and Spirit, and the approval of their Father, collected and combined
whatever most beautiful and brilliant each one has in himself (...) To the
honour and glory of the Abyss they made this emission [rp6BAnpa], the most
perfect beauty and star [Gothp] of the pleroma, the perfect fruit
[téAerog kopmog], Jesus.'

Along with Jesus (the Saviour), angels of the same nature (Opoyeveig) were
produced.

The formative role of the Saviour and his angelic escort is discussed in several
Valentinian sources. According to Exc. Th. 53,3, the spiritual seeds put forth into
“becoming” (eig yéveoiv) by Wisdom are “ministered [Drnpetéw] by angels,” which
probably indicates the latter’'s educational (or formative) role. Similarly, in
Heracleon's exegesis, the “gatherers™ in John 4:38 are explained as angels led by the
Savioltjg “each to his soul,” presumably to cultivate the inherent “seeds” of the
elect.

The salvific role of angels was elaborated in detail by the Valentinian
Theodotus.'* According to his version of the narrative,'** when Jesus left the pleroma
(“having emptied himself”; cf. Phil. 2:7), he “lead out the angels of the superior seed
[0 dwapépov onéppa] with him,” viz. “for the correction [310p8woig] of the seed.”
These angels “plead remission [Gpeoig] for us, that we may enter with them,” viz. to
the pleroma.

An account in the Exc. Th. 21-22 (partly ascribed to “the Valentinians,” but
probably reflecting the teaching of Theodotus) further explains the relation between
the “superior seed” and the “angels” against the background of Gen 1:27: “He created
them in the image of God, male and female created he them.” According to this
particular exegesis, the “male™ refers to the angels, while the “female’ to the superior
seed. The superior seed must “become male” in order to unite with the angels and
ascend to the pleroma.'*

The process of “restoration” is explained in the baptismal context. The angels
themselves were “baptized” in the “redemption of the Name which descended upon
Jesus in the dove (Mark 1:10 and parallels) and redeemed him.” This Name is the

! ddv. haer. 1,2.6 (Unger's trans.. slightly modified).

" Origen, Comm. Jo. X111.49,324, Cf. above, note 77.

" Cf. the commentary of A. Orbe, La teologia del Espiritu Santo, 654-686.

" Exc. Th. 35,1-4.

" For the doctrinal buckground of this passage see E. Thomassen, The Spiritual Seed, 377-383.
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“invisible part” of Jesus {10 &dpartov, scil. 1o¥ "Inood), viz. the only-begotten Son
(6 Yiog 6 povoyevig)." Through baptism, the angels took part in the redemption of
Jesus, in order that the “superior seed,” through their baptism, could take part in the
redemption of the angels (Adtpwotrg dyyerwcn).'*” Those who are baptized “for the
angelic redemption” are baptized in the same Name in which their angels had been
baptized before them.'**

The doctrine of the baptism in the divine Name renders a similar idea as the
concept of morphdsis. In a passage which probably refers to the teaching of
Theodotus, the Name is described as “the Son, ie., the form [Mopyn] of the
aeons.”* This reminds us of the above-quoted description of Jesus as the “perfect
fruit” of the pleroma.'® The redemption in the divine Name then amounts to the
participation in the divine form, the pleroma of the acons, embodied by Jesus.
Accordingly, we read in reference to the baptism: “So long as the seed 15 yet
unformed, it is the offspring of the female, but when it is formed, it is changed to a
man and becomes a son of the bridegroom,” viz. the Son.""

4.2.2 The psychic Christ and the demiurge

According to Irenaeus’ report, the Saviour came in order to save both the spiritual and
the psychic elements. For this reason “he put on the first fruits from those whom he
was going to save.”'”> Some versions of the narrative depicted the salvific effect of
Christ on the psychic level by the image of the “psychic” Christ. '** The continuity
with the educative function of the ruler of the psychic elements is expressed by the
idea that the psychic Christ was generated by the demiurge’* and sits on his right
hand side.””® The right side of the demiurge probably symbolizes the limit of the
psychic perfection.'” The soteriological role of the psychic Christ seems to consist in
his ability to save the soul from passions and raise it to rationality and
righteousness.'”’ By his death and resurrection, “he destroyed death and raised up the

8 Exe. Th. 26,1,

7 Exc. Th. 22.5.

% Exc. Th. 22,5. For the sacramental context of the doctrine of *(apo)lunésis’ (redemption) cf. the ritual formulae quoted
n Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 1,21, In the concluding (very lacunous) section of the Falentinian Exposition (NHC X1,2) the idea
of the perfection of the spiritual seed is again developed in the sacramental context (¢f. E. Pagels, comm. ad NHC XI,2
432122, p. 172). The participants of the sacrament are called “perfect” (x4 probably equivalent to the Greek 1ékeio1)
“{in] every (spiritual) gift (Xap1C) and {every] purity.” For the ritual framework of Valentinian soteriology see the detailed
discussion of E. Thomassen, The Spiritual Seed, 330-414.

1% E£xe. Th. 31,4. Theodotus is quoted shortly before (30,1) and shortly after (32,2) this passage.

150 gdv. haer. 12,6. CL also Hippolytus, Ref, V1,34,3-6.

155 Exe. Th. 79. Cf. also Exc. Th, 68: “As long as we were children of the female only (...} incomplete, childish, senseless,
weak and without form (...}, we were children of the woman, but when we received form from the Saviour we have
become children of a man and a bridal chamber.”

B2 Adv. haer. 1,6,4; cf. Exc. Th. 59,3.

BYCS. Adv. kaer. 11,2; Exc. Th. 47,3; 59,3; 62,1-2.

B3 Cf. Adv. haer. 17,2, Exc. Th. 47,3,

B5 Bye. Th 62,1

1% CF. Adv. haer. 1,5,1-2, where the psychic elements are called “right”; of. also Exe. Th. 47,2, The parallels in Exc. Th
34,1 and 40 are discussed below,

YT CL. Exc. Th. 54,15 56,3; 57. CF. above, 3.3.
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mortal body which had put off passion. In this way the psychic elements are raised
and are saved.” "

A well-known remark in Hippoiytus’ Refuratio suggests that some Valentinians
did not enjoy the idea of the psychic Christ."*® In a version of the narrative that
possibly corresponds to the teaching of Theodotus, a different plot ensures the
continuity between the “psychic” and “spiritual” types of education. Here the
“excellent seeds,” meant to be formed by their angelic counterparts, are distinguished
from the “right” powers (8vvGueic) that probably comrespond to the psychic
elements.'® According to Clement’s account, the demiurge, metonymically
designated as “the place” (témoc),’®’ holds sway over the “righteous™ (8txoror)
descendants of Adam who “make their way through created things.”'*> This is
probably a parallel to the idea of the psychic persons whose education, according to
Trenacus, takes place “through visible means.”'® When Jesus was called
(rapoxAnBeic) as the Saviour, continues Clement, he sat on the throne with “the
place,” so that “the spirits“’“ remain where they are and do not rise before him,” 1.¢.,
probably to prevent a premature rebellion of the “excellent seed” against the
demiurge, who is loathed by their Mother because of his severity.'®® By doing this he
“tamed” {fiuepbém) the “place,” and “provided the seed with the passage to the
pleroma.”'® 1t is interesting that in this version the role of Christ in the salvation of
the psychic elements is not mentioned. But the fact that Jesus does not abolish the
power of the demiurge but joins him on his throne (in order to “tame” his severity)
seems to indicate continuity in the “psychic” type of education after he came with his
angelic escort.'”’

4.3  The prospect of grace (eschatology)

The goal of the soteriological process is described in two parallel accounts of the
CVN in lrenacus and Clement of Alexandna. According to lrenaeus’ report, the
spiritual seeds were sown by Achamoth into the righteous souls, in order to be
“disciplined and nourished” (mondevBévria xoi éxtpogpévia), because “they were
sent forth immature” {(viynia). Only when they “become worthy of perfection,” they
are given as “brides” to the angels of the Saviour.'®

2 Exe. Th. 61,78,

"™ Hippolytus, Ref. VI,35.4-7, according 1o whom the doctrine about the psychic body of Christ marked the difference
between the “oriental™ and the “Italtan™ schools. Hippolyts’ reference. coinbined with the remarks of Tertullian (De carne
Christi 10.1; 15,1} and Clement of Alexandria’s reports on the teaching of Theodotus have become the basis of E.
Thomassen’s attempt to identify the christological and soteriological differences between the schools and classity all
Vatentinian documents accordingly. Cf, The Spiritnal Seed, 28-129, esp. 59-45.

T CL Exe. Th. 34,140,

(. the commentary of R. P. Casey, The Excerpta ex Theaduro, London 1934, 134,

2 Fxe. Th 37

€ ddv. haer. 1,6,1; of. Origen, Comm. Jo. X1N,59,419.

' pollowing Schwanz's emendation. The ms. reads “things™ {xpéypora).

CL Exe Th 334,

¥ Exe. Th. 383,

W1 CE Exe. Th 35,1-2.

¥ Adv. huer. 1.5,
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In Exc. Th. 61,8-65,2, the souls of the pneumatici are described as “wedding
garments” (Evdbporta yéuuev: of, Mt 22,12). Before the consumumation (ovviéheia),
the spiritual elements rest in the eighth sphere, the Ogdoas, along with their mother,
having their souls as “garments.” But when the last day comes they put off their
“garments,” i.e., souls, and

together with the Mother who leads her bridegroom [i.e., the Saviour], they
lead their bridegrooms, i.e., their angels, and pass into the bridal chamber
within the limit [Le., the pleroma], and having become intellectual acons
[Aldveg voepoil,’® they attain to the spiritual vision [Byc]'™ in the
intellectual and eternal marriage of the conjugal couple.’”!

The whole pleroma becomes one “bridal chamber” of the bride, i.e., Sophia
Achamoth, the outcast desire for the Father, and the bridegroom, the Saviour,
produced by all acons as their form.'”

The goal of the psychic education is less sublime, but still exceedingly joyful: the
“faithful souls” (miotal yoyat) of the demiurge will remain in the seventh sphere
{Hebdomas) until the consummation, when they will ascend to the eighth sphere,
right before the pleroma. They will remain “before the bridal chamber,” just as the
“best man” in John 3:29, not attaining to *vision,” as the spiritual seeds, but able to
“hear” the voice of the bridegroom. This will be the fulness of their joy and repose
(&vémovorg).'”?

5. General summary

This paper is an attempt to reconstruct the doctrine of grace in Christian texts of the
second century that according to my judgement presuppose the “classical Valentinian
narrative” as their theoretical background. I approached the topic from three different
but interrelated perspectives. From the “mythico-ontological” perspective, as
represented by the GN and related texts, Grace is a name of a feminine counterpart of
the absolute beginning (fore-principle) who instigates the desire of the eternal beings
to know the “unknowable” and probably also mediates the intellectual formation of
the desire, thus constituting a pattern that can be mutatis mutondis discerned on the
lower levels of the mythical universe. From the “anthropological” perspective, grace
is a disposition (it remains unclear whether inborn or acquired) to achieve some kind
of perfection, the “righteousness” of the soul or the “formation” of the spirit, and it is
also a force that makes the fulfillment of the disposition possible. From the
“theological” perspective, grace is active in the world through the Son, the communal

¥ According to a paralle] description in Adv. haer. 17,1, the spiritual elements in the pleroma become “intellectual spirits™
(rvebporto voepd).

™ v 10D mvebpatog Syav. With Sthlin’s emendation (also accepted by Sagnard) we would read “the vision of the
Father” (thv 100 [oapds dynvh.

T Exc. Th. 64.

2 ddy. haer. 711 4,1; Exc. Th. 31 4.

T Exc. Th. 63,2; 65,1. Cf. John 3:29: “He who has the bride is the bridegroom: but the friend of the bridegroom, who
stands and hears him, rejoices greatly because of the bridegroom’s voice. Therefore this joy of mine is fulfilled.”
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form of the fulness, and his angels, in order to correct the consequences of the
original split in the realm of the eternal beings, a split caused by their insufficient
knowledge concerning the nature of the absolute beginning.

In conclusion, it might be useful to sketch, in a preliminary manner, some
implications of the Valentinian concept of grace that seem to have played a part in the
way the Valentinian doctrine was evaluated by its critics and contributed to the
specific accents of their thought.

First, the continuity between the “righteousness” of the soul and the “formation” of
the spirit does not seem to be safeguarded sufficiently. To be sure, if my reading is
correct, the spiritual seed is planted in a soul whose righteousness is anticipated by
grace, the righteousness being the condition for the formation of the seed. The moral
world of the demiurge (the world of “works”) does play an important part, but the
highest value of this world, righteousness, is merely a means to a higher goal, viz,
formation (= knowledge). In light of this higher goal the demands of the moral world
seem to be too trivial to deserve much atiention, so that it may appear that they have
no significance at all. This impression is reinforced by the remarkable fact that in the
Valentinian soteriology the spiritual gift cannot be wasted or taken away, which can
easily lead to the conclusion that some people have a licence to wantonness,

Second, although the idea of the psychic and the spiritual elements does seem to
include the demand for responsible conduct, the theory that these possibilities of
perfection are not given to everybody could be used as a pretext for moral and
inteliectual indolence.

Third, determination to overcome the inheritance of the earthly Adam might be
further undermined by the mythico-ontological context of the idea of grace.
Everything that happens in the world from the moment of creation, through the
coming of the Saviour, up to the eschatological return of the elect, i1s described as a
side effect of a divine drama, which places the center of iis plot elsewhere.






™

10.
.
12.
13,
14,
15,
16.
17.

18.
20.
21.

22.

24.

OCCASIONAIL PAPERS
of

THE INSTITUTE FOR ANTIQUITY AND CHRISTIANITY

The Coptic Gnostic Library Today
by James Robinson
The Delphic Maxim I'NQOI ZAYTON in Hermetic Interpretation
&y Hans Dieter Beig
An Enthronement Rirual ar Ugaric
by Loren R. Fisher @ F. Brent Knntsen
Introduction to the Facsimile Editon of the Nag Hammadi Codices
by James M. Robinson
Plurarch’s Critique of Superstition in the Light of the New Testament
by Herbert Braun
Old Testament Form Ctiticism Reconsidered
by Rolf P. Knierim
Earliest Christanity in Egypr: Some Observations
by Birger A. Pearson
Renunciation Towards Social Engineering
by Vincent L. Winrhush
The Compositon of
by Jobn §. Kigppenbory
Anecdotes and Arguments: The Chrela in Antiquity and Early Christanity
by Burton 1. Mack
Carl S. Knopf and the IAC Tablet Collection
by Tova Meltzer
Adam and Eve and the Serpent in Genesis 1-3
by Elaine H. Pagels
Rossi's “Guostc” Tractate
by Marvn W. Meyer
Excavations in the Deep-Structure of the Theological Tradition
by Karen J. Toresen
Chalcedonian Power Politics and the Demise of Pachomian Monasticism
by James E. Goehring
Some Observations on the Concept of Sin at Qumran
by Clayton N. Jefford
Innocence and Power in the Christian Imaginadon
by Burion L. Mack
The Dromedary Revoludon
by H. Keith Beebe

. The Pachomian Monastic Library at the Chester Beatry Library and the Bibliothéque Bodmer

by James M. Robinson

Meither Here Nor There: Luke 17:20-21 and Related Sayings in Thomas, Mark and Q
by Risto Uro

Irinerant Prophetesses: A Feminist Analysis of the Sayings Source Q
by Ludse Schottroff

Traces of Early Egyptan Monasticism: the Faw (ibli Excavations
by Gary I ease

Manuscript of Discoveries of the Future
by James M. Robinson

The Population of Capernaum
by Jonathan L. Reed



25.

26.

27.

29,

30.

31

32.

33,

34.

35.

36.

37.

39.

40.

41,

42.

43,

44.

45.

40.

47,

48.

49.

50.

Third World Challenges in the Teaching of Biblical Studies
by Patrick |. Hartin
Form and Context in the Royal Inscriptions of Shalmaneser 111
by Tammi |. Schueider
The Ancient Library of Alexandria and Early Christian Theological Development
by J. Harold Eltens
The Jesus of the Sayings Gospel
by James M. Robinsen
The TAC: Publications of the First Quarter-Century
by Jon Ma. Asgedrsson
A Further Fragment of 1QSh: The Scheyen Collection MS 1909
by George . Brooke & Janes M. Robinson
1 Was Thought to Be What T am Not Docetic Jesus and the John Tradidon
by Gregory | Riley
On the Old Testament’s or TaNaK’s Spirituality of Human Existence
by Rolf P. Knierim
The Origins of Kingship in Israel and Japan: A Comparative Analysis
by Marvin A. Sweeney
Nag Hammadi: The First Fifty Years
by James M. Robinson
The Gospel According to the Jesus Seminar
by Biérger A. Pearson
Medieval Diversity and the Charivari
by Naney van Deasen
The Authotity of Scripture: Canon as Invitation
by Antony F. Canpbel], 5.].
The Magical Book of Mary and the Angels: In English Translation
by Marvin W. Meyer
Alexander the Great and Hellenistic Culture
by | Hareld Ellens
On the Compositional History of the Gospel of Thomas
by Hans-Martin Schenke
Hzekiel: Zadokite Priest and Visionary Prophet of the Exile
by Marvin A, Sweeney
Early Christianity and Gnostcism in the History of Religions
by Birger A. Pearson
Kingdom-Building in Galilee
by Jonathan L. Reed
Reading Vidculture: The Social Context of the Parable of the Tenants in Mark and Thomas
by Jobn S. Klgppenborg

Jesus as the Son of Man, The Literary Character: A Progression of Images

by J. Harsld Edlens
Isaiah at Qumran: Updating W.H. Brownlee’s The Meaning of the Qumran Scrolls for the Bible
by Georpe . Brooke
What Was Zephaniah Thinking? The Book of Zephaniah in History and Manuscript
by Marvin A. Speeney
From The Nag Hammadi Codices to The Gospel of Mary and The Gospel of udas
by James M. Robunson
Bible and Archacology: Where Have We Been and Where Are We Going?
by Tawmnei ]. Schneider
Grace in Valentinian Soteriology

by Matyds Havrda






