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[bookmark: _b856kb432ne6]III. Irenaeus and the counterportfolio to the original New Testament

Is it possible to narrow down the time, place and circumstances in which the four canonical Gospels known to us were compiled into a unity, if not physically, at least as an idea or a project, and finally brought together with the other writings in a composite of 27 New Testament writings? Is it necessary to distinguish the conceptionalisation of such a collection from a physical edition in one or more codices?

Jan N. Bremmer has pointed out the phenomenon that "virtually not a single early Christian canonical text (is) found on rolls or scrolls, whereas we do have papyri of paracanonical texts, such as the Shepherd of Hermas or a Gospel Harmony, on rolls ".[footnoteRef:1] Bremmer concludes that "it is clear, though, that the decision to 'go codex,' so to speak, must have been undertaken unanimously by the early Christians", and he links this decision to the intention to "distinguish themselves from the Jews" “after the bloody Jewish revolt of 115-117 CE”[footnoteRef:2]. The change in the writing format was supported by the greater handiness of the codex, for example, for travelling (and one could add: for study), and "what could have been safer than the same appearance as Roman legal documents"?[footnoteRef:3] Even if one assumes with Bremmer that in the early second century there were still few centres where Christians could copy and distribute books, how could such a consensual decision have come about if one locates such centres with Bremmer as spread afar as "Rome, Antioch, Alexandria and Caesarea"[footnoteRef:4] - that is, almost all around the Mediterranean? Does the phenomenon of a sudden appearance of a new writing format not rather presuppose an initial ignition and one beginning? But what was it, where did this occur, and at what point in time should it be set? [1:  J.N. Bremmer, From Holy Books to Holy Bible: An Itinerary from Ancient Greece to Modern Islam via Second Temple Judaism and Early Christianity (2010), 349.]  [2:  Ibid. 348.]  [3:  Ibid. 349.]  [4:  Ibid. ] 


Having described the "New Testament" of Marcion as a model for the later canonical New Testament, we must, however, nuance the matter at this point. Marcion had, if I see correctly, created the first Gospel and also brought together the oldest collection of Pauline letters known to us and published it together with the Gospel. It stands to reason, then, that he also presented this collection in one, or perhaps rather two, small codices[footnoteRef:5] - the considerable financial resources necessary for such a product were, after all, at his disposal,[footnoteRef:6] and with his codex or codices being the forerunners of other Christian publications, a featuring of abbreviated sacred names (nomina sacra) in them could have caused the imitation of these abbreviations to become a typical feature of Christian writings. Replacing the Jewish tetragram for the name of God YHWH by Christ’s title "Lord" (κύριος) would be a characteristic element of Marcion’s position.[footnoteRef:7] That is, both the preference for the codex form and the sacra nomina could be explained by Marcion's template. [5:  This suggestion is supported by the existence of an ostracon, Till n. 148 (KO 679; Crum, Short Texts, 41, Nr. 165), in which there is mention of a ‘small Apostolos’ and ‘small Gospel’, which, according to Heilmann, ‘speaks rather for the attestation of a Marcionite bible’ than for the canonical New Testament, see J. Heilmann, Die These einer editio princeps des Neuen Testaments im Spiegel der Forschungsdiskussion der letzten zwei Jahrzehnte (2018), 34-35; W.E. Crum, Short Texts from Coptic Ostraca and Papyri (1921); W.C. Till, Die koptischen Ostraka der Papyrussammlung der Österreichischen Nationalbibliothek (1960).]  [6:  See for financial costs of papyri and book productions E. Dekkers, Des prix et du commerce des livres à l’époque patristique (1990); S. Mratschek, Codices vestri nos sumus. Bücherkult und Bücherpreise in der christlichen Spätantike (2000).]  [7:  Such nomina sacra shortcuts are ΚΣ or κς (both with an overline) for κύριος = Lord, ΘΣ or θς for θεός = Gott,  ΙΣ oder Ις (both with an overline) for Ἰησοῦς = Jesus etc.; these nomina sacra for Lord, Jesus Christ, God, Spirit are present in all our New Testament witnesses from the second century according to P.W. Comfort, Encountering the Manuscripts: An Introduction to New Testament Paleography & Textual Criticism (2005), 199–253, 200. See also D. Trobisch, The First Edition of the New Testament (2000), 67-68; M. Vinzent, Earliest 'Christian' Art is Jewish Art (2016); L.W. Hurtado, The Earliest Christian Artifacts. Manuscripts and Christian Origins (2006).] 


However, Marcion had also, perhaps unintentionally, provided the development of the New Testament with another feature through his preface to the Antitheses: By targeting four gospels (two of apostles: Matthew and John, two of disciples of apostles: Mark and Luke) and criticizing them of being plagiarisms of his own Gospel, as explained - perhaps others had been created that Marcion disregarded because they did not appear to him to be plagiarisms of his text - he set the fourfold structure for the Gospelpart of the counterportfolio with which those who thought critically of Marcion’s one Gospel containing New Testament aligned themselves and showed support.[footnoteRef:8] Marcion’s allegation also provides an answer to the question of "how and why the four Gospels that [later] became canonical imposed themselves on the second-century retelling of other Gospels that could rightly be dated to the same period (e.g. Gospel of Thomas, Gospel of Peter)"?[footnoteRef:9] [8:  See, for example, the Epistula Apostolorum, so for this M. Vinzent, Christ's Resurrection in Early Christianity and the Making of the New Testament (2011), 128-135. On the four later canonical Gospels in this text – claiming, however, that this text preceded Marcion – see D.D. Hannah, The Four-Gospel 'Canon' in the "Epistula Apostolorum" (2008).]  [9:  So C. Guignard, Marcion et les évangiles canoniques à propos d’un livre récent (2013), 358.] 


The choice of the fourfold number of Gospels in this New Testament was therefore "not a private invention of Irenaeus",[footnoteRef:10] neither does it go back, as Irenaeus would have his readers believe, to the divine gift of the one who at his appearance before men gave us the Gospel in fourfold form,[footnoteRef:11] nor to subtle biblical interpretation and theology – Irenaeus’ arguments in this context have hardly been convincing, and not only to contemporary scholars[footnoteRef:12] -, since he took the four images of lion, bull, man and eagle precisely from a scripture that was much disputed at his time, the Revelation of John (Rev 4:7).[footnoteRef:13] The fourfold gospel is thus not "the gift of the Spirit hovering with His wings over the Church".[footnoteRef:14] Rather, Irenaeus' wishful thinking attempted to bear fruit, according to which it should be precisely these four Gospels, bound together, to represent the four regions of the world brought together in one Church being "scattered throughout all the world".[footnoteRef:15] Irenaeus does not give a historical origin of the Church and its foundational collection of writings, with the exception of the reference to the Incarnate One. As we shall see, the collection of the four Gospels, which entered into the larger collection of writings later called the "New Testament", served to revise and expand the existing collection that Marcion had first designated with that title. That Irenaeus wanted to replace the Marcionite collection with his own collection does not sound anywhere and would also contradict the practice of proliferation of works at that time, but competing products were known in many ways. There was also loss, revision and expansion, absorption and destruction of works at that time,[footnoteRef:16] but the authority of Irenaeus's collection derives primarily from its anti-heretical profile in his Adversus haereses. [10:  S. Petersen, Die Evangelienüberschriften und die Entstehung des neutestamentlichen Kanons (2006), 251.]  [11:  See Iren., Adv. haer. III 11,8.]  [12:  See the examples of scholarship in M. Vinzent, Resetting the Origins of Christianity. A New Theory of Sources and Beginnings (2023), 166-167. The attempt by Stanton to save Irenaeus’s unconvincing argument and point to a deeper level of understanding pointing to second century Aphrodisias’s Tetrapylon as a harmonious gate to the city does not hold, G.N. Stanton, The Fourfold Gospel (1997), 319.]  [13:  Text and interpretation in M. Vinzent, Resetting the Origins of Christianity. A New Theory of Sources and Beginnings (2023), 166-170.]  [14:  Iren., Adv. haer. III 11,8.]  [15:  Iren., Adv. haer. III 11,8.]  [16:  See J.W. Barker, Tatian's Diatessaron and the Proliferation of Gospels (2019), 122.] 


That the four Gospels were already defended by Papias in their apostolic authorship - albeit half-heartedly in their layout and quality - because Papias knew, as is evident from his account of the dispute between John and Marcion, that their authority was disputed by Marcion, is not immediately apparent from Irenaeus. Even if he demonstrably knew the five books of Papias, for he quotes from the fourth with explicit reference to Papias,[footnoteRef:17] the way Papias speaks about these works does not seem to testify to reliability and truth. As we shall see, however, Irenaeus uses the information of Papias, but surpasses it in various respects and purifies it of any criticism of these works. [17:  Iren., Adv. haer. V 33,4.] 

In fact, as we have seen, the first indications of the first sub-collection of the New Testament, these four Gospels, are not yet found in the earliest witness, Polycarp of Smyrna, whom Eusebius mentions in this discussion, but only in his contemporary Papias. While the former knows the Pauline Epistles (possibly also the two Pastoral Epistles 1-2 Tim), but no Gospels, the latter knows not only some Pauline Epistles (Rom, 2 Cor), but also the four Gospels, some Catholic Epistles and the Revelation, Acts is still unnamed by both.
From the above we can also see that Ignatius of Antioch, the other witness, mentioned by Eusebius in this context, only shows knowledge of 1 Cor and possibly Eph in the three-letters collection. This changes in the time of Dionysius of Corinth and Irenaeus of Lyons with the expansion of these letters to a seven-letters collection of Ignatius, which now has clear references to Mt and Jn, also to the Catholic letters such as Jas and 1 Petr as well as to further Pauline letters, including all three Pastoral Epistles. However, there is no evidence of any knowledge of Acts and Rev.
Acts is first encountered in Eusebius's next witness, the mentioned Dionysius of Corinth, who then refers to the Pastoral Epistles, to which Tit belongs, and to the Gospels of the Apostles Matthew and John.
With Polycarp and Papias, we possess a thoroughly complementary knowledge of writings for two of the guarantors of ecclesiastical tradition that were significant for Irenaeus. With the exception of Rev, the authority of this textual knowledge, which converged in Irenaeus, was supported by Ignatius's seven-letters collection. The knowledge of different writings among these great Christian scholars of the 2nd century and the fact that none of them speaks of a collection of these writings (the same applies to other authors of the 2nd century such as Justin, the author of 1 Clem, etc.), suggests that the counterportfolio to Marcion's New Testament only emerged at this time and perhaps even in the circle of Irenaeus. Irenaeus seems to have played a key role in the development of this counterportfolio, as Dionysius of Corinth points out with his anti-Markion stance and his reference to Acts.

Irenaeus is the first author known to us who advocates not only the fourfoldness of the Gospels, as indicated, but also their compilation with the Pauline Epistles.[footnoteRef:18] However, like Tertullian later, he refers to Marcion’s collection exclusively as the "New Testament": there are "other statements of a like nature," he writes, "for all these do not contain or imply an opposition (contrarietas; note the title of Marcion’s preface: antitheses or contrarietates) to and an overturning of the [precepts] of the past, as Marcion's followers do strenuously maintain."[footnoteRef:19] Against Marcion Irenaeus defends that "the more prominent and the greatest [commandments], without which salvation cannot [be attained], He has exhorted [us to observe] the same in both [testaments]".[footnoteRef:20] "the first testament was”, therefore, “not given without reason, or to no purpose, or in an accidental sort of manner", as Marcion claims.[footnoteRef:21] [18:  Iren., Adv. haer. IV 15,2.]  [19:  Iren., Adv. haer. IV 13,1. The second reference derives from the report of an anonymous presbyter, quoted by Irenaeus in Iren., Adv. haer. IV 27-32, to which he adds ibid. IV 33,1: „… he shall also examine the doctrine of Marcion“.]  [20:  Iren., Adv. haer. IV 12,3; 32,2.]  [21:  Iren., Adv. haer. IV 32,2.] 

Even in equating the two testaments with "law" (lex) and "gospel" (evangelium), Irenaeus follows Marcion's use of language. He also takes over from him the division of the collection into "Gospel" (in the singular) and "the Apostle", which we know from Marcion.
In places where Irenaeus does not argue with Marcion, he distinguishes more clearly between what is the "Word of God itself" and the writings of the Christians, which do not have this status for him, even though he thinks that the same God gave the commandments of both Testaments.[footnoteRef:22] This explains that it is precisely the lasting significance of what Marcion had called the "Old Testament" and which Irenaeus himself titles the "Early Testament" (prius testamentum) that is important to Irenaeus.[footnoteRef:23] It also becomes clear that although Irenaeus - if one follows the above explanations or also the opinion of Helmut Koester[footnoteRef:24] - accepted from Marcion the name "Gospel" referring to a scripture, he remained reticent about the title "New Testament" for the collection. As Irenaeus’s argumentation vis-à-vis Marcion proves, the juxtaposition of "Old" and "New" expressed too much the separation of the two Testaments and thus also of those speaking in them as well as of the orders of salvation expressed in them in general. [22:  Iren., Adv. haer. IV III 11,8 (here following the mention of the four Gospels, he notes: „And the Word of God Himself used to converse …“); that both testaments are given by God see Iren., Adv. haer. IV 32,2.]  [23:  Iren., Adv. haer. IV 32,2.]  [24:  “There is no evidence for the existence of gospel writings that would in fact pre-date the Marcionite Gospel”, so H. Koester, From the Kerygma-Gospel to Written Gospels (1989).] 

And yet Irenaeus is at the same time the oldest witness,[footnoteRef:25] who obviously not only knew individual texts of the later canonical writings like his predecessors Polycarp, Papias, Marcion, Ignatius and Dionysius, but who evidently saw and used them as a combined collection, as can be gathered from books III 9-IV 14 of Adversus haereses.[footnoteRef:26] [25:  Eric Osborn opines Irenaeus to be the first having in front of him a Christian Bible, so E.F. Osborn, Irenaeus of Lyons (2001), xi.]  [26:  The sequence of books – except for 2 Cor and 1-2 Tim – follows the sequence of references in Irenaeus’s books III-V of his Adv. haer. I noticed this first in M. Vinzent, Offener Anfang. Die Entstehung des Christentums im 2. Jahrhundert (2019), 157. Earlier this has been pointed out by H.-J. Jaschke, Das Johannesevangelium und die Gnosis im Zeugnis des Irenäus von Lyon (1978), 338.] 

However, the question arises in what form his collection was physically available to him. Even if Marcion had perhaps been able to produce his preface with the Gospel and the Pauline Epistles in one codex or in two codices,[footnoteRef:27] it is highly questionable whether Irenaeus had both the means and the technical possibilities at his disposal to have a megacodex produced with the four Gospels or with the further writings of this collection.[footnoteRef:28] Although it has been claimed in the past that papyri P4, P64 and P67, for example, came from a four-gospel codex and thus constituted evidence for the use of such a large codex, one has since become considerably more sceptical about this hypothesis.[footnoteRef:29] While we first have evidence for the third century of the production of “a codex with four Gospels and the Acts” (P. Chester Beatty 1, P. Vindob. G. 31974, c. mid-3rd century), Eusebius "mentions a codex with, probably, four Gospels".[footnoteRef:30] Megacodices that contained all the books of the then canonical New Testament are known from the later fourth century at the earliest,[footnoteRef:31] perhaps one reason why "Athanasius attaches so much weight to the order of the Bible books” “in his famous 39th Festal Letter for the Easter of 367 C.E.".[footnoteRef:32] Against the early use of megacodices also speak the known papyri from the second and third centuries that have come to light so far, with their very differing number of attestations to the various writings of the New Testament. By the year 300, for example, the following Gospel attestations are available: "for John sixteen papyri, for Mt twelve, for Lk seven; for EvThom and EvPetr three each; for EvMar two; for Mk and the Diatessaron one", and only after this time does the transmission situation change.[footnoteRef:33] All of these observations speak against the assumption of a uniform collection of Christian writings in the form of a bound codex from the time of Irenaeus, which would already have had a corresponding influence on the overall reception. The overall finding, however, does not stand in the way of a collection of these writings that Irenaeus had developed further, at least conceptually, based on the possibly physical small collection of Marcion. For from books III-IV of Irenaeus's Adversus haereses, based on the writings cited or referenced there, a certain outline of a collection does indeed emerge, which, even if its order cannot be precisely determined (i.e. perhaps it did not exist in a single codex), nevertheless provides an indication of a certain structuring of books, which Irenaeus still simply calls "writings" (scripturae).[footnoteRef:34] [27:  See bevore.]  [28:  Certainly, there is "a dramatic source problem" for this and further considerations, because we simply do not possess "any material evidence from the 2nd century from the geographical areas (Asia Minor and Italy)" that could give us information about the existence or non-existence of larger codices, according to J. Heilmann, Die These einer editio princeps des Neuen Testaments im Spiegel der Forschungsdiskussion der letzten zwei Jahrzehnte (2018), 34.]  [29:  See the rejection of this hypothesis by T.C. Skeat durch S.D. Charlesworth, T.C. Skeat, P64+67 and P4, and the Problem of Fibre Orientation in Codicological Reconstruction (2007). Der Widerlegung stimmt zu J.N. Bremmer, From Holy Books to Holy Bible: An Itinerary from Ancient Greece to Modern Islam via Second Temple Judaism and Early Christianity (2010), 351.]  [30:  J.N. Bremmer, From Holy Books to Holy Bible: An Itinerary from Ancient Greece to Modern Islam via Second Temple Judaism and Early Christianity (2010), 351.]  [31:  J. Heilmann, Die These einer editio princeps des Neuen Testaments im Spiegel der Forschungsdiskussion der letzten zwei Jahrzehnte (2018), 34-35.]  [32:  J.N. Bremmer, From Holy Books to Holy Bible: An Itinerary from Ancient Greece to Modern Islam via Second Temple Judaism and Early Christianity (2010), 351.]  [33:  S. Petersen, Die Evangelienüberschriften und die Entstehung des neutestamentlichen Kanons (2006), 257.]  [34:  Iren., Adv. haer. III praef.; III 1,1; III 2,2; III 4,1. His language still can mean that he sees these writings as being authoritative, following a long Jewish tradition. It is apparent that during the second century CE the term ‚holy scripture‘ slowly surfaces which may have also been adopted from this Jewish usage, see J.N. Bremmer, From Holy Books to Holy Bible: An Itinerary from Ancient Greece to Modern Islam via Second Temple Judaism and Early Christianity (2010), 336-347.] 


Here the findings from Iren., Adv. haer. III-V:

Prefatio (III praef.)

The "Gospel" (in the singular!) in writings (in scripturis) (III 1,1) or evangelium apostolorum (III 5,1).
Mt (III 9:1-3; 16:2, 4, 8; 17:1, 3; 18:4-6; 19:2; 20:1; 21:3-4, 8-9; 22:1-2; 23:1, 3; 24:2; 25:4; IV 6) 
Lk (III 10:1-5; 14:3; 16:3-5. 9; 17:1-3; 18:3, 5-6; 19:3; 20:2; 21:4-5; 22:2-4; 23:1, 7-8; IV 6) Mk (III 10:6; 16:3, 5; 17:1; 18:4 -5; 22:2, 4; 23:1)
Jn (III 11:1- 6; 16:2,5 -7; 17:1-2; 18:1,7; 19:1-3; 20:2; 21:5,7,10; 22:2; 24:1)

Praxapostolos
Acts (III 12:1-14:4; 14:1-2; 15:1-2; 17:1-2; 23:1)
1 Petr (III 16:9; 17:1; 18:5; 20:2.4)
Jas (IV 16)
1 Jn (III 16:8; 24:1)
2 Jn (III 16,8)

Pauline Epistles
Rom (III 13:1; 16:3,9; 17:2; 18:2-3,6 -7; 19:3; 20:2-3; 21:10; 22:1,3; 23:6,8)
1 Cor (III 13:1; 16:7,9; 17:2; 18:2-3; 19:1,3; 20:1-2; 21:10; 22:3; 23:1.7- 8; 24:1)
2 Cor (III 19:1; 20:1; 24:1)
Gal (III 13:1; 16:3, 7, 9; 17:2, 4; 18:3, 6 -7; 20:2; 21:4; 22:1; 23:7; 25:7)
Col (III 14:1; 16:3, 6; 19:3; 24:1)
Eph (III 16:6; 18:3; 19:3; 20:2; 21:6; 24:1-2)
Phil (III 18:2)
1 Thess (III 1:1; 5:3; 6:3)
2 Thess (III 6,5; 7,2)
1 Tim (III 18,7)
2 Tim (III 14,1; 18,7; 23,1)
Tit (III 1:2; 3:4; 4:1) 
Heb (III 22:4)

Rev (III 17:3; 23:7; 24:1; IV 14; 17-18; 20; V 26ff.)

From this overview it can first be seen that Irenaeus, who explicitly refers to writings at the beginning, conceptualises a collection, which he follows here, even if it was not in a physical copy but rather in individual books at his disposal. In the systematic discussion, especially with Valentinus and Marcion, whom he explicitly mentions in Book III, he refers back to it again and again. He knows the four Gospels, which he obviously regards as a sub-collection and can also simply call it in the singular evangelium apostolorum. However, he knows the four Gospels in different arrangements, which again speaks against recourse to a single codex with four Gospels. He also knows the Gospel of Marcion and at one point draws on it for a synoptic comparison with his four Gospels,[footnoteRef:35] but it becomes clear from the discussion of it that this Gospel of Marcion does not belong to his collection. It is also clear from the order of treatment that Acts follows the sub-collection of the "Gospel of the Apostles". Whether Acts was already united with the Catholic Epistles as a further sub-collection, the Praxapostolos, is not clear at first, but suggests itself somewhat later, since at least 1 Petr and 1-2 Jn are cited in one context (III 16,8-9) and these writings are also found in the framework and context of the quotations from Acts. 2 Petr, however, remains unmentioned.[footnoteRef:36] Conspicuous is the collection of Pauline letters, the order of which cannot be determined with certainty, but the scope of which becomes clear. With the exception of 1-2 Thess, Phlm and Tit, all the Pauline letters that we possess in the later canonical New Testament are found in the sections of books III-IV of Adversus haereses considered here. If we also add the preceding sections of Book III, we find there also the Epistles to the Thessalonians mentioned, 1 Thess (III 1,1; 5,3; 6,3), then 2 Thess (III 6,5; 7,2) and also Tit (III 1,2; 3,4; 4,1). Only Phlm cannot be traced in these two books of Irenaeus. Rev, too, is already introduced in a few places in Book III, even though its actual treatment takes place in Book IV, which shows that it was evidently also at the end in Irenaeus's collection. [35:  Iren., Adv. haer. IV 6; see on this passage M. Vinzent, Marcion and the Dating of the Synoptic Gospels (2014), 87-88.]  [36:  The missing of 2 Petr seems to have been noticed already by Euseb., Hist. eccl. V 8,7, when he points to 1 Petr, but not to 2 Petr. See also W. Grünstäudl, Petrus Alexandrinus. Studien zum historischen und theologischen Ort des zweiten Petrusbriefes (2014), 226-228; D.R. Nienhuis, Not by Paul alone. The formation of the catholic epistle collection and the Christian canon (2007), 35.] 

If we take a closer look at these two books III-IV from the perspective of an examination of Irenaeus's collection of writings, we can make further revealing observations:
According to Irenaeus, he was asked to write this work by a "beloved" whom he did not mention by name and to whom he explicitly returns at the beginning of Book III. This does not seem to be the same "beloved" to whom he had addressed his other extant work, the Demonstratio, and whose name is Marcianus.[footnoteRef:37] He had already sent the first two books to his "beloved" mentioned in Book III. [37:  Iren., Dem. 1.] 

As Irenaeus explains in the preface to Book III, he wants to use this book to provide "evidence" against the heretics "from the scriptures" (ex scripturis).[footnoteRef:38] "The Valentinians" are named immediately,[footnoteRef:39] soon after the Book begins, Valentinus, Marcion, Cerinth and Basilides are added.[footnoteRef:40] As can be seen from the other mentions in this Book, it is actually only about the first two, since the other two are not mentioned again in Book III. According to Irenaeus, the knowledge of truth cannot only be gained from his refutation of these two sophists, mentioned already in Book II, after he has presented their opinions in Book I. Against them Irenaeus wishes to show the truth as can only be discovered from the teaching of the Son of God itself. This, however, he finds in the Gospel, which the Lord gave authority to his apostles to proclaim: “For the Lord of all gave to His apostles the power of the Gospel, through whom also we have known the truth, that is, the doctrine of the Son of God”.[footnoteRef:41] This means that Irenaeus does not initially base the authority of the writings on their transmission, but attributes it to their apostolic authorship which directly derives from the Lord. The Gospels are presented as divinely authorised apostolic witnesses. That is why Irenaeus also closes the preface with the word to the apostles that is found both in the Gospel of his opponent Marcion and in Lk: " He that heareth you, heareth Me; and he that despiseth you, despiseth Me, and Him that sent Me".[footnoteRef:42] [38:  Iren., Adv. haer. III praef.]  [39:  Ibid.]  [40:  Iren., Adv. haer. III 2,1.]  [41:  Iren., Adv. haer. III praef.]  [42:  Lk 10:16.] 

This was a cleverly chosen saying because, as Irenaeus will explain at the very beginning of this Book, his opponents Valentinus and Marcion had doubted both the apostolicity of the Gospels and the authority of the apostles in general. In the first section of the book (III 1-12), Irenaeus therefore tries to substantiate against Valentinus and Marcion the reliability and truthfulness of the apostles and their writings. The contrary is asserted by “these most vain sophists," he writes towards the middle of this section, who claim "that the apostles did with hypocrisy frame their doctrine according to the capacity of their hearers."[footnoteRef:43] Irenaeus first lets follow the arguments which are manifestly said to have been advanced by the Valentinians, then he moves against the positions that were associated with Marcion, namely the opinion that "Paul alone knew the truth, and that to him the mystery was manifested by revelation" (Gal 2:2; 2Cor 12:1-7; Eph = laod 3:3).[footnoteRef:44] [43:  Iren., Adv. haer. III 5,1.]  [44:  Iren., Adv. haer. III 13,1.] 

To the Valentinians Irenaeus again counters, that "such [a line of conduct] belongs not to those who heal, or who give life … Or what medical man, anxious to heal a sick person, would prescribe in accordance with the patient's whims, and not according to the requisite medicine? But that the Lord came as the physician of the sick, He does Himself declare saying, ‘They that are whole need not a physician, but they that are sick; I came not to call the righteous, but sinners to repentance’",[footnoteRef:45] with which Irenaeus has again taken up a logion found in both Lk and *Ev.[footnoteRef:46] [45:  Iren., Adv. haer. III 5,5.]  [46:  The Valentinians were accused of having misinterpreted the Gospel of Luke, so Iren., Adv. haer. III 14,4.] 

According to Irenaeus, both groups and their leaders had denied the apostles and thus also their writings "perfect knowledge" (perfecta agnitio). This, however, Irenaeus asserts, thus recalling the sending of the Holy Spirit (Acts 1:8) and the apostles’s endowment with power from on high (Luke 24:49), which already reveals that both Acts and the redaction of Luke to be anti-Valentinian and anti-Marcionite corrections in the mind of Irenaeus.[footnoteRef:47] But still further evidence is echoed here, all of which is not attested for *Ev and turns out to be editorial corrections through their use in Irenaeus: According to these additions which are absent from the texts in Marcion’s New Testament, the apostles did not go "to the ends of the earth" (cf. Acts 1:8; Rom 10:18) to proclaim to the people "the good news of God's blessings" (cf. Rom 10:15) and "heavenly peace" (cf. Luke 2:13f.) until after the sending of the Spirit and the endowment of power. [47:  Iren., Adv. haer. III 1,1.] 

For further assurance of the apostles’s authority, Irenaeus picks up information that is "dependent on Papias",[footnoteRef:48] but omits the criticism of the Gospel authors present in Eusebius’s quote from Papias, instead adding his own thoughts to the note, as we shall see in a moment. [48:  N. Brox, Ed. Irenäus von Lyon. Adversus haereses. Gegen die Häresien III (1995), 24.] 

Irenaeus writes that "Matthew issued a written Gospel among the Hebrews in their own dialect, while Peter and Paul were preaching at Rome, and laying the foundations of the Church".[footnoteRef:49] Norbert Brox, the most recent editor and translator of Irenaeus's work notes on this passage: "According to [Adv. haer. III] 3,2, too, Peter and Paul founded the church in Rome. Irenaeus knew Paul's Epistle to the Romans and must therefore have known that this was not historically true," from which he concludes: Irenaeus "offers a cliché".[footnoteRef:50] The cliché, however, is not only most likely an "addition by Irenaeus himself", but it also serves "the subsequent discussions ... of ascribing to the Church of Rome as early an apostolic origin as possible, in order to derive from it the justification that he can confine himself in his refutation of the heretics to the demonstration of the true doctrine as it has been handed down in the Church of Rome and proclaimed down to his own time".[footnoteRef:51] [49:  Iren., Adv. haer. III 1,1; compare to Euseb. Caes., Hist. eccl. V 8,2-3.]  [50:  N. Brox, Ed. Irenäus von Lyon. Adversus haereses. Gegen die Häresien III (1995), 25.]  [51:  O. Zwierlein, Petrus in Rom, die literarischen Zeugnisse: Mit einer kritischen Edition der Martyrien des Petrus und Paulus auf neuer handschriftlicher Grundlage (2010), 143. See Iren., Adv. haer. IV 26,2.] 

That Irenaeus himself invented the cliché that served him is supported by the fact that he could not find these details in his informant Papias. Otto Zwierlein has pointed out in several publications that "Rome ... nowhere comes into view as Peter's whereabouts in the New Testament" and adds: "From Paul's Epistle to the Romans and from the conclusion of the Acts of the Apostles[footnoteRef:52] it is clear that both authors know nothing of a stay of Peter in the city, indeed, by Rom 15:20[footnoteRef:53] and 2 Cor 10:16[footnoteRef:54] such a stay is virtually excluded."[footnoteRef:55] [52:  Here he adds „ca. 100 CE?“]  [53:  “It has always been my ambition to preach the gospel where Christ was not known, so that I would not be building on someone else’s foundation.”]  [54:  “… we can preach the gospel in the regions beyond you. For we do not want to boast about work already done in someone else’s territory.”]  [55:   O. Zwierlein, Petrus in Rom (s.a.). See O. Zwierlein, Petrus und Paulus in Jerusalem und Rom. Vom Neuen Testament zu den apokryphen Apostelakten (2013), 3-4.] 

Both passages contradict Paul's preaching in Rome. Nevertheless, Irenaeus asserts the church-founding function and preaching activity of the two apostles and thus lays the foundation for an authorisation of the evangelists Mark and Luke, who were introduced as their disciples. It is this literary figure with which Irenaeus, contrary to Paul's self-representation, adheres to his rationale for rejecting the positions of Valentinus and Marcion. This purpose underlines that the falsification of history, which Brox called "a cliché", was formulated apologetically. Even though I had noticed an anti-Marcionite tendency in Papias earlier,[footnoteRef:56] he did not stoop to such a cliché, as we shall see in a moment. Irenaeus's cliché strategy finally provides the explanation for the problem Hans von Campenhausen had seen when he formulated: "It would have been quite impossible to confront those gospels which it was desired to reject and controvert as 'forgeries' –  in particular, the gospel of Marcion – with a new work which had only now been artificially constructed. Such a canon would have made things all too easy for hostile criticism. The 'authentic' gospels had to be ancient books, accepted and handed down from long ago, if they were to succeed in imposing themselves and inspiring belief."[footnoteRef:57] [56:  M. Vinzent, Christ's Resurrection in Early Christianity and the Making of the New Testament (2011), 96-99, 97. This was, if I am not mistaken, wrongly rejected, based on a hypothetical early dating of Papias, by J. Carleton Paget, Marcion and the Resurrection: Some Thoughts on a Recent Book (2012).]  [57:  H.f.v. Campenhausen, The Formation of the Christian Bible (1972), 171. Criticism was raised against Campenhausen and me in C. Guignard, Marcion et les évangiles canoniques à propos d’un livre récent (2013), 359.] 

Papias was even closer to the creation of the writings, pseudonymy was widespread,[footnoteRef:58] and in order to give weight to the Gospels of Mk and Mt, he emphasised weaknesses and strengths of the evangelists. Irenaeus, on the other hand - and after him even more drastically Tertullian - had to considerably clarify the age and authority of the plagiarisms, which Marcion called "forgeries", in the argument with Valentinians and Marcionites, which he portrayed as pointed. The fact that this was done by means of a slur on history does not bother those scholars who follow the apologetic argument to this day. Von Campenhausen had already rightly seen, both Irenaeus’s contribution to the gathering of the larger collection of Christian writings and his apologetic aim at rejecting Marcion’s claim of these writings being either forgeries or falsifications of what Marcion had brought together prior to him: [58:  See B.D. Ehrman, Forgery and counterforgery. The use of literary deceit in early Christian polemics (2013).] 

“Irenaeus has fashioned a new, solid block of canonical Scriptures, and enlarged the Four-Gospel canon, as it were, with a fifth book (Acts). This brings him to his goal. There is no need for him to discuss further problems of ‘Introduction’ in the course of his great proof from Scripture. Both the ‘words of the Lord’ and ‘the letters of the Apostle’ are of undisputed validity … This is the first occasion on which the Pauline letters are linked with other literary testimonies, representing the rest of the apostles … Strictly speaking, therefore, we are still dealing with a series of independent writings or groups of writings, not with a ‘New Testament’, for which an overall designation is also lacking for this very reason. Nevertheless, de facto, the new ‘scriptures’ do belong together; they agree as to the teaching of the apostles, which they reproduce as it originally was. The use which Irenaeus makes of them against the heretics allows their absolute spiritual unity to become apparent …. Thus in the history of the Canon Irenaeus takes his place alongside th heretic Marcion as the latter’s catholic counterpart, the man who first demanded and realised a new Christian Canon. It cannot be denied that the concept of a catholic ‘New Testament’ was stimulated by Marcion’s production, and was shaped, defended, and established in the fight against him and against all other heretical writings and traditions. But in fulfilling this function the new Canon changed its significance. It is true that like Marcion’s canon its purpose was to confirm what was originally Christian, and to that extent it shared his concept of authenticity and documentary character; there is also an undeniable similarity to Marcion in structure and content. Nevertheless, even in Irenaeus it already displays a new kind of spirit and understanding: from being a Marcionite it has become a catholic canon. What we mean is this: Marcion’s canon had been in the strictest sense an ‘apostolic’ canon, that is, it was based exclusively on the one apostle, Paul, and was controlled by him even in its ‘Gospel’. The canon which Irenaeus supplies can equally be called apostolic; as a result of the new canon the earlier, vague use of apostolic authority within the catholic church acquires a more precise, normative meaning. But by comparison with Marcion the concept has been changed – both enlarged and softened. It is enlarged to the extent that now in addition to Paul the rest of the apostles, that is, the Twelve, are given equal status as witnesses to the original truth; and it is softened to the extent that, while it is still the original teaching of these first disciples of Christ which stands behind the canonical Scripture as such, there is no longer an unconditional requirement that each individual document should be written or legitimated by an apostle. Mark and Luke are no less reliable and binding than Matthew or John, and the testimony of the evangelist Philip or of the martyr Stephen is considered quite as good as that of an apostle. Irenaeus trusts the Church and her tradition, which were precisely the things Marcion wished to combat.”[footnoteRef:59] [59:  H.f.v. Campenhausen, The Formation of the Christian Bible (1972), 202-204.] 

Eusebius was more critical of Papias than Irenaeus, for he had already previously identified the information cited, which Irenaeus wove in without indicating his source. Eusebius, instead, gives the name of the source, Papias, and adds the criticism levelled by Papias at the evangelists. Compare the two accounts to see the apologetic tendency of Irenaeus of which von Campenhausen speaks (I put the respective deviations in italics):

	Irenaeus, Adv. haer. III 1,1; quoted in Euseb. Caes., Hist. eccl. V 8,3
	Papias, Interpretation of the Lord's Words, quoted in Euseb. Caes., Hist. eccl. III 39,15-16

	"Matthew also issued a written Gospel among the Hebrews in their own dialect, while Peter and Paul were preaching at Rome, and laying the foundations of the Church. After their departure, Mark, the disciple and interpreter of Peter, did also hand down to us in writing what had been preached by Peter. Luke also, the companion of Paul, recorded in a book the Gospel preached by him. Afterwards, John, the disciple of the Lord, who also had leaned upon His breast, did himself publish a Gospel during his residence at Ephesus in Asia."
	"This also the presbyter said: Mark, having become the interpreter of Peter, wrote down accurately, though not in order, whatsoever he remembered of the things said or done by Christ. For he neither heard the Lord nor followed him, but afterward, as I said, he followed Peter, who adapted his teaching to the needs of his hearers, but with no intention of giving a connected account of the Lord’s discourses, so that Mark committed no error while he thus wrote some things as he
remembered them. For he was careful of one thing, not to omit any of the things which he had heard, and not to state any of them falsely." [And in a fragment following on in Eusebius, we read about Matthew:]
"So then Matthew wrote the oracles in the
Hebrew language, and every one interpreted them as he was able."




The first thing that stands out in this comparison - apart from the aforementioned omission of Irenaeus' indication of his source - is the reversal of the order of Mark and Matthew. Irenaeus begins with Matthew, then follows his comments about Mark, in Eusebius it is the other way round.
Irenaeus thus gives the apostle Matthew the greater authority and also goes beyond Papias in that he makes Matthew the author of the Gospels, which clearly sharpened the statement of Papias, who does not speak of a "Gospel" at all but, according to Eusebius, only of a "writing” of “the oracles”. From this, Irenaeus independently develops that Matthew had published a Gospel in writing (γραφὴν ἐξήνεγκεν εὐαγγελίου). The uncertainty that Papias expresses concerning the "writing of the oracles" that were translated or interpreted "as best he could" by each one, Irenaeus undercuts. Indeed, Irenaeus further enhances the apostolic authority of the writings in preparation for his further quotation from Papias on Mark and what must be his own additions to Luke and John by mentioning that "at the same time ... Peter and Paul were preaching the Gospel in Rome" and that these had even "founded the Church", a piece of information that one also looks for in vain in Papias. Neither is there any mention of Peter or Paul’s death in Rome nor of Mark's discipleship of Peter by Papias. But Irenaeus uses this information to enhance the standing of Mark and Luke. For Mark, Peter's interpreter, who had followed Peter's incoherent presentation of the speeches and who had obviously been reproached that he recorded some things as his memory told him, perhaps even omitting things, and was therefore guilty of lying in his reporting, becomes in Irenaeus a pupil and interpreter of Peter in Rome. The latter had also left for us in written form what Peter proclaimed. Likewise, Irenaeus adds that Luke, as Paul's companion, set down in a book the Gospel he preached and that John, the disciple of the Lord, who also lay at his breast, also provided the Gospel.
Irenaeus could not express more clearly that he is concerned with the authorisation of the written four Gospels, which is secured on the one hand by the direct temporal and geographical proximity in which he places these authors as apostles to Jesus or as disciples of apostles to apostles, and on the other hand by his assertion that these evangelists had set down their message in writing. An apologetic note in Papias became a detailed justification by Irenaeus. That Irenaeus is really concerned here with the collection of these four Gospels, which he sees as connected with the Jewish Scriptures, he says immediately following the above quotation: "These have all these declared to us that there is one God, Creator of heaven and earth, announced by the law and the prophets; and one Christ the Son of God."[footnoteRef:60] While Marcion in particular assigned precisely the Creator God, the Law and the Prophets to the "Old Testament" and saw the "New Testament" as the new commandment of Christ, the Son of God, Irenaeus warns his opponents: "For if any one does not agree to these truths, he despises the companions of the Lord; nay more, he despises Christ Himself the Lord; yea, he despises the Father also, and stands self-condemned, resisting and opposing his own salvation, as is the case with all heretics."[footnoteRef:61] [60:  Iren., Adv. haer. III 1,2.]  [61:  Ibid.] 

Irenaeus also describes objections from his opponents: "When, however, they are confuted from the Scriptures, they turn round and accuse these same Scriptures, as if they were not correct, nor of authority" (quasi non recte habeant neque sint ex auctoritate).[footnoteRef:62] He thus makes it evident that his preceding assertions, drawn from Papias and going far beyond it, were intended to reject these opposing objections. After the opponents had further explained that "the truth cannot be extracted from the Scriptures by those who are ignorant of tradition", Irenaeus consequently had to create such a proof of tradition with apostles and disciples of apostles, whereby he could certainly tie in with Papias. [62:  Iren., Adv. haer. III 2,1.] 

On the other hand, Irenaeus's opponents did not insist on scripturality but on "the living word", citing Paul: "We do, however, speak a message of wisdom among the mature, but not the wisdom of this age" (1 Cor 2:6), a verse that is actually attested for Marcion's Apostolos.[footnoteRef:63] In detaching himself from the written nature of the "Old Testament", Marcion, in his search for the tradition related to Christ, had evidently encountered only the Pauline epistles (whether in written form or from hearsay needs to be clarified in a future study) and, beyond these, used oral tradition, perhaps also because he was looking for such testimonies alone as he went back exclusively and truly to 'the apostle': “The strange construction of Marcion’s Bible is explicable solely in terms of his dogmatic Paulinism. There can be no doubt that Marcion … was personally convinced that in Paul he had found the meaning and true content of the ‘Gospel’. From Paul come both the concepts which he employs and, to a certain extent, the problems which he poses in his teaching … they showed that Paul had a sacred right and duty to take a stand and to assert himself against all other apostles”.[footnoteRef:64] Irenaeus further elaborates on his opponents and Scriptures: "And this wisdom each one of them alleges to be the fiction of his own inventing (fictionem videlicet), forsooth; so that, according to their idea, the truth properly resides at one time in Valentinus, at another in Marcion, at another in Cerinthus, then afterwards in Basilides, or has even been indifferently in any other opponent, who could speak nothing pertaining to salvation. For every one of these men, being altogether of a perverse disposition, depraving the system of truth, is not ashamed to preach himself."[footnoteRef:65] [63:  J. BeDuhn, The First New Testament. Marcion's Scriptural Canon (2013), 234; U. Schmid, Marcion und sein Apostolos. Rekonstruktion und historische Einordnung der marcionitischen Paulusbriefausgabe (2012), I/321.]  [64:  H.f.v. Campenhausen, The Formation of the Christian Bible (1972), 153-154.]  [65:  Iren., Adv. haer. III 2,1.] 

If we turn the tables of Irenaeus, the apologetic and trickster,[footnoteRef:66] then we can read from this complaint about the inventors of fictions that Irenaeus has possibly felt himself known by his imagined opponents to be such a trickster, accused of faking authorship of gospels and letters. As Papias had engaged in pseudonymous ascriptions of traditions and writings, Irenaeus, as we have seen, built on Papias and engaged more excessively in this endeavour. He can really only accuse himself of fiction, since his efforts were a serious struggle for truth. His opponents, in contrast, seem to have been concerned with fidelity to tradition. The names Cerinth and Basilides - the latter only appears here, Cerinth only once more in connection with Polycarp - only serve Irenaeus to underline the confusion of names of the parties in dispute, but he is primarily concerned with Valentinus and Marcion, who are also mentioned and disputed elsewhere in this work. Irenaeus reports of these two that, as far as the Gospel was concerned, they had referred precisely not to written models but to oral tradition. This, however, contradicts the then and modern assumption that Valentinus or Marcion had resorted to a Gospel that already existed in writing.[footnoteRef:67] [66:  On the history of tricksters see the forthcoming H.J. Scheuer, Der urbane Trickster. Religiöse Intelligenz und elementares Weltwissen am Beispiel einer Denkfigur antiker, mittelalterlicher und frühneuzeitlicher Literatur (i.Dr.).]  [67:  So M. Klinghardt, The Oldest Gospel and the Formation of the Canonical Gospels (2021); J.M. Lieu, Marcion and the making of a heretic: God and scripture in the second century (2015); J. BeDuhn, The First New Testament. Marcion's Scriptural Canon (2013).] 

Irenaeus mentions other elements of the opposing criticism of the four Gospels under the names of apostles and disciples of the apostles: "The apostles intermingled the things of the law with the words of the Saviour; and that not the apostles alone, but even the Lord Himself, spoke as at one time from the Demiurge, at another from the intermediate place, and yet again from the Pleroma, but that they themselves, indubitably, unsulliedly, and purely, have knowledge of the hidden mystery."[footnoteRef:68] [68:  Iren., Adv. haer. III 2,2.] 

Here Irenaeus seems to mix Marcion's critique, as presented in his preface of his New Testament, in which he accused the plagiarists of tying the Gospel back to the law, with the Valentinian critique, as is evident, for example, in the Letter of Ptolemaeus to Flora. For in this letter Ptolemaeus says: "After noting the discrepant opinions about it (i.e. God’s Law, the Torah), my good sister Flora, I think you will see at once that not many before us have understood the Law given through Moses by accurate knowledge either of the Lawgiver himself or of his commandments. For some say it was given by our God and Father but others, taking the direction opposite to theirs, insist that it was given by our adversary the devil, the author of corruption – as, indeed, they ascribe the creation of the world to him, calling him the father and maker of this universe. <But> these parties <have certainly> stuttered in singing their rival songs and, each in their own way, have completely missed the truth of the matter. It is evident, since logical, that the Law has not been made by the perfect God and Father, since it is imperfect and in need of fulfillment by another person, and contains ordinances inappropriate to the nature and intention of such a God. Nor, again, <is it appropriate> to attribute to the iniquity of the adversary a Law which abolishes iniquity", but, instead, “it must be understood that the whole of that Law which is contained in the five books of Moses has not been made by one ligislator, I mean that it has not been made by God alone, but some of its provisions have been made by men. And the words of the Savior teach us that it is triply divided. It is divided into (the words of) God himself and his legislation, but <it> is also <divided> into (the words of) Moses – not as God legislates through him, but as Moses too made certain provisions of his own notion. And it is divided into (the words of) the elders of the people, for it is plain that <they> too have inserted certain commandments of their own”.[footnoteRef:69] Hence, we are told that the Law is no longer to be taken unambiguously as the words of God alone. Marcion’s accusation amounts to the fact that "the apostles", or rather those who hide behind these names, have changed his gospel that set Jesus’ teaching even further apart from the Law as Ptolemaeus did, and attributed to Jesus himself the legal commandments that the Jewish tradition put into hands of Moses and the mouth of God. [69:  Epiph., Pan. 33,3-4 (= Ptolem., Ep. ad Floram; trans. F. Williams).] 

In defence, Irenaeus finally refers to "every Church" with their bishops “instituted” by the apostles,[footnoteRef:70] but then only names the "very great, the very ancient" (maximae et antiquissimae). Above all, he takes up his "cliché" again, namely the idea that the "two most glorious apostles, Peter and Paul" founded and constituted the "Church of Rome",[footnoteRef:71] and even elevates this falsification of history to the criterion of faith of the special founding authority that this Church has over all others (potentiorem principalitatem necesse est omnem convenire ecclesiam).[footnoteRef:72] [70:  Iren., Adv. haer. III 3,1.]  [71:  Iren., Adv. haer. III 3,2.]  [72:  Ibid.] 

In order to substantiate his fairy tale of the Roman church foundation by Peter and Paul, he refers to the first bishop appointed by them, Linus, and draws on (pseudo)Paul for further proof, who "of this Linus, makes mention in the Epistles to Timothy" (2 Tim 4:21). With the elaboration of the founding myth, we get to know the trickster more intimately and are already shown an important role that the so-called Pastoral Letters play in Irenaeus's construct and collection of writings and the argumentation derived from them. The so-called First Epistle of Clement (1 Clem) serves Irenaeus his same purpose of enhancing the apostles’s authority and their eminent role in founding the Church of Rome, even though this Letter probably did not belong to Irenaeus’s narrower collection of writings. However, Irenaeus reports of Clement whom he takes as the author of this letter, that he "was allotted the bishopric” in “third place from the apostles, and had been conversant with them”.[footnoteRef:73] It is precisely this 1 Clem with its numerous references to the books of Gen, Ex and the Prophets that serves Irenaeus as a testimony against "these men who are now propagating falsehood, and who conjure into existence another god beyond the Creator and the Maker of all existing things ".[footnoteRef:74] [73:  Iren., Adv. haer. III 3,3.]  [74:  Iren., Adv. haer. III 3,3.] 

For a further authority, Irenaeus refers to a second church, Smyrna and its Bishop Polycarp,[footnoteRef:75] as the latter was "a more stedfast witness of truth, than Valentinus, and Marcion, and the rest of the heretics".[footnoteRef:76] Again with reference to one of the Pastoral Epistles (Tit 3:10-11), Irenaeus asserts that one should not get involved with the heretics. As examples he adds two episodes, a first one of John, who had entered “a bath in Ephesus, perceiving Cerinthus within, rushed out of the bath-house without bathing, exclaiming, "Let us fly, lest even the bath-house fall down, because Cerinthus, the enemy of the truth, is within." [75:  Iren., Adv. haer. III 3,4.]  [76:  Ibid.] 


On another occasion Polycarp had

"met Marcion on one occasion, who said, "Dost thou know me?" To whom Polycarp replied: "I do know thee, the first-born of Satan."[footnoteRef:77] [77:  Ibid.] 


At the end of his polemic, Irenaeus finally comes to speak of the collection of writings itself, which he describes the apostles’s depository of richesses who lodged "most copiously all things pertaining to the truth", so that “whosoever will, can draw from her the water of life”.[footnoteRef:78] For those who knew his collection it must have been immediately evident that Irenaeus meant not only the Gospels, but by quoting from the last book of the entire collection (Rev 22:17) that of the entire collection that closes: [78:  Iren., Adv. haer. III 4,1.] 


"16 ‘I, Jesus, have sent my angel to give you[a] this testimony for the churches. I am the Root and the Offspring of David, and the bright Morning Star.’ 17 The Spirit and the bride say, ‘Come!’ And let the one who hears say, ‘Come!’ Let the one who is thirsty come; and let the one who wishes take the free gift of the water of life. 18 I warn everyone who hears the words of the prophecy of this scroll: If anyone adds anything to them, God will add to that person the plagues described in this scroll. 19 And if anyone takes words away from this scroll of prophecy, God will take away from that person any share in the tree of life and in the Holy City, which are described in this scroll."
In this quotation, Irenaeus emerges as the one who not only seeks to authorise this collection, but who seems to have possibly been the spiritual mastermind behind bringing it together, as von Campenhausen rightly saw. By the conclusion Irenaeus gives to the collection with the passage quoted here, he first underlines that the writings brought together in this collection are indeed authorised by the Lord, by Jesus, and that this Jesus bears witness through the angel that he, as the root and tribe of David, is connected to the God of Israel and thus to the Jewish tradition. Negatively delimiting, this conclusion says that those who take away from these prophetic words (which, as the conclusion of the collection, refers not only to Rev, but to the entire collection - including the Jewish scriptures) exclude themselves from salvation. We find the same threat that Irenaeus made shortly before to Valentine and Marcion, and which is probably here also directed primarily against these two and their followers.

Now, in the next section, Irenaeus immediately admits that this collection is an innovation and has not yet found much circulation. For he raises the rhetorical question: "For how should it be if the apostles themselves had not left us writings? Would it not be necessary, [in that case,] to follow the course of the tradition which they handed down to those to whom they did commit the Churches?"[footnoteRef:79] [79:  Ibid.] 

The question is ambiguous, for Irenaeus had previously described that it was precisely Valentinus and Marcion who pointed out that the apostles had left nothing in writing, that one must therefore rely on the "living word". Irenaeus tries to contradict this consideration by having this living word, the order of tradition, handed down by the apostles to those whom they appointed as bishops in the churches. Irenaeus thus pleads for Peter, Paul, and with them for Mark and Luke, and in a circular way for John and Polycarp who was appointed by John and is called Irenaeus's own teacher by Irenaeus. By means of twisting history and circular self-justification, Irenaeus at the same time declares that "many nations of the barbarians" had joined this course "without paper and ink", an allusion to 2Jn 12[footnoteRef:80]. The history of the beginning of the Church was consequently one without this collection, but one of faith - contrary to Marcion’s creed - in "one God, the Creator", "the Creator of heaven and earth, and all things therein, by means of Christ Jesus, the Son of God; who, because of His surpassing love towards His creation, condescended to be born of the virgin, He Himself uniting man through Himself to God, and having suffered under Pontius Pilate, and rising again, and having been received up in splendour, shall come in glory, the Saviour of those who are saved, and the Judge of those who are judged, and sending into eternal fire those who transform the truth, and despise His Father and His advent." The stress on God as the Creator and the Judge, the mention of Jesus’s birth story were directed against Marcion in whose Gospel no birth story was present. To this creed Irenaeus adds another reference to the non-literary character of tradition: " Those who, in the absence of written documents, have believed this faith, are barbarians, so far as regards our language; but as regards doctrine, manner, and tenor of life, they are, because of faith, very wise indeed; and they do please God, ordering their conversation in all righteousness, chastity, and wisdom. If any one were to preach to these men the inventions of the heretics, speaking to them in their own language, they would at once stop their ears, and flee as far off as possible, not enduring even to listen to the blasphemous address. Thus, by means of that ancient tradition of the apostles, they do not suffer their mind to conceive anything of the [doctrines suggested by the] portentous language of these teachers, among whom neither Church nor doctrine has ever been established."[footnoteRef:81]  [80:  2 Jn 12: “I have much to write to you, but I do not want to use paper and ink. Instead, I hope to visit you and talk with you face to face, so that our joy may be complete.”]  [81:  Iren., Adv. haer. III 4,2.] 

Apart from Irenaeus's polemic, two things are revealed in it: The writings of Valentinus and Marcion are their products, their inventions, and they are those that emerged from the scholarly environment of school communities (congregatio ... doctrina instituta) that refer to the two, Valentinus and Marcion: "Prior to Valentinus, those who follow Valentinus had no existence; nor did those from Marcion exist before Marcion".[footnoteRef:82] Irenaeus therefore calls Valentinus and Marcion "initiators and inventors" (initiatores et inventores).[footnoteRef:83] [82:  Iren., Adv. haer. III 4,3.]  [83:  Ibid.] 

We need not follow Irenaeus into his third book in any further detail at this point, but take a look at the larger thrust of the sections that follow in these. First, Irenaeus seeks to characterise his two opponents (and others) as belated teachers of the "middle time of the Church", to which he contrasts the apostolic beginnings.[footnoteRef:84] In the following sections, he explains that the one God, the Father and Creator, is truly God and Lord, and the Son has been given dominion over this creation - contrary to Valentinus's and Marcion's view that this creation is not created by the God of Christ.[footnoteRef:85] In this explanation, which is primarily directed against the Valentinians, he presumably also makes use of Marcion's preface to his New Testament, however, Irenaeus takes issue with the latter's reading of 1 Cor 8:4-6 when he writes: "In this [clause], ‘whether in heaven or in earth,’ he does not speak of the formers of the world, as these [teachers] expound it," i.e. as if the Father who created the world and his Son were "idols".[footnoteRef:86] [84:  Iren., Adv. haer. III 4,3-5,1.]  [85:  See Iren., Adv. haer. III 6-15.]  [86:  Iren., Adv. haer. III 6,5.] 

Irenaeus then turns to positive testimonies from his collection that confirm the belief in the Creator God - against Marcion.[footnoteRef:87] In doing so, it is striking that he comes to speak of the passages that his Gospels have as additions in comparison to Marcion's Gospel, i.e. first the narrative of Jesus' baptism by John the Baptist in Mt and Lk, then John's prologue and the infancy narratives in Mt and Lk.[footnoteRef:88] He also reads the beginning of Mk as a response to Valentinus and Marcion, for the opening of Mk (1:1-3[footnoteRef:89]) "Plainly does the commencement of the Gospel quote the words of the holy prophets and point out Him at once, whom they confessed as God and Lord; Him, the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ who had also made promise to Him, that He would send His messenger before His face … For the prophets did not announce one and mother God, but one and the same; under rations aspects, however, and many titles”.[footnoteRef:90] The end of Mk (16:19) with the account of the Ascension also confirms the word of the prophet, namely the belief in "the Maker of heaven and earth, and of all things therein".[footnoteRef:91] Accordingly, Irenaeus undoubtedly read Mk as an answer to the deniers of the belief in the Creator God. He presents the Gospel of John no differently.[footnoteRef:92] Finally, he sums up and sees in what he has presented to be the "foundations of the Gospel", which means that the collection of four Gospels was put together by Irenaeus to respond to the teachings of Valentinus and Marcion.[footnoteRef:93] [87:  Iren., Adv. haer. I 27,2 claims that the title Creator of the cosmos (cosmocrator) was coined by Marcion.]  [88:  Iren., Adv. haer. III 9,1-10,5.]  [89:  “1 The beginning of the good news about Jesus the Messiah, the Son of God, 2 as it is written in Isaiah the prophet: ‘I will send my messenger ahead of you, who will prepare your way” - 3 ‘a voice of one calling in the wilderness, Prepare the way for the Lord, make straight paths for him’.”]  [90:  Iren., Adv. haer. III 10,5.]  [91:  Ibid.]  [92:  See Iren., Adv. haer. III 11,1-6.]  [93:  See Iren., Adv. haer. III 11,7.] 
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