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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this research is to examine the sources of authority employed by Marcion,
Clement of Rome, and Ignatius of Antioch as they navigated competing theologies during the
post-Apostolic period of the early Christian church. Combining textual analysis and historical
reconstruction, this study draws upon both the extant works of these early writers and the modern
treatments of authority in early Christianity, finding that these authors navigated multiple forms
of textual and non-textual authority in constructing their theological programs. Determining the
function of the specifically Christian writings which now comprise the New Testament in their
pre-canonical employment constitutes an important aspect of the current project. This study
concludes that these three writers created a hermeneutic for defining and utilizing all potentially
useful sources through their appeals to the central authority found in the person and event of Jesus
of Nazareth.
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CHAPTER ONE: FRAMING THE DISCERNMENT OF WITNESSES
I. Introduction
“How do we account for the fact that, by AD 110, there was a large and vigorous international
movement, already showing considerable diversity, whose founding myth (in a quite 'neutral'
sense) was a story about one Jesus of Nazareth, a figure of the recent past?”1
This study examines a facet of that larger historical project, namely, discerning the
sources to which followers of Jesus appealed as useful for understanding the Jesus narrative
during the decades spanning the turn of the first to the second century. On one hand, this question
may seem somewhat frivolous, as Christians2 have long been ‘people of the book,’ using the
Bible as the primary basis for their faith and practice. On the other hand, however, this question
suggests a historical problem: that followers of Jesus have long used a collection of written works
as the basis for faith despite the fact that Jesus of Nazareth never seems to have written anything.3
Lacking a clear written record from their founder, those following Jesus in the decades after his
life were faced with the task of determining which sources could be utilized as the basis of
Christian faith and practice.
This study examines appeals to textual and non-textual authorities4 found in the writings
of Marcion, Clement of Rome, and Ignatius of Antioch. These early Christians, like others
navigating questions pertaining to authority within early Christianity, each drew upon a variety of
1

N.T. Wright. Jesus and the Victory of God. Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1996. 90.
The definition and application of the term ‘Christian’ to the earliest followers of Jesus has commanded a
considerable amount of scholarship in recent years (See Andrew S. Jacobs “A Jew’s Jew: Paul and the
Early Christian Problem of Jewish Origins.” In The Journal of Religion, 258-286. Volume 86, 2. April
2006.). For the purposes of this study, where the earliest followers of Jesus are concerned, the term ‘Jesus
Movement’ is used, designating the connection between the followers of Jesus and Judaism, while
maintaining an awareness of the clear and evolving differences. The writers examined in this study are
termed ‘Christian.’ This is neither to deny the complexity of the relationship between followers of Jesus
and the religion of Israel in the first century nor to advocate a monolithic Christianity (see Karen King.
What is Gnosticism? Cambridge: Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 2003.), but rather offers an
operational definition which allows this study to focus on the sources employed by followers of Jesus.
3
F.F. Bruce. The Canon of Scripture. Downers Grove (IL): Intervarsity Press, 1988. 118.
4
This study uses ‘authority’ and ‘authoritative’ interchangeably as references to materials used in
determining, adjudicating, or controlling belief and praxis within Christian communities. The current study
is not concerned with inherent textual authority (i.e., inspiration), but the use of authoritative sources in
early Christianity.
2

1

sources as they made their claims about Christian faith and practice.5 By their use of these
sources, Marcion, Clement, and Ignatius sought to reinforce the veracity of their theologies and
provide the basis for their claims about the Christian faith. In other words, this study considers the
ways in which these early Christians developed criteria of authentic authority, and how they
utilized various sources in their writings as they sought to defend and define Christian faith. The
ultimate conclusion is that Marcion, Clement, and Ignatius each created a hermeneutic for
defining and utilizing extant sources of authority that emphasized the central paramount authority
of the Lord Jesus Christ.
II. Methodology
Examining sources of authority in early Christianity raises a number of methodological
concerns which must be addressed before turning to the writings of Marcion, Clement, and
Ignatius. Broadly speaking, the overarching methodological principles of this study have been
shaped by socio-historical studies of the ancient Mediterranean cultures during the era of the
Roman Empire, the reasoned eclecticism of textual criticism, and a historically and theologically
informed study of early Christianity.6 This section considers the overarching context of early
Christian writings7 and the problem of citation before offering nine methodological
considerations for this study.
The Textual Context of Early Christian Writings
Understanding the historical and literary context of textual sources in the ancient
Mediterranean world remains vital for the study of this period, especially when considering

5

These writers were chosen due to their distinctiveness within early Christianity and/or chronological
proximity to the beginning of the movement.
6
Bruce Metzger's The Canon of the New Testament: Its Origins, Development, and Significance (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1997.) and Lee McDonald's The Biblical Canon: Its Origins, Transmission, and Authority
(3rd Edition. Peabody (MA): Hendrickson Publishers, 2007.) have been especially influential in the
formation of this integrated methodology. Additionally useful is J.D. Crossan’s perspective on historical
study, that such study is concerned “not with an unattainable objectivity, but with an attainable honesty”
(See John Dominic Crossan. The Historical Jesus: The Life of a Mediterranean Jewish Peasant. San
Francisco: Harper Collins, 1992. xxxiv).
7
‘Early Christian writings’ are those created by Christians, as opposed to those existing before Christ.

2

appeals to texts.8 The lack of clearly marked references to external sources within early Christian
texts has fostered extensive debates concerning how one determines the use of an outside source
within such a text.9 Charles Hill notes that early Christian writers10 followed the standard literary
practices of Greco-Roman and Jewish culture in the creation of their writings, neither exactly
replicating nor directly citing the sources they drew upon.11 Hill writes that, “Even a stated and
sincerely held regard for the sacredness of a text did not necessarily affect an author's practice of
what we would call loose or adaptive citation.”12 Thus what today might be considered sloppy
citation, plagiarism, or even falsification of an original text would have been viewed in the
ancient context as explicating the meaning of that text. Another contextual factor worth noting is
the circulation of early Christian literature. Harry Gamble indicates that, “If Christian books were
disseminated in roughly the same way as other books, that is, by private seriatim copying, we
might surmise that they spread slowly and gradually in ever-widening circles, first in proximity to

8

Harry Y. Gamble. “The Book Trade in the Roman Empire.” In The Early Text of the New Testament, 2336. Edited by Charles E. Hill and Michael J. Kruger. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012. 23. Most
notable is the ongoing debate surrounding questions of unity and diversity. Following the lead of Walter
Bauer, some argue for such radical diversity among early Christianity that an “orthodox” strand of faith
appears to be one of many equally viable forms of early Christian faith. Insofar as the current project
touches on this topic, it follows the problemization of the Bauer Hypothesis offered by Frederick Norris
(Norris, Frederick W. “Ignatius, Polycarp, and I Clement: Walter Bauer Reconsidered.” In Vigiliae
Christianinae, 23-44. Volume 30, 1. March 1976.), Michael Kruger (Canon Revisited: Establishing the
Origins and Authority of the New Testament Books. Wheaton: Crossway Publishers, 2012.), and Scott
Charlesworth (“Indicators of 'Catholicity' in Early Gospel Manuscripts.” In The Early Text of the New
Testament, 37-48. Edited by Charles E. Hill and Michael J. Kruger. Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2012.). Clearly, a diversity of theology and practice existed among early Christians that makes parsing any
Jesus tradition difficult, though unifying factors existed which make claims of radical diversity problematic
(See William A. Farmer. Jesus and the Gospel: Tradition, Scripture, and Canon. Philadelphia: Fortress
Press, 1982. 86). Manuscripts, documents, and writings are used interchangeably with the term ‘text/s’ in
this study, and are defined as any written source, either extant or lost to modern scholarship. Texts should
not be understood to specifically connote scriptures.
9
Arguments suggest that the lack of citations indicates: the relative unimportance of a source; an assumed
widespread knowledge of a source; or the consultation of an intermediate source communicating a message
without the implication of authority (See BC, 257 and Charles E. Hill. “’In These Very Words’: Methods
and Standards of Literary Borrowing in the Second Century.” In The Early Text of the New Testament, 261281. Edited by Charles E. Hill and Michael J. Kruger. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012. 265-7).
10
In this study ‘early Christian writers’ is a general term designating anyone writing from a position that
would later be termed ‘Christian,’ including those composing the texts now included in the New Testament,
as well as those commonly termed ‘Apostolic Fathers’ or Second Century Writers.
11
Hill, “Methods,” 280.
12
Ibid., 277.
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their places of origin, then regionally, and then transregionally….”13 While this was the case for
certain writings, many early Christian texts appear to have quickly gained wide circularity,
indicating that these letters were regularly collected, copied, and distributed to be read throughout
the wider church.14 These factors must be brought into consideration when dealing with questions
of textual authority in early Christianity.
The Citation Problem
In Der Ertrag von Bibelstellenregistern fur die Kanonsgeschichte, Franz Stuhlhofer
outlined two major methodological questions regarding references to external sources within
early Christian writings: Which sources are being used? And what inferences may be pulled from
references if they are found? In other words, how does one determine what constitutes the use of
one text in another, and to what extent does the use of a text indicate its authoritative status?15 To
mediate these concerns, scholars have proposed definitional clarity and reference consideration as
means of further resolving the often wildly divergent claims of external source references found
in early Christian writings. Definitional clarity requires firm definitions for terms such as
“allusion,” “quotation,” and “reference.”16 In this study four categorizations will be applied to
potential uses of any source in a text: “Reference,” which indicates any hint of use; “allusion,”
which shows some verbal identity with another source; “quotation,” which shares strong verbal
identity with other sources; and “quotations with introductions" or "formal quotations," which are
the strongest and most clear representations of use and include clear markers of an external
13

Gamble, “Book Trade,” 33.
Ibid., 33; John Barton. Holy Writings Sacred Text: The Canon in Early Christianity. Louisville:
Westminster John Knox Press, 1997. 94; Andreas J. Kostenberger and Michael J. Kruger. The Heresy of
Orthodoxy: How Contemporary Culture's Fascination with Diversity Has Reshaped Our Understanding of
Early Christianity. Wheaton: Crossway Publishers, 2010. 198-201; Trobisch (Trobisch, David. Die
Entstehung der Paulusbriefsammlung: Studien zu den Anfangen christlicher Publizistik. NTOA 10.
Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1989.) argues circulation began with Paul himself.
15
Franz Stuhlhofer. “Der Ertrag von Bibelstellenregistern fur die Kanonsgeschichte.” In Zeitschrift fur die
alttestamentliche wissenschaft, 244-261. Volume 100, 1988. My personal thanks to Heiko Wiggers of the
Wake Forest University Department of German and Russian for translation assistance with Stuhlhofer.
16
Andrew F. Gregory and Christopher Tuckett. “Reflections on Method: What constitutes the Use of the
Writings that later formed the New Testament in the Apostolic Fathers?” In The Reception of the New
Testament in the Apostolic Fathers, 61-82. Edited by Andrew F. Gregory and Christopher M. Tuckett.
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005. 64-5.
14
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source.17 Recognizing these categories of textual use, scholars have long favored exegeting the
text in a manner which yields numerous allusions and non-formal quotations.18 However, this
exposes the problems of non-extant materials (since many early Christian writings are no longer
extant, there may be quotations present from materials which are undetectable) and textual
criticism (even when there is access to the modern form of the text, this does not necessarily
indicate this form matches that which would have been known by an ancient author).19 Reference
consideration seeks to overcome these problems by 1) indicating that apparent uses of extant
materials are the only possible references made by an early Christian author to external sources
and 2) noting the assumption that the form of the sources being drawn upon have remained
relatively firm from the time of their composition until the earliest manuscript evidence in the
second century.20 As Arthur Bellinzoni reminds us, “We must resign ourselves… to comparing
later witnesses to such texts with all of the hazards that such comparisons involve.”21

17

Ibid., 64-7; These definitions do not indicate that only those references introduced with formal markers
are to be considered quotations, as the level of verbal identity that a text shares with an outside source
remains the chief identifier of use. Metzger has noted that lengthy passages or references in polemical
treatises, even when not formally introduced, should be understood as quotations, likely copied from
manuscripts. But the use of introductory formulae, “leaves no doubt that an author wants the reader to be
aware of his or her source, often because that source is considered in some sense authoritative.” See Bruce
M. Metzger. “Patristic Evidence and the Textual Criticism of the New Testament.” In New Testament
Studies, 379-400. Volume 18, 1972. 379-80.
18
Hill, “Methods,” 262; GT, 68.
19
GT, 67-8; The implications of textual criticism are especially complex and vary from scholar to scholar.
Kruger argues that attitudes regarding textual reproduction within early Christian writings may be drawn
out by textual fluidity within early texts (“Early Christian Attitudes toward the Reproduction of Texts.” In
The Early Text of the New Testament, 63-80. Edited by Charles E. Hill and Michael J. Kruger. Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2012. 64). Hill problematizes this view by arguing that the observed “liberties”
taken in the citation of a work may correspond to the similarities between early Christian writers and
Western style texts, which despite their numerous divergences from the more stable texts are understood as
copying practices (“Methods,” 281).
20
This is indeed the major assumption of all scholarship investigating this period (Paul Foster. “The Text of
the New Testament in the Apostolic Fathers.” In The Early Text of the New Testament, 282-301. Edited by
Charles E. Hill and Michael J. Kruger. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012. 282), though it has not gone
unquestioned by scholars such as Gamble and Ehrman (See Gamble, “Book Trade,” 43). Hurtado argues
that manuscript evidence demonstrates early Christians read and circulated many other texts besides those
eventually making it into the canon and that the textual integrity of writings now considered canonical was
not markedly different from these now non-canonical sources (Larry W. Hurtado. The Earliest Christian
Artifacts: Manuscripts and Christian Origins. Grant Rapids: Eerdmans, 2006. 27, 32-3). This indicates
that, despite the limited amount of textual evidence for the writings of Clement, Ignatius, and Marcion, it
remains appropriate to assume basic continuity and textual integrity between the original and extant texts.
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Method in Discerning Witnesses
Building upon this foundation of context and citation, this study offers nine
methodological considerations:
(1) Following W.D. Kohler's tests of verbal correspondence, uniqueness, and
divergence,22 when these three factors are met a reference should be understood as a
“quotation.”23 When any two of Kohler's criteria are met, a reference should be understood to
constitute an “allusion.” Any one of Kohler's criterion being met represents a “reference.”24
(2) When the wording of any reference may be explained on the basis of a known source,
this remains methodologically preferable to claiming oral tradition or unknown sources.25 As
Metzger notes, “It is generally preferable, in estimating doubtful cases, to regard variation from a
canonical text as a free quotation from a document known to us than to suppose it to be a
quotation from a hitherto unknown document, or the persistence of primitive tradition.”26
(3) References must be considered within their specific and general literary contexts.27
This means not immediately disregarding loose or non-specific references, as Greco-Roman

If it remains at all possible to postulate anything about what Clement, Ignatius, and Marcion wrote, nothing
within the field of textual criticism dictates that the form of these texts cannot be known.
21
Cited in GT, 63.
22
W.D. Kohler. Die Rezeption des Matthausevangeliums in der Zeit vor Irenaus. WUNT 2.24. Tubingen:
Mohr Siebeck: 1987. 13-14; GT, 73; First, the wording of a passage must correspond to the source in
question. Second, the wording of a passage must correspond less to other extant sources than the source.
Third, the differences in the wording, including divergences and omissions, must be explained based on the
source.
23
Or when the verbal correspondence and divergence criteria are met and the uniqueness criteria is equally
as likely to have come from another source.
24
GT, 63-70; Kohler's criterion arises out of a conversation with E. Massaux (The Influence of the Gospel
of Matthew on Christian Literature before Irenaeus. Translated Neirynck. Macon (GA): Mercer University
Press, 1990.) and H. Koester. Massaux's “principle of simplicity” proposed that if a passage demonstrates
verbal identity with one text over any other known texts, that passage should be understood to rely upon
that text (See also Neirynck, 'Preface to the Reprint,' in Massaux, Influence, p. xix). Conversely, Koester
argues that, “literary dependence on the finished form of a text is to be identified only where the later text
makes use of an element from the earlier text that can be identified as the redactional work of the earlier
author or editor.” (Cited GT, 71) Both perspectives are problematic, as Massaux's may claim attribution of
a text too easily, and Koester makes it nearly impossible to demonstrate anything but clearest uses.
25
K&K, 144.
26
Canon, 73, n47.
27
Stuhlhofer, 244-9; K&K, 144; cx. Barton, Spirit and the Letter, 92.
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literary practices would have allowed for loose references to indicate knowledge of a source or its
authority.28
(4) Literary genre impacts the use of a text. For example, historical books and the
historical content of books are a priori less likely to be quoted, especially when it comes to
theological issues in an early Christian writings. When allusions to historical books are possible
within doctrinal, rhetorical, or exhortative contexts, they should be granted more relative weight
due to their origination from a genre less likely to be cited as pragmatically authoritative.29
(5) A source apart from its possible use may not be affirmed, nor may an author's
ignorance of a text be assumed simply because they do not make use of it.30 In contrast to writers
such as Paul, this signals that a working knowledge of the Jewish scriptures cannot be assumed
for the Apostolic Fathers.31
(6) Use of a source must be weighed against its relative intensity of use. This means
taking the volume of a potential source into consideration, as a single, strong quotation from a
smaller source may be understood as more influential than numerous loose allusions to a larger
book. Additionally, this suggests consideration of references drawn from a source against that
source's overall size within the pool of potential sources. For example, while the book of Obadiah
is referenced relatively infrequently in first and second century literature, its frequency of use in
comparison to the book's size, and relative to the entire body Jewish scriptures, indicates that
Obadiah served as an important source for the thinking of certain early Christians.32

28

K&K, 145.
Stuhlhofer, 253.
30
GT, 62.
31
Ibid., 65-6; Helmut Koester aptly notes that the more specific term “Apostolic Father” exists solely as an
artificial definition originating within Renaissance scholarship (Helmut Koester. “The Apostolic Fathers
and the Struggle for Christian Identity.” In The Expository Times, 133-139. Volume 117, 4. London: SAGE
Publications, 2006. 133.). However, the term finds extensive use throughout the existing literature, making
it pragmatically impossible to separate this study from its use. Therefore by the term ‘Apostolic Fathers’
this study mean those individuals understood to have authored the writings of the end of the first century
and beginning of the second century, chronologically ranging from the writing of I Clement until
immediately before Irenaeus.
32
Stuhlhofer, 249-50.
29
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(7) For each text, several scholars and/or scripture registers should be consulted, as
certain studies may be biased in a particular direction concerning the use of specific sources by
early Christian writers.33 For example, Biblia Patristica notes any hint of a reference to now
Biblical materials found within the writings of the Apostolic Fathers, whereas Ehrman notes
considerably fewer possible references. As a general rule, references must be noted by at least
two scholars before they may be considered viable.
(8) Any single formal quotation, informal quotation, or at least two allusions may be
understood as sufficiently demonstrating the use of an external source within an early Christian
writing.34 That is, there must be strong indicators of verbal identity within a text in order to argue
for its reliance upon another source. A mere allusion is not sufficient to demonstrate knowledge
of that source beyond mere postulation.
(9) Finally, all sources cited within the texts being examined should be understood as
broadly authoritative. That is, an external source that appears within an early Christian writing
represents a source to which early Christians appealed for affirming and regulating their faith and
practice.35 Marcion, Clement, and Ignatius each drew upon sources that document the veracity of
their theological and textual claims, and this study seeks to understand the sources used by these
writers as a means of reinforcing those claims. This consideration of authority, then, dwells upon
the level of authority granted to various sources by each of these early Christian writers.

33

Ibid, 250-1. As a comparative tool for the current project, as well as a research tool for future studies,
included in the appendices are tables noting several prominent scholars’ lists of the references and citations
found in the authentic writings of Clement and Ignatius. For references found in First Clement, see
Appendix A. For references from the letters of Ignatius, see Appendix B. Appendix C includes an extended
list of Clement’s use of Jewish Writings.
34
GT, 65.
35
Even within the context of polemical quotations early Christian writers viewed the materials they quoted
with some sense of authority, if only as an accurate source for understanding an incorrect or heretical
position. Of course sources cited, deconstructed, and attacked should not be viewed as authoritative for
claims of normative Christian faith simply because they are found in a text. For example, Tertullian's
quotation of Marcion does not de facto indicate that Tertullian found Marcion's perspective either
convincing or authoritative. However, Tertullian’s use of Marcion’s perspective demonstrates his
acceptance of such references as an accurate basis for rejecting Marconite theology (See F.C. Burkett. The
Exordium of Marcion’s Antithesis. In Journal of Theological Studies. Volume 30. 1929).
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Limitations
In addition to these aforementioned considerations, the boundaries of this study include
the following: First, it seeks to extend the enduring effort to investigate post-Apostolic
Christianity by examining the primary concerns and hermeneutical approaches employed in these
writings. This emphasis includes offering insights into certain textual and non-textual approaches
utilized as authoritative by early Christian writers.36 Second, this paper hopes to add something to
conversations concerning appeals to authority, textual and non-textual, within the broad history of
Christianity, a conversation revitalized in the sixteenth century and continuing between Catholic
and Protestant versions of theology and history today.37 Third, this study seeks to contribute to the
study of the New Testament38 canon by noting some of the central concerns of early Christians
pertaining to textual authority. This paper does not seek to examine the specifically Christological
claims of these writers, except as the topic is significant to questions of the central authority of
Jesus. Finally, there are the necessarily different treatments of Marcion, Clement, and Ignatius
due to their differing sources,39 as extant sources exist for Clement and Ignatius,40 while Marcion

36

These considerations contribute to New Testament scholarship only insofar as this study engages the
reception history of early Christian writings. Again, this study does not consider authority within the
context of inspiration or inherent authority, but within the context of appeals to authoritative sources.
37
Part of this involves engaging those who argue or assume that the writings now included in the New
Testament were viewed immediately upon their composition (or very nearly) as sacred scripture and/or the
final authority for Christian life and faith.
38
Use of the ‘New Testament’ in this study recognizes the anachronistic character of this designation,
employing the term as a reference to the texts now included in that collection.
39
The Oxford Dictionary of the Christian Church. Edited by F.L. Cross. London: Oxford University Press,
1966. 296-7, 676-7, 854.
40
This study accepts as authentic for Clement only the First Letter of Clement to the Corinthians,
understanding the Second Letter of Clement to the Corinthians and Clementine Homilies as inauthentic
Clementine writings. Regarding Ignatius, this study consults the letters to the Ephesians, Magnesians,
Trallians, Romans, Philadelphians, Smyrneans, and Polycarp. Among the many editions used in this study,
the primary Greek and English texts of these letters are found in Bart D. Ehrman’s The Apostolic Fathers:
Volume I (In Leob Classical Library, LCL 24. Edited by Jeffery Henderson. Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 2003.). Other sources include the following: J.B. Lightfoot and J.R. Harner's The
Apostolic Fathers (Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1988.), Kirsopp Lake's earlier edition of The
Apostolic Fathers (Edited by E.H. Warmington. Leob Classical Library. Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1912.), and Michael Holmes' The Apostolic Fathers (3rd Edition. Grand Rapids: Baker Academic
Press, 2007.). See Appendices A and B.
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remains represented only by a few quotations found in polemical treatises.41 These limitations in
mind, considerations of ‘discerning witnesses’ now must turn to an outline of the multiple forms
of authority used by the early Christian writers.
III. Multiple Forms of Authority
The followers of Jesus used multiple sources from inside and outside their communities
to form and define their faith and practice, and scholars have long noted appeals to varying types
of text, ecclesiastical authority, and Christocentric kerygma. This section briefly examines some
of the common forms of these sources, including Jewish writings, church traditions, teachings of
the apostles, new writings of those following Jesus, and the words and deeds of the Lord himself.
Jewish Writings
In considering the formation of the Jesus Movement, one cannot fail to note the
importance of the movement’s Jewish heritage, especially the texts of Judaism.42 John Barton
proposes that the Jewish scriptures were understood as complete and true revelation by early
Christians, and that “No early [follower of Jesus] thought that anything in the old scriptures was
simply irrelevant to Christians, merely outmoded or unimportant.”43 C.K. Barrett argues that the
authority of the Jewish scriptures for the earliest followers of Jesus comes across clearly in the
writings now included in the New Testament, as those writings make use of the Jewish scriptures
in a manner designating those writings as “an authoritative body of literature which claimed the
41

Finding adequate and accurate representations of Marcion’s writings has long been a concern for those
seeking to understand his work. Because none of Marcion’s writings have survived in extant form, these
reflections upon his perspective have been drawn from a conglomeration of sources, primarily Tertullian of
Carthage’s Five Books Against Marcion found in Paul A. Boer’s The Anti-Marcionite Writings of
Tertullian (Veritatis Splendor Publications, 2012), the works of Irenaeus of Lyons found in Ancient
Christian Writers: Against the Heresies (Edited by Unger, Dominic. New York: Paulist Press. 1992.), and
Adolf von Harnack’s classic Marcion: The Gospel of the Alien God (Translated by John E. Steely and Lyle
D. Bierma. Durham: Labyrinth Press, 1990.).
42
Thomas A. Robinson. The Early Church: An Annotated Bibliography of Literature in English. Edited by
Kenneth E. Rowe. ATLA Bibliographies Series No. 33. Metuchen (NJ): The Scarecrow Press, 1993. 91;
References to ‘Jewish texts’ should be taken to mean any text written from a Jewish perspective (i.e.,
including the War Scroll of Qumran or Josephus' Jewish Antiquities), whereas the term ‘Jewish scriptures’
should be understood as writings predating the beginning of the Common Era and being included in either
the Masoretic or Septuagint collections (i.e., Genesis, Isaiah, Sirach). For the sake of clarity, the Jewish
scriptures are occasionally referred to as the "Old Testament" in existing literature.
43
HWST, 77-8; cx. Ellen Flesseman-van Leer, 'Prinzipien der Sammlung', p. 407.
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attention and obedience” of those following Jesus, as well as the source for theology and ethics.44
However, when considering the authority of Jewish writings for early Christians, most scholars
note that the central question is not so much if Jewish writings were authoritative as it is which
Jewish writings were authoritative and to what degree that authority was felt. Stuhlhofer
demonstrates that early Christians approached the Jewish Scriptures through the Septuagint, and
Farmer suggests that the earliest sources of authority for the Jesus Movement would have
consisted of the prophets and scriptures handed down by Jesus and his disciples.45 While
affirming the broad use of certain Jewish scriptures, A.C. Sundberg effectively problematizes
how widely accepted the Jewish writings on the 'fringe' were.46 Perhaps most importantly, Craig
Evens submits that while the Law and the Prophets were clearly recognized by Jews of the
Second Temple period, certain groups such as the Qumran sectarians, perhaps even Jesus himself,
did not view the prophetic era as having been closed.47 Clearly, however, the writings of Judaism
were viewed by many early Christians as legitimate sources of authority for faith and practice.
Church Traditions
Another source for early Christian writers included the early traditions of the church,
including those involving communal worship.48 Even the earliest dates offered for the

44

C.K. Barret. “The Interpretation of the Old Testament in the New.” In The Cambridge History of the
Bible: Volume I, 377-411. Edited by Ackroyd and Evans. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1970.
377; Also noteworthy are suggestions from Kruger and C.F. Evans regarding Jewish attitudes toward the
sacred texts of the Torah, that introductions (“it is written”) and warning against tampering with texts (Dt.
4:2 for example) should be understood as paradigmatic for interpreting early Christian attitudes toward
those texts (“Early Christian,” 72-3; “The New Testament in the Making.” In The Cambridge History of the
Bible: Volume I, 232-284. Edited by Ackroyd and Evans. Cambridge: CUP, 1970. 232).
45
Stuhlhofer, 259-60; JaG, 232.
46
Albert C. Sunberg. The Old Testament of the Early Church: A Study in Canon. Dallas: SMU. 201, 216-7,
222-3; the substance of Sundberg’s argument on this point is that one cannot speak of Christians adopting a
“Jewish canon” because there was no clearly defined Jewish canon of scripture. See also P.J.F. Schutte.
“Review: The Ongoing Canon Debate.” In HTS, 1513-1525. Volume 60, 4. 2004. 1517, 1519.
47
C.A. Evans. “The Scriptures of Jesus and His Earliest Followers.” In The Canon Debate, 185-195.
Editors Lee McDonald , James Sanders. Peabody (MA): Hendrickson Publishers, 2002. 195; For Evans,
while Jesus' quotation of the Psalms would seem to indicate that he viewed them as authoritative, his lack
of recorded quotation from other texts found in the Ketuvim suggests a relatively undecided position on the
authority of texts beyond those of the Law and the Prophets.
48
‘Tradition’ should be understood as a reference to non-written materials, including oral sayings, rites or
worship formulae, oral narrative accounts, or other faith influencing materials. For useful source materials
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composition of the earliest writings now found in the New Testament leave a minimum of ten
years between Christ’s death and the creation of those writings, and even after their composition
the earliest texts would have taken additional time to be copied and transmitted to other
communities.49 Instead of reliance upon texts as sources for thinking about Christian faith, J.N.D.
Kelly writes that the earliest followers of Jesus appealed to the great tradition of common facts
and doctrines of the church, which would have been readily found in the day-to-day life of the
Christian community.50 James Barr and Virginia Corwin concur, suggesting that since the “idea
of a Christian faith governed by Christian written holy Scriptures was not an essential part of the
foundation plan of Christianity,” early Christians would have carried with them a great
appreciation for the central facts of the church’s oral tradition, which would have long superseded
any appeals to a written source.51 Similarly, Helmut Koester attests that the nucleus of orthodox
faith developed around the creed of cross and resurrection, and that any inclusion of authoritative
materials not oriented around that praxis would have been viewed, at least initially, as having
questionable or heretical tendencies.52 Thus the traditions of the church community were viewed
as a possible source of authority for the earliest Christians.
The Apostles
Similar to the authority of church tradition was the authority ascribed to the Apostles.
While the apostolic authorship or connectivity remains oft cited as a basis for New Testament
canonization, F.F. Bruce rightly notes that authority preceded canonicity, and that the teachings
demonstrating various praxis and worship-oriented passages in Clement, Ignatius, and other early Christian
writers, see Johnson’s Worship in the Early Church (Collegeville (MN): Liturgical Press, 2009).
49
BC, 248; McDonald suggests that some early Christian communities would have had no substantial
Christian texts until the second century.
50
J.N.D. Kelly. Early Christian Doctrines: Fifth Edition. London: Continuum, 2009. 34; this kerygma
would have included preaching, liturgical actions, and catechetical instruction.
51
Virginia Corwin. St. Ignatius and Christianity in Antioch. New Haven: Yale University Press, 1960. 81;
See also James Barr, cited in BC, 247.
52
Helmut Koester. “The Structure and Criteria of Early Christian Beliefs.” In Trajectories through Early
Christianity, 205-231. Edited by James M. Robinson and Helmut Koester. Philadelphia: Fortress Press,
1971. 229-30; Noteworthy is W. Schmithals' contention that even once written Christian sources began to
be utilized they primarily played into political and theological rivalries (66 “On the Composition and
Earliest Collection of the Major Epistles of Paul.” In Paul and the Gnostics, 329-274. Translated by J.
Steely. Nashville: Abingdon, 1972. 89-91).

12

of the apostles had to have been recognized as supremely authoritative before their written words
could be canonized.53 Bart Ehrman suggests that the authority of the apostles was expressed well
before the completion of New Testament texts.54 Indeed the early confessions of faith were
inextricably connected with apostolic memories, especially concerning the resurrection.55
Especially among communities who had known them,56 the teachings of the Apostles were
viewed as an authoritative source capable of legitimizing claims.
New Writings
While Jewish writings, church tradition, and apostolic authority were immediately
available to the earliest members of the Jesus Movement, the new texts of Christian authors
(those now included in the New Testament) had to be written down, copied, and transmitted.
Scholars remain divided concerning when explicitly Christian writings began to be seen as
possessing authority and establishing norms for Christian faith and practice.57 McDonald
contends that early Christian writings were employed in the early Church as soon as they were
composed because they were viewed as useful in the ministry of early Christian communities.58
Similarly, Barton proposes that authoritative Christian books were “recalled from immemorial
tradition,” not from some larger pool of written works, and were “held in reverence by the
consensus of the faithful.”59 At the very least, Christian writings were accepted as functionally
authoritative within the life of the church long before formal and theoretical approval were
granted, further complicating any precise dating for the ascension of those writings to an
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Bruce, 123.
Bart D. Ehrman. The Orthodox Corruption of Scripture: The Effect of Early Controversies on the Text of
the New Testament. New York: Oxford University Press, 1993. 18, cx. 2 Peter 3.16.
55
JaG, 59.
56
K&K, 137, 141; for example, at Rome, Jerusalem, or Antioch.
57
JaG, 232; Stuhlhofer, 258; K&K, 138.
58
BC, 250, 252-3, 271; Indeed, much New Testament scholarship, reflecting upon why and when the
Gospels were written, suggests their composition to preserve the memories of the apostles or to perpetuate
the message of Jesus into the second century. With such conclusions in hand, it remains perplexing why
some scholars fail to accept that Christian writings would have been viewed as authoritative thereafter.
59
HWST, 29-33.
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authoritative status.60 Indeed, an important concern of this study involves the extent to which
Marcion’s, Clement’s, and Ignatius' use of Christian writings demonstrates those writings’
authority among early Christian communities, as well as the place these writings held within
these authors’ matrix of authoritative sources.
Central Authority of Jesus
Helmut Koester writes that “Christianity started with a particular historical person, his
works, his life and death: Jesus of Nazareth. Creed and faith, symbol and dogma are merely the
expressions of response to this Jesus of history.”61 That is to say, whatever form of authority early
Christians may have granted to the Jewish scriptures, church traditions, teachings of the apostles,
and new Christian writings, the central hermeneutic for early Christian writers came through their
understanding of the unique authority of Jesus. Since the earliest followers of Jesus believed that
he spoke with an authority directly from God, they understood his authority as both transcending
the authority of established Jewish scripture and interpretation, as well as offering a
reinterpretation of those scriptures in light of the proclamation of Jesus as Messiah.62 As F.F.
Bruce writes, a ruling from the Lord is even more binding than an Old Testament
commandment.”63 Similarly, the authority of church tradition and apostolic teaching were
subjected to the authority of the Christ, and the proclamation of “Jesus is Lord” stood at the
60

HWST, 23; Kruger, “Early Christian,” 66. The dating of the Muratorian Fragment and the extent to
which second and third century manuscripts may be viewed as indicative of earlier Christian communities
are often key components of understanding when Christian writings became authoritative. Concerning the
latter, Hurtado argues textual evidence from an early Christian center such as Egypt may readily be
understood to accurately represent many of the attitudes, preferences, and usages of literature among
Christians throughout the Greco-Roman world (ECA, 27). Hurtado indicates that the collections of the
Gospels and Major Pauline Epistles, as well as the diversity of early texts represented among extant
manuscripts, demonstrate that such writings were viewed as useful and important from the earliest years of
Christianity (ECA, 20-3, 28-9, 36-8). Hurtado's list of ‘Writings Attested’ includes (number of
attestations): Matthew (12), Mark (1), Luke (7), John (16), Acts (7), Romans (4), 1 Corinthians (1),
Galatians (1), Ephesians (3), Philippians (2), Colossians, (1), 1 Thessalonians (3), 2 Thes. (2), Philemon
(1), Titus (1), Hebrews (4), James (3), I Peter (1), 2 Peter (1), I John (1?), 2 John (1), Jude (2), Revelation
(5), Gospel of Thomas (3), Protevangelium of James (1), Gospel of Mary (2), Egerton Gospel (1), Gospel
of Peter (2?), Fayum Gospel (1), Acts of Paul (3), Correspondence of Paul and Corinth (1), Apocrypha of
Peter (1), Apocryphon of James and Jambres (1), and the Apocryphon of Moses (1).
61
Koester, “Structure and Criteria,” 205.
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JaG, 227; K&K, 100, 109, 180; Evans, cited in Schutte, 1520-1.
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center of early Christianity, as did interpretations of the kerygmatic actions of Christ’s death and
resurrection.64 While the Jewish scriptures, practices and traditions of the church, and the
teachings of the apostles functioned as useful sources for thinking about Christian theology and
ethics, each of these sources was understood as subject to the overarching authority of the Lord
Jesus, whose person and event functioned as the ultimate source of describing and prescribing
Christian faith and practice.
The relationship between the authority of Jesus and the authority of new Christian
writings remains somewhat more difficult to parse, especially since the now-canonical gospels
had long been understood to contain the authoritative Jesus narrative. Although Christ's teachings
and life would have been known apart from written sources, it is not surprising that the Apostolic
Fathers, including Clement and Ignatius, view the words of Christ as superseding the authority of
earlier Christian writers and their writings.65 Within the context of the lived faiths of early
Christianity, reliance upon the now-canonical gospels does not seem surprising at all. In fact,
“Given that Jesus was the final authority for the church, it would be strange, indeed, if the early
Christians had ignored the various witnesses to his life, ministry, death, and resurrection what
were in circulation in the first two centuries of the church's life.”66
To summarize, while Jewish Writings, the practices of the church, the teaching of the
apostles, and Christian writings were each used as authoritative sources by early Christians, these
sources ultimately submitted to the story of Jesus which was proclaimed within the kerygma of
the church and then preserved in the literature composed by his followers.67 As McDonald
remarks, “It is not overstating the case to say for the church that ‘if Jesus said it, that settled the
64

JaG, 228; K&K, 78-9; John A.T. Robinson. Redating the New Testament. Eugene: Wipf and Stock
Publishers, 2000. 98; Kelly, 31-3.
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matter.’ He was, after all, the Lord of the church, and his words from the beginning of the church
would have had significant authority attached to them.”68 This study now turns to the matrix of
authority found in Marcion, Clement, and Ignatius, respectively, concluding that each of these
early Christians defined their central authoritative hermeneutic through the utilization of sources
which sought to maintain the uniqueness of their great central source of authority, Jesus Christ.

68

BC, 271.
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CHAPTER TWO: THE MARCION PROBLEM
I. Introduction
Marcion of Pontus (c. 110- c. 160 CE) remains one of the most intriguing and polarizing
figures in discussions of early Christianity. Labeled everything from the true originator of the
Christian canon to arch-heretic, the unique views of Marcion continue to foster scholarly analysis
within the study of early Christianity. Marcion stands apart as an example of an early Christian
whose conception of God and authority were such that his beliefs placed him outside the
acceptable boundaries of the young church. Most intriguing was his use of early Christian
writings as authoritative and his collection of some of these writings into the first specifically
Christian canon. Understanding Marcion’s theology, as well as his function in the collection, use,
and canonization of Christian writings, has long been the project of historians. In an attempt to
understand his conceptions of authority, this chapter examines Marcion’s views from both the
historical and modern perspectives. It argues that for Marcion the work and words of Jesus of
Nazareth were understood to uniquely reveal the purposes of the supreme God of the universe
and that any hermeneutical position denigrating that uniqueness, be they writings or traditions,
were argued to be unauthoritative for followers of Jesus.
For centuries Marcion and his followers were generally conceived of in terms of their
theological content, which was declared heretical by the early Church. Only in recent history has
Marcion’s perspective been seen as providing a unique perspective on authority in early
Christianity and contributing to canon formation. This shift from polemic to scholastic interest
has uncovered some problems, most notably that no extant copies of Marcion’s works remain,
neither his Antithesis nor his canonical collection of writings.1 Unfortunately, the few references
to Marcion’s perspectives are only found in the polemical writings of Christian apologists. While
several modern scholars have attempted a detailed reconstruction of Marcion’s work, the highly

1

This is especially problematic since modern reconstructions of ancient sources tend to focus on extant
copied materials from the specific source being considered.
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speculative nature of these works makes the value of such reconstructions questionable at best. 2
Therefore, this chapter takes a two-fold approach to the examination of Marcion. First, it draws
upon the historical sources of Tertullian, Irenaeus, and Hippolytus. This allows for a close
examination of original source materials claiming to accurately represent Marcion’s perspective.
Second, this chapter engages modern scholars as they attempt to interpret Marcion’s position on
authority, drawing on scholars ranging from Adolph Harnack and Hans Von Campenhausen to
John Barton and Lee Martin McDonald.3 This enables a viewing of Marcion through the lens of
previous scholarship and points toward several probable conclusions concerning his views on
authority. As a result of this two-fold method of study, this chapter concludes that for Marcion the
work and words of Jesus of Nazareth were understood to uniquely reveal the purposes of the
supreme God of the universe in such a way that any hermeneutical position denigrating that
uniqueness, be they writings or traditions, were argued to be unauthoritative for Christians.
II. Historical Sources on Marcion
Fortunately, there are several extant writings from early Christian writers concerning
Marcion which provide useful engagements with his views on appropriate sources of authority.
Of these, Irenaeus of Lyon's Against Heresies appears to have been the earliest written, likely
sometime around 180 CE.4 This was followed later by Tertullian of Carthage's anti-Marcionite
writings, of which at least six books are extant.5 Also available are the writings of Hippolytus of
Rome6 and several reconstructable references to works no longer extant.7 This section draws upon
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See Harnack and Robert M. Price. The Pre-Nicene New Testament: Fifty-Four Formative Texts. Salt Lake
City: Signature Books, 2006.
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As will be seen below, consideration of Marcion’s views on appropriate sources of authority have long
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J.W.C. Wand. A History of the Early Church to A.D. 500. London: Routledge, 1982. 63.
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these early Christian writers in the search for understanding Marcion’s perspective on appropriate
sources of authority.
Irenaeus
In Against Heresies, Irenaeus (d. 202 CE) catalogues a number of heretical groups, their
histories and beliefs.8 Here he indicates that Marcion was the follower of Cerdo, who preached
that “the God who had been proclaimed under the law and the prophets was not the Father of Our
Lord Jesus Christ, for the former was known, but the latter was unknown….”9 Irenaeus claims
Marcion advocated Jesus coming to earth as a fully grown man during the reign of Pontius Pilate
to abolish the Jewish law and prophets, edited the Gospel According to Luke to fit this narrative,
removed within Paul’s writings references to the Father and the prophets, and knew enough of the
Jewish scriptures to reject Yahweh.10 In his third volume of Against Heresies, Irenaeus argues
that Marcion followed neither the Jewish scriptures nor the whole tradition of the apostles, but
instead affirmed only a redacted version of Luke’s Gospel and claimed that Paul alone knew the
truth of the gospel of Christ.11 In his fourth volume, Irenaeus demonstrates how Marcion revised
the entire narrative of the Jewish scriptures by arguing that Abraham and the patriarchs were not
followers of the true God, claiming that the creating deity was the originator of sin who
commanded murder and lawlessness, and rejecting all prophecies that could be interpreted as
pointing to Christ.12 For Marcion, the only appropriate way to read the Jewish scriptures was as
historical literalism. While Irenaeus’ writings offer numerous insights into Marcion's theology,
they allow only a handful of inferences concerning his views on the authority of various

combated Marcion and his movement. These writers are examined in the following order: Irenaeus,
Hippolytus, and Tertullian.
8
Irenaeus made mention of Marcion in three of Against Heresies’ five books.
9
AH 1.27.
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Sodomites, and Egyptians, casting them as those who had done right by opposing the demiurge.
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Ibid., 3.2, 3.11-12, 3.15.
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Ibid., 4.8, 4.12. 4.29-30.
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sources.13 Marcion was obviously aware of enough Jewish scripture to determine for himself that
the god of the Jews was not the God of Jesus. Further, he appears to have known enough Gospel
material, either in written or oral form, to conceive of a Jesus who came to Judea to abolish the
law and prophets while Pontius Pilate presided as procurator. Irenaeus also noted that Marcion
had possession of at least some written sources, at least something resembling the Gospel
According to Luke and some of the Pauline epistles.14
Hippolytus
Hippolytus (c. 170-235 CE) wrote against Marcion in his Refutation of All Heresies
sometime after the year 200 CE.15 Here he argues that Marcion relied upon Greek philosophy for
the basis of his theology, especially his belief in two deities. 16 Like Irenaeus, he notes that
Marcion followed the tradition of Cerdo.17 More notable is his reference to Marcion's use of the
phrase “a good tree cannot bring forth evil fruit,” a reference to material apparently delivered by
Jesus.18 Marcion's reflections upon Christology appear to have led him to the conclusion that
Christ could not have been the son of the creator of the world and that Christ was not actually a
human while on earth, but a phantom. Central for Hippolytus’ rejection of this theology was
Marcion’s reliance upon extra-Christian sources of authority, namely Greek philosophy, and that
such reliance placed his conceptions of God and Christ outside the realm of acceptable Christian
belief. Additionally, the reference to a saying of Jesus now only found in Luke’s Gospel further
solidifies Irenaeus' claim that Marcion employed a form of Luke as an authoritative source.19
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Tertullian
In comparison to other early Christian writers, the writings of Tertullian of Carthage (c.
160-225 CE) remain the fullest and most precise rejection of Marcion and his theology. Tertullian
composed six works against Marcion which are extant, his Prescription against Heresies and
Five Books against Marcion.20 In the Prescription against Heresies, Tertullian makes a number
of accusations concerning Marcion's appeals to authority, the most clear involving his
introduction of schism into the ecclesiastical authority of the church.21 Writing somewhat
generally, Tertullian indicates that Marcion introduced new material to the Christian faith,22
formed a theology based on philosophical thought that moved beyond the teachings of Christ and
the 'rule of faith,’23 twisted and distorted Christian scriptures,24 and had moved Christian faith
away from its Jewish and apostolic roots to a new theology.25
In his Five Books against Marcion, Tertullian shifted from the broad rejection of
Marcion's teaching to specific engagement with his perspective. In Book One, Tertullian is
especially concerned with Marcion's doctrine of two gods, each of whom had communicated with
humanity through a set of writings.26 Tertullian signals Marcion's use of materials from the
Gospel of Luke and the writings of Paul as sources of authority, as well as his apparent

there are references to Marcionites and those who wrote works against them, most notably the works of
Irenaeus and Justin. These include Hegesippius (IV.22), Dionysius of Corinth (IV.23), Theophilus of
Antioch (IV.24), Philip and Modestus (IV.25), Rhodo (V.13), Apolinarius (V.16), and Christian in Syria
(IV.30). For references to Irenaeus and Justin see IV.10-12, IV.29; V.8 and IV. 10-12, 18, respectively.
Eusebius also includes Irenaeus' recounting how the Bishop Polycarp encountered Marcion and called him
the “Firstborn of Satan” (See IV.14).
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knowledge of baptismal rites and possible references to Isaiah and Psalms.27 Like Hippolytus,
Tertullian rejects Marcion's philosophical and extra-Christian interests, especially his use of
astrological concepts.28
Key for this study are references to Marcion’s use of written materials as sources for
doctrine and practice.29 In Book Three, Tertullian notes that Marcion refused the prophecies in
the Jewish Scriptures as pointing to Christ, rejected Christ's human existence along with Luke's
birth narrative, and may have denied the physical death and resurrection of Jesus.30 Tertullian also
writes of Marcion's adoption of Jesus' saying involving the undesirability of new wine being
poured into old wineskins, a saying now found in each of the Synoptic Gospels.31 Turning to
consideration of the Antithesis and redacted Gospel of Luke, Tertullian finds that Marcion's
Antithesis included explanations for his understanding of two deities and the need for such strong
division of old from new.32 Most disturbing to Tertullian was Marcion’s redaction of Christ’s
teaching narratives in Luke, especially those which were post-resurrection.33
As his final task, Tertullian delves into Marcion's use of Pauline literature. Here he
indicates that Marcion edited several letters ascribed to Paul and rejected others.34 Galatians
appears to have been one of Marcion's primary source texts, as Tertullian notes its place of
prominence in the Marcionite canon and his strong redaction of material.35 Through the duration
of his Five Books Against Marcion Tertullian examines each of the Pauline letters in Marcion's
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canon, including the 1 and 2 Corinthians, Romans, 1 and 2 Thessalonians, Epistle to the
Laodicians, Colossians, Philippians, and an unedited Philemon.36
From the perspective of Tertullian, several implications for Marcion's conceptions of
authority emerge. First, from Prescription, Marcion seems to have undermined the existing
authority structures of the Great Church37 by appealing to sources of authority outside those
which were typically employed. These questionable philosophical sources appear to have stood
opposed to Tertullian’s preferred sources of the teachings of Christ and 'rule of faith.'38 Second,
Marcion appears to have used and distorted existing Christian writings. From Tertullian's claims
that Marcion rejected the apostolic and Jewish roots of Christian faith, this seems to suggest that
Marcion conceived of a collection of authoritative writings which stood apart from what
Tertullian accepted as appropriate for use by Christians. Third, in his Five Books against Marcion
Tertullian locates the source of Marcion's error within his shrunken range of authoritative source
material, namely, his rejection of Jewish scriptures and the full range of more recent Christian
writings. Clearly Marcion possessed texts of some kind which he viewed as authoritative, though
not so inherently authoritative that he could not edit their present form in order to find the
philosophically consistent material that lay behind the existing works. Fourth, despite his rough
familiarity with the writings of Judaism, Marcion rejected almost every source referencing the
pre-Christ narrative of Judaism by locating such perspectives within the realm of the demiurge.
This rejection extended so far as to nullify what were understood to be Christological prophecies
from the Jewish prophets. Further, this denial of the Jewish god led Marcion to do away with any
36
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Jewish references within Christian writings or new writings attributed to Jews. He also found
unacceptable any gospel narratives apart from Luke's and edited the writings of the one true
apostle, Paul, to remove any traces of corrupt Judaism.
Historical Perspectives on Marcion
As this review of the writings of Irenaeus, Hippolytus, and Tertullian has demonstrated,
Marcion did not accept the claim that the deity of Judaism and Jewish writings could be identified
with the God of the Lord Jesus. To support this theology, he drew upon the edited writings of a
gospel narrative and the true apostle of Christianity, Paul. In doing so, Marcion combated the
usefulness of other sources39 by creating his own canon, namely the Antithesis, a version of the
Gospel of Luke, and several letters of Paul. This collection of written materials appears to have
operated as authoritative for Marcion and his followers, providing the basis for their critique of
other forms of Christianity. As the next section demonstrates, these conclusions regarding
Marcion have long been agreed upon. What has not often been agreed upon, however, is the
reasoning behind Marcion’s views on authority and his creation of a canon. Why did Marcion
reject the thinking, writings, and god of Judaism? In short, his rejection of these materials stems
from his inability to reconcile the Jewish scriptures and god with the God of Jesus Christ. For
Marcion, the goodness and uniqueness of Jesus Christ precluded the possibility that he could have
been aligned with the deity of the Jewish scriptures who commanded the murder of innocent
humans. Since Jesus remained so unlike the deity of the Jewish scriptures, another more powerful
God must have sent him to earth. For Marcion, Paul's gospel of Jesus, that he had come to free
humanity from sin and the law, was the good news of the truly good and supremely powerful God
of the universe, and to associate such uniquely good news of freedom with the very god of the
law failed to properly understand the power and uniqueness of the Jesus event. Thus Marcion, in
an attempt to maintain the centrality of Jesus as revealing the purposes of the supreme God of the
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universe, rejected the ancient writings and traditions of Judaism, as well as those new writings
tainted by Judaism.
III. Canon as Lens: Modern Scholars on Marcion
Turning to more recent discussions surrounding Marcion, even the most basic survey
demonstrates that Marcion continues to hold a unique position within the study of early
Christianity. In many ways, the interpretation of Marcion's influence on the collection that later
became the New Testament canon has set the tone for the entire study of the development of the
New Testament canon. Use of the term ‘canon’ has long been subject to debate, as scholars have
discussed precisely when the Christian New Testament canon came into existence. While it is not
the purpose of this study to provide here a full picture of the history of canonical research, a brief
excurses into this field provides some much needed context for modern perspectives on Marcion.
Three primary perspectives have emerged as to the meaning of ‘canon.’ First is the
perspective that many of the writings now included in the New Testament were regarded very
early on as sacred writings and authoritative, and thus can be understood as a functional canon
from the earliest years of the Jesus Movement. 40 Scholars who adhere to this perspective suggest
that an early New Testament canon can be argued for based on the authoritative inferences from
the writings of Paul and words of Jesus in manuscripts such as First Clement, indicating the use
of a practical canon as early as the end of first century of the Common Era. A second perspective
concerning the formation of the New Testament canon follows Adolph Harnack, who takes a
more fluid view of canonical development. Arguing that while the texts included in the current
canon were written early on by followers of Jesus, they were not regarded as authoritative
writings until several decades or even centuries later.41 A variation of this second perspective is
offered by James A. Sanders, who suggests that while the writings now included in the New
40
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Testament were long recognized as authoritative, they took on a different level of authority once
they were formally canonized.42 A third perspective relies heavily upon a rigid definition of the
term ‘canon.’ A.C. Sundburg maintains that the term ‘canon’ refers to an authoritative list of
books viewed as holy and authoritative.43 David L. Dungan writes that, “A canon results when
someone seeks to impose a strict boundary around a smaller subset of writings or teachings
within the larger, slowly evolving ‘cloud of sacred texts.’”44 Thus for this perspective, the term
‘canon’ cannot be used until the fourth century, when church officials sanctioned by the Roman
Empire created rigid boundaries around lists of approved texts, distinguishing them from the
larger conglomeration of texts.45 While this battle over the definition of ‘canon’ by-and-large
comes down to the need for clearly defined meanings for ‘formal’ and ‘functional’ canon, 46 these
perspectives remain useful for considering Marcion’s views on authority through the lens of
canonical development.
Paralleling these three major views of canon are three primary ways of interpreting
Marcion's views on canon and scriptural authority, schools of thought as it were, which may be
traced through successive generations of scholars. These schools of thought are labeled as
follows: Canon Formation, Canon and Literature Formation, and Canon Refinement. For the
Canon Formation school Marcion is understood as the originator of a specifically Christian
canon. Scholars belonging to this school of thought are Adolf von Harnack, Hans von
Campenhausen, and (to a lesser extent) Bruce Metzger. The Canon and Literature Formation
school understands Marcion not only to have formed the notion of a Christian canon, but also to
have influenced the major redaction and writing of texts now found in the Christian New
42
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Testament. Scholars belonging to this school include John Knox, Joseph Tyson, and Robert Price.
The Canon Refinement school argues that Marcion, while likely refining the parameters and
meaning of a specifically Christian canon, was generally following the example of previous
collections of Christian writings. Scholars belonging to this school of thought include J.N.D.
Kelly, Lee Martin McDonald, and John Barton. The following sections examine these
perspectives, noting the questions that each school considers formative for their position on
Marcion's influence, as well as drawing several conclusions regarding which perspective best
solves the Marcion problem and Marcion's purposes in canon formation as they relate to his
overarching views on authority.
Canon Formation School
The great Adolph von Harnack was a forerunner in both general canonical studies as well
as specific considerations of Marcion, with his work setting the tone of scholarship since. His
fullest treatment comes in Marcion: The Gospel of the Alien God, in which he reconstructs
Marcionite theology and canon and contends that Marcion's canon led to the development of the
later New Testament canon of the Great Church. Arguing that Marcion was influenced by a
syncretism of Greek philosophy, Jewish scriptures, Judaism, Greco-Roman syncretism, Jesus'
disciples, and the apostle Paul, Harnack understands Marcion to proclaim God as an alien force at
work leading the world out of the oppression of the creator god.47 For Marcion, the “Christian
concept of God must therefore be stated exclusively and without remainder in terms of the
redemption wrought by Christ. Thus God may not and cannot be anything other than the God in
the sense of merciful and redeeming love.”48 Marcion's novel ideas were his rejection of the
Jewish scriptures, where the alien nature of the true God was not found, and his implementation
of the new books of the gospel and Paul against the old writings.49 Because the Jewish god could
not be understood as the God of Jesus, Marcion concluded that where the writings of Paul and
47
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Luke included elements of Judaism, they must have been corrupted.50 Harnack offers a restored
version of the writings included in Marcion's canon, including part of the Antithesis, which
Harnack understands as Marcion's explanation and quotation of various scriptural passages from
both Jewish and Christian writings.51 While Harnack admits that a full reconstruction of the
Antithesis remains impossible, he concludes that, “The introduction to the Antithesis rejected the
four Gospels of the great church as false, traced the apostles and their pupils to Judaism,
acknowledged as valid only the apostle Paul,… and identified the gospel with the third gospel
which had been directly given to Christ, adulterated by Luke, and purged of its Judaistic
interpolations.”52 For Marcion the true importance of Jesus could only be understood if the true
God was removed from the corruption of the world that had spread to the writings of Judaism and
Christian writings influenced by Judaism. In Harnack’s understanding, this new collection of
authoritative writings eventually forced other Christian communities to grapple with questions of
authoritative writings, eventually leading to a formal Christian canon.
Building upon Harnack's reconstruction of Marcion, Hans Von Campenhausen argues
that scholars cannot speak of a 'canon' of Pauline epistles before Marcion, as there was no
normative collection of new writings prior to his collection.53 Von Campenhausen understands
Marcion's primary tension to exist between the law and Christian faith, and that he created the
“Gospel and Apostle” canon format.54 Like Harnack, Von Campenhausen concludes that
Marcion's canon forced the creation of canon within the Great Church by forcing them to
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consider questions about new revelation and written authority.55 Marcion rejected the Jewish
scriptures because his understanding of tension between law and gospel necessitated the creation
of a new standard set of writings that alleviated this tension, which in turn influenced the sources
integrated into the later New Testament canon.
While Bruce Metzger does not entirely agree with the conclusions of Harnack and Von
Campenhausen regarding Marcion's influence on the formation of the canon, his perspective best
fits within the Canon Formation category. Metzger submits that something resembling a Pauline
corpus of letters began circulating early on within the Christian tradition, and thus in one sense
Marcion could not have been the very first to originate a collection of specifically Christian
writings.56 On the other hand, however, Metzger ultimately concludes that Marcion was one of
the heretical perspectives which forced the Great Church into forming a full-fledged, practical,
and eventually formalized New Testament Canon.57 This perspective continues to shape the
understanding of Marcion's impact on the canon, as subsequent scholars have argued for
Marcion's influence as one of the primary catalysts for the eventual formation of the New
Testament canon.58 Thus Metzger conceives of a canonical process that, while neither entirely
beginning with Marcion’s canon nor exclusively being influenced by him, nonetheless came
about as a result of Marcion's influence.
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Having examined the perspectives of the Canon Development school of thought
regarding Marcion's influence on the development of a formal canon, three distinct considerations
must be noted. First, one must consider the overall strength of these arguments regarding
Marcion’s impact on the canonical process as a whole. On balance, the line of reasoning by
Harnack and Von Campenhausen appears a bit simplistic, as if early Christians conceived of
writings as an 'either/or' proposition. Metzger's position causes some concerns for placing such
central importance on Marcion's canonical influence, as he notes evidence for an early Pauline
corpus, early authoritative uses of writings, and notes at least two other influences in the
formation of canon. Second, we must consider some of the central questions involving Marcion's
views on canon and authority. Harnack conceives of Marcion's God as a central explanation for
his reconceiving acceptable authority. Von Campenhausen notes the impact that Marcion had on
the Great Church, forcing them to officially address what may have been implicit, namely
questions about new revelation and writings. Both Harnack and Von Campenhausen suggest that
Marcion may have allowed for continual revision of texts, posing numerous questions not only
about the stability of written authority, but also challenging text-critical reconstructions of early
Christian writings. Metzger rightly notes the importance of widening the lens with which we
study Marcion and his relation to early Christian writings and authority, primarily the need to
consider the impact of non-standard sources. All of these perspectives provide worthy
considerations of Marcion. A final consideration involves the implications for the central
argument of this study, that for Marcion the uniqueness of Jesus Christ stands behind his
reconception of acceptable sources of authority. Harnack's perspective that Marcion sought a God
who was different than the deity of creation and the Jewish scriptures advocates for such an
understanding, as doesVon Campenhausen's understanding of Marcion's tension between law and
gospel. For those scholars who argue Marcion's canon led to the formation of the canon of the
Great Church, it seems highly likely that such changes would have been driven by a hermeneutic
of Jesus' unique authority in opposition to Jewish scriptures and influences.
30

Canon and Literature Formation School
The Canon and Literature Formation view understands Marcion not only to have formed
the notion of a specifically Christian canon, but also to have influenced a major redaction and
writing of the texts now found in the Christian New Testament. The first major proponent of this
view is John Knox, who affirms Harnack's argument that Marcion's canon was the first distinctly
Christian canon.59 While the Canon Formation School views Marcion's version of Luke as a
redacted version of the current Luke, Knox indicates that Marcion edited a primitive form of
Luke's Gospel.60 On Luke, Knox writes that there was “a primitive Gospel, containing
approximately the same Markan and Matthean elements which our Luke contains and some of its
peculiar materials, was somewhat shortened by Marcion or some predecessor and rather
considerably enlarged by the writer of our Gospel, who was also the maker of Luke-Acts.”61 For
Knox, Marcion's use of primitive Luke led a proto-orthodox writer to edit the Gospel of Luke;
further, Marcion’s “Gospel and Apostle” paradigm led the proto-orthodox editor of Luke to write
the canonical Acts of the Apostles in the same pattern in an attempt to reclaim both the Gospel of
Luke and Apostle Paul from the Marcionites.62 Thus Knox conceives of Marcion as highly
influential for later Christian perspectives on authority, as reactionary literature found its way into
the Christian canon.
Following Knox's perspective is Joseph Tyson, who argues for a late compositional
dating of Luke-Acts as a response to Marcion during the period from 100 to 150 CE.63 Tyson
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understands Marcion to have presented such an enormous problem for the church with his
rejection of Judaism that writers such as Irenaeus and Tertullian became hard pressed to find
symbolic or allegorical representations of Christ in the writings of Judaism whilst simultaneously
using the gospel narratives to present him as something unique.64 Pauline writings and theology
were especially problematic for the proto-orthodox, as they constituted the core of Marcion's
theological system, leading the proto-orthodox to combat Marcionite Christianity with the
creation of Luke-Acts. Tyson thus argues for three distinct versions of Luke’s Gospel: the preMarcionite gospel of roughly canonical Luke 3-23, the Marcionite Gospel which likely included
the pre-Marcionite version with some significant omissions and minor changes, and the canonical
edition with added prologue, infancy narratives, a re-writing the resurrection, and addition of
post-resurrection scenes.65 This proto-orthodox version of Luke-Acts became the primary antiMarcionite tool in the early church, eventually becoming formally canonized and demonstrating
Marcion’s unique influence as a catalyst for the formation of both canon and literature.
In The Pre-Nicene New Testament, Robert M. Price posits that Marcion was not only
behind the formation of a specifically Christian canon and caused the redacting/writing of LukeActs, but that he was also the first collector of a Pauline canon.66 For Price, Marcion viewed Paul
as the restorer of an early Jesus Movement already corrupted by the twelve disciples.67 However,
when he began using the writings of Paul to reform the church he was met by a counterreformation of Justin Martyr, Irenaeus, and Tertullian, who themselves began to co-opt Marcion's
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idea of specifically Christian writings.68 In this view Marcion ultimately not only formed the first
specifically Christian canon and influenced the formation of the canonical Luke-Acts, but he also
was the first to collect a Pauline corpus and call for a distinctive set of Christian writings.69
What implications for authority in Marcion come from the Canon and Literature
Formation perspective? Here Marcion's views on canon and authority are understood as
paradigmatic for later Christianity. Price indicates that Marcion was the first to conceive of a
collection of Christian writings, and while Knox and Tyson do not take Marcion's influence
nearly that far, they also affirm that Marcion gave rise to the idea of canon and impacted the
understood authority of texts, especially the various versions of Luke-Acts. As with the Canon
Formation school, the scholars conceive of Marcion's conception of acceptable sources of
authority as those which seek to demonstrate and preserve that which is unique about the person
and work of Jesus Christ. For the Canon and Literature Formation School, it remains clear that
Marcion's desire was to reinforce the uniqueness of the Christian message in a paradigmatic
fashion.
There are several problems with this perspective, however, including concerns with the
distinctiveness of the Gospel-Apostle format and the implications stemming from a late
redaction/composition of Luke-Acts.70 Evidence from textual criticism is especially troublesome
for this view, as many textual critics argue that second and third century texts sufficiently
demonstrate textual stability in such a way that it is extremely unlikely that any major recension
of a text of the Christian writing later found in the New Testament occurred during any point
during the second century.71 Further, the consensus of textual scholars on collections of scripture

68

Ibid., xii.
Ibid., 265.
70
For additional discussion of the Gospel-Apostle format, see Dieter T. Roth's Marcion and the Early New
Testament Text.
71
Larry W. Hurtado. “The New Testament in the Second Century: Text, Collections and Canon.” In
Transmissions and Reception: New Testament Text-Critical and Exegetical Studies, 3-27. Editors J.W.
Childers and D.C. Parker. Texts and Studies, Third Series, 4. Piscataway (NJ): Gorgian Press, 2006. 5;
Second century manuscripts tend to be found on codices rather than scrolls, which Hurtado understands as
69

33

that existed prior to the mid-second century is quite clear: Marcion could not have been the first
to create a collection of Christian writings.72 In the face of such arguments from textual scholars,
the perspective of the Canon and Literature Formation School seems increasingly unlikely.
Canon Refinement School
The third perspective on Marcion's relationship with the Christian canon is the Canon
Refinement perspective, which suggests that while Marcion employed the concept of canon and
redefined its parameters, he was effectively following the example of previous collections of
Christian writings. This school of thought has become increasingly popular in recent decades, due
in no small part to gains in the field of textual criticism. In Marcion and His Influence, E.C.
Blackman argues that while Marcion was the first person to create a closed Christian canon, he
rejects the claim that Marcion created the idea of a collection of Christian writings.73 Concerning
Jewish scriptures, Blackman proposes that Marcion's criticism of those writings stemmed from
his conviction that the Gospel of Christ was utterly new in nature.74 However, it was his rejection
of all four gospels as acceptable sources of authority that eventually got Marcion into trouble.75
While agreeing with Knox's assessment of Marcion's impact on the timing of the formal
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canonization process and the “Gospel and Apostle” model, Blackman concludes that Knox's
overarching argument was “quite exaggerated.”76
Franz Stuhlhofer also finds that many of Marcion's ideas, long thought to be distinctive,
had little real influence on the church.77 Similarly, J.N.D. Kelly indicates that the essential
contours of the Christian canon were in place before Marcion arrived on the scene, making his
contribution to the overall shape of the specifically Christian canon minimal at most.78 While
Kelly understands Marcion to have created the first closed canon composed of Christian writings
and ultimately to have sped up the formal canonization, he locates the impetus for both a
functional and formal canon to have arisen from the church's own convictions and practices.79
Bart Ehrman, who affirms that Marcion did not create the idea of a specifically Christian canon,
nevertheless concludes that Marcion was the first to argue for an edited closed canon, effectively
an attempt to regain the uncorrupted form of Pauline writings.80 In the view of these scholars,
Marcion remains best understood as refining the idea of a Christian canon.
Robert Smith Wilson also conceives of Marcion's impact on the formation of a Christian
canon as refining. Central to Wilson's understanding was Marcion’s desire to understand
fundamental questions about the character of God in relation to the world and his high
Christology.81 Wilson suggests that the central place of Jewish scriptures in Christian circles, as
well as Paul's concerns with the law in Romans, likely formed the basis for Marcion's early
thinking about the connection between Judaism and Christianity, especially in relation to written
authorities.82 Wilson writes that Marcion “was a man of deep and genuine religious character, of
an intensely practical nature, and without any tendency to speculation. He stood forth in that age
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of mixed faiths, of eclectic paganism, and Gnostic Christianity, as a teacher who had manifested a
clear and definite, if narrow, creed. His sincerity, his piety, his energy, and his wonderful powers
of organization, created not merely bands of devoted followers, but a church which, according to
the ideas of those who belonged to it, was a reformation and a purification of the existing
Christianity.”83 Marcion’s concerns with the uniqueness of Christ in relation to the Jewish laws
led him first to reject an allegorical interpretation of the Jewish scriptures before ultimately
leading him to reject them in their entirety.84 Wilson submits that Marcion was one of the first
textual critics of Christianity, and that such criticism, along with his canonical project, forced the
church to rely more heavily upon the written works that came to form the New Testament canon
and more clearly recognize the different forms of authority that could be attributed to what were
becoming the two testaments.85 From Wilson’s perspective, Marcion's concern with the
uniqueness of Christ in relation to the Jewish scriptures led him to reject those writings as
legitimate sources of authority in favor of the apostolic authority of Paul.
Two of the most prominent modern perspectives for the Canon Refinement School are
those of Lee Martin McDonald and John Barton. McDonald writes that during the second century
prior to Marcion, “the words gospel-apostle (sometimes Lord-apostle), representing the words of
Jesus and letters of the apostles, began to be placed alongside the Prophets as authorities in the
early church.”86 From the wider selection of Christian writings available to him, Marcion chose
portions of both Gospel (Luke) and Apostle (some letters of Paul) that reflected his understanding
of the distinctiveness between Christianity and Judaism.87 In this view Marcion believed that the
love of the Christian gospel was incompatible with the legalistic and oppressive legal codes found
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Ibid., 79.
Ibid., 115-6.
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Ibid., 143-50, 162-3, 179-80; Building upon Wilson’s work, Joseph Hoffman argues that Marcion's
unique perspective was not that he sought to form a collection of Christian writings, but that he appealed so
strongly to a specific apostolic source, namely Paul, to provide the basis for his theology of Christ
(Marcion: On the Restitution of Christianity: An Essay on the Development of Radical Paulinist Theology
in the Second Century. Edited Carl A. Raschke. American Academy of Religion Academy Series. Chico
(CA): Scholars Press, 1984. 308).
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BC, 324.
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in Jewish scripture and Jewish-Christian writings, and instead emphasized a simple and literal
reading of the text, thereby stripping the church of her first scriptures and connection to
antiquity.88 McDonald concludes that while Marcion did not delineate the need for a Christian
canon, he did cause the church to consider carefully the scope of its authoritative literature.89
In Barton’s view, most of the writings now found in the New Testament were already
considered authoritative and scriptural by the early second century.90 While much of the church
already possessed collections of scripture, Marcion forced the overt consideration of the
collection process and level of authority ascribed to new Christian writings.91 He writes,
“Marcion was not responsible for the Christians adopting a New Testament; he was responsible
‘for their retaining the Old Testament.’”92 Against what he sees as Marcion’s exaggerated
importance at the hands of Harnack and Von Campenhausen, Barton argues that Marcion was
essentially an early Christian traditionalist in that he emphasized the person and work of Christ
and sought to exclude scriptures that failed to demonstrate his unique place in salvation-history.93
Barton concludes that Marcion was ultimately important for two reasons: his rejection of the
Jewish scriptures and his view of Jesus as the deliverer of those in bondage to the evil creatorgod.94 For the Canon Refinement position, Marcion cannot be understood as the originator of the
ideas of Christian canon, as he was following the general second-century practice of collecting
Christian scriptures. Rejecting the Jewish scriptures and teachings of Jewish apostles, Marcion set
forth the first specifically Christian canon, causing the Great Church95 to respond with their own
considerations on the authority of written sources.
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Ibid., 326; While this anti-Judaism has been construed as anti-Semite, Tyson notes that Marcion’s
interpretive style may have made his views more compatible with second century Jews than previous
thought (Tyson, 131).
89
Ibid., 333.
90
HWST, 35.
91
Ibid., 36; For Barton, Marcion's sought to exclude books with a Jewish bias, not collect a fixed tradition.
92
BC, 329; Citing Barton “Marcion Revisited,” 354.
93
HWST, 37, 42-5.
94
BC, 328-9; Citing Barton “Marcion Revisited,” 350.
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Again using Harnack’s term.
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Several conclusions stem from this consideration of the Canon Refinement School. First,
taking into account the evidence espoused by the textual critics, this way of viewing Marcion’s
impact on the formation of the canon seems to make the best overall sense. Marcion's canon,
while standing as the first closed canon of specifically Christian literature and unique in its
rejection of the Jewish scriptures and emphasis on Paul, by-and-large followed the general second
century pattern among Christians of scriptural collection. These emphases forced the Great
Church to overtly consider the wider implications of new writings and their authority in relation
to other sources of authority, eventually leading to the formal canonization of the Christian New
Testament. Marcion’s impact on the Christian canon may thus be labeled as refinement. Second,
coming from this view are several implications for conceptions of authority within early
Christianity. The relationship between textual criticism, including manuscript evidence and
textual stability, and canonical development studies has much to offer for understanding the
relationship between texts and authority. The implications of what McDonald and Barton refer to
as conservative tendencies in Marcion's collection of writings also begs further investigation, as it
seems to indicate the widespread authoritative use of a variety of scriptures by diverse Christian
communities.96 Additionally, the canon refinement school directs future scholarship back to a
rereading of ancient Christian sources on Marcion to reexamine the major concerns with his
theology that were being expressed. For much of the history of Marcionite study it seems to have
been presumed that Marcion's major problems with the Great Church involved his sources of
authority; however, it may be that his theological conceptions were of more importance than has
been noted.
Finally, there are the implications for this study’s argument, that Marcion understood the
Jesus event as unique enough to reject sources of authority denigrating that uniqueness. As has
been seen, Blackman understands Marcion's criticism and rejection of Jewish scriptures as
stemming from his conviction that the Gospel of Christ was utterly new and unique. Wilson, too,
96

Perhaps even along the lines of Ehrman’s considerations of the variety within early Christian writings.
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indicates that Marcion's desire to understand the fundamental nature of God and his high
Christology directly impacted the formation of his canon. Similarly McDonald concludes that for
Marcion the love of the Gospel of Christ was incompatible with the oppressive terms of the
Jewish scriptures and apostles such as Peter and James. Finally, Barton finds that Marcion's
traditionalist form of theology emphasized Christ in such a way as to exclude scriptures that
failed to demonstrate his unique place in salvation-history. From these sources then, it remains
clear that for Marcion Jesus of Nazareth was understood to uniquely reveal the true God in such a
way that any sources of authority denigrating his uniqueness were argued to be unauthoritative.
IV. Conclusions
By way of closing this chapter on the Marcion Problem, this section offers the following
conclusions. First, following the review of the various schools of thought concerning Marcion's
impact on the development of Christian canon, and authority, the Canon Refinement School
promotes the best explanation of the available textual, historical, and theological evidence. This
school argues that Marcion’s canon, while the first closed Christian canon, neither formed the
Christian ideas of collection and canon (as in the Canon Formation school), nor did it influence
creation or redaction of existing literature (as in the Canon and Literature Formation school).
Second, Marcion clearly engaged the possibly authoritative written sources available in early
Christianity in a unique manner, forcing the Great Church to overtly grapple with ideas of canon
and what constituted authoritative literature. In this respect Marcion's literal reading and
subsequent rejection of the Jewish scriptures marked an important point in the history of the
hermeneutical development within the wider Christian community. Third, as numerous scholars
ranging from Harnack to Barton have affirmed, viewing certain texts as viable sources of
authority was an important project for Marcion. Though scholars continue to debate whether the
importance Marcion placed on written authority reflected an existing tradition within Christianity
or whether his actions were among the earliest with respect for creating a written corpus of
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authoritative writings, it remains clear that Marcion vested a strong understanding of authority in
the edited writings of Paul and his version of Luke's Gospel.
Finally, the topic of this study, whether or not Marcion's overarching hermeneutic for the
acceptance or rejection of an authoritative work lay in his understanding of the person and event
of Jesus. From the perspectives of Irenaeus, Hippolytus, and Tertullian, it seems that Marcion’s
understanding of the goodness and uniqueness of Jesus precluded the possibility the Lord could
have been aligned with the deity of the Jewish scriptures. To associate the message of Paul, that
Jesus came to earth to bring freedom from evil, with the evil deity of the Jewish scriptures was to
inaccurately understand the person and work of God through Jesus. From early Christian
responses, it seems clear that Marcion rejected the writings of Judaism because of his inability to
reconcile them with the good news of Jesus. Despite clear disagreements concerning Marcion's
impact on the church's conception of canon among modern scholars, there remains a great deal of
unity concerning Marcion's hermeneutical paradigm. Harnack, Von Campenhausen, and
Metzger's views on Marcion emphasize his desire for a God who was different than the deity of
creation and the Jewish scriptures, especially in light of his tension between law and gospel.
Knox, Tyson, and Price also conceive of Marcion's central hermeneutic as one seeking to
demonstrate and preserve that which was unique about the person and work of Jesus Christ found
in the writings of the Apostle Paul and the Gospel of Luke. For the scholars of the Canon
Refinement perspective, rejection of the Jewish scriptures stemmed from Marcion's
understanding of the Christ event as unique and incompatible with the oppressive Jewish deity
and teachings of Peter and James. Barton and McDonald especially show that Marcion's
theological hermeneutic emphasized the person and work of Christ in such a way as to exclude
sources of written authority that failed to demonstrate his unique place in salvation-history.
Therefore, for Marcion the work and words of Jesus were understood to uniquely reveal the true
God in such a way that any sources of authority or hermeneutical positions denigrating that
uniqueness were rejected as unauthoritative for followers of Jesus.
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Nearly thousands of years removed from the original context of the Marcion Problem, it
remains clear that Marcion's views on canon and authority were, in the end at least, found to be
extreme. In order to better understand perspectives on authority within the early Church, the next
two chapters examine two views which were more widely affirmed, those of Clement of Rome
and Ignatius of Antioch.
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CHAPTER THREE: CLEMENT OF ROME
I. Introduction
When reading the literature available to him, Marcion would undoubtedly have come
across the letter of an earlier Christian residing in Rome, Clement’s First Letter to the Corinthian
Church, which has long held a place of importance within the study of the earliest forms of
Christianity.1 As one of the earliest writings of the Apostolic Fathers, First Clement contains a
wealth of insights into the life of the early church, including numerous appeals to sources of
textual and non-textual authority. This chapter argues that Clement’s use of sources, textual and
non-textual, indicates that the Lord Jesus Christ stood as the highest authority for Christian life
and faith, and that any use of other sources was funneled through the paradigm of Christ's
authority and uniqueness.
Authorship and Dating
Scholars have long noted two clear possibilities concerning the author of First Clement:
either it was written by Clement of Rome (d. 99 CE) or pseudonymous and later attributed to him.
For those arguing Clement did not write this letter, the epistle was only retrospectively named
after one of the earliest leaders of the Roman Church. 2 Few affirm this position, however, and
most scholars agree that Clement of Rome was the primary author of the first letter bearing his
name, though there are often differing details attributed to his life.3 This study concurs with the

1

Richard P. McBrien. “The letter of Pope St. Clement I.” In National Catholic Reporter. Volume 45, 8.
Feb. 6, 2009. 22; While numerous selections of literature came to bear Clement of Rome’s name over the
centuries, this study only considers First Clement, viewing Second Clement, the Clementine Homilies, and
all other literature bearing Clement’s name as spurious. In this chapter we refer to this letter as First
Clement, 1 Clement, or Clement.
2
Andrew F. Gregory. “I Clement: An Introduction.” In The Expository Times, 223-230. Volume 117, 6.
2006. 223; The chief factor in favor of this view is the lack of a named author, in contrast to the model of
Paul and other early Christian writers.
3
Origen, in his Commentary on John 6:36, argues that the letter's author was the man mentioned by Paul in
Philippians 4:3 (David I. Rankin. From Clement to Origen: The Social and Historical Context of the
Church Fathers. Burlington (VA): Ashgate, 2006. 26). Eusebius identifies him as companion of Paul and
third bishop of Rome (EH, 3.4.8-9; 3.15.1; 3.34.1). According to Tertullian, Clement succeeded Peter
directly as Bishop of Rome (Tertullian, Prescription, 32). Pseudo-Clementine literature associates our
author with the Roman nobility, sometimes identified as Flavius Clemens, cousin of the emperor Domitian
and consul in 95 CE (GFC, 225). The contents of the letter make clear the fact that Clement resided in
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general consensus among scholars, that the author of First Clement was the man who was, or
would later become, Bishop of Rome.4
This, of course, begs the questions of when First Clement was written and what position
Clement held when he wrote this letter. Michael Stover has helpfully classified the plethora of
opinions concerning the date of First Clement’s composition into three categories: Early Date (ca.
64-70 CE), Middle Date (ca. 94-98 CE), and Late Date (until 140 CE).5 Of these, the “Late Date”
category remains largely unsupported among contemporary scholars.6 Traditionally accepted, the
“Middle Date” category posits a composition between 94 and 98 CE.7 Commonly mounted
evidence for this range includes the letter's language about the deaths of Peter and Paul, which
suggests a not-forgotten-but-not-yesterday-event, and the interpretation of 1 Clement 1:1 as
referencing the persecution of the church under Domitian.8 John A.T. Robinson, chief proponent
of the “Early Date” position, argues for the composition of First Clement in early 70 CE based
upon three major considerations: the apparent recentness of the martyrdoms of Peter and Paul, the

Rome, could fluently compose letters in Greek, and held some position of authority within the Roman
church. According to old church tradition and Irenaeus, Clement was a disciple of the apostles and
personally knew both Peter and Paul (John Fuellenbach. Ecclesiastical Office and the Primacy of Rome: An
Evaluation of Recent Theological Discussion of First Clement. Edited by Johannes Quasten. The Catholic
University of American Studies in Christian Antiquity: No. 20. Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University
of American Press, 1980. 3). Robinson, concurring with the author of the Clementine Recognitions, affirms
the tradition that Clement was converted in Rome by Barnabas, who later introduced him to Peter
(Robinson, Redating, 217). Prior to his conversion, Clement was almost certainly a Hellenistic Jew, as his
knowledge of the LXX, the apocryphal writings, and knowledge of the traditions of the Hellenistic
synagogue point towards his Jewish roots, while his relative silence concerning Hebrew and the historical
Israel suggest his distance from Judea (Fullenbach, 3).
4
The tradition that Clement knew Peter and Paul seems likely based on textual evidence (see below),
though we cannot affirm with any degree of probability the claims that Clement was Paul’s traveling
companion or a noble.
5
Michael Stover. The Dating of I Clement. Thesis. Wake Forest (NC): Southeastern Baptist Theological
Seminary, 2012. ix-x.
6
GFC, 227; Though Gregory notes that interpretations of 1 Clement 1:1 as references to the persecutions of
Nero or Domitian remain problematic.
7
Fuellenbach, 1; Bart D. Ehrman. Lost Scriptures: Books that Did Not Make It into the New Testament.
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2003. 142; K&K, 136; Odd Magne Bakke. Concord and Peace: A
Rhetorical Analysis of the First Letter of Clement with an Emphasis on the Language of Sedition and Unity.
Edited by Jorg Frey, Martin Hengel, Otfried Hofius. WissenschaftlicheUntersuchungenzumNeuen
Testament: 2. Reihe. 141. Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2001. 11; Roger E. Olson. The Story of Christian
Theology: Twenty Centuries of Tradition and Reform. Downers Grove (IL): InterVarsity Press, 1999. 42;
W.J. Ferrar. “Clement of Rome II.” In Theology, 274-282. Volume 17-18. 1928. 276; Stover, ix-x.
8
Bakke, 11; GFC, 227.
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apparent development of the episcopal office between 1 Clement and Ignatius, and the apparent
reference in 1 Clement 41 to a still standing and functioning Temple in Jerusalem.9 Obviously,
determining Clement’s position when he wrote First Clement depends heavily upon the dating of
the letter. If Clement was Bishop of Rome from 92 to 99 CE and First Clement was written
within the traditional “Middle Date” range, this would seem to account for the letter’s rapid
acceptance.10 However, it is also possible that the lack of clear reference to Clement’s office in
First Clement points toward a pre-bishop composition.11 This study proceeds from the traditional
“Middle Date” of 94-98 CE for the composition of Clement.12
Purpose in Writing
First Clement addresses a division in the Corinthian church in which presbyters had been
forcibly deposed from their ecclesial offices and replaced. The two primary explanations for the
divide in Corinth are pneumatics/charismatics and ex-Essene Levites.13 Regardless of which
hypothesis one accepts, the vast majority of scholars accept 1 Clement 63:4 as the stated purpose
9

Fuellenbach, 2-3; Robinson, Redating, 329-330; While admitting that 1 Clement references second- or
third-generation ministry, Robinson rejects the implication that these indicate a span of two or three
generations, writing that twenty years of ministry would have been sufficient time for presbyters (who were
by definition elderly) to have been “long established in office.” (331) Additionally, Robinson argues that
Hebrews had been written only two or three years earlier to the Church in Rome, making it perfectly
natural for Clement to use materials from Hebrews as he does throughout 1 Clement (332).
10
Robinson, Redating, 282; While some have questioned whether the Roman Catholic tradition's lists of
early leaders are accurate, Ferrar argues that the corporate memory of the church would almost certainly
have maintained accurate enough records concerning the succession of bishops, affirming the historical
likelihood of a Clementine papacy from the years 92 to 99 CE (W.J. Ferrar.”Clement of Rome I.” In
Theology, 71-77. Volume 17-18. 1928. 75-6).
11
Rankin, 26; Bernard Gree. Christianity in Ancient Rome: The First Three Centuries. New York: T&T
Clark International, 2010. 53-4; Robinson argues that, “not only is the author not writing as bishop, but the
office of bishop is still apparently synonymous with that of presbyter (42.4f; 44.1, 4f; 54.2; 57.1), as in the
New Testament,” a clear indication of both a pre-92 CE compositional date as well as Clement's episcopal
office (328).
12
Though we also note that Robinson’s “Early Date” thesis has not been sufficiently problematized to rule
out that option as a possibility.
13
Fuellenbach, 7; Harry O. Maier. “The Charismatic Authority of Ignatius of Antioch: A Sociological
Analysis.” In Studies in Religion: Sciences Religieuses, 185-199. Volume 18, 2. Spring 1989. 93-4, 117-22;
The pneumatic/charismatic are seen as advocating for charismatic rather than episcopal organization, and
the ex-Essene Levites are viewed as desiring leadership/priesthood for themselves. Concerning the original
model of Corinthian organization, or at least the iteration that Clement was seeking to reinstate, two
primary theses are submitted: a Pauline constitution based primarily on 1 Corinthians that was highly
charismatic and a Luke/Acts-Pastoral model, which emphasized appointed leadership While Clement's
report on the installation of church officers by the apostles themselves appears to be historically reliable,
sources on the method of installation are non-existent, leading to something of an impasse.
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of the letter, where the duly appointed and unjustly deposed leaders of the Corinthian church must
be reinstated so that peace and order may again rule over the church.14 The factors contributing to
this purpose, however, are not so clearly defined. Some suggest that First Clement demonstrates
an early attempt at Roman domination over geographically separate churches.15 This suggestion is
unconvincing, as the forms of Christianity in Rome and Corinth did not appear so substantially
divergent that First Clement should be read as forcing “Roman Orthodoxy” upon other
churches.16 Another possibility is that the Corinthians resisted Paul's earlier calls for ordered
organization and that Clement was simply continuing the Great Church tradition of exhorting the
Corinthian church toward order.17 The Corinthian’s apparently high regard to Paul and the
significant similarities between Roman and Corinthian faith make this unlikely as well.18 A third
explanation posits that the main theme of the letter deals more with issues of schism than specific
ecclesiastical offices and allows Clement to expound upon much broader concerns of Christian
unity between Corinth and Rome.19 This perspective best satisfies the contents of the letter,
especially the wide range of sources that Clement utilizes proscribing unity and peace throughout
the whole people of God. In this study, Clement is best understood as deliberative rhetorical
writing urging peace and order in all churches united in Christ.
History of First Clement
First Clement was apparently very well received by the Corinthian church, as Dionysius
of Corinth reported to Rome that the church was still reading the letter in the late second
14

Rankin, 33; Fuellenbach, 7-8; First Clement remains best understood as sumbouleutikon, a literary genre
used to persuade others to determine for themselves an appropriate resolution to their difficulties (GFC,
226). Fuellenbach, however, describes this as an admonitory and corrective speech belonging to the genre
of paraenesis (9).
15
GFC, 225. This argument is primarily based upon the inference that Clement writes to Corinth without
their first asking for assistance.
16
K&K, 50-1; Indeed, Kostenberger and Kruger have argued that the divisions in Corinth merely
demonstrate that the Great Church was facing potential schisms during the post-Apostolic era.
17
Hinson, 55.
18
K&K, 50; Olson, 42-3; Pauline “unity” is especially emphasized.
19
Barbara Ellen Bowe. A Church in Crisis: Ecclesiology and Paranesis in Clement of Rome. Cambridge:
Harvard Divinity School, 1986. iv; Fuellenbach, 4; Especially since Clement would have viewed the
removal of the Corinthian presbyters as a “serious offense against the established order and practice of the
community.” This confirms Bakke's assessment of Clement as “deliberative rhetoric urging concord” (15).
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century.20 The letter also became viewed as authoritative outside of Rome and Corinth, as
Polycarp, Irenaeus of Lyons, Didymus the Blind, the Syriac Apostolic Canons, and Clement of
Alexandria all cite the letter.21 Despite this use of First Clement within the early church, the letter
eventually became lost to Western Scholarship until its rediscovery in Codex Alexandrinus in the
17th century.22 This manuscript, along with several other ancient versions, forms the basis for
contemporary editions of First Clement used in this study.23
II. Textual Authority in First Clement
The standard for considering textual authority in First Clement is Donald A. Hagner's
The Use of the Old and New Testaments in Clement of Rome.24 Following Hagner’s format,
considered here are references to various sources of textual authority, specifically uses of Jewish
scriptures and Christian texts. This section concludes that Clement employed each source of
written authority through a central hermeneutic of the uniqueness of Jesus Christ, specifically his
work of peace and order in the universe.
20

AFSCI, 133; Bart D. Ehrman. Lost Christianities: The Battles for Scripture and the Faiths We Never
Knew. New York: Oxford University Press, 2003. 175; Ehrman notes that Clement was viewed as scripture
by the Corinthians.
21
GFC, 224; Bakke, 11; Schmithals, 48; Citation as authoritative was not unique to First Clement among
now non-canonical writings and the letter long held a scriptural role that surpassed Hebrews, 2 Peter,
James, and 2-3 John in many churches (Metzger, New Testament, 275; Lisa D. Maugans Driver. Christ at
the Center: The Early Christian Era. Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2009. 99). Such use of First
Clement should not be surprising, given its place in the struggle for Christian identity in the post-Apostolic
age and connection to the apostles (AFSCI, 133). Robinson notes that early Christians were well acquainted
with the categories of genuine, disputed, and spurious literature, and it would be a mistake to think that
First Clement’s later exclusion from the New Testament Canon dictates that the letter was either spurious
or not useful (348). Also noteworthy is Kruger’s argument that early Christian’s aversion to use of texts
remain inaccurate at best (Michael J. Kruger. The Canon Debate: Challenging the Status Quo in the New
Testament Debate. Downers Grove (IL): Inter Varsity Press, 2013. 117).
22
Alexandrinus remains the oldest Greek version of the letter. Here Clement follows the Apocalypse and is
missing 57:7-63:4 (Ehrman, Lost, 142; GFC, 223).
23
Codex Hierosolymitanus (Codex Constantinopolitanus), from 1056 CE, is the only other Greek
manuscript of Clement, and including the entirety of the letter. There are several additional extant copies of
First Clement, two partial copies in Coptic (from the fourth and seventh centuries, respectively), a complete
Latin manuscript from the eleventh century that almost certainly relied upon a second or third century
exemplar, and a twelfth century Syriac copy, in which First Clement (and Second Clement) appear after
Acts and the Catholic Epistles but before the Pauline Epistles. See GFC (224), Lake, and Appendix A.
24
GFC, 129-30; Hagner’s methodology agrees with the principles for this study noted above, most notable
that when a known source readily corresponds to a passage in First Clement such a passage should be
understood to correspond to the extant source (Donald A. Hagner. The Use of the Old and New Testaments
in Clement of Rome. Editor W.C van Unnik. Supplements to Novum Testaementum. Leiden: E.J. Brill,
1973. 15) .
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Jewish Scriptures
Almost the entirety of Clement’s letter springs from the narrative of the Jewish scriptures,
making it difficult to overstate their importance for his argument.25 First Clement contains
approximately seventy-five quotations from the Jewish scriptures, this in addition to numerous
allusions, the totality of which encompasses nearly one-quarter of the entire epistle.26 The use of
introductory formulae and long sections of quotation leave no doubt that Clement considered the
Jewish scriptures, more specifically the Septuagint, useful and authoritative for the life of the
church.27 While no other early Christian writing contains as many long passages as First Clement,
the extensive use of Psalms, Isaiah, and Genesis is very similar to other early Christian writings,
and the lengthy use of Job and Proverbs can easily be explained by the immediate purposes of
this epistle.28 Certainly Clement viewed the Jewish Scriptures as acceptable sources of authority
for followers of Jesus.
Clement introduces nearly every use of Jewish scripture with an introduction of some
kind, though the introductory formula and level of quotation accuracy vary somewhat.29 While
the vast majority of Clement's quotations are clearly and accurately from the Septuagint, several
25

GFC, 120; Hagner, 21; Kelly, 65; BC, 248, 256; Ehrman, Lost, 142; TNT in AF, 288; C.F. Evans, 234;
Hanson, 414; Helmut Koester. Synoptische Uberlieferung bei den Apostolischen Vatern. In TU, 25-61.
Volume 65. Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1957. 136.
26
Hagner, 22; Canon, 43; Gree, 55; GFC, 228; cx. W. Wrede in Untersuchungen zum ersten
Klemensbriefe, 60; Scholars range between 65 and 85 total citations of the Jewish scriptures in First
Clement, with some including apocryphal and reconstructed composite citations.
27
Long quotations include: Isaiah 53 (ch. 16), Psalm 50 (ch. 18), Job 4.16-5.5 (ch. 39), Job 5.17-26 (ch.
56), Proverbs 1.23-33 (ch. 57), Genesis 4.3-8 (ch. 4), Psalm 49.16-23 (ch. 35), Psalm 33.12-18 (ch. 22), and
Isaiah 1.16-20 (ch. 8). GFC, 228; Hagner, 22, 110; Rankin, 27; Such extensive use suggests for
Fuellenbach that the words of the Jewish scriptures were for Clement the words of God, which are “from
God, they reveal His will, and thus they are of supreme authority. Concerning the importance of the Old
Testament for Clement, no exaggeration is possible” (Fuellenbach, 12).
28
Hagner, 23-4; Fuellenbach, 11; Clement, like other ECW, tends to use texts with little regard for thei
literary contexts.
29
Hagner, 26-8, 33-4; Hagner delineates eight different forms of introduction: “(1) graphei, or some
derivative thereof; (2) legei; (3) eipen; and (4) phesi. To these we add (5) miscellaneous introductions; a
separate section (6) containing those formulae which are derived from the narrative and/or point to the
human author rather than the divine character of the quoted words; (7) a list of passages without formulae;
and (8) a list of the formulae used with non-canonical writings.” He also divides uses of the Jewish
scriptures into four distinct categories: “(a) those which are clearly septuagintal; (b) composite quotations
which are basically septuagintal; (c) quotations which appear to be (but are not necessarily) nonseptuagintal; and (d) quotations which are non-canonical.”
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passages contain slight variations from the LXX. 30 Most variations appear to originate from
Clement’s reliance upon memory or alterations for linguistic or stylistic purposes.31 Indeed,
Hagner suggests that Clement's use of pou (somewhere) in his introductory formulae betrays his
tendency to quote from memory.32 In quoting from memory, offering stylistic modifications, and
clarifying obscure texts such Isaiah 60:17 in 1 Clement 42:5,33 Clement demonstrates the relative
flexibility with which he viewed the authority of the Jewish Scriptures. If these texts were his
final authority, one would expect to find a fairly rigid reading and interpretation used. Yet
Clement's use of the Jewish scriptures, while affirming their authority and usefulness, leaves open
the possibility that they may be superseded by other forms of authority.34
Apocalyptic and Deuterocanonical Texts
There are admittedly few uses of texts now labeled as apocryphal and deuterocanonical in
Clement, especially when compared to the number of Jewish and Christian sources referenced.
Clement certainly drew upon Wisdom,35 and seems to have known Judith and Sirach as well.36
There are also a number of unknown quotations, including 1Clem 17:6; 23:3; and 46:2, which are
thought to have come from lost works such as Apocryphal Ezekiel, the Assumption of Moses, and
Eldad and Modad.37 Interestingly, no clear uses of apocryphal material are formally introduced in
First Clement, though he does employ formulae with other non-canonical writings.38 While
admittedly limited in scope, the evidence suggests that available materials which affirmed his
arguments or provided insights into his purposes for writing were viable sources for use by
Clement.
30

Hagner, 77; AFSCI, 136; Most notable are the composite quotations, where Clement conflates two or
more passages and combines them into what would otherwise appear to be single quotation.
31
Hagner, 78-9, 103.
32
Hagner, 106. This tendency carries over into some of the longer passages as well.
33
HWST, 77; cx. Frank, Kanonbildung, 24.
34
Hagner, 109; This is especially apparent in Clement’s use of Isaiah 60:17.
35
2.24 in 1Clem 3.4 and 12.12 in 1Clem 27.5; See Appendix A; AF, 39.
36
Ehrman, Lake, and Holmes affirm evidence of Judith in 1Clem 55, and Hagner and Grant argue for
Clement's use of Sirach; See Appendix A; Robert M. Grant. The Apostolic Fathers: A New Translation and
Commentary. Volume 1: An Introduction. New York: Thomas Nelson, 1964. 39.
37
See Appendix A; Hagner, 29-30.
38
Ibid., 29-30.
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Use of the Jewish Scriptures
Fuellenbach outlines four primary manners in which Clement utilizes Jewish scriptures:
“(1) to present a view; (2) to explain a thought; (3) to prove a statement; (4) and to motivate a
demand.”39 In other words, Clement relies upon the Jewish scriptures to legitimate his arguments
about peace and order in the Corinthian church. This pattern fits the mold of a Christianized
Hellenistic Judaism, where examples of good and bad conduct from the Jewish writings were
developed in order to find applicable messages for the Church and Christian ministry.40 Kelly
suggests that Clement drew so much from the Jewish scriptures not because the focal point of his
thinking resided within those writings, but because the Jewish scriptures existed as a source-book
for Christian ministry and liturgy.41 Overall, a major component of using materials from the
Jewish scriptures seems to be the immediate concerns of Clement’s epistle, that many of the most
appropriate sources available for the situation in Corinth resided within the writings inherited
from Judaism. 42 For Clement, the use of Jewish scriptures was appropriate not only because the
God of the Jewish Scriptures was the God revealed in Christ (cf. 1Clem 35:2 and 42:2), but also
because those same writings spoke of Christ, proclaimed Christ's Gospel, and gave guidance for
Christian conduct.43
Christian Texts
Although Clement's reliance upon Jewish scriptures comes across with extreme clarity,
his reliance upon written Christian texts remains far more difficult to parse, as there is a
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Fuellenbach, 12.
AF, 39, 42; R.P.C. Hanson. “Biblical Exegesis in the Early Church.” In The Cambridge History of the
Bible: Volume I: From the Beginnings to Jerome, 412-453. Edited by P.R. Ackroyd and C.F. Evans.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1970. 414; Koester reads the entirety of First Clement 2-23 as
teachings on moral conduct from Biblical stories within the model of Diaspora Judaism (AFSCI, 136-7).
Even Bauer reads Clement's use of the Jewish Scriptures not as an appeal to the ultimate authority for
Christian faith, but as a means of combating divergent strains of the faith (Bauer, Walter. Orthodoxy and
Heresy in Earliest Christianity. Edited by Robert A. Kraft and Gerhard Krodel. Translated by the
Philadelphia Seminar on Christian Origins. Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1971. 200-1).
41
Kelly, 65; Clement’s use of Jewish scriptures is especially useful as a model for viewing his use of other
textual sources, especially his occasional creation of compound quotations .
42
Hagner, 132.
43
Ibid., 105.
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significant amount of allusive materials throughout his letter.44 This section considers use of early
Christian texts in Clement, finding evidence for appeals to the Gospel of Matthew, a number of
Pauline epistles, Acts, Hebrews, 1 Peter, and James. The manner in which Clement utilizes these
sources indicates that while these sources were useful authorities for Clement, rivaling even the
Jewish scriptures, he did not view them as the final authority for Christian life and faith.
Synoptic Gospels
There is a plethora of wildly divergent perspectives concerning Clement’s possible use of
the Synoptic Gospels.45 Perhaps most important is 1 Clement 46:8.46 Five basic options have been
offered regarding the source which 1 Clement 46:8 depends on: (1) Matthew 26:24, (2) Luke
17:1-2, (3) Matthew 18:6, (4) a combination of those sources, or (5) an extra-canonical source.47
Table I compares the extant passages:
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Ibid., 135.
To note but a few: Bauer argues Clement had access to Mark and a sayings source (209); Milton Fisher
suggests that Clement composed his letter using a “free rendering of material from Matthew and Luke”
(“The Canon of the New Testament.” In The Origin of the Bible, 65-78. Edited by Philip Wesley Comfort.
Wheaton: Tyndale House Publishers, 2003. 70); Gregory concludes that evidence to support Clement's use
of the Synoptics remains insufficient, and writes that, “Most scholars agree that there is no evidence to
demonstrate that Clement used any of the gospels later included in the New Testament” (GFC, 139, 228);
Hagner mentions the difficulty of denying that Clement, writing from Rome in the later portion of the first
century, would have access to the Synoptics, while contemplating the complication that First Clement only
includes material that could be conveyed orally (332); Kostenberger notes Clement's possible citation of
Matthew and Luke (139); Kruger argues that Clement seems to have used Matthew and Luke, as well as
possibly drawing upon Mark (K&K, 139); and McDonald affirms Clement's knowledge of Matthew's
gospel (BC, 256).
46
Fuellenbach, 13-4; Hagner, 135; Hagner notes two additional references to the synoptic tradition, the
Parable of the Sower found in 1 Clement 24:5 (Hagner, 171; cf. Matthew 13:1f, Mark 4:1f, and Luke 8:4f)
and quotations of Isaiah 29:13 in 1 Clement 15:2, where Clement agrees with the form found in Matthew
15:8 and Mark 7:6 over LXX Isaiah (Novum Testamentum Graece, Nestle-Aland 27 Edition. Editors Kurt
Aland, et al. Westphalia: Deutsche BibelGesellschaft, 2011. 40, 111; LXX, 603; Hagner, 178). Such
references to synoptic material demonstrate little more than Clement's knowledge of a tradition of some
sort, either written or oral. First Clement 13:2 is considered in the section on Jesus Traditions below.
47
Hagner, 160-1; Only Hagner and Lightfoot suggest use of Matthew 18:6. Lardner, Funk, Knoch, Zahn,
and Lightfoot affirm the use of at least one Synoptic. Resch, Cassels, Donaldson, the Oxford Committee,
Clarke, Knopf, Richardson, and Goodspeed favor reliance upon an extra-canonical source.
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Table I: 1 Clement 46:8 Source Comparison

Text
Clement
46:848

Greek
ειπεν γαρ· Ουαι τω ανθρωπω εκεινω·
καλον ην αψτω ει ουκ εγεννηθη, η ενα
των εκλεκτων μου σκανδαλισαι·
κρειττον ην αυτω περιτεθηναι μυλον και
καταποντισθηναι εις την θαλασσαν, η
ενα των εκλεκτων μου διαστρεψαι.

Matthew
26:24

Ὁ μὲν υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ὑπάγει,
καθὼς γέγραπται περὶ αὐτοῦ· οὐαὶ δὲ
τῷ ἀνθρώπῳ ἐκείνῳ, δι’ οὗ ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ
ἀνθρώπου παραδίδοται· καλὸν ἦν αὐτῷ
εἰ οὐκ ἐγεννήθη ὁ ἄνθρωπος ἐκεῖνος.49
Εἶπεν δὲ πρὸς τοὺς μαθητὰς αὐτοῦ,
Ἀνένδεκτόν ἐστιν τοῦ τὰ σκάνδαλα μὴ
ἐλθεῖν· πλὴν οὐαὶ δι’ οὗ ἔρχεται.
Λυσιτελεῖ αὐτῷ εἰ λίθος μυλικὸς
περίκειται περὶ τὸν τράχηλον αὐτοῦ, καὶ
ἔρριπται εἰς τὴν θάλασσαν, ἢ ἵνα
σκανδαλίσῃ τῶν μικρῶν τούτων ἕνα.51

Luke
17:1-2

Matthew
18:6

English
“for he said, ‘Woe to that person! It would
have been good for him not to be born,
rather than cause one of my chosen to
stumble. Better for him to have a millstone
cast about his neck and be drowned in the
sea than to have corrupted one of my
chosen.’”
“The Son of Man goes as it is written of
him, but woe to that man by whom the
Son of Man is betrayed! It would have
been better for that man if he had not been
born.”50
“And he said to his disciples,
‘Temptations to sin are sure to come, but
woe to the one through whom they
come! It would be better for him if a
millstone were hung around his neck and
he were cast into the sea than that he
should cause one of these little ones to
sin.’”
“but whoever causes one of these little
ones who believe in me to sin, it would be
better for him to have a great millstone
fastened around his neck and to be
drowned in the depth of the sea.”

Ὃς δ’ ἂν σκανδαλίσῃ ἕνα τῶν μικρῶν
τούτων τῶν πιστευόντων εἰς ἐμέ,
συμφέρει αὐτῷ ἵνα κρεμασθῇ μύλος
ὀνικὸς περὶ τὸν τράχηλον αὐτοῦ, καὶ
καταποντισθῇ ἐν τῷ πελάγει τῆς
θαλάσσης.52
This comparison demonstrates that while there are strong levels of verbal similarity

between these passages, Clement was not copying down these passages from known forms of
Matthew and Luke; rather, he was relying upon a known text and used those materials
compositely.53 There are three general arguments opposed to the claim that 1 Clement 46:8 relies
upon a written synoptic tradition. 54 First, this passage consists of two sayings from different
contexts within the gospels. However, such a practice remains in line with Greco-Roman authors’
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Greek and English from Ehrman, Apostolic Fathers.
NA27, 76.
50
Canonical translations in this table are from the English Standard Version.
51
NA27, 215-16.
52
NA27, 49.
53
Hagner, 36-9, 156; See also Massaux, Influence, Book I, 23. A composite quotation would be similar to
Clement’s tendency as evidenced with the Jewish scriptures. See the end of Appendix C for a breakdown of
LXX citations.
54
Ibid., 162-3.
49
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general tendency to draw useful material from texts without great concern for literary context, as
was noted in Clement’s use of Jewish texts. Second, the passage in question contains differences
from known sources even if two sources are combined. Such differences may readily be
explained if either a) Clement recalled his sources from memory,55 or b) Clement purposefully
combined passages to streamline his argument, thereby necessitating certain changes in the
grammar and vocabulary of the sources being used. The likelihood of composite citation from
memory increases when considering that the passage may be adequately explained with a
composite reading of Matthew 18:6 and 26:24.56
Third, the parallelism at the end of each portion of the quotes (ενα των εκλεκτων μου)
suggests that the passage has its own, extra-canonical literary context. While recognizing this as a
valid possibility, this seems unlikely for two reasons. First, the immediate purpose of First
Clement involves a two-fold defense of “God's chosen” – both the removed presbyters and
Corinthian Christians who did not remove the presbyters but were stumbling because of
pretentious false leaders. What better way to dissolve the authority of usurping presbyters than by
using the words of the Lord Jesus to condemn those performing the actions which are causing
others to stumble? Second, the parallelism found at the end of each part of this quote can easily
be derived from the τῶν πιστευόντων εἰς ἐμέ of Matthew 18:6. That is, those “who believe in me
[the Lord]” are those who are ενα των εκλεκτων μου, who are “one of my chosen.” These
explanations point toward the composite use of synoptic material by Clement, almost certainly
deriving from a written Gospel of Matthew. While it remains possible that this passage reflects
knowledge of Luke’s Gospel, 57 the most satisfying explanation of the evidence indicates that 1
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Almost certain if composite quotations were not purposefully combined.
Truly composite quotations are more likely to have come from different passages in the same text than
two entirely separate texts.
57
The most plausible explanation for reliance upon Luke is where Clement uses περιτεθηναι, which is
closer to Luke's περίκειται (both are forms of πείκειμαι, to contain or encompass), whereas Matthew uses
κρεμασθῇ (κρεμάννυμι, to hang up). This suggests that, A) instead of reflecting a composite quotation of
Matthew, this passage comes from an extra-canonical source; B) Clement had knowledge of Luke's Gospel
and unconsciously used Lucan terminology when recalling this passage; C) Clement's choice of vocabulary
56
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Clement 46:8 represents a composite citation from memory from the Gospel of Matthew, which
Clement used as a source containing the authoritative words of the Lord Jesus.58 This use of
Matthew’s gospel, combined with additional allusions to synoptic material59 and the high
probability of that gospel being in the possession of church leaders in the Empire's leading city,60
sufficiently demonstrates that Clement viewed and used Matthew’s Gospel as a legitimate source
of authority for followers of Jesus.
Pauline Literature
Knowledge of Paul and at least some of his letters61 is almost universally affirmed by
those studying First Clement, as references to Pauline literature begin with Clement’s greeting
and extend through the benediction, with numerous possible references in-between.62 This section
concludes that Clement appeals to Romans, 1 Corinthians, 2 Corinthians, Galatians, Ephesians,
Philippians, 1 Timothy, and Titus in his letter.
In addition to the a priori likelihood that Clement, writing from Rome, would have had
access to Paul’s letter to that city mere decades earlier, several passages in Clement clearly
demonstrate reliance upon the missal to the Romans.63 Especially convincing is David Downs'

just happened to be closer to Luke's wording than the passage he was trying to recall from memory; or D)
Clement purposefully integrated three different passages into this citation. Given this study's
methodological preference for known sources over hypothetical and hereto unknown sources as well as the
weight of evidence suggesting Clement's use of Matthew's gospel until this point, Option A seems unlikely.
Option C also seems highly unlikely, especially given Clement's apparent knowledge of Acts (as we see
below) and the other possible allusions to Luke's Gospel. Thus we are left with Options B and D. Given the
likelihood of Clement's citation of this passage from memory as well as his tendency, here and elsewhere,
to create composite citations, both of these options appear fairly plausible. Concerning the use of the
Gospel of Luke, therefore, it seems possible that Clement knew of this gospel and remotely possibly that he
draws upon Lucan vocabulary in First Clement, though this judgment remains far from certain.
58
Cf. 1 Clement 46:7.
59
These include the aforementioned reference to the Parable of the Sower in 1 Clement 24:5, the citation of
Isaiah 29:13 which follows that Synoptic pattern rather than that of LXX Isaiah found in 1 Clement 15:2,
and the words of Jesus recorded in 1 Clement 13:2 (which we examine in a later section).
60
Hagner, 178.
61
For the purposes of this study, the term “Pauline Epistles” should be understood to indicate the canonical
letters commonly attributed to the Apostle Paul and bearing his name as author. While scholarship remains
divided on the authorship of the Pastorals and several of the shorter Pauline letters, the impact of these
studies remains outside the scope of this project.
62
Canon, 43; AF, 36; BC, 256.
63
Hagner notes that on numerous occasions the language and phraseology in Clement may be attributed to
any number of the Pauline epistles, given Paul's tendency to overlap the contents of his letters (217-8).
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work, which demonstrates that 1 Clement 32-33 draws upon Romans 5-6.64 In this passage
Clement drew upon the language of Romans “in order to (re)state the doctrine of justification by
faith and to emphasize the ethical implications of justification.”65 In using Pauline concepts and
language and modifying them to the specific purposes of his letter, Clement demonstrates that
Paul's teachings were of value, to be followed, and effectively binding upon the people of God,
though they could be reapplied to issues which did not exactly mirror Paul's original concerns. 66
Clement thus viewed Romans as a useful, though not static, source of Christian authority.
The clearest example of any textual source used by Clement is 1 Corinthians, though
since Paul and Clement were writing to the same church for similar purposes this should not
come as a total surprise. 67 Noteworthy is 1 Clement 47:1-8, where Clement references 1
Corinthians 1:10f and tells the Corinthians to again read Paul’s letter and apply it to their
situation.68 Several other passages demonstrate strong levels of verbal identity with 1 Corinthians,
and numerous supporting allusions to that letter have been noted, including Clement’s
introduction and greeting.69 As with his use of Romans, Clement places his own stamp on the use

Clear examples of dependence upon Paul's letter include Romans 1:29-32 (cx. 1 Clem 35:5-6), 5:21-6:2
(cx. 1 Clem 32:4-33), and Romans 9:5 (cx. 1 Clem 32:2). See Fuellenbach, 14-5; Hagner, 214, 220; Fisher,
70; AF, 39; GFC, 148-51, 228; The New Testament in the Apostolic Fathers. The Committee of the Oxford
Society of Historical Theology. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1905. 37; K&K, 136; David J. Downs.
“Justification, Good Works, and Creation in Clement of Rome's Appropriation of Romans 5-6.” In New
Testament Studies, 415-432. Volume 59, 2013. 415-32; Brown and Meier rightly note that indications of
influence do not necessarily indicate literary dependence or affirmation of authority, though they confirm
that the manner in which Clement relies upon Romans is sufficient to demonstrate Clement’s use of that
letter (Raymond E. Brown and John P. Meier. Antioch and Rome: New Testament Cradles of Catholic
Christianity. New York: Paulist Press, 1983. 166-7).
64
Downs, 415; Downs writes that, “the difference between Romans 5–6 and one of the earliest Christian
readings of these chapters is not accidental, for the ethical appeal in 1 Clement 33 reflects the author’s
distinct cosmological perspective and rhetorical aims.”
65
Ibid., 431.
66
AFSCI, 138; Hagner, 220.
67
Hagner, 195f; Brown and Meier, 166-7; AF, 39; Fuellenbach, 14-5; NTAF, 37; GFC, 228; Bauer, 21920; Kruger, Revisited, 212; Robinson, Redating, 189; K&K, 137.
68
Hagner, 195; GFC, 228.
69
Important examples are found in 37:5-38:2 (cx. 1 Cor. 12:12, 14, 20-28), 49:5 (cx. 1 Cor. 13:4-7), 24:1
(cx. 1 Cor. 15:20, 23), and 1 Clement 24:4-5 (cx. 1 Cor. 15:36-7). Hagner notes the strong similarities
between the introductions of First Corinthians and First Clement, including use of ei ekkleisia tou theou,
only one of two places where Paul uses such a greeting (196). See Hagner (197), GFC (144-8), and
Appendix A.
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of Pauline materials, demonstrating both the usefulness and flexibility of Paul’s letters.70 Based
upon the quotations from First Corinthians and calls for the Corinthian church to again read this
letter, it seems clear that Clement viewed 1 Corinthians as a particularly useful source for
Christian faith and practice, especially in the Corinthian context.
While the vast majority of scholars affirm Clement’s use of Romans and 1 Corinthians,
conclusions regarding the use of other Pauline literature remain more mixed.71 Many scholars
confirm Clement’s use of 2 Corinthians, though the strength of evidence pointing toward this
letter remains far less impressive than that for even Romans.72 Appeals to Galatians,73
Ephesians,74 and Philippians75 are also often noted.76 While the evidence for Clement’s use of
these major Pauline epistles is fairly straightforward, determining the relationship between First
Clement and the Pastorals has proved considerably more complex, in large part due to questions
surrounding the authenticity of those letters and constituent questions involving when they were
composed.77 Some have gone so far as to suggest that it is Clement that stands behind certain
passages in the Pastorals.78 However, most of those studying the Apostolic Fathers prefer
concluding that Clement is dependent upon the Pastorals.79 In either case, there are numerous
70

Hagner, 200, 206.
Of importance in considering these letters is of course their size relative to Romans and 1 Corinthians,
Paul’s longest epistles. Additionally, the contents of other letters are far less pre-disposed to dealing with
conflict in the Corinthian church (with the exception of 2 Corinthians).
72
Hagner, 209, 213; Fuellenbach, 14-5; NTAF, 37; The best evidence comes in 1 Clement 36:2-5 (cx. 2
Cor. 3:18) and 1 Clement 5:5f (cx. 2 Cor. 11). See Appendix A.
73
Ibid., 222; K&K, 137; NTAF; Fuellanbach, 15; See Clement 5:2, 31:2, 49:6, and possibly 2:1
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Ibid., 225-6; Fisher, 70; K&K, 137; NTAF; Fuellenbach, 15; Appendix A; The most strongly affirmed
citation comes from 1 Clement 46:6, and references are also made to 14:3, 36:2f, and Clement's closing
prayer.
75
Hagner, 228-9; K&K, 137; NTAF, 37; Fuellenbach, 15; 1 Clement 2:5 (cx. Phil. 1:10), 21:1 (cx. Phil.
1:27), and 47:1-2 (cx. Phil. 4:15) are the strongest allusions to Philippians, though scholars have also noted
possible allusions in 1 Clement 7:1 and 16:2, see Appendix A.
76
Little evidence concerning Clement's possible use of Colossians, the Thessalonian letters, or Philemon
has been found in existing literature, though we again note that the brevity and contents of these letters
suggests Clement may have had no reason to consider these sources due to his purposes in writing (See
Fuellenbach, 15; Hagner, 237).
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NTAF, 37.
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Harrison, The Problem of the Pastoral Epistles, p. 8f; Streeter, The Primitive Church, London, 1930, p.
153; Hagner, 230-1, who notes the disparate forms of ecclesiastical organization reflected in these letters.
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On this Hagner writes that “it is entirely unsatisfactory to allege a post-95 date for the Pastorals in the
absence of any convincing evidence supporting such an allegation, while at the same time ignoring
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connections between Clement and the Pastorals, especially discussions of ecclesiastical order in 1
Timothy and Titus.80 Thus one may conclude that Clement viewed 1 Timothy and Titus as
appropriate and useful sources for thinking about Christian faith and order.
Before concluding this section on Pauline literature, it should be noted that numerous
scholars have taken Clement’s knowledge and use of so many Pauline letters as evidence of a
Pauline corpus that was circulating, at least in Rome.81 Hagner and Fuellenbach have even made
the argument that Clement’s use of the Pastorals means that a full thirteen-letter Pauline corpus
was circulating in the Roman Empire by the end of the first century.82 While no extant textual
evidence supports a collection at such an early stage, the sheer number of Pauline epistles
referenced in Clement certainly makes this claim sound highly plausible. Having reviewed
possible appeals to Pauline literature in First Clement, this section concludes that Clement used
Romans and 1 Corinthians and that he very likely employed 2 Corinthians, Galatians, Ephesians,
Philippians, 1 Timothy, and Titus, quite possibly due to the ease with which he could have
accessed these letters as they circulated together.83 Clement’s willingness to adopt Pauline ideas
and concepts and then apply them to the Corinthian context demonstrates that he viewed these
writings as relatively adaptable sources for forming Christian thought and practice.

concrete evidence in the form of acknowledged literary sources – evidence which, taken at face value,
indicates Clement's knowledge of the Pastorals.” (231-2) See also Fisher (70) and Fuellenbach (15)
80
Hagner, 232-6; For 1 Timothy, see 1 Clement 7:3 (cx. 1 Tim. 2:3), 21:7 (cx. 1 Tim. 5:21), 29:1 (cx. 1
Tim. 2:8), 33:7 (1 Tim. 2:9f), 61:1-3 (cx. 1 Tim. 5:17), and possibly 42:4 and Prayer. For Titus, see 1
Clement 1:3 (cx. Titus 2:4-5), 2:7 (cx. Titus 3:1), 32:3 (cx. Titus 3:5), 34:4 (cx. Titus 3:1), and possibly
42:2 and 64:1. Some have also noted numerous connections between Clement and 2 Timothy, for example
1 Clement 27:3 (cx. 2 Tim. 1:6), 53:1 (cx. 2 Tim. 3:15), and possible 24:4 and 45:7.
81
Gamble, “Book Trade,” 33; Canon, 42; Fuellenbach, 16-7; Schmithals, 43; Especially adamant on this
point is Schmithals (239-274), who argues that when an early Christian writer such as Clement
demonstrates knowledge of the majority of Paul's letters, it should be assumed that the author in question
has access to a collection of at least the major Pauline literature.
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Fuellenbach, 16-7; Hagner, 331.
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With this conclusion we note our agreement with Hagner's fairly "maximalist" position over the
perspective of someone like Gregory, who among Pauline sources only affirms the use of Romans and 1
Corinthians. See Hagner (237) and Andrew F. Gregory (“1 Clement and the Writings that later formed the
New Testament.” In The Reception of the New Testament in the Apostolic Fathers, 223-230. Edited by
Andrew F. Gregory and Christopher M. Tuckett. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005. 154).
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Other Christian Texts
This section briefly notes Clement’s relationship with non-Synoptic or Pauline writings.
While most scholars reject Clement's knowledge or use of the Fourth Gospel, Johannine epistles,
or Apocalypse,84 C.C. Tarelli has argued that Clement drew upon John 14:15 in 1 Clement 49:1.85
Others have noted additional similarities, including a possible reflection of Johannine soteriology
in 49:6 and possible reference to 1 John in 1 Clement 49:5.86 However, since these parallels
reflect conceptual resemblance rather than verbal identity, a more likely explanation for these
similarities is the shared oral tradition of the church and context of Hellenistic Judaism.87 While
Biblica Patristica and Hagner note numerous possible allusions to Acts, only three passages are
noted by most scholars as potential uses in Clement: 2:1, 13:22, and 18:1.88 The consistent levels
of verbal identity between Clement and Acts in these passages, as well as the methodological
consideration of genre, suggest that Clement likely employed Acts. Thus while Clement does not
seem to have been familiar with Johannine literature, sufficient evidence exists for his use of Acts
as an authoritative writing.
Since the time of Origen the similarities between Clement and the Epistle to the Hebrews,
including literary style and quotation style, have been cause for discussion (and not a little bit of
speculation).89 In particular, two passages demonstrate an exceedingly high level of verbal
identity: Clement 36: 2-5 and Hebrews 1 and Clement 9-12 and Hebrews 11.90 For example, in
Clement 32, Clement cites three passages from Psalms that are found in Hebrews 1, following the
84

Harry O. Gamble. The New Testament Canon: Its Making and Meaning. Edited by Dan O. Via, Jr.
Guides to Biblical Scholarship. Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1985. 33; GFC, 228; GFCW, 139-140 also
notes Carlyle, Hill (Johannine Corpus), Sanders (The Fourth Gospel in the Early Church), Nagel
(Rezeption), and Lindemann (Clemensbriefe, 18-20).
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C.C. Tarelli. “Clement of Rome and the Fourth Gospel.” In JTS, 208-9. Volume 48, 1947. 208-9
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Fuellenbach, 16; Hagner, 267-8; See also Lona, Erste Clemensbrief, 51-2.
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AF, 42-3; Hagner, 270.
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While Gregory and Morton Smith argue that Clement demonstrates no knowledge of Acts (GFCW, 1402; cx. Morton Smith. "The Report about Peter in 1 Clement v.4". New Testament Studies. Volume 7. 19601. Pages 86-8), Kruger (Heresy, 139), Fuellenbach (15), and Hagner (236) affirm all three passages as
dependent upon Acts, and each major English version of First Clement affirms reliance upon Acts in 2:1
and 18:1 (Appendix A).
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Canon, 43; GFCW, 152; Fisher, 70; AF, 39; Robinson, 205; TNT in AF, 290ff; NTAF; Hagner, 31.
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Fuellenbach, 14; GFCW, 152-3.
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text of Hebrews over that of the LXX.91 Further Clement 9-12 appears to have been patterned off
of Hebrews 11, albeit with the addition of certain independent materials.92 Due to these two
strong instances of verbal identity, as well as numerous other possible allusions to Hebrews,93
Clement clearly appears to have relied upon the text of Hebrews as a literary model and source of
authority for conceiving of Christian faith and practice.
Potential use of the Catholic Epistles is complicated by their short length and tendency to
contain sayings common to oral traditions, which makes it difficult to parse whether instances of
verbal identity are reflections of textual or non-textual sources.94 While mere reflections do not
necessarily indicate literary dependence, an appeal to common oral tradition does not satisfy the
extremely high levels of verbal identity between passages such as Clement 20:2 and 49:5 and 1
Peter.95 While there are certainly instances where Clementine parallels are best explained as
reliant upon oral tradition, the high levels of verbal identity between these passages suggest that
Clement knew 1 Peter and valued it as a source of authority. Similarly, the parallels between
James and Clement have often been attributed to common tradition, the closest of which involves
appeals to the need for good words in the Christian life.96 Most persuasive is Hagner’s argument
that, “Clement, the great admirer of Paul's writings, could not have brought himself to write the
words ergois diaioumenoi, kai mei logois had he not had an imposing authority for them, such as
would be afforded by an epistle written under the name of James,” thus seeming to affirm at least
Clement’s knowledge of James.97 Therefore, among Christian texts outside the Synoptic and
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Ibid., 184-6; Fuellenbach, 14.
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Hagner, 193-4; See also Appendix A.
94
Ibid., 238-9; Evidence for Clement's use of 2 Peter and Jude remains non-existent apart from parallels
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Pauline traditions,98 Clement seems to have viewed Hebrews as especially authoritative and
useful, and likely found Acts, 1 Peter, and James to be meaningful sources of authority for his
theological program as well.99
Use of Christian Writings in First Clement
Overall, Clement made use of Christian writings100 in a relatively casual manner,
suggesting that the sources he drew upon would have been viewed as authentic and authoritative
sources without much argument from the Church at Corinth.101 That is, when Clement uses a
specifically Christian writing, he assumes, rather than argues, their applicability and usefulness
for the church. This is especially clear in his use of Pauline literature, where Clement never uses
any form of formal introductory marker, but instead draws upon Pauline concepts and language
while modifying them to the specific purposes of his letter.102 This seems to indicate that Clement
viewed these writings as valuable, worthy of deference, and effectively binding upon the people
of God, though not so sacred and binding that they could not be reconceived and applied to new
concerns within the church. This fluid conception extends to other sources of literature in
Clement, including potential uses of Synoptic tradition. The one clear instance of introductory
formulae applied to Christian texts comes only before the words of Jesus found in First Clement
46:8, suggesting that it was the words of Jesus that were viewed as authoritative and important for
Clement.103 This would indicate that Clement used Christian writings not because of their status
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as “sacred scripture,” but instead because of their subject matter and its relevance for the
Christian community at Corinth.104 The usefulness and applicability of the themes of unity and
peace enabled Clement to appeal to the contents of a variety of Christian writings as sources of
authority. This section concludes that while Clement relied upon Matthew, Acts, Romans, 1
Corinthians, 2 Corinthians, Galatians, Philippians, 1 Timothy, Titus, Hebrews, 1 Peter, and James
as authoritative sources for Christian doctrine, practice, and instruction, these texts were not the
final authority for Christian life and faith. Instead, appeals to the words of Jesus in 46:8 represents
truly binding authoritative source material for Clement, simultaneously acting as a guide for
proper Christian action and functioning as a standard for all other sources of authority.
III. Non-Textual Authority in First Clement
The scope of this section is twofold. On the one hand, there are numerous places in
Clement that explicitly reflect or reference Jewish, Latin, Hellenistic, or Christian mores and
traditions105 that do not appear to have come to Clement via text.106 On the other hand, there are a
variety of Jesus Traditions in Clement paralleled in the canonical gospels, many of which seem to
have held wide circulation and authority even after written gospels gained popularity.107 This
section examines both forms of “non-textual authority,” concluding that while Jewish, Latin,
Hellenistic, and Apostolic traditions were important and often authoritative, Clement's ultimate
source of authority resided in the person and work of Jesus Christ, the lens through which he
accepted or rejected all other sources of authority.
Jewish Traditions
Given the context of the early Jesus Movement and the propensity of early Christian
authors to draw upon the Jewish scriptures, it should not be surprising that early Christians relied
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upon Jewish thought extending beyond textual traditions.108 The clearest example of Jewish
tradition within First Clement is the doctrine of God, which strongly parallels conceptions of God
within Second Temple Judaism.109 There are also parallels to the Levitical priesthood and Jewish
sacrificial system that stand as examples of developed Jewish traditions.110 Finally, Koester
suggests that the great prayer at the end of Clement should be understood as reliant upon the
prayers of Jewish Diaspora tradition.111 While Clement's use of Jewish tradition by no means
constitutes a firmly embedded or organized form of authority, traditions of Judaism nonetheless
function as standards of conception and practice within Clement.
Greco-Roman Traditions
One cannot help but notice in Clement the presence of a Hellenistic-moralistic idealism
concerned with obedience to civil authority.112 Among the most recognizable are the legend of the
phoenix (Clement 25:1-5), examples from Greco-Roman history (Clement 6:2, 4; 55:1), a general
affirmation of the imperial system of Rome, and possible Stoic images of harmony (Clement
20:1-12; 37:1-3).113 David Rankin argues that a major emphasis of First Clement was proper
engagement with the social community in Corinth through the Greco-Roman ideals of peace,
order, and harmony.114 Additionally, Hellenistic literary arrangement of the first few chapters and
a Cynic-Stoic martyology of Peter and Paul have been noted, though contemporary studies cast
this influence more in terms of Hellenistic Judaism than Hellenistic paganism.115 The consensus
view suggests that Clement blended classical, Jewish, and Christian sources, especially those
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concerning peace, harmony, and order, and viewed these ideals as a useful basis for authoritative
appeal within the church.116
Apostolic Traditions
In this section, the designation “Apostolic Traditions” encompasses non-textual appeals
to the lives and teachings of the apostles, worship practices (especially the rule of faith), and
ecclesiastical tradition of apostolic succession,117 each of which Clement viewed as authoritative
traditions.
References to Peter and Paul suggest that these two apostles held a place of special
inspired authority for Clement, and in fact were so recent in the collective memory of the church
that their teachings had not yet been designated as ‘tradition.’118 Clement certainly viewed the
“blessed apostle” Paul as an example and authority, with his writings, teachings, and
martyrological paradigm appearing throughout the letter.119 Along with the example of the
Apostles, Clement draws upon a number of praxis and worship traditions. Most central is the
“rule of faith” concerning the need for faithfulness to the received tradition of Christ and His
apostles, which Clement cites in 42:1-3.120 A number of passages have been identified as alluding
to the Roman liturgy,121 as well as possible allusions to catechetical materials, the role of women
within the Corinthian church, and specific hymnic elements within Clement, none of which come
across as strong sources for Clement's thinking or writing.122 Overall, however, there appears to
be sufficient evidence to conclude that Clement drew upon the Rule of Faith as an authoritative
means of engaging the Corinthian church.
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Most contested are possible references to ecclesiastical structures in Rome and Corinth,
about which two distinct questions must be asked: What organizational structures does Clement
assume in Rome (what is the ecclesiastical context)? And what organizational structure does
Clement seek to implement in Corinth (what is the ecclesiastical program)? Regarding the
ecclesiastical context of Rome, Clement references a distinctly twofold order of bishop and
presbyter ensconced within the process of apostolic succession, both of whom were “divinely
authorized custodians of apostolic teaching.”123 What remains less clear was the exact role of the
bishop. On the one hand, Gree argues that Clement presumes the presence of a monepiscopal
bishop who oversaw contact between churches.124 On the other hand, Bakke rejects such a view,
writing that, “there is no indication in 1 Clement that the monarchical episcopacy was established
in Rome at the time of the composition of the letter.”125 Given the form of Clement's Introduction
and emphasis on a twofold bishop/presbyter structure, the Roman context most likely involved a
combination of Gree and Bakke’s extremes, where a single bishop was ‘first among equals’ as the
head of the presbyters and did not yet have sole authority over the church.
Returning to the second question, this perspective also sheds light on Clement's
prescribed ecclesiastical program for Corinth. Calls for a two-office model of bishop-presbyter
and a relatively unarticulated and developing form of “apostolic succession” point toward
Clement’s prescription for an organizational structure without a monepiscopal bishop.126 If
Clement's ecclesiastical context included a relatively early form of structure that relied heavily
upon the apostolic succession of the bishops and presbyters and was yet without a strong bishop,
it would not be surprising that his ecclesiastical program for Corinth would be similar. The
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importance Clement places upon apostolic succession would provide further support for his
overarching purpose of reinstating the deposed Corinthians leaders, who were ostensibly
appointed through apostolic succession. In this reading of Clement’s views on ecclesiastical
structures, the practice of apostolic succession is especially important and authoritative for
Clement’s conception of the Christian church.
The form and frequency of reference to apostolic traditions in Clement are few and nonformal when compared to textual references, and in most instances function as complementary to
written traditions.127 Yet appeals to the authority of Paul, the function of Rule of Faith, twofold
office of bishop/presbyter, and the developing practice of apostolic succession all demonstrate
that Clement viewed these forms of apostolic tradition as useful, prescriptive, and authoritative
for Christian faith as he negotiated his engagement with the Corinthian Church.
Jesus Traditions
In many ways, the entire review of First Clement to this point has been in anticipation of
this section, which examines Clement’s use of non-textual Jesus traditions and their centrality for
his argument. Scholars have long postulated that a rich assortment of Jesus traditions circulated
orally among early Christian communities, some of which were eventually included in written
accounts of Jesus’ life.128 These oral traditions continued to have widespread circulation even
after being written down, indicating that certain Christian communities relied upon a mix of oral
and textual accounts of the life and teachings of Jesus.129 While the fluidity of such traditions
makes it difficult to determine the precise form (textual, oral, or a combination) that an early
writer employed, the consistent factor in determining the usefulness of these traditions is their
127
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origin in the Lord Jesus.130 This section concludes that Clement's final source of authority resides
within this view of the ultimacy of the Lord Jesus, by whom all other sources were mediated.
The first appeal to Jesus comes in Clement’s Introduction, where he stands as caller and
sanctifier of the Church in Corinth. Throughout this letter Clement makes numerous references to
the titles, work, person, and authority of Jesus.131 Clement uses the full, honorific title “Lord
Jesus Christ” ten times,132 leaving little doubt that “through the entire epistle Christ holds a preeminent position” for Clement and stands as the highest source of revelation and authority for
Christian faith and practice.133 Especially clear are Clement’s strong appeals to the authority of
the Lord in 7:4, 12:7, 13:1-2, 36:1, 42:1-2, and 46:8, though most important are 13:1-2 and 46:8,
which include something like formal introductions and make direct appeals to the authoritative
nature of Jesus’ words.134 While parallels between Clement 13:2 and Matthew 5:7-12 and/or Luke
6:31, 36-8 have long been noted, more widely accepted are claims that his passage relies upon
oral traditions of the words of the Lord.135 Unfortunately, in rushing to confirm or deny Clement’s
use of a written Synoptic source, many scholars have missed what is more central to Clement’s
purpose in utilizing this material, namely, his deployment of the paramount authority of Jesus.
Locating the source of this saying in oral tradition does not mean that the message was any less
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influential. Instead the lengthy and stylized introduction and placement of this saying within the
letter’s overarching argument suggests that this Jesus material was of critical importance for
Clement, leading to the conclusion that the crucial factor determining Clement’s source treatment
was not so much where a saying of Jesus could be found, but the importance of the fact that Jesus
had something to say about the situation at hand.
The words of the Lord were accorded authority by Clement regardless of whether they
were written down or transmitted through oral tradition.136 The ‘living witness’ of the church to
the life and deeds of Jesus were influential and authoritatively applicable for Clement’s thinking
and exhorting long before any written gospels were formally granted a ‘scriptural’ or formal
‘canonical’ status.137 This is confirmed by Clement’s numerous appeals to Jesus, use of the title
“Lord Jesus Christ,” and utilization of the sayings found in oral and written sources.138 Not
surprisingly, this puts Clement in line with early Christian kerygma, the proclamation of the life,
teaching, death, and resurrection of Jesus.139 Christ was the highest source of authority, the center
of early Christian proclamation, and an authority “superior to the 'scriptures' not only because
[he] dictates the way to understand them, but also because all believers agree in respect for it.”140
Clement’s use of the phrase “in Christ” likewise demonstrates the centrality of Christ for the
Corinthian church,141 which extends even to the Jewish Scriptures, an expression of the continuity
existing between Israel and the Christian church.142 To sum, as Clement’s citations in 13:2 and
46:8 both demonstrate, the teachings of Jesus were highly authoritative, surpassing the efficacy of
136

Bruce, 123.
BC, 246-7; Hagner, Sayings of Jesus, 233.
138
AF, 42, 110.
139
BC, 246; Bakke notes that the practical aspects of the proclamation of Christ constituted a central aspect
of Clement's appeals to the Corinthians, as “the extended description of the Corinthians' attitude toward the
words of Christ, i.e. that they stored up his words carefully in their hearts, serves to emphasize the authority
of the teaching of Jesus and to remind them of how much they were concerned about it” (329).
140
Bauer, 202; Hagner, 121; This aligns our argument with Beyschlag's thesis, that the authority of Christ
in First Clement “is not rooted in but stands behind all quotations from the Old Testament, New Testament,
and pagan writings” (Fullenbach, 11).
141
Maier suggests that this phrase signals that Christ represents the “central symbol of the group's symbolic
universe [and] also communicates to [Corinth and Clement] a characteristic ethos” (129).
142
Hagner, 121-4; Hagner notes that Clement views Christ as speaking and being spoken of in the Jewish
scriptures.
137

66

the Jewish scriptures, and allowing Christian sources of varying forms to serve as the basis for
understanding the words of the Lord. Since Clement's paraenesis was framed through the sayings
and authority of Jesus, this section demonstrates that “the words of Jesus were given prominence
and recognition in the written and oral tradition” and were viewed by Clement as the central
guiding source of authority for Christian life and faith. 143
IV. Authority in First Clement
This chapter has demonstrated the multiple forms of potentially authoritative source that
Clement drew upon while writing in the late first century. This section summarize Clement’s use
of these sources, noting Clement’s ‘hierarchy’ of sources and concluding that the authority of
Jesus functioned as Clement’s most important authority for thinking about Christian faith.
Much of the existing scholarship on First Clement involves analysis of which textual
sources Clement employed and the authority he ascribed to these sources. Clement’s consistent
use of the scriptures of Judaism shows his willingness to appeal to these texts and narratives as
important and useful sources of authority. However, these scriptures were not Clement’s ultimate
basis for faith, but were instead employed as sources acknowledging the importance of order and
harmony within the people of God and giving guidance for Christian conduct.144 Also noted was
sufficient evidence to demonstrate Clement’s use of Matthew, Romans, 1 Corinthians, 2
Corinthians, Galatians, Philippians, 1 Timothy, Titus, Acts, Hebrews, 1 Peter, and James. The
relatively casual treatment of these sources, including their modification to the Corinthian
context, indicates that while these writings were of value and effectively binding upon the people
of God, they were not static forms of authority and could be reapplied in the life of the church.
Only where deploying the words of Jesus did Clement use textual sources as truly authoritative,
suggesting use of such sources not because they were inherently authoritative “sacred scripture,”
143
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but because of their subject matter and relevance for Corinth. The words of Jesus guided
Clement’s appeals to textual sources, enabling them to function as useful and effective, though
not ultimately final, sources for Clement’s letter to Corinth.
In his use of non-textual sources Clement found varying levels of usefulness and
authority. The employment of Jewish traditions, Greco-Roman social mores on order and peace,
and apostolic formulae and traditions each provided valuable sources of reflection and appeal for
Clement’s argument. Nonetheless, the suitability of these sources paled in comparison to the
applicability of Jesus traditions. The volume and weight of appeals to the Lord Jesus reveal that a
ruling from the Lord constituted the final authority for Clement. In the words of Hagner, “The
prime source of authority [for Clement] is unquestionably to be found in the person of Jesus, as is
exemplified in the briefest creedal statement, ‘Jesus is Lord.’ From the beginning the words of
Jesus were accorded an absolute authority” and functioned as the means by which all other
sources of authority were understood and compared.145 Appeals to Christian texts in Clement
should thus be understood as appeals to the message of Jesus found within those documents.146
Similarly, the authority granted to apostolic traditions ought to be seen as appeals to the
kerygmatic truths about the Risen Lord and the practices of his apostles.147 Of course, the Jewish
scriptures could also be utilized by the Christian community, as they contained valuable insights
into church order.
The overarching authority of Jesus in First Clement is reflected in the purpose and
occasion of the letter and through Clement’s use of textual and non-textual sources. The central
authority granted to Jesus by Clement, as well as his approach to sources which emphasized the
uniqueness and centrality of the Lord, are highly similar to Marcion’s perspective, though with
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different conclusions regarding which sources were acceptable. This consideration of authority
concludes that Clement's use of textual and non-textual sources demonstrates that the Lord Jesus
Christ functioned as the highest source of authority for Christian life and faith and mediated all
other possible sources of authority.
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CHAPTER FOUR: IGNATIUS OF ANTIOCH
I. Introduction
Ignatius of Antioch (d. 108-117 CE) remains one of the most important characters of
early Christianity, as the letters he wrote on the road to martyrdom in Rome contain some hotly
debated references to the episcopal organization of the church. This chapter examines Ignatius'
appeals to numerous sources of authority within his seven genuine letters, concluding that
Ignatius conceived of all forms of Christian authority, including the authority of the bishop, as
subject to the overarching authority of Jesus Christ.
Recensions
During the Middle Ages, thirteen letters connected with Ignatius circulated throughout
the European church, including his missives to Antioch, Ephesus, Hero, Magnesia, Mary of
Cassobola, Philadelphia, Philippi, Polycarp, Rome, Smyrnea, Tarsus, and Tralles.1 Many of these
letters enjoyed a long history of use, with several being referenced by Irenaeus and Polycarp
shortly after their composition and a few playing significant roles in the Antiochene Trinitarian
controversies of the fourth century.2 With the rise of critical scholarship, the authenticity of a
number of these letters was called into question, and today most scholars affirm only the
authenticity of a “Middle Recension” consisting of Ephesians, Magnesians, Trallians, Romans,
Philadelpians, Smyrnaeans, and Polycarp.3 The current study uses these seven letters of the
“Middle Recension” as the basis for examining Ignatius’ appeals to sources of authority.
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Authorship and Dating
Ignatius of Antioch remains widely understood as the author of the authentic recension of
letters bearing his name.4 More controversial is the position that Ignatius held prior to his
martyrdom and precisely when he composed his letters. Ignatius writes as Bishop of Antioch in
Syria, and most scholars have concluded that he held a position of more authority than president
of a college of presbyters.5 As for when Ignatius was sentenced to death in Rome and wrote these
letters, suggestions range between 108 to 117 CE, that is, sometime during the reign of Emperor
Trajan.6 This study proceeds affirming that the “Middle Recension” of letters is authentic and that
these epistles were written by Ignatius, Bishop of Antioch, who was on his way to Rome between
108 and 117 CE.
Context and Purpose
The letters of Ignatius were composed during a period of consolidation and organization
within the early church, when first-century proclamations and expectations were being reworked
and reformulated following the deaths of the first generations of the Jesus Movement.7 Three
other contextual factors must be considered when engaging Ignatius: First, these letters can only
be understood within his context of travelling to Rome, as these are quick and pragmatic epistles
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written from the road.8 Second, Ignatius' theology should be understood as reliant upon Syrian,
and more specifically Antiochene, thought, organization, and practice.9 Third, it is worth
remembering that Ignatius had to interact with existent forms of Christianity within Asia Minor,
including any ongoing differences between Jewish and ‘G/gnostic’ forms of Christianity.10 These
contextual issues form the basis for understanding the purposes of Ignatius' letters, especially his
calls to combat heresy and disorder through church order and obedience to the bishop. Ignatius
appears to have combated two different (though not necessarily distinct) impulses, one which
tended toward Gnosticism and another which pulled back toward Judaism.11 For Ignatius, faith in
Christ was devoid of the complexities of Gnostic logic or Jewish-Christian exegesis, involving
instead obedience to the faith received from the apostles and transmitted through the bishops
pointing toward Christ, and thus these two groups stood firmly outside normative Christian faith.
12
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II. Textual Authority in Ignatius
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11
Tign, 152; These movements are occasionally labeled as “spiritualizing”, “Ebionite”, “Docetic”, and
“Judaizing”, among other terms. The key point for our purposes involves recognizing two differing forces.
12
Norris, 32-4; Richardson, 6-7; Importantly, Thomas A. Robinson notes that “the evidence from Ignatius’s
letters suggests that he does not think in terms of a number of neatly distinguishable groups of opponents.
There is one church and there is one opposition. The opposition is not defined as much by precise aspects
of their distinctive beliefs as by their independence of, or separationa from, the bishop” (Ignatius of Antioch
and the Parting of Ways: Early Jewish-Christian Relations. Peabody (MA): Hendrickson Publishers, 2009.
126).
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Thus most studies affirm that Ignatius was either “relying upon memories of what he had read or
that he was relying upon memories of what he had heard.” 13 Nevertheless, numerous scholars
argue that Ignatius demonstrates some form of reliance upon a variety of written Jewish and
Christian sources as useful and authoritative. This section concludes that Ignatius utilized
numerous written sources as viable and useful sources of authority for Christian faith and
practice, though these sources do not function as Ignatius’ final source of authority.
Jewish Scriptures
Ignatius rarely draws upon the Jewish scriptures in his letters,14 and only six probable
references have been noted by most scholars: Proverbs 3:34 in Eph 5:3, Psalm 33:9 in Eph 15:1,
Proverbs 18:17 in Magn 12, Isaiah 66:18 in Magn 10:3, and Isaiah 5:25 in Smyr 1:2 and Tral
8:2.15 Of these, Ignatius' possible use of Proverbs 3:34 is problematized by the widespread
currency that this passage held among early Christians, making it difficult to determine whether
Ignatius' source was Jewish or Christian, oral or written.16 Ignatius thus appears to have cursory
knowledge of Isaiah, Proverbs, and Psalms, but used them in a straightforward and casual manner
that suggests they were an unsatisfactory basis for the totality of his argument.17
There are several possible references to materials now called apocryphal and
deuterocanonical by Ignatius, most notably the likely reliance upon Fourth Maccabees as a
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Hagner, “Sayings of Jesus,” 240; STI, 326.
Matthew W. Mitchell. “In the Footsteps of Paul: Scriptural and Apostolic Authority in Ignatius of
Antioch.” In Journal of Early Christian Studies, 27-45. Volume 14, 1. Spring 2006. 29-30; Hinson, 101;
M.P. Brown, 10; Tign, 25; References are consistent with the LXX.
15
Corwin, 65; Mitchell, 30; Robert M. Grant. “Scripture and Tradition in St. Ignatius of Antioch.” In The
Catholic Biblical Quarterly, 322-335. Volume 25, 1963. 322; Only the possible references to Proverbs are
formal quotations, though Schoedel argues Ignatius drew upon secondary sources that contained formal
markers here (9, 130).
16
Schoedel, 54; STI, 322; Paul Foster. “The Epistles of Ignatius of Antioch and the Writings that later
formed the New Testament.” In The Reception of the New Testament in the Apostolic Fathers, 159-186.
Edited by Andrew F. Gregory and Christopher M. Tuckett. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005. 163; cx.
1 Peter 5:5, James 4:6, First Clement 30:2. Notably, this is the one passage that Foster argues Ignatius
derived from the Jewish scriptures. (“The Epistles of Ignatius of Antioch (Part II).” In The Expository
Times, 2-11. Volume 118, No 2. London: SAGE Publications, 2006. 8).
17
Corwin, 66; Mitchell, 30; Tign, 25-6; AF, 56-7.
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source for his conceptions of martyrdom.18 The birth narrative of Christ found in Ephesians 19,
occasionally seen as coming from an unknown Gnostic source, seems rather to have arisen from
Ignatius’ reading the Wisdom of Solomon 18.14-5l through Syrian tradition, though this
conclusion is far from certain.19 Thus it seems sufficient evidence exists only to note the
possibility of Ignatius' use of materials from Wisdom and 4 Maccabees.
Ignatius clearly viewed the Jewish scriptures as useful and authoritative in some sense, as
his appeals seem consistent with a respect for the Jewish scriptures that allowed him to use other
sources and forms of authority whenever possible.20 This perspective finds support in Ignatius'
outburst in Philadelphians 8:2, where he argues that the Jewish scriptures offer no real basis for
understanding the foundations of Christian faith, which are found in the Gospel of the Lord.21
This passage and his infrequent use of Jewish writings seems to indicate that Ignatius, however
useful he may have found the scriptures of Judaism, ultimately subordinated the Jewish scriptures
to the message of Christ.22
Christian Texts
Conclusions regarding Ignatius’ use of Christian texts have often varied dramatically
from scholar to scholar, as Ignatius nowhere formally quotes any specifically Christian text.23
This section examines the major claims for Ignatius’ reliance upon Christian writings, concluding
that he certainly appealed to Matthew’s Gospel and 1 Corinthians as authoritative sources for
understanding the central events of the Christian proclamation, and likely drew upon the Fourth
Gospel, Romans, Galatians, Ephesians, Philippians, and letters to Timothy as well.
18

STI, 323; cx. Perler.
STI, 328; See also Wisdom 7.29-30; A finally possible connection to Deuterocanonical materials has
been that Ignatius relied upon an Essene writing, the Testament of the Twelve Patriarchs, as background
material for his letters, though no direct literary dependencies have been noted (See Corwin, 71-2; Mag. 5:1
and Smyr. 6:2).
20
Mitchell, 29-31.
21
Canon, 48-9.
22
Hinson, 101; Mitchell, 27; STI, 323; This conclusion finds further credence in the rhetorically peripheral
positions in which Ignatius draws upon the Jewish scriptures, as he seems to find the writings of Judaism
unsatisfactory in dealing with Christological heresies.
23
IW, 160; Mitchell, 31-3; See also W.R. Inge on Ignatius in the New Testament in the Apostolic Fathers,
1905, 61-83.
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Gospel Literature
The Gospels of Matthew and John are the most common the focal points of Ignatian
textual studies, though the evidence for Matthew remains far more straightforward than that for
the Fourth Gospel. Christine Trevett notes that as many as thirty-six allusions, quotations, and
narrative references to Matthew’s Gospel have been proposed, with about half of these being
commonly recognized by scholars.24 As with all possible textual appeals by Ignatius, scholars
remain divided over whether or not the reflections of this gospel are indications of a written or
oral source.25 Given the historical context,26 number of parallels between the gospel and letters, 27
use of the baptismal narrative, and high levels of verbal similarity at numerous points,28 it seems
highly likely that Ignatius knew of a written version of Matthew’s Gospel that he recalled from
memory in his letters as a useful source of authority. Far less has been said about the possible use
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Christine Trevett.“Approaching Matthew from the Second Century: The Under-Used Ignatius
Correspondence.” In Journal for the Study of the New Testament. Volume 20, 1984. 59-67.
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(Ignatius of Antioch: A Martyr Bishop and the Origin of Episcopacy. New York: Continuum, 2007. 23-30),
Barnard (204), Fisher (70-1), Kohler, and Charles Thomas Brown (The Gospel and Ignatius of Antioch.
Dissertation. Chicago: Loyola University, 2007. 11).
26
Both that Ignatius was likely relying upon memory for his references and that Matthew’s gospel would
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Ephesians 5:3 (M 18:19-20), Ephesians 16:2 (M 3:12), Ephesians 17:1 (M 26:6-13), Magnesians 10:1
(M 5:13), Trallians 11:1 (M 15:13), Philadelphians 3:1 (M 15:13), Smyrneans 1 (M 3:15), Smyrneans 6 (M
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IW, 176, 180-1.
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of Mark and Luke by Ignatius.29 The most notable possible reference to either of these gospels
comes in Smyrneans 1:2, where Herod and Pontius Pilate are mentioned together, though none of
the possible explanations for this passage is entirely convincing.30 Thus Smyrneans possibly
includes an allusion to Luke’s Gospel.
Few discussions of early Christian literature have proved more divisive than arguments
regarding Ignatius’ connection with the Fourth Gospel.31 In addition to aforementioned concerns
involving the written/oral quandary, there are the additional concerns of redaction and the
influence of a Johannine community on the canonical version of John.32 However, recognition of
the differences between direct literary or verbal correspondence and thematic or theological
parallels brings some clarity to this debate and diminishes the risk of overstating the implications
of these references. Thematic and theological parallels include Ignatius’ use of Eucharistic
language and his conception of the movement of the Holy Spirit, which at the very least seem to
complement Johannine theology, leading Metzger to conclude that “Ignatius was well acquainted
with Johannine theology.” 33 While these parallels cannot support a conclusion of Ignatian literary
dependence upon the Fourth Gospel, there are additional noteworthy instances of verbal
correspondence between these writings.
29

Schoedel (9), Metzger (Canon, 45), Corwin (68) and NTAF argue use of Mark is non-existent and use of
Luke problematic at best. In the words of Paul Foster, “The case for Ignatius' knowledge of the gospels of
Mark and Luke is extremely poor” (IW, 181).
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50, 76, 116, 155, 172, 206, 222, 227, 262.
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Among these parallels are Christ as door in Philadelphians 9:1 and John 10:9, and
references to living water in Romans 7:2-3 and John 4:10-14.34 Perhaps the clearest parallel is
between Philadelphians 7:1 and John 3:8, where despite differing contexts there is a common
terminology surrounding the πνεῦμα that suggests that adaptation of a familiar passage.35 At the
very least, Ignatius appears to have spent significant time invested in the milieu of the Fourth
Gospel, either in its final form or an earlier stage of composition.36 While thematic and
theological parallels are clear, the three examples of verbal identity indicate that Ignatius likely
knew of a written Fourth Gospel, and employed it as a useful source for thinking about the Christ
and Christian faith.
Pauline Literature
In addition to numerous instances of verbal identity between the Ignatian letters and
Pauline literature, scholars have noted a variety of thematic connections between Ignatius and
Paul, most notably terminological and titular similarities.37 This section argue that Ignatius
demonstrates use of 1 Corinthians, Romans, Ephesians, Galatians, Philippians, and the letters to
Timothy, but does not view them as the final sources of authority for Christian life and faith.
Ignatius makes several appeals to the text of Romans in his letters.38 However, examples
of verbal identity with that letter pale in comparison to references to 1 Corinthians, which every
major study of Ignatius concludes was extensively used in his letters.39 Approximately forty-six
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possible references to 1 Corinthians have been noted within the authentic letters of Ignatius,40
perhaps most important being the use of 1 Corinthians 15:8-9 in Romans 9:2, which demonstrates
“allusive quotation,” where Ignatius is so well acquainted with 1 Corinthians that he had no
trouble paraphrasing Paul and using his phraseology in changing contexts.41 Importantly, this
suggests that while Ignatius knows and uses the letters of Paul as authoritative, he feels free to
modify their contents to address his situation.
While no other Pauline writing finds nearly the frequency and clarity of use in these
letters as 1 Corinthians, Ignatius seems to know several other letters of Paul as well. The letter to
the Ephesians is strongly reflected by Ignatius, especially in his letter to Ephesus.42 Connections
also exist to both letters to Timothy43 and Galatians.44 Additionally, several scholars have
affirmed Ignatius' direct use of Colossians, 2 Corinthians, the epistles to the Thessalonians, and
Philemon.45 At the very least, most scholars affirm Ignatius’ use of seven of Paul’s letters, which
has given rise to arguments suggesting Ignatius' knowledge of a Pauline corpus.46 Grant, for
example, posits that Ignatius knew of a collection including Romans, 1 and 2 Corinthians,
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Galatians, Ephesians, Philippians, Colossians, 1 Thessalonians, and likely 1 and 2 Timothy.47
Since there exists no direct textual evidence for Ignatius’ knowledge of a Pauline corpus, it
remains difficult to confirm this judgment, though such a suggestion does account for the number
of Pauline epistles used by Ignatius.
But how did Ignatius view the letters of Paul? The use of 1 Corinthians 15:8-9 in Romans
9:2, where Ignatius recasts the language and phraseology of 1 Corinthians while modifying the
precise phrasing and meaning of that passage for his own purposes, indicates that Ignatius felt
comfortable using Paul as a credible source of dynamic authority whose views could at least be
modified and reconceived.48 While Ignatius clearly held Paul’s letters in “extremely high regard,”
he did not restrict himself to Paul's exact words or a precise exegesis of Pauline literature, but
instead synthesized Pauline teaching and employed it within his own specific contexts.49 At the
very least, this use suggests that the contents of Paul's letters functioned as a normative exemplar
for Christian faith and practice without being the sole source of authority.50 While Romans, 1
Corinthians, Ephesians, Galatians, Philippians, and letters to Timothy were useful for Ignatius,
their applicability and authority derived more from the general contents of the letters than the
inherent status of the writings themselves.
Other Christian Texts
Only a few other writings have been found in Ignatius' letters. Connections to the
Apocalypse of John and Catholic epistles remain unconvincing,51 the only possible exception
being the parallel between Hebrews 9-12 and Philadelphians 9:1, although this can easily be
explained as a tradition of Jesus’ high priesthood.52 Other possible references include Acts, the
Ascension of Isaiah, Teaching of Peter, 3 Corinthians, and, most widely affirmed, the Odes of
47
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Solomon.53 While it is possible that Ignatius alludes to some (or all) of these sources within his
letters, none of the references is strong enough to indicate his use of these sources or his views
concerning their authority for the church.
Use of Christian Texts
Throughout his use of Christian texts, Ignatius nowhere employs language of formal
introduction and consistently fails to maintain high levels of verbal accuracy when citing
sources.54 At the very least, these characteristics point toward the historical circumstances in
which Ignatius penned his letters and his reliance upon memory when referencing written texts.55
Scholars have shown considerable diversity regarding the authority with which Ignatius viewed
written sources, with some arguing that Christian texts held no substantial authority, 56 and others
that the casual use of Christian texts demonstrates their assumed authority57 or that the frequent
appeals to Christian texts points toward their centrality for devotion and doctrine.58 The reason
Ignatius appealed to these writings is also contested, with perspectives locating the authority of
these writings in either their inherent textual nature or their contents.59
The frequency with which Ignatius made appeals to Christian texts and the way he felt
free to recall them from memory and modify them for his letters indicate that the usefulness and
authority of those texts resided in their contexts. Barton writes that when early Christians had
Christian texts, “they used them as authoritative sources of information about the central events
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of salvation.”60 For Ignatius, the Gospels of Matthew and John and several Pauline letters
contained information about doctrine, practice, and central beliefs for followers of Jesus, and
were thus useful for citing as sources of authority in his letters. As will be seen below, because of
his authority as bishop, Ignatius felt free to adapt and integrate his own interpretation of the
Gospel into the perspective of these sources.61 This is especially clear in his use of 1 Corinthians,
where Ignatius drew upon texts as useful and authoritative in their contents while leaving a
certain amount of flexibility for changing contexts. Of course, Ignatius conceived of some
overarching guide that prevented these texts from being suitably adapted by the ‘heretics’ he was
combating, suggesting that while Ignatius viewed Christian texts as useful for understanding the
central message of the faith, they did not function as the ultimate authority.
III. Non-Textual Authority in Ignatius
This section examines the various forms of non-textual authority that Ignatius appeals to
in his letters, including apostolic traditions, ecclesiastical structures, martyrdom and charismatic
authority, Christian worship, and Jesus traditions.62 Much of this section dwells on Ignatius’
ecclesiastical program and prescription for episcopacy, as this topic has long dominated
discussions of Ignatian authority. While Ignatius unquestionably views the bishop as a powerful
guide for Christian faith, this study finds that even the bishops are subject to the Lord Jesus.
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Apostolic Traditions
Those regarded as Apostles, especially the Twelve, were certainly viewed by early
members of the Jesus Movement as possessing authority in matters pertaining to Christian faith.
At first this was undoubtedly due to their “living witness” of the life and deeds of Christ, though
eventually their writings came to be employed as useful, as for Ignatius above.63 The Apostles
Peter and Paul held a special place in Ignatius’ mind, as he singles them out as exemplars of the
Christian faith.64 The next three sections consider non-textual sources of authority that the early
church utilized as part of the received tradition of the apostles,65 though when utilizing these
sources Ignatius does not appeal specifically to the apostles but rather the traditions themselves.
This section concludes that the clarity of appeals to the apostles and frequent use of Paul’s
writings indicates that the teachings of the apostles were legitimate and important sources of
authority for Ignatius.66
Ecclesiastical Authority
No facet of Ignatius’ thought has been debated more than his ecclesiastical program. This
section examines Ignatius' conception of the ἐπίσκοπος, his prescription for a three-fold
hierarchy, and perspectives on the origin of Ignatian ecclesiology, concluding that Ignatian
ecclesiastical authority was a modified form of ecclesiastical structure in Antioch and included a
bishop, who possessed authority from God to lead and guide the church and with presbyters and
deacons who oversaw the church.
The term ἐπίσκοπος appears over fifty times in Ignatius’ letters, occasionally as title, but
more regularly as an office worthy of being followed and obeyed, having been endowed with real
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authority from God.67 Building upon the tradition of apostolic succession, Ignatius forms a twofold appeal to Christian unity as a basis for the authority of the bishop: First, unity mirrors unity
in Christ, where like Christ uniting his people before God the Father, the bishop alone offers a
solid foundation for a unified community.68 Second, by bringing Christian communities under the
ecclesial control of a single figure the bishop was able to directly address deviant beliefs from a
position of social authority.69 The bishop is thus the unifying authority of the church, appointed
by God to oversee the church's rituals and beliefs.
In Ignatius’ view the ἐπίσκοπος was not alone in leading the church but was accompanied
by the πρεσβύτερος and the διάκονος.70 Whatever the identities of those who made up the
presbyters and deacons in the churches to which Ignatius was writing,71 three things are clear:
First, the presbyters and deacons were secure in their leadership and concord through the Holy
Spirit and the bishop.72 Second, each of these two lower grades of minister was to submit to the
presiding bishop.73 And third, it was only when the laity would submit to the three-fold authority
of the bishop, presbyters, and deacons that unity would be assured for the local church.74 For
Ignatius then, the proper organizational structure for the church consisted of a bishop, understood
as following in the footsteps of the Apostles and possessing authority from God to lead and guide
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the church, who oversaw presbyters and deacons who were united with the bishop in preaching
the good news of Jesus Christ.
While the vast majority of scholars agree the authority of the bishop and three-fold
hierarchy of office are affirmed by Ignatius, the normativity of this ecclesiastical program prior to
Ignatius’ letters remains undetermined.75 There are three major views on this, that Ignatian
ecclesiology was innovative, reaffirmed the existing office, or modified current practice.
Among those arguing that Ignatius' views on bishops were innovative, there are a number
of perspectives. Hinson suggests that the frequency with which Ignatius reminds the churches to
“do nothing without the bishop” indicates that his hierarchical model had not yet been adopted in
many places, least of all Rome, where the letter is addressed to the church rather than a bishop.76
Olson and Wiles contrast Ignatius' statements with ecclesiastical structures referenced in the
writings now included in the New Testament, concluding that his perspective arose from the need
to order an increasingly diverse Christianity and represented a “quantum leap” beyond anything
else which had been suggested to that point.77 Brent casts Ignatius as a “missionary bishop” who
sought to radically transform the thought-life of the church communities to which he was writing,
employing a political rhetoric that claims what should be is in fact already what exists.78 For those
interpreting Ignatius' conception of the ἐπίσκοπος as innovative, schisms in the church forced
Ignatius to move beyond existing Christian conceptions of ecclesiastical authority and claim
unprecedented levels of authority for the bishop as a means of stopping the schisms created by
heretical groups.
Among those affirming a preexisting office of bishop, Ignatius’ calls to follow the
ἐπίσκοπος was the rallying cry of a church leader going to his death in Rome. Since the office of
75

Foster, Epistles of Ignatius, Part II, 3.
Hinson, 85; Hinson also suggests that, "Ignatius’s obsession with the idea, as well as some direct
statements in his letters, indicates that this form was not yet secure in Antioch either.”
77
Olson, 47; Wiles, 141.
78
Brent, 59, 157; We also note Foster (Epistles of Ignatius, Part II, 3-4) and Ehrman (Lost, 141), who
affirm that Ignatius effectively created the office of bishop, which subsequently became a defining trait of
the proto-orthodox churches.
76

84

bishop does not constitute a major theme of the letters, it is hard to imagine Ignatius’ idea as
totally original. Isacson notes that Ignatius praises certain congregations for already following
their bishop, a hard thing to do if his conception of the bishop was entirely novel.79 Similarly,
Thomas Robinson suggests that Ignatius is not defining the office of bishop within his letters, but
instead is outlining the role of the church in submitting to the bishop as a means of restoring unity
to the body of Christ.80 Most persuasive is the perspective of Wand, who writes that, “as it seems
unlikely that in a moment of such extreme peril any responsible leader would wish to command
untried experiments, we are inclined to the view that mon-episcopacy was already the custom and
that the Bishop of Antioch is simply trying to make the faithful rally round their leaders at a time
when steadiness was the most vital need of the Christian society.”81For those understanding the
office of ἐπίσκοπος as preceding Ignatius, the basic assumption of this office in his letters and the
context from which he wrote points towards Ignatius’ calls as ‘rallying cries’ around an existent
office and not an innovative form of leadership foisted upon the church at the precise moment he
would not be around to see the process through.
Third are those treading the middle path, where Ignatius’ letters modify the office of the
ἐπίσκοπος, perhaps applying structure to where none had previously existed. Koester, relying
heavily upon Polycarp, posits that in Ignatius' time the bishop was not yet the principle ruler of
the church, but a primary caregiver who was gradually becoming the head of a community
through the influence of Greco-Roman social structures.82 Similarly, Schoedel suggests that
Ignatius' rhetoric gives the impression of a hierarchical institution that was far less ordered in
actual practice, making the ἐπίσκοπος Ignatius references much closer to the model found in the
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writings of Paul.83 Most convincing is the view of modification that suggests monepiscopacy had
already taken root in certain locations and that Ignatius was the first to apply it to the churches of
Asia Minor with explicit theological justification for the practice.84 In this perspective Ignatius
synthesized Pauline ideas of hierarchy, Johannine conceptions of the relationship between the
bishop and Christians (modeled after the relationship between the Father and Jesus), and actual
church practice in urban areas such as Jerusalem and Antioch, combining these concepts into a
monepiscopal bishop as the practical solution for the schisms of Asia Minor.85 Prior to Ignatius’
letter then, while nearly every community had an ἐπίσκοπος, only certain communities had
monepiscopal bishops, making Ignatius’ prescription innovative for certain churches but a
modification of church practice on a broader scale, applying the ἐπίσκοπος model to all churches
and offering theological justification correlating the practice to the relationship between the Son
and the Father.86 Building upon Wand’s insight into the unlikely proposal of an entirely new idea
by a responsible leader, this modification view appears to best explain Ignatius' perspective in
writing his letters.
Martyrdom and Charismatic Authority
Ignatius viewed martyrdom as a gift from God and a reasonable method for following the
example of Christ and the Apostles, quite possibly even believing that he could only reach God
through his own martyrdom in Rome.87 Ignatius’ tone in Romans, where he warns the church
against interfering with his encounter with the wild beasts, has been used to argue that martyrdom
was the hallmark of Ignatian theology and developed naturally from his views on ecclesiology.88
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Ignatius’ perspective on martyrdom is best mediated through an understanding of his views on
charismatic authority as possessing extraordinary prophetic insight and authority though the Holy
Spirit.89 As Maier writes, “If the churches Ignatius addressed were convinced by his interpretation
of his imprisonment [as identification with Christ] and anticipated suffering, he probably would
have enjoyed a distinguished status which earned him reverence.”90 While few doubt Ignatius’
claim to Holy Spirit inspired authority, he clearly felt the need to use a variety of other sources of
authority in his letters, indicating that he viewed his own inspiration as at least inferior to that of
Peter, Paul, and the Lord.91 Therefore, while Ignatius viewed martyrdom as a legitimate Christian
action and believed himself to have some measure of charismatic authority, these aspects of his
thought were situated within a wider matrix of sources viable for thinking about Christian faith
and action.
Christian Worship and Practice
Ignatius also references various aspects of Christian worship and practice throughout his
letters, including baptism, communal worship, marriage structures, the Eucharist, and creedal
statements.92 While some of these practices are not appealed to in any manner apart from passing
reference or rhetorical illustration, it is within the appeals to the Eucharist and creedal statements
that Ignatius' highest source of authority becomes revealed, the person and work of the Lord.93
The Eucharist has long been understood as a significant tenet of Ignatius’ theological
program, a central event that unifies the church and offers a striking example of the multifaceted
nature of his theological and authoritative matrix.94 Three passages are of special importance
when considering the authority of the Eucharist. In Smyreneans 7, the communal centrality of the
Eucharist is on full display, as those denying the flesh of Christ were not permitted to join in full
89
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Christian fellowship and participate in the sacred rite.95 Ephesians 20:2 demonstrates the
soteriological importance of the Eucharist, where Ignatius urges Ephesians to participate in the
breaking of the bread, “the medicine of immortality and the antidote that we should not die but
live forever in Jesus Christ.”96 In Philadelphians 4, Ignatius cites the Eucharist as the central
unifying feature of Christians across geographic locations, signifying its importance for
understanding the body of Christ properly.97 These passages indicate the importance of the
Eucharist for Ignatius, not as a static rite of tradition, but as a communal meal imbued with the
authority and incarnation of the Lord Jesus Christ who unites the church and offers her salvation.
Ignatius utilizes creedal passages and hymnic elements in a number of locations while
battling ‘heretics’ throughout his letters, which Schoedel argues stem from older soteriologicallybased Christological creeds used by the church.98 The creedal statements found in Ephesians
18:2, Trallians 9, and Smyrneans 1:1-2 are especially important.99 In these passages Ignatius
references Mary as the mother of Jesus by the Holy Spirit, Christ’s connection to the Davidic line,
the baptism, the true humanity and divinity of Jesus, his persecution under Pontius Pilate, the
crucifixion, and the resurrection, all of which are reminiscent not only of the canonical gospels,
but also of the later formal Christian creed as well.100 These events and claims about the life of
the Lord provide a historical basis that was central to Ignatius’ theological program, making these
creedal statements valuable and necessary sources for thinking about the Christian faith. Clear
from his appeals to the Eucharist and creedal materials is the importance that the central
Christological events and practices of the Christian tradition held for Ignatius’ conception of
authority. These sources functioned as useful sources of appeal for historical and practical facets
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of the faith, as they were lived by Christian communities across the Roman Empire and served as
a connection to the Lord.
Jesus Traditions
This section examines various Jesus traditions in Ignatius’ letters, including the titles
applied to Jesus, use of the kerygmatic Great Tradition, and appeals to the person, words, and
works of Jesus against the heretics, especially Philadelphians 8:2. Upon examining Ignatius'
appeals to the authority of Jesus, the authority of the Lord Jesus served as Ignatius' ultimate guide
for Christian faith and practice, to which Ignatius subjected all other potential sources to the
authority, textual or non-textual.
Throughout his letters Ignatius constantly appeals to Jesus in a variety of ways,
referencing him approximately 164 times throughout his letters. Of particular importance are the
titles that Ignatius used to reference Jesus, where Ignatius uses “Jesus Christ” or “Christ Jesus”
111 times, demonstrating both the title’s currency in the Ignatian context and affirming Jesus’
Messiahship and authority.101 The names “Jesus”, “Christ”, and “Lord” are used a total of forty
times,102 and the highly honorific title “Lord Jesus Christ” is employed five times.103 Most
striking, however, is Ignatius’ use of theos as an epithet of Jesus, which points toward the
conclusion that Jesus was understood as God (at least in some highly meaningful sense) by
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Ignatius.104 This would seem to indicate that belief in the incarnate Lord who is God-become-man
functioned as the “ground of Christian piety… as well as the indispensible core of the Christian
view of the world”, including Ignatius’ justification of episcopal hierarchy.105 These titles,
especially use of the “Lord Jesus Christ” and references to Jesus as theos, demonstrate that Jesus’
role as Messiah and incarnation played an important role in establishing Jesus as Ignatius’ central
authority for Christian faith and practice, allowing for "fresh new ways" in which other sources of
revelation and authority could be understood and applied to Christian life and faith.106
Scholars have long noted the importance that Ignatius attributes to the kerygma of Jesus’
crucifixion, death, and resurrection throughout his letters.107 Also noteworthy are Ignatius’
references to other events within the life of Jesus that do not seem to rely upon written sources,
such as Ignatius’ account of the anointing, virgin birth, baptism, and birth sign (Eph. 17-19),
suggesting Ignatius had access to an oral narrative containing stories of Jesus’ life.108
Furthermore, the reference to Jesus as high priest in Philadelphians 9:1 indicates that these
traditions contained connections to the Jewish scriptures and theological insights into the person
and work of Christ.109 For Ignatius, these received traditions indicated that the “way of the cross
is to be followed by the Christian” and that Jesus should be understood as the final authority for
the church.110 The life, crucifixion, death, and resurrection of Christ, the great kerygmatic
tradition of the church, thus formed a vital component of Ignatian theology and provided an
historically information basis for authoritative claims about normative Christian faith and

104

Romans Intro, 3.3; Smyrneans 1.1, 6.2: Magnesians Intro; Ephesians 7.2, 18.2; M.P. Brown, 22;
Richardson, 40.
105
Corwin, 91, 116; Edward Rochie Hardy. Review of “St. Ignatius and Christianity in Antioch by Virginia
Corwin.” In Church History: Studies in Christianity and Culture, 112. Volume 30. 1961. 112; Zanartu.
106
Corwin, 116.
107
BC, 246-251; Hagner, "Sayings of Jesus", 233; Corwin, 81.
108
Mitchell, 31-3; Canon, 48-9; Mitchell notes concerning the reference to the birth star narrative that,
“merely the appearance of a star provides a connection between the Gospel of Matthew and this passage,
and one could suggest that this connection is only tangential, based upon a common early Christian
tradition which connects the birth of Jesus to some [Greco-Roman] astrological portent” (33).
109
Schoedel, 209; cx. Hebrews 9-12, 1 Clement 61:3 and 64:1, and Polycarp 12:2.
110
Magnesians 6:1, 13:1; Philadelphians 6:3; K&K, 55; AF, 127-8; BC, 250.

90

practice, as these events shaped all theological reflection and functioned as the “supreme
embodiment of the sacrally significant events defining [Christian] existence.”111
The paramount authority of Jesus comes across quite clearly in Ignatius' engagement with
the ‘heretics,’ whom he argues have moved beyond the received traditions about Christ and
usurped his authority with their own teachings.112 The prime example of Jesus’ authority comes in
Philadelphians 8:2, where Ignatius posits that the Lord has surpassed the primacy of ta apxeia,
the ancient records or archives.113 In response to those saying, “If I find it not in the charters, I
believe it not in the Gospel,” Ignatius affirms that, “his ultimate authority is Jesus Christ:
whatever authority the ‘archives’ have is summed up and brought to perfection in his passion and
resurrection.”114 While both Ignatius and his opponents claimed to accept the prophets, because
Ignatius understands the Jewish scriptures as pointing toward Christ and being fulfilled in him,
the words of the Lord functioned as more binding than the ancient scriptures.115 Philadelphians
8:2 thus points toward one conclusion, that for Ignatius, “the primary locus of authority for
Christian faith was in Jesus Christ, more specifically in the early Christian kergyma about 'his
cross, and death, and resurrection.' The full extent of this is not clear, but it appears that the oral
and/or written traditions about Jesus the Christ were more important to Ignatius than were the
[Jewish] Scriptures. In Ignatius' threefold locus of authority (Jesus, the apostles, and the
prophets), he gave priority to Jesus.”116
These three categories of evidence from the letters of Ignatius, the titles used to describe
Jesus, appeals to the Great Tradition concerning the Lord’s life, death, and resurrection, and the
clear superiority of Christ evidenced in Philadelphians 8:2, conclusively demonstrate that the
111
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authority of the Lord Jesus was Ignatius' ultimate guide for Christian faith and practice, and
indicate that he subjected all other forms of authority to the Lord.
IV. Authority in Ignatius
This section concludes the examination of Ignatius of Antioch with considerations of the
overarching conception and application of authority evidenced in his letters. As noted above,
Ignatius must be considered within his overall context, especially that of his journey to Rome.
Regarding the Jewish scriptures, Ignatius rarely appealed to these works, apparently finding them
unsuitable for full deployment against his opponents. When drawing upon his memory of written
works Ignatius “preferred to appeal to the cardinal revelatory events of Christian history, not to
the Old Testament.”117 This is not to say that Ignatius rejected the Jewish scriptures wholesale, as
Marcion later would, for his references to the writings of Judaism, “rare though they may be,
indicate a certain function or role for biblical writings in Ignatius’ world that is not adequately
explained by a simple wholesale rejection of the writings associated with Judaism along with
other Jewish practices.”118 In this transitional period of authority within early Christianity,
Ignatius viewed the Jewish scriptures as a viable source of authority for the faith, but
subordinated those writings to other sources of authority.119
Sufficient textual evidence suggests Ignatius used the Gospel of Matthew, Gospel of
John, Romans, 1 Corinthians, Galatians, Ephesians, Philippians, and 1 Timothy in his letters.
However, nowhere did Ignatius employ these sources as fully codified written authorities, instead
drawing upon them as sources for understanding the central events of the Christian message,
“doubtless because they told the story of Jesus, the Lord of the church.”120 These first written
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accounts of Jesus and his earliest disciples were used as useful and authoritative by Ignatius, and
when they explicated the central kerygma of Christ, their authority dwarfed that of other written
sources.121 Ignatius viewed these relatively new texts as important authorities and tools for the
church, functionally serving alongside the scriptures of Judaism though not yet formally endowed
with any scriptural or canonical classification of their own.122 That is, Ignatius did not view
Christian writings as useful and authoritative because they were ‘scripture,’ but because the
contents of those writings informed Christian faith and were useful in combating the ‘heretical’
perspectives within the churches to whom Ignatius wrote.123
The most debated non-textual aspect of Ignatius' letters involves his conception of the
ἐπίσκοπος and the normativity of his prescription for that office in Asia Minor. This examination
concluded that monepiscopal bishops likely existed in certain locations prior to Ignatius’s letters,
and that any innovation on his part involved applying that ecclesiastical model to the churches of
Asia Minor and providing explicit theological justification for the office of bishop. Ignatius’
historical significance, then, consists of his ecclesiastical intensity and application and not his
innovation. In this conception, the bishop functions as head over his local church, likely
superseding the authority of Jewish scriptures prone to misinterpretation, 124 but remaining
subjected to apostolic traditions and authority of the Lord Jesus.
The central source of authority Ignatius appealed to in his letters was Jesus Christ, whose
authority surpassed that of the Jewish scriptures, Christian texts, and all other forms of nontextual authority.125 These other sources, while useful in their own right, were ultimately
subjected to the proclamation of the gospel of Christ and the kerygma of his life, death, and
resurrection. As McDonald writes, “It is not overstating the case to say for the church that ‘if
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Jesus said it, that settled the matter.’ He was, after all, the Lord of the church, and his words from
the beginning of the church would have had significant authority attached to them.”126 Writing as
a second or third generation Christian, Ignatius had to rely upon oral and written apostolic sources
as the basis for his knowledge of the life and teachings of the Lord, though this should not distract
from the fact that Ignatius viewed the Lord Jesus as the ultimate and final source of authority for
claims about life, faith, and practice.
In viewing Christ as his ultimate authority, Ignatius subjected all other possible sources to
his interpretation of Christ. This comes across most clearly in Philadelphians 8:2, where Ignatius
explicitly subjects the Jewish scriptures and their proper interpretation to the gospel of Christ.
This does not mean that Ignatius denigrated all authorities other than Christ out of existence, but
rather that he conceived of all sources within a matrix of applicable authority and subordinated
them to a proper place within his hierarchy of sources. At the top of Ignatius’ hierarchy was the
Lord Jesus, along with the creeds and Eucharist through which he was known. Next was the
bishop, who oversaw non-textual traditions of the church and properly interpreted textual sources
through Christ. This conception of authority directed Ignatius’ readers toward Jesus of Nazareth,
whose life and work can be known through the teaching of the apostles and the bishops, and
affirms the conclusion that Ignatius’ central authority for Christian faith was the Lord Jesus.
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CHAPTER FIVE: DISCERNING WITNESSES
I. Review of Perspectives
This study has examined the manner in which three early Christian writers, Marcion,
Clement of Rome, and Ignatius of Antioch, appealed to sources of authority as they attempted to
define Christianity. This concluding chapter summarizes the sources of authority used in these
writings and the hermeneutical centrality of Jesus for each of these writers before noting the
implications of this study for understanding appeals to authority in early Christianity.
Marcion
Reconstructing Marcion’s perspective on authority through the consideration of both
historical and modern perspectives led to several conclusions on Marcion’s conception of
authority. First, following the review of the various schools of thought concerning Marcion's
impact on the development of Christian canon and authority, the Canon Refinement School
promotes the best explanation of the available textual, historical, and theological evidence. This
school argues that Marcion's canon, while the first closed Christian canon, neither formed the
Christian ideas of scripture and canon (as in the Canon Formation school), nor did he influence a
major redaction of scriptural literature (as in the Canon and Literature Formation school). Second,
Marcion engaged possibly authoritative written sources available in early Christianity in a unique
manner, forcing the Great Church to overtly grapple with ideas of canon and what constituted
authoritative literature. Third, viewing certain texts as viable sources of authority was an
important project for Marcion. Though scholars continue to debate whether the importance
Marcion placed on written authority reflected an existing tradition within Christianity or whether
his actions were among the earliest with respect for creating a written corpus of authoritative
writings, it remains clear that Marcion vested a strong understanding of authority in the edited
writings of Paul and his version of Luke's Gospel. Finally, Marcion understands the goodness and
uniqueness of Jesus to preclude the possibility that the Lord could have been aligned with the god
of Judaism. To associate the message of Paul, that Jesus came to earth to bring freedom from
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death, with the evil deity of the Jewish scriptures was to inaccurately understand the person and
work of God through Jesus. Even among modern perspectives disagreeing on Marcion's impact
on Christian conceptions of canon and authority, there was a great deal of unity concerning
Marcion's hermeneutical paradigm, that his theological hermeneutic emphasized the person and
event of Christ in such a way as to exclude sources of written authority that failed to demonstrate
his unique place in salvation-history. This section concluded that for Marcion the Jesus event was
understood to uniquely reveal the true God in such a way that any sources of authority or
hermeneutical positions denigrating that uniqueness were rejected as unauthoritative for followers
of Jesus.
Clement of Rome
Clement’s consistent use of the scriptures of Judaism shows his willingness to appeal to
these texts and narratives as important and useful sources of authority. However, these scriptures
were not Clement’s ultimate basis of authority for Christian faith, and were instead employed as
sources acknowledging the importance of order and harmony within the people of God and giving
guidance for Christian conduct. Also noted was sufficient evidence to demonstrate Clement’s use
of Matthew, Romans, 1 Corinthians, 2 Corinthians, Galatians, Philippians, 1 Timothy, Titus,
Acts, Hebrews, 1 Peter, and James. The relatively casual treatment of these sources, including
their modification for the Corinthian context, indicates that while these writings were valuable
and effectively binding upon the people of God, they were not static forms of authority and could
be reapplied in the life of the church. Only when he deployed the words of Jesus did Clement use
textual sources as truly authoritative, suggesting the use of such sources not because they were
inherently authoritative “sacred scripture,” but because of their subject matter and relevance for
Corinth. The words of Jesus guided Clement’s appeals to textual sources, enabling them to
function as useful and effective sources for Clement’s letter to Corinth. While other non-textual
sources provided useful material for Clement’s arguments, the suitability of these sources paled in
comparison to the applicability of Jesus traditions. The volume of appeals to Jesus, the use of the
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honorific title “Lord Jesus Christ,” and the centrality of the sayings of Jesus in Clement's
arguments reveal that a ruling from the Lord constituted the final authority for Clement, as the
words of the Lord were viewed with absolute authority. This examination of Clement concluded
that the overarching authority of Jesus in First Clement is reflected in the purpose and occasion of
the letter and through Clement’s use of textual and non-textual sources, demonstrating that for
Clement the Lord Jesus Christ functioned as the highest source of authority for Christian life and
faith and mediated all other possible sources of authority.
Ignatius of Antioch
The previous chapter examined appeals to authority within the authentic letters of
Ignatius of Antioch which were written on the way to his martyrdom in Rome. Ignatius rarely
appealed to the Jewish scriptures, apparently finding them unsuitable for full deployment against
his opponents. However, by not rejecting the Jewish scriptures wholesale but rather subjecting
them to other forms of authority, Ignatius demonstrated that he viewed the Jewish scriptures as a
viable source of authority for the faith. While drawing upon the Gospel of Matthew, Gospel of
John, Romans, 1 Corinthians, Galatians, Ephesians, Philippians, and 1 Timothy, nowhere did
Ignatius use these sources as fully codified written authorities, instead employing them as sources
for understanding the central events of the Christian message. Ignatius viewed these relatively
new texts as important sources and tools for the church, functionally serving alongside the
scriptures of Judaism though not yet formally endowed with any classification such as scripture
or canonical. This examination concluded that monepiscopal bishops likely existed in certain
locations prior to Ignatius’s letters, and that any innovation on his part involved applying that
ecclesiastical model to the churches of Asia Minor and providing explicit theological justification
for the office of bishop.
Ignatius’ central source of authority was Jesus Christ, whose authority surpassed that of
the Jewish scriptures, Christian texts, and all other forms of non-textual authority. Other sources
were ultimately subjected to the proclamation of the gospel of Christ and the Great Tradition of
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his life, death, and resurrection. In Ignatius’ view, if Jesus said something, he settled the matter.
By viewing Christ as his ultimate authority, Ignatius subjected all other possible sources to his
interpretation of Christ. This comes across most clearly in Philadelphians 8:2, where Ignatius
explicitly subjects the Jewish scriptures and their proper interpretation to the gospel of Christ.
Ignatius conceived of all sources within a matrix of applicable authority and subordinated them to
a proper place within his hierarchy of sources, directing his readers toward Jesus of Nazareth,
whose life and work can be known through the teaching of the apostles and the bishops. This
section concluded that Ignatius’ central source of authority for Christian faith and practice was
the Lord Jesus Christ.
II. Conclusions and Implications
Having recounted these conclusions regarding authority in Marcion, Clement, and
Ignatius, this section now offer several additional conclusions arising from this study.
Similarities and Differences
There are several notable examples of similarities and differences evident between
Marcion, Clement, and Ignatius’ appeals to authority. First, most notable and relevant for the
overarching argument of this study, is the similar manner in which each of these early Christian
writers appeals to Jesus as the ultimate source of authority for Christian life and faith. While these
authors appealed to and found as acceptable differing sources of authority, each viewed the
person and work of the Christ as the central authority by which all other sources were measured.
A second similarity involves the way in which each author appealed to the life and letters of Paul,
especially his first letter to Corinth. Third, and building upon these first two similarities, is the
way in which each writer used a “Gospel-Apostle” model of authority, emphasizing the person
and work of Christ as well as apostolic authorities.
Notable differences include the non-Pauline sources that these early Christian’s found
useful; this is especially clear with the Jewish scriptures, which Marcion rejected wholesale,
Ignatius occasionally used but generally found wanting, and Clement used liberally. These writers
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also appealed to non-textual source of authority in differing manners. Though all affirmed the
authority of Jesus, when sources dealt with other aspects of theology or practice, Clement made
use of a variety of Hellenistic and Jewish materials, Ignatius preferred appeals to the bishop, and
Marcion appealed to something akin to Gnostic cosmological thinking. These differences gave
rise to differing hierarchies of authority. For Marcion, Jesus (specifically Jesus mediated through
Paul) was the primary authority, with no other clearly delineated sources defined as acceptable.
For Clement, the Lord Jesus, then the Apostles and Prophets, and then other sources that align
with Christ were understood as decreasingly authoritative. With Ignatius, Jesus revealed in the
kerygma and through the bishop was the primary authority, supplemented occasionally by the
Jewish scriptures. Even while noting the clear differences between these authors, the strong
similarities between these early Christians regarding the centrality of Jesus and Paul is cause for
reflection, especially among those advocating for radically divergent forms of early Christianity.
Textual Authority and Jesus as Hermeneutic
One important implication of this study involves the extent to which Marcion, Clement,
and Ignatius' use of Christian writings demonstrates those writings’ authority during this postApostolic period. Christian writings constitute a large portion of the sources to which these early
writers appealed, demonstrating that these writings were viewed as useful for thinking about faith
and life in certain contexts, at the very least those involving schism or disagreement. Especially
useful were writings containing the words of the Lord and major epistles of Paul.1 However, the
manner in which Clement and Ignatius made appeals to written sources of authority suggests that
they were interested in the usefulness of a source for the propagation of the gospel, not because of
its relation to the apostles or status as scripture or canonical. This is especially apparent when a

1

This conclusion confirms Barton’s argument that the Gospels and Major Pauline epistles were used by the
Church from the earliest years of the Jesus Movement (HWST, 17).
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reference is not clearly introduced or blends oral and written sources.2 This points to two key
considerations: First, the early church viewed Jesus and the central gospel message of salvation as
a dynamic process, ripe for interpretative application to the lives of real people.3 In short,
Clement and Ignatius were ultimately not concerned with the manner in which they appealed to
sources, but rather the content of those sources as they related to the dynamism of their Christian
faith. In this way Jesus functioned as a hermeneutical device, allowing certain sources to be used
and interpreted as authoritative while causing others to be viewed as inappropriate or not
applicable.
Second, the blurring between oral and textual sources serves as a reminder that “Jesus is
known only though the mediation of his own reception.”4 However one understands the narrative
of the Lord, an interpretation is always made through a matrix of perspectives, be they canonical,
traditional, or otherwise. Marcion, Clement, and Ignatius were at something of an advantage in
this respect, as they were only a few generations removed from the historical life of the Lord. Yet
even these early Christian writers were influenced by their sources and thus any conclusion drawn
from their writings must include a certain amount of humility. This need for temperance should
be apparent from the appendices below, where scholars often come to radically divergent
conclusions involving the same textual data. With these considerations in mind, it is again worth
noting the conclusions of this study, most importantly that for Marcion, Clement, and Ignatius
each created a hermeneutic for defining and utilizing extant sources of authority that emphasized
the central authority of Jesus.
Canonical Development
One of the wider implications of this study points toward the eventual formation of the
New Testament canon. While this study has focused on the usefulness of texts for these early
2

Francis Watson. Gospel Writing: A Canonical Perspective. Cambridge: Eerdmans, 2013. 208; Watson
goes so far as to suggest that the, "sayings [of Jesus] may have existed separately in a literary form distinct
from the canonical gospels” (208).
3
Ibid., 604.
4
Ibid., 608.
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Christian writers, the historical location of this project allows one to consider the use of Christian
texts in the first and second centuries in light of the fourth century formal New Testament
canonization. The functional authority that Christian texts held for Marcion, Clement, and
Ignatius, suggests that by the late-first and early-second century these writings were already well
on their way to their eventual status as scripture and canon.5 McDonald writes that, “When
[Christian] writings were placed alongside the Scriptures of [Judaism] and appealed to
authoritatively in the life and worship of the early church, they functioned as Scripture in the
church even if they were not yet called Scripture.”6 It thus seems appropriate to speak of an early
functional “New Testament” canon evidenced by each of these authors. This is not to say that
Clement or Ignatius intentionally conceived of a specifically Christian canon, though Marcion
certainly did. Instead, the possibility of a Pauline collection attested to and used by both Clement
and Ignatius indicates that these early Christian writers meaningfully affirmed the authority of a
collection of Paul's letters for the functional life of the church. Of course, the argument of the
“Canon Refinement” school, affirmed in the above consideration of Marcion, necessitates a
preexistent collection of Christian writings, a further piece of historical evidence pointing toward
a functional collection of Paul’s letters.
Since direct evidence from Marcion, Clement, and Ignatius only points toward the use of
one or two gospels, considerably less may be said concerning gospel collections available to these
authors. However, Francis Watson notes that while a four-fold gospel collection was not
explicitly recognized until the later part of the second century, “second-century writers did not
invent the four gospel collection themselves but spoke of it as established long before their own
time. And so we are pointed back to the later first century. It seems that the formation of the
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Kruger has noted that the form of functional authority exhibited by Clement and Ignatius is tantamount to
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collection coincides with the process of composition.”7 Obviously additional time was necessary
to fully form the New Testament canon as it stood in the fourth century and stands today.
However, Clement, Ignatius, and Marcion strongly indicate the presence of a functional canon
containing Pauline and Gospel materials around the turn of the century, the beginnings of a
collection well on its way to eventual formal canonization.
Future Projects
In many ways, this study was modeled after Donald Hagner's investigation of authority in
Clement, though expanded to include both non-textual sources of authority as well as other early
Christian perspectives. In the future this type of study could be applied to a broader range of early
Christian sources, including those ‘lost’ to mainstream Christianity (at least according to
Ehrman), Gnostic, Docetic, Ebionite, and others. Examining how sources of authority are
conceived of and applied to Christian life also might direct a modified form of this study toward
other eras in the history of Christianity, quite possibly the Protestant Reformation, with its
reconceptualizations of appropriate sources of authority for Christian life and faith, and the
contemporary situation of Christianity in the American context, with its negotiation of a host of
complex issues begging questions of which authorities are the correct authorities. Additionally,
there are numerous possibilities regarding the direct comparison of Marcion, Clement, and
Ignatius within the context of Roman Christianity, which has not been touched upon here. A
particularly promising aspect of such a project would be the possible impact of a Jewishscripture-denigrating-perspective such as Ignatius’ in Romans, as possibly setting the stage for
Marcion’s later wholesale rejection of the Jewish scriptures.
Final Word
For Marcion, Clement of Rome, and Ignatius of Antioch, when the Lord Jesus said
something, that settled the matter, thereby making him the final authority for Christian life and
faith. The central events of Jesus' story, his life, death, and resurrection, were the central
7

Watson, 2.
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proclamation of the church and standard for judging all other claims to authority and truth. This
should not really be surprising, for “the central doctrine of Christianity is Christology; indeed,
without the Incarnation there is no Christianity.”8 In a very real way, affirming the paramount
authority of Christ and aligning the acceptance of other truth claims around his authority is what
it means to be a Christian. To this end, the appeals to Christ found in Marcion, Clement, and
Ignatius were part and parcel of their theology. This study thus concludes that while Marcion,
Clement, and Ignatius each drew upon a variety of sources in their writings, each of these early
Christians defined their central authoritative hermeneutic through the central authority of Jesus
Christ which mediated all other sources of thinking about and living the Christian faith.

8
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APPENDIX A: CITATIONS IN FIRST CLEMENT
The purpose of this appendix is to provide a comparison of scholars’ judgments regarding
the citation of external written sources in First Clement. In the table below, ‘Letter Address’
refers to the location of the reference in First Clement and ‘Citation’ refers to the external
source(s) judged to have been used. All addresses correspond to modern English Bibles unless
otherwise indicated, and LXX references noted where possible. The sources used are as follows:1
Ehrman, Bart D. The Apostolic Fathers: Volume I. In Leob Classical Library, LCL 24. Edited by
Jeffery Henderson. Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2003.
Lightfoot, J.B. and Harmer, J.R. The Apostolic Fathers: Revised Greek Texts with Introductions
and English Translations. Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1988.
Lake, Kirsopp. The Apostolic Fathers: With English Translations: Volume I. In Leob Classical
Library. Edited by E.H. Warmington. Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1912.
NTAF (The New Testament in the Apostolic Fathers). The Committee of the Oxford Society of
Historical Theology. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1905.2
Hagner, Donald A. The Use of the Old and New Testaments in Clement of Rome. Editor W.C van
Unnik. Supplements to Novum Testaementum. Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1973.3
Holmes, Michael W. The Apostolic Fathers: Greek Texts and English Translations, 3rd Edition.
Grand Rapids: Baker Academic Press, 2007.

1

For additional citation references, see Biblia Patristica: Index des Citations et Allusion Bibliques Dans la
Litterature Patristique: Des origines a Clement d'Alexandrie et Tertullian. Edited by Equipe de Recherece
Assosiee au Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique, et al. Paris: Centre d'Analyse et de
Documentation Patristiques, 1975.
2
It should be noted that the NTAF includes only possible citations from the books now comprising the
New Testament, and only broadly deals with the Snyoptics. Due to an easy classification scheme, we
include the grades given by the NTAF in our list below. Class A citations are those which are certainly
references to external sources by Clement. Class B citations are those judged highly probable, with Class C
including citations of lower probability, and Class D referring to possible citations (NTAF, iii).
3
In Hagner, only conspicuous references are noted from the writings now included in the New Testament.
From Jewish writings, the LXX citations are given and only quotations and the most important allusions are
noted (351). At the end of this appendix, Hagner’s divisions of LXX quotations in First Clement are noted.
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Table II: Citations in First Clement

Address
Sal.
1.3
1.6-7
2.1
2.2

Citation
1 Peter 1.2;
1 Cor. 1.1
Titus 2.4-5
Rom. 4.7-9
Acts 20.35

2.4
2.5
2.7
2.8

Col. 2.1
Phil. 1.10
Titus 3.1
Prov. 7.3

3.1
3.3

Deut. 32.15
Isaiah 3.5

3.4a
3.4b
4.1
4.1-6
4.8
4.9
4.10
4.11
4.12
4.13
5.1-5
5.2
5.5-6
5.4
6.3
7.1

7.2, 4
7.3
7.4
7.5
7.6
7.7

Ehrman

X

Lightfoot

X

Lake

X

X
Proverbs
3.5
X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

Is. 49.14
Wis. 2.24
Ex. 2.14
Gen. 4.3-8
Gn. 27.41f
Genesis 37
Ex. 2.14

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X
X
X

X

X
X
X
X

Num. 12
Nm. 16.13
1 Sam. 18ff
1 Cor. 9.24
Gal. 2.9
2 Cor.
11.23f
Acts 5.17;
12.17
Gen. 2.23
1 Ptr 1.15f;
Heb.12.1f;
Phil. 1.30;
1 Cor. 4.14
1 Peter
1.18-9
1 Tim. 2.3
Matt. 26.28
Wis.12.10
Genesis 7
2 Peter 2.5
Jonah 3
Matt. 12.41

X
X
X

X

NTAF

Hagner
X

C
C
D; Gal3
1 Peter
2.17; 5.9
D-

X

D
X

Phil. 1.27

X
Acts 1.8,
2.4, 14f

X
X

X
X
X; 2 Cor.
3.3
X
X; 1 Cor
4.10
X
X
X
X
X; Luke
12.14

X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

D
D
D-

X

Holmes

X

X
X

X
X

X

X

X
X

D

X; 1Jn
1.7, 2.2
X
X

X
X

X

X
X

X
X
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X

X
X
X
X

8.2
8.3
8.4
C. 9-12
9.3
9.4
10.1
10.1-7
10.2b-3
10.4-5
10.6
10.7
11.1-2
12.1-8
12.1-8
13.1

13.1f
13.3b-4
14.1
14.3
14.4
14.5
15.2
15.3
15.4
15.5
15.5b-7
16.2
16.3-14

Ezk. 33.11
Ps. Ezekiel
Is. 1.16-20
Heb. 11
Gen 5.24;
Heb 11.5
Gen 6.8;
Heb 11.7

X
Ez. 33.11
X

X
X
X

Isaiah 41.8
James 2.23
1 Chn. 20.7
Heb. 11.812, 17-19
Gen 12.1-3
Gn 13.14-6
Gen 15.56; Rom. 4.3
Gen. 22;
Heb. 11.17;
Gen. 18
Genesis 19

X
X

Joshua 2
Heb 11.31;
Jms 2.25
Jer 9.23-24
1 Sam 2.10
1 Cor 1.31
2Cor 10.17
Matt. 5.7f;
Luke 6.31,
36-8
Isaiah 66.2
Acts 5.29
Eph. 4.32f
Pr 2.21-22;
Ps 37.9, 38
Ps 37.35f
Is. 29.13
Mark 7.6
Matt. 15.8
Psalm 62.5
Ps 78.36-7
LXX 30.19
Ps. 31.18
Ps. 12.4-6
(LXX 11)
Phil. 2.6f
Is. 53.1-12

X
X

X

X

X
X

X

X
X
X
X

X

X

X

X

X
2 Ptr
2.5
X
X
X
X

1 Peter
3.20

X
X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X

X

X

X

X;
2 Ptr
2.6-7
X
X

X
X
X

X

X
X
X
X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X

X
X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X
X
X

X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X;
Jms 2.23
X
X

X

X

X
X

X
X
X
X
X
Mark
4,11
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X

X

X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X
X

X
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16.15-16
16.17
17.1
17.2

Ps. 22.7-9
Matt 11.29f
Heb 11.37f
Gen. 18.27

X

X

X

X
X

X

X
X

17.3
17.4

Job 1.1
Job 14.4-5
(LXX)
Heb 3.2
Num 12.7
Ex. 3.11
Ex. 4.10
James 4.14
Unknown

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X
X
X

X
X
X

Acts 13.22
1 Sm 13.14
Ps. 88.21
Ps 50.3-19
(51 LXX)
Heb 12.1
Gen 1.9
(LXX)
Job 38.11
Phil. 1.27
Prov. 20.27
James 4.16
1 Tim. 5.21
Heb 4.12
Ps 34. 1118, 19
Ps 32.10
Unknown

X
X

Is. 13.22
(LXX)
1Cor 15.20
2Tm 2.12,
3.17; 2Cor
9.8
Matt. 13.3
Mark 4.3
Luke 8.5
1 Cr 15.36f
Psalm 28.7
LXX Ps3.6
Ps 23.4
Job 19.26
Heb 6.18
2 Tim. 1.6
2 Pt. 3.5f;

17.5a
17.5b
17.6
17.6
18.1
18.2-17
19.2
20.6
20.7
21.1
21.2
21.5
21.7
21.9
22.1-7
22.8
23.3-4
23.5
24.1
24.4
24.4-5

26.2a
26.2b
26.3
27.1-2
27.3
27.4

X
X
D
X
X
X
C

X

X

X

X
X
X
X

C

X
X

X

X

D

X
X

X

X
D

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
X

X

X

X;
Mal. 31.
X

X;
Mal. 3.1

Mal.
3.1
X

D

X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
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B
D

X
X
X
X
Ass.
Moses
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X; Is. 41;
Jm. 2.23
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X

X
EldadModad
X;
Mal. 3.1
X

X
X

X
X

X

X

X:
Mal.3.1

X
X
X

B

D; 10.23

X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X

27.5
27.7
28.2-3
29.1
29.2
29.3

30.1-2

30.2
30.3
30.4f
30.6
31.1
31.2
31.3
31.4
32.2

32.3
33.1
33.5
33.6
33.7
34.2
34.3

34.4
34.6

Heb. 1.3
Wis. 12.12
Ps.19.1-4
(LXX 18)
Ps139.7-10
(LXX 138)
1 Tim. 2.8
Dt. 32.8-9
Dt. 4.34
Dt. 14.2
Num 18.27
Ez. 48.12
2Chn 31.14
1 Peter 2.1
1 Peter 5.5
Prov. 3.34
Jms 4.6
Jms 5.20
2Tim 2.22
Job 11.2-3
(LXX)
James
2.15f
Job 11.2f
Rom 2.29
Gen. 21.7

X

X; 11.22

X

X

X

X; Eph
1.19
X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
X
Ap. Ez.

X

DX
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X

X

X

X
X
X
X
X

X

X
X
X
X
X;
Mt. 7.21
X
X

X
X
Gen 15.6

Gal 3.6f;
Jn 3.21

Genesis 22
Gen. 28ff
Gen. 15.5
Gen. 22.17
Gen. 26.4
Rom. 9.3
Titus 3.5
Rom. 6.1

X
X
X
X
X

Gn 1.26-27
Gen. 1.28
1 Tim 2.9f
1 Cor. 8.6;
Rom. 11.36
Rev. 22.12
Is. 40.10
Is. 62.11
Prov. 24.12
Rom. 2.6
Titus 3.1
Dan 7.10;
Isaiah 6.3

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X

X; Tt.
3.1

X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
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C
B

X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X

X
X

X
X
X
X

X
X

D

X
X

X
X
X
X
X

X
X

X

34.8
35.2
35.4
35.5-6
35.7-12
36
36.1
36.2-5

37.3
37.538.1
38.1
38.2

39.3-9
40.1

1Cor. 2.9
Is. 64.4
I John 3.2
2 Pt. 3.14
Rm1.29-32
Ps50.16-23
(LXX 49)
Hebrews 1
Hebrews
2.18, 3.1
Ps. 2.7-8
Ps. 104.4
Ps. 110.1
Rom 1.21
2 Cor. 3.18
Eph 1.18
Eph 4.18
1 Pt 2.9
1Cor 15.23
1Cor12.21f

X

X
X

X

X

X
Cf.
Hebrews
3.1; 2.18
X
X
X

X
Hebrews
1.3-4

42.5
43.1-5
43.6
44.1
44.2
45.6
45.7
45.8
46.2-5
46.3

D

X
X

A

X
X

A
C

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X

Rom. 12.4

Job 4.1618, 15.15,
4.19-5.5
1 Cor.2.10;
Rom. 11.33

Titus 1.5;
1Tim 3.10
Is. 60.17
(LXX)
Num 12.7;
Num 17;
Heb. 3.5
Job 17.3
Acts 20.29f
2 Tim. 2.2
Daniel 6.16
Dn.3.19-21
Heb 12.23;
Phil. 4.3
Unknown
Ps18.25-26

X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X

X

X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X

D

X

X

D
A

X
X
X

X
X
X

X
Jms2.15,
Jms3.13,
2Cor.
10.12
X

X

D
1Cr16;
Phil 2;
2Cr 9;
Col.1
X

X

X
D

X

X

X

1Cor.
15.23

2C10.13
Jn.17.28
Jn.20.21
X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Nm12.7;
2T3.15;
Acts 1.2f
X

X

41.1
42.4

X

X
X

X
X
X
X
X

X
X

X
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2Tm 1.3
X
X
X

X
X
X
X

46.6
46.7-8

47.1
47.1-2
47.3
47.7
48.2-3
48.4

48.5
48.6

(LXX 17)
Eph. 4.4-6
Matt 18.6
Matt 26.24
Mark 9.42
Mark 14.21
Luke 17.1f
Luke 22.22
Rom 12.4f
1Cor 12
1Cor 1.10f
Phil. 4.15
1Cor 1.12
Rom. 2.24
Psalms
118.19-20
(LXX 117)
Matt. 7.13f
Luke 1.75
John 10.9
1Cor12.8-9
1Cor12.8-9

49.1

John 14.15

49.5

Prov. 10.12
1Cor13.4-7
Col. 3.14
Jms 5.20
1 Peter 4.8
1Jn 4.18
Gal. 2.20;
Jn. 6.51
1 John 4.18

49.6
50.3

51.5

Is. 26.20;
Ez. 37.12
Ps 32.1-2
Rom 4.7-9
Rom. 4.9
1 John 1.9
Num16.33;
Ps. 49.15,
LXX 48.15
Ex.14.23f

52.1
52.2

Acts 17.25
Ps. 69.31f

50.4
50.6
50.7
51.3
51.4

X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X

D

X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X

X
X

D
A
D

X
X

X
X

X

X
X

X

X
X
X

X
X
X

X
X
C
1Cor.
10.24-33

X
Phil. 2.21
X

X
X

X
X

A

X
D
D

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X;
1Jn 5.2f;
2Jn 1.6
X
X
X

1P 2.12;
Lk.19.44
X

X

X

X

X

X
X

X

X
X

X
X

X

X

X

X
X
X
X
X

X

X

X

X

X;
Ps136.15

X

X

X
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Eph 4.18

X
X

X

X

52.3
52.4
53.1
53.2-5
54.3
55.3
55.4
55.6
56.3

56.4
56.5
56.6-15
57.3-7
59-60
Prayer

(LXX 68)
Ps 50.14f
Ps. 51.19
2 Tim 3.15
Dt.9.12-14;
Ex 32.31f
Psalm 24.1
2 Cor. 12.9
Judith 8f
Esther 4, 7
Job 17-26
Ps. 118.18
Ps. 141.5
Prov. 3.12
Heb 12.6
Ps. 141.5
Job 5.17-26
Pr. 1.23-33
Genesis
Exodus
Numbers
Deut.
1Samuel
1Kings
2Kings
2Chron.
Job
Psalms
Proverbs
Isaiah
Jeremiah
Ezekiel
Daniel
Joel
Sirach
Judith
*********
Luke
John
Acts
Ephesians
Colossians
1Timothy
1 Peter

X
X

X
X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
X

X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X
********

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
******
X
X

1Tm
5.17;
Tbt
13.6f;
Dt.
12.25f
Luke 1.14

D

Prov.3.12
X
X
X

X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

*******
X
X
X
X

*******
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
1Pet.
2.13f;
Rm.13.1;
Luke 1
X
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X

X

X

X

X
X

X
Esth. 2-6

X
X

61.1-3

63.2

Dt.9.12f
X
X
X
Ex. 32.32

X
X
*******
X
X
X
X
1Tim
5.17

Nm
16.22,
27.16;
Heb
12.9;
Dt 14.2

64.1

124

Titus
2.14

APPENDIX B: CITATIONS IN IGNATIUS
The purpose of this appendix is to provide a comparison of scholar’s judgments regarding
the citation of external written sources in the letters of Ignatius. In the table below, ‘Letter
Address’ refers to the location of the reference in Ignatius’ letters and ‘Citation’ refers to the
external source(s) judged to have been used. All addresses correspond to modern English Bibles
unless otherwise indicated, and LXX references noted where possible. The sources used are as
follows:
Ehrman, Bart D. The Apostolic Fathers: Volume I. In Leob Classical Library, LCL 24. Edited by
Jeffery Henderson. Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2003.
Lightfoot, J.B. and Harmer, J.R. The Apostolic Fathers: Revised Greek Texts with Introductions
and English Translations. Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1988.
Lake, Kirsopp. The Apostolic Fathers: With English Translations: Volume I. In Leob Classical
Library. Edited by E.H. Warmington. Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1912.
NTAF (The New Testament in the Apostolic Fathers). The Committee of the Oxford Society of
Historical Theology. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1905.4
Holmes, Michael W. The Apostolic Fathers: Greek Texts and English Translations, 3rd Edition.
Grand Rapids: Baker Academic Press, 2007.
Biblia Patristica: Index des Citations et Allusion Bibliques Dans la Litterature Patristique: Des
origines a Clement d'Alexandrie et Tertullian. Edited by Allenbach,et all. Paris, 1975.

4

It should be noted that the NTAF includes only possible citations from the books now comprising the
New Testament, and only broadly deals with the Snyoptics. Due to an easy classification scheme, we
include the grades given by the NTAF in our list below. Class A citations are those which are certainly
references to external sources by Clement. Class B citations are those judged highly probable, with Class C
including citations of lower probability, and Class D referring to possible citations (NTAF, iii).
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Table III: Citations in Ignatius

Address

Citation

EPH Sal

Rm 15.29;
Eph. 1.3f;
Philem 20
Eph. 5.1
Eph. 5.2
Col.1.7,
4.7; 2
Tim. 1.16
1 Cr 16.18
1 Cr. 1.10
1 Cr. 6.15
John 6.33
Mt 18.19f
Prv. 3.34;
James 4.6;
I Peter 5.5
Matt.
10.40;
John 13.20

EPH 1.1
EPH 1.3
EPH 2.1
EPH 2.2
EPH 2.3
EPH 4.2
EPH 5.2
EPH 5.3
EPH 6.1

EPH 7.2
EPH 8.1
EPH 8.2
EPH 9.1
EPH10.1
EPH
10.2
EPH
10.3
EPH11.1
EPH12.2
EPH
14.1
EPH
14.2
EPH
15.1

EPH
15.3

John 1.14
2 Tim. 3.6
Rm 8.5, 8
1 Cr 3.10f;
Eph 2.20f;
Matt. 3.7
1 Th. 5.17
Col. 1.23

Ehrman

Lightfoot

NTAF

Holmes

Biblia
Patristica

D; B; D
D

X
X

D; C

X
X

X

X

D
D
D
D
C
Prov.
3.34

X
X
X

C; D

X

X

X

X

X
X;
Rm4.20

1 Cr. 7.29
Eph. 3.4
1 Tim 1.5
Matt.
12.33
Psalm
33.9
Psalm
148.5
Judith
16.14
1 Cor 3.16

Lake

1Cr2.14
D
C
D; D; X
D
D; 1 Cr.
15.58
1P 5.5

X
X
X
X;
Mt21.33f;
Lk.12.42;
Jn.12.44f

X
X

X
1Cr 6.7

1Cor 4.13
X

X
X; 1 Tim
5.2
1 Tm 2.9f

D
X

C
X; Luke
6.44
X

X

X

X

X

X

X
X
X

X

X

X
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C

X
X
X; Rom
3.3
X

X; 1 John
3.6, 5.18
X
X

X;
1Cor 6.19

EPH
16.1
EPH16.2
EPH
17.1

1 Cor. 6.9f

X

X

X;
Eph. 5.5

Mark 9.43
Matt. 26.7
Mark 14.3
John 12f

X
X

X
X

X

B;
Gal 5.21
D
D

X
X

X
Jn 5.11

EPH
17.2
EPH
18.1
EPH
18.2
EPH 19
EPH
19.1
EPH19.2
EPH19.3
EPH
20.1

EPH
20.2
EPH
21.2
******
MAG3.1
MAG3.2
MAG5.1
MAG5.2
MAG
7.1
MAG
7.2
MAG
8.1
MAG8.2
MAG
9.3
MAG
10.1
MAG
10.2

1 Cor.
1.24f; Col.
2.2
1Cor 1.20f
Gal. 5.11
1Cor 4.13
John 7.42;
Rom. 1.3;
2Tim 2.8
Eph. 3.9
John
12.31;
John 14.30
1Cor 2.6-8
Col. 1.26
Rom. 6.4
1 Cor.
15.45f
Eph. 2.15
Eph. 4.24
1Tim 1.3
Rom. 1.3
1Cr 10.16
1 Tim 1.1;
1Cor 15.9
1 Cor 4.10
Heb. 4.13
Acts 1.25
Matt 22.19
John 5.19f
John 8.28
Eph. 4.3-6
John 16.28

X;
Eph 5.5
X
X
X
X
1 Cr 2.6f

D; X
X
X

B
X

X

X

X
X
X
X

D
X

X

D
C
D

X

C
C
C
X

X
X
X
X

X

X

D
D
D

X

X
X
X

X

X

1 Tim.
1.3-5
John 8.28f
Matt.
27.52
Acts 4.12

C;
Tt. 1.14
C
D

X
X
X
Jn8.42,
13.3
X;
Tt. 3.9
X
X
X

Matt.
5.13;
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1Cor 5.7

MAG
10.3
MAG 11
MAG
12.1
MAG
13.1
MAG
13.2
*******
TRAL
2.2
TRAL
2.3
TRAL
4.2
TRAL
5.1
TRAL
5.2
TRAL
6.1
TRAL
7.2
TRAL
8.2
TRAL
9.2
TRAL
10.1
TRAL
11.1
TRAL
11.2
TRAL
12.3
TRAL
13.3
******
ROM
1.1
ROM
2.1
ROM

Isaiah
66.18
1Cor 5.7
Phil. 2.11
1 Tim. 1.1
Prov.
18.17
(LXX)
Psalms 1.3

X

X

X
X

Mk9.50;
Lk14.34
X
B

X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X
X

X

X

X

X

Eph. 5.21

X

1 Tim. 1.1

X

1Cor. 4.1

X

C

X

X; 1 Cor.
10.33
X
X

1Cor 2.8
1 Cor. 3.12
Col. 1.16

X

X

X

C

X

X

X

X

D

X

1 Cor.
7.10
2 Tim 1.3
Isaiah 52.5

D
D
X

X

X

1 Cor
15.12f
2Cor 4.14
Gal. 2.21

X

Matt.
15.13

X

1 Cor.
12.12
1Cor. 9.27

X

X

X
X
X

X
D
B

X

X;
1Cor 3.9;
Jn15.1

X

X

D
X

X

X

C

1Cor 1.9;
2Cor 1.18

X

Rom. 1.911
2 Thess.
2.4
2 Tim 4.6

X
X

X

X

D
D

128

X

X;
Gal. 1.10
X

2.2
ROM
2.4
ROM
4.3
ROM
5.1
ROM
5.3
ROM
6.1
ROM7.2
ROM
7.2

ROM
7.3
ROM
9.2
ROM9.3
ROM
10.3
*****
PHIL
1.1
PHIL
2.1
PHIL
2.2
PHIL
3.1
PHIL3.3
PHIL
4.1
PHIL5.2
PHIL6.1
PHIL
6.3
PHIL
7.1
PHIL
7.2

Phil. 2.17
1 Cor.
7.22
I Cor. 4.4

X

X

D

X

X

C

X

B

X;
1Cor 9.1
X;
1Cr15.32
X

X

C;
X
D
B

X

Col. 1.16
1 Cor 9.15
Matt 16.26
Gal. 6.24
Jn 4.10. 14
John 6.33
John 7.38
Jn 14.12-3
John 6.33
John 7.42
Rom. 1.3
2 Tim. 2.8
I Cor.
15.8-9
Mt 10.40f
2 Thess.
3.5

X
X

X
X

X
X

X

X
X
X
X
X

X

X

Gal. 1.1

D
X
X
B;
1T1.13
D
D

X

C;
Phil 2.3f

John
10.12;
Eph. 5.8;
Matt. 7.15
Gal. 5.7;
1Cr 9.24-5
Matt.
15.13
1Cor. 6.9f
1 Cor.
10.16f
1Tim. 1.1
Mt. 23.27
2 Cor
11.9;
2Cor
12.16
John 3.8;
1Cor. 2.10
Matt.
16.17;

X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
Zech 14.8

X;
Rm. 6.4-5

X
X

X
X
X

X

X
X

B

X
X

C

X;
1Cor. 3.9;
Jn15.1
X
X

X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X;
2Cr
1.12;
2Cr 2.5
B
C

X
X;
1Th. 2.7f
X
X

X
X
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PHIL8.1
PHIL
9.1
PHIL
9.2
PHIL
11.2
*****
SYMR
Sal
SYMR
1.1
SYMR
1.1
SYMR
1.2

1Cor 3.16;
1Cor 6.19;
1Cor 11.1
Isaiah 58.6
John 10. 7,
9
1 Peter
1.10-2
1 Tim. 1.1

X

X

D; Heb
7.7f

X
X

X

1 Cor 1.7
Matt. 3.15

X;
Heb.4f
X

X

X

C

X

B

X

X

X: Eph.
1.6
X

Isaiah 5.26

X; Isaiah
49.22

X; Eph.
2.16

SYMR
3.2
SYMR
3.3
SYMR
4.2
SYMR
6.1

Luke
24.39
Acts 10.41

X; TTP

X

C;
Eph2.16
X; Col.
1.16f;
Lk23.7f
X

X

D

D

X

X;
1T.1.12
B

X

SYMR
7.1
SYMR
8.2

John 4.10

SYMR
9.3
SYMR
10.2
SYMR
11.1
SYMR
11.3
*******
POLY
1.1
POLY
1.2
POLY
1.3
POLY

Rom. 1.3

X

Phil. 4.13
Matt.
19.12

X

X

X

1Cor.
11.17-34;
Jude 12
Phil. 3.15

X

X

X; Col.
1.16;
1Cor. 6.9
X

X

Heb. 6.19

X

C;
Mk8.38;
Lk9.26

X
X

X

X

X

X

Matt. 7.25
Eph. 4.2

X; Is.
11.12;
Eph. 2.16
X

C

2 Tim
1.16
1 Cor.
15.9
Phil. 3.15

X

X
X

X

X

Matt. 8.17
Matt. 8.17
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X

C

X

C

X

X
Is. 53.4;
1Cor. 7.5
X

1.5
POLY
2.1
POLY
2.2
POLY
3.1
POLY
4.3
POLY
5.1
POLY
6.1
POLY
6.2
POLY
6.2

Luke 6.32

X

Matt.
10.16
1 Tim.
1.3, 6.3
1 Tim. 6.2

X

X

Eph. 5.25,
29
Titus 1.7

X

2 Tim. 2.4

X

X

Eph. 6.1117

X

X

X

B

X

X
X

X

X

C

X

B

X

D
X
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C

X

D

X

X;
1Cor.7.21
X
X;
1Cor. 4.1
X;
1Th. 5.8
X

APPENDIX C: ADDITIONAL MATERIALS
Table IV: Comparison of Clement 13:2 with Proposed Synoptic Parallels

Text

Greek

English

Clement
13:2

Ούτως γαρ εἶπεν· έλεἆτε, ίνα έλεηθἦτε·
άφίετε, ίνα άφίεθᾗ ύμἷν· ως ποιεἷτε, ούτω
ποιηθήσεται ύμἷν· ως δίδοτε, ούτως
δοθήσεται ύμἷν· ως κρίνετε, ούτως
κριθήσεσθε· ως χρηστεΰεσθε, ούτως
χρηστευθησεται ύμἷν· ᾧ μετρᾠ μετρεἷτε,
έν αΰτᾧ μετρηθησεται ύμἷν5

“For he said: 'Show mercy, that you
may be shown mercy; forgive, that it
may be forgiven you. As you do, so it
will be done to you; as you give, so it
will be given to you; as you judge, so
you will be judged; as you show
kindness, so will be kindness shown to
you; the amount you dispense will be
the amount you receive.”

Matthew
5:5-12

Μακάριοι οἱ ἐλεήμονες· ὅτι αὐτοὶ
ἐλεηθήσονται. Μακάριοι οἱ καθαροὶ τῇ
καρδίᾳ· ὅτι αὐτοὶ τὸν θεὸν ὄψονται.
Μακάριοι οἱ εἰρηνοποιοί· ὅτι αὐτοὶ υἱοὶ
θεοῦ κληθήσονται. Μακάριοι οἱ
δεδιωγμένοι ἕνεκεν δικαιοσύνης· ὅτι
αὐτῶν ἐστιν ἡ βασιλεία τῶν οὐρανῶν.
Μακάριοί ἐστε, ὅταν ὀνειδίσωσιν ὑμᾶς
καὶ διώξωσιν, καὶ εἴπωσιν πᾶν πονηρὸν
καθ’ ὑμῶν {ψευδόμενοι}, ἕνεκεν ἐμοῦ.
Χαίρετε καὶ ἀγαλλιᾶσθε, ὅτι ὁ μισθὸς
ὑμῶν πολὺς ἐν τοῖς οὐρανοῖς· οὕτως γὰρ
ἐδίωξαν τοὺς προφήτας τοὺς πρὸ ὑμῶν.6

“Blessed are the merciful, for they shall
receive mercy. Blessed are the pure in
heart, for they shall see God. Blessed
are the peacemakers, for they shall be
called sons of God. Blessed are those
who are persecuted for righteousness'
sake, for theirs is the kingdom of
heaven. Blessed are you when others
revile you and persecute you and utter
all kinds of evil against you falsely on
my account. Rejoice and be glad, for
your reward is great in heaven, for so
they persecuted the prophets who were
before you.”7

Luke 6:31,
36-8

Καὶ καθὼς θέλετε ἵνα ποιῶσιν ὑμῖν οἱ
ἄνθρωποι, ποιεῖτε αὐτοῖς ὁμοίως.

“And as you wish that others would do
to you, do so to them…. Be merciful,
even as your Father is merciful. Judge
not, and you will not be judged;
condemn not, and you will not be
condemned; forgive, and you will be
forgiven; give, and it will be given to
you. Good measure, pressed down,
shaken together, running over, will be
put into your lap. For with the measure
you use it will be measured back to
you.”

Γίνεσθε οἰκτίρμονες, καθὼς {καὶ} ὁ
πατὴρ ὑμῶν οἰκτίρμων ἐστίν. Καὶ μὴ
κρίνετε, καὶ οὐ μὴ. {Καὶ} Μὴ
καταδικάζετε, καὶ οὐ μὴ καταδικασθῆτε·
ἀπολύετε, καὶ ἀπολυθήσεσθε· δίδοτε, καὶ
δοθήσεται ὑμῖν· μέτρον καλόν,
πεπιεσμένον καὶ σεσαλευμένον καὶ
ὑπερεκχυνόμενον δώσουσιν εἰς τὸν
κόλπον ὑμῶν. ᾧ γὰρ μέτρῳ μετρεῖτε
ἀντιμετρηθήσεται ὑμῖν.8

5

Text and translation of Clement 13:2 from Ehrman’s Apostolic Fathers.
NA27, 9.
7
Canonical translations are from the English Standard Version.
8
NA27, 173-4.
6
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Use of Jewish Scriptures in First Clement and Their Level of LXX Parallelism
Essentially Verbatim Quotations
4.1-6 (Gn. 4.3-8); 6.3 (Gn. 2.23); 10.3 (Gn. 12.1-3); 10.4f (Gn. 13.14-16); 17.2 (Gn. 18.27); 33.5
(Gn. 1.26f); 33.6 (Gn. 1.28); 4.10 (Ex. 2.14); 29.2 (Dt. 32.8f); 53.2f (Dt. 9.12-14); 30.4f (Job
11.2f); 56.6-15 (Job 5.17-26); 15.3 (Ps. 61.5); 15.4 (Ps. 77.36f); 15.5 (Ps. 30.19); 15.5-6 (Ps.
11.4-6); 16.15f (Ps. 21.7-9); 18.2-17 (Ps. 50.3-19); 22.1-7 (Ps. 33.12-18); 22.8 (Ps. 31.10); 27.7
(Ps. 18.2-4); 35.7-12 (Ps. 49.16-23); 36.3 (Ps. 103.4); 36.4 (Ps. 2.7f);36.5 (Ps. 109.1); 46.3 (Ps.
7.26f); 48.2f (Ps. 117.19f); 50.6 (31.1f); 52.3 (Ps. 49.14f); 52.4 (Ps. 50.19);54.3 (Ps. 23.1); 56.3
(Ps. 117.18); 56.5 (Ps. 140.5); 30.2 (Prov. 3.34); 56.4 (Pr. 3.12); 57.3-7 (Pr. 1.23-33); 8.4 (Is.
1.16-20); 13.4 (Is. 66.2); 16.3-14 (Is. 53)
Moderately Variant Quotations
10.6 (Gn. 15.5f); 53.4 (Ex. 32.32); 17.3 (Job 1.1); 17.4 (Job 14.4f); 26.3 (Job 19.26); 14.5 (Ps.
36.35-7); 52.2 (Ps. 68.31-3); 15.2 (Is. 29.13); 8.2 (Ezekiel 33.11)
Composite Quotations
32.2 (Gn. 15.5 and 22.17 and 26.4); 17.5 (Ex. 3.11 and 4.10); 12.4-6 (Joshua 2.3-5, 9.14, 18f);
38.3-9 (Job 4.16-5.5 and 15.15); 26.2 (Ps. 27.7; 3.6 and 22.4; cf. Ps. 87.11); 13.1 (Jeremiah 9.22f
and 1 Samuel 2.10); 14.4 (Prov. 2.12 and Ps. 36.38); 18.1 (Ps. 88.21 and 1 Samuel 13.14); 23.5
(Is. 13.22 and Mal. 3.1); 34.3 (Is. 40.10 and Pr. 24.12); 34.6 (Dn. 7.10 and Is. 6.3); 50.4 (Is. 26.20
and Ezk. 37.12)
Non-Septuagintal Quotations
3.1 (Dt. 32.15); 20.7 (Job 38.11); 21.2 (Pr. 20.27); 28.3 (Ps. 138.7-10); 42.5 (Is. 60.17)
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