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Abstract 

 

“The Treatise on the resurrection” is a Coptic translation of a Greek source text that not is 

preserved. The text belongs to the Nag Hammadi codices. The text is probably produced during 

the second century. In this thesis, the text will be placed in the Valentinian context, and then as 

the Valentinianism is presented in codices 1 and XI.1. The research object for the thesis is an 

examination of the concept “resurrection”, ἀνάστασις. 

The method is the author-intentional theory of meaning; the thesis focuses on the intents of the 

author and not the reader´s perspective. The analysis is based on the Coptic source text. A new 

translation with comments will also be presented. 

Scholars have unanimity presumed that the text proclaims a realised eschatology. However, 

from a Valentinian point of view, there is no sustainable evidence for this postulation. The text 

can also refer to a future “resurrection” with an intermediate state in the spiritual body of the 

Saviour. The author redefines the sense and meaning of “resurrection”. 
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1 Introduction 

1.1. The scope of the thesis 

The scholars presuppose that the ancient text The treatise on the Resurrection, Nag Hammadi 

Codex I,4, explains the concept of realised eschatology.  The scope of his thesis is to analyse 

the resurrection concept presented in the text from a Valentinian perspective. The thesis 

analyses the text from the author´s perspective and not the reader´s perspective: the author-

intentional theory of meaning. 

The outcome is that the author may have intended a future collective resurrection; a resurrection 

that is entangled with the restoration of the divine order and the extermination of the world. He 

brings the metaphor of Moses and Elias on the Transfiguration Mountain to fore. The scholars 

suggest that this is a confirmation on realised eschatology. However, as a true Gnostic, he 

overturns the metaphor and shows that it is not the resurrection. Instead of giving the expected 

information about the resurrection, he turns everything upside down: the resurrection cannot be 

comprehended nor explained. 

As for The treatise on the resurrection, there is only one thing that scholars agree upon; the 

tractate proclaims an individual realised eschatology. However, this consensus creates more 

problems than it solves. Hence, there is no agreement on the subject matter; not on the cultural 

setting, not on the resurrection body or the time point of the resurrection. The text has moved 

from a letter written by Valentinus to the orthodox mainstream1 Christianity; and between these 

opposite views, there is a scale of positions. The resurrection body, if it exists at all, is spiritual 

or physical. The moment of resurrection is post-mortem or in death, if it is not there immediately 

after birth. However, the most considerable disputes are probably on anthropologic issues. 

Since the concept of an individual realised resurrection calls up ambiguity in the text, the correct 

understanding of the sense and meaning of the concept, as it is used in this text, is not yet found. 

Hence, the aim of this paper to examine this problem further. 

The thesis transposes the text back where it first was positioned, namely as a pure Valentinian 

document. A collaboration of international researches assumed, in 1963, that early Valentinians 

had written the text. Only four years later, in 1967, this suggestion was so heavily criticised, 

that it immediately fell into disuse.  The purpose is not to reject the criticism that was valid in 

                                                           
1 Mainstream Christianity refers to the teachings that were accepted by most Christians. Most of these teachings 

became later the formative elements in the Church. However, the knowledge we have about early Christianity 

is based on literary sources: hence, they represent mainly the position of the educated individuals. 
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the 70s, however, during the last 50 years, the Valentinian corpus has been translated and re-

translated, compared and re-compared and discussed in length. Today we have more 

information. The targeted cultural context is the Valentinian School as it is presented in the Nag 

Hammadi codices I and XI.1.  

The thesis is arranged thematically; hence, every chapter will highlight different themes. 

Initially, the genre will be discussed. It is necessary because we must define if the text is a 

classic philosophic treatise or if there also are other strains in the text. The thesis will not reject 

the philosophic strains but explore other strains in the text. After that two devices - a formula 

of faith and a chiasm - will be defined and discussed. Those devices have never been identified 

before, which have led to a discrepancy between the intention of the author and the modern 

reader. In the light of those results two central expressions in the text will be reviewed, namely 

phantasia (φαντασία) and “swallow up”, katapothē (καταποθῇ). The outcome of the analyses 

will give the framework, in which the two terms used for resurrection will be reviewed; namely 

the Coptic p-tōoun and the Greek anastasis.  

 

1.2 Delimitations 

The most important limitation is the translation. The only prevailed text is a Coptic translation 

of a Greek source text. The modern translations are a translation of an already translated text. 

Every translator brings something of himself into the text. Besides, the text may have been 

copied several times by different scribes. Every copy brings typographical errors. Can we still 

understand the original Greek text? Regarding this text, it may be possible.  The text has been 

translated very carefully.  

Another significant limitation is the intended cultural setting. We do not know precisely when, 

where and why the text was written. This thesis compares the text with the Valentinians. Other 

translators have chosen other backgrounds. Whatever backgrounds that are chosen, it will 

always, to a certain degree, be based on a hypothesis. 

Since the intended cultural setting is the Valentinian, the time limit is from the middle of the 

second century until the end of the fourth century.2 However, the thesis focuses on those texts 

                                                           
2 The Valentinian community existed at least until year 388, but then only some few communities existed. See e.g. 

Thomassen 2008: 503-8. 
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that possible is written during the second and beginning of the third century. During this period, 

the Greco-Roman world changed quickly, and it can be anachronistic to use later texts. 

Another limit is the selection of texts.  The thesis makes use of the Valentinian texts in Nag 

Hammadi codex 1 and the first text in codex 11. These texts seem to have been deliberately 

collected together. They also share some themes. They possibly circulated in the same groups. 

However, the only unfailing evidence we have is that someone - for reasons unknown – at an 

unknown point of time brought those texts together.  

 Why not include all Valentinian texts? If so, we encounter a vast methodical problem. The 

Valentinian corpus is not yet adequately defined. Does a text belong to the Valentinian corpus 

if it uses only some of the elements common to the Valentinians? Also, what elements are 

decisive?  

 

1.3 Method 

13.1. The translation 

The object of the thesis is drawn from an analysis of the Coptic source text. The translation and 

commentaries are presented in the appendix. 

When one is translating a historical text, there are at least two horizons: the horizon of the author 

and the horizon of the translator. The author has his or her intentions and concepts. The 

translators are separated in time from the author and have their own aims and perceptions. 

Wilhelm Dilthey, who laid the foundation for the modern hermeneutic interpretation, stated that 

one could not place oneself in the other's creative process. This method would only lead to a 

position in the other's unconscious, which cannot lead to understanding. Instead, one must place 

oneself in the historical position of the author to understand his or her historical essence. The 

author must, therefore, attain knowledge about the historical context. However, then it is still 

only historical research. To understand the individual in the past, one must take the position of 

the individual. It is possible because all individuals have a common property: we are humans. 

He introduced two elements: understanding and knowledge. If one knows the historical context, 

it is possible through being-an-human-individual to place oneself in the other individual. The 

interpretation (knowledge) must always be approached with objectivity. It must remain an 

unbiassed objective knowledge on which subjective approaches can be tested. One begins to 

study the text from an open position. (The starting point is always hypothetic since we have no 

understanding yet.) Then one turns to the context. Through the knowledge of the context, one 
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receives a new understanding of the text, and so on.3 Today the hermeneutic circle, in some 

variations, is still used. Understanding (the qualitative process) and explanation (quantitative 

analysis) are both necessary in the hermeneutic process. Most modern hermeneutics accepts 

that it is impossible to receive full understanding and explanation of a historical text.4  

However, in modern hermeneutics, one also reflects on the creative role of the translator or 

interpreter5. Hans-Georg Gadamer asserts that all individuals, through their socio-cultural 

position, have a prior understanding: prejudices that not necessarily are free of distortions. 

However, with our horizon, we are confronted with a text which always has another horizon. 

Firstly, there must be a partly shared horizon; otherwise, we cannot even approach the text. 

Secondly, where the horizon of the author clashes with the horizon of the interpreter, the 

interpreter must challenge his or her prejudices, which leads to a broader understanding of the 

text.6 It is an inter-subjective process, where the horizons of the past and the actual horizon of 

the interpreter becomes mixed, but the focus is on the interpreters' understanding and re-

examination of their prejudices in the present.  However, are interpreters, as Hans-Georg 

Gadamer presupposes, prepared to challenge their prejudices? It is also possible to re-interpret 

the past according to the interpreter´s prejudices. 

This summary exposes the methodical problems and limits that a translator or interpreter 

encounters. It is not possible to eliminate those problems, only to reduce them. This thesis has 

evolved under a variety of processes. The first process was the translation of the Coptic source 

text to my native language. During the first translation, the text was studied isolated from the 

original cultural setting. The purpose was to understand the structure and devices that the author 

had used. The second step was to compare the text to other texts written within the targeted 

cultural setting. The third step was to go back to the source text again and analyse and re-analyse 

the text. Finally, I studied how the concept “resurrection” was used outside the targeted context 

and returned to the text for new analysis and translation; however, now into English. The 

hermeneutic circle has not only been focused on the historical context.  I have also used the 

                                                           
3 Bulhof 1980. 
4 There are some exceptions. Friedrich Nietzsche introduces the” super-historical”, namely eternal concepts and 

values laid down in art and religion, which made it possible to understand (Clark 2004:11-2). Heidegger broke 

down the duality of subject and object, between form and matter, and one must look beyond both (Martin 

Heidegger, Being and Time, 1927). 
5 Willhelm Dilthey has been accused for the objective position of the subject in the hermeneutical process, however 

he assumed that there is no independent ground behind or beyond different cultural life context but did not 

develop this concept further (Harrington 2000). 
6 Gadamer 1975. 
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hermeneutic circle intra discursive through careful analysis and comparison of other 

translations of the source text. 

Ferdinand de Saussure (1857-1913) was a Swiss linguist and semiotician. His ideas laid a 

foundation for the semiotics and the structuralism. In Cours de linguistique Générale, he 

explains that the individual perceives and understands the world through signs. A sign holds 

two aspects: a “code” and a “meaning”.  The code is the form of the sign, for example, C-A-T. 

The form refers to a mental image, the “meaning” of C-A-T. The language is the concept in our 

mind, namely the “meaning”. Also, there is no natural link between the code and meaning. The 

signs are formed at random and accepted within a community. Outside this community, the 

code “C-A-T” has no value. Hence, a sign is a construction within a closed network or 

framework.7  

Ferdinand de Saussure presumed that an individual only could think according to the signs and 

the grammatical structure laid down in his language. An individual cannot act outside this 

structure; therefore, the subject is subordinated to the institute. 

For a translator, some problems immediate occur. Can we understand the relation between the 

“code” and the “meaning” in a correct way? Let us select the code H-E-A-R-T. In our modern 

western culture, the meaning is a bodily organ, but also “motion”, “mood”, “core”, 

“compassion” or “love”. In a modern language, it might be possible to acquire a broader 

understanding of the relationship between code and meaning. If it is a dead language, and we 

only have some few, and often fragmentary preserved texts written in the language, is it possible 

to understand the signs correctly? We might change the code in the source text to a relevant 

code in the targeted language of translation, but are we only changing codes, or do we also 

transpose the signified, namely “the meaning”? When we translate anastasis do we transpose 

our/others sense and meaning or the intention of the author? 

It is an important question, since the targeted source text, The Tractate on the Resurrection, is 

written in Coptic, although in a minor Coptic dialect called Lycopolitan. When the text was 

translated in the 1960s and 1970s, there were only some few Lycopolitan documents known 

and analysed. The knowledge of Coptic was mainly based on the Sahidic dialect, and then as 

Sahidic presented itself in the Late Antiquity. Today more Coptic (and Lycopolitan) texts are 

translated, analysed and compared with each other. The understanding of the signs gradually 

                                                           
7 Ferdinand de Saussure, Cours de linguistique Générale, is a collection of the courses he held in Geneva in 1907, 

1908–1909, and 1910–1911. 
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increases, although it will always be incomplete.  Hence, one must from time to time re-evaluate 

all ancient source texts and actualise them by the latest understanding of the language. Since 

there are no recent translations of the text, and those that exist are contradictory, it was in this 

thesis necessary to work from the Coptic source text. 

 

1.3.2 Text-critical method 

Paul Ricoeur has criticised the autonomous entity of the structural linguists. If one only can 

form concepts according to the specific signs of the language, there is no “outside”, no contact 

with the reality. Paul Ricoeur, therefore, accepted that codes also referred to real-world objects. 

A sign holds a code that refers to two features: meaning and sense (real-time object).8 The code 

gets meaning in the event, the speaking conversation, where both sense and meaning comes 

together and becomes evaluated and redefined.9  

When one speaks, says Paul Ricoeur, the meaning and the sense (the referred real-life object) 

are nearly the same, but not when we write. When we are writing, we have no conversation 

with someone; we are not participating in that event that creates meaning. A text does not 

expose the body language, not the expressions, not how the speaker responds to the interlocutor. 

A text fixes words, but do not reveal the meaning. At that time, the text also loses the original 

reference, since the sense must be recognised by both the speaker and the interlocutor; 

otherwise it is not connected to the reality outside the speaker's mind. However, this does not 

mean that the text has no reference, for an individual cannot live without a world, but it frees 

the text from the restrains that the spoken dialogue imposes on the participants. The author 

creates its interlocutor or audience, while the actual reader can be anyone who can read.  The 

writer is stepping back from the authentic reader, and the reader is stepping back from the 

authentic author. Without the limits of an event, not only the author but also the reader becomes 

freer and can understand the text in a more spiritual way. The hermeneutical focus is no longer 

the intention of the writer, but the reader´s understanding of the text.10   

However, one can interpret the situation differently. Gerard Genette has defined different 

typologies of transtextuality. One of the typologies is “architextuality”.  It is the relationship 

between the work and the genre to which the text belongs. A text always wants to present itself 

                                                           
8 An example of a code with different meaning is for example the above mentioned” Heart”. A code that refers to 

different life-time objects is for example” foot”: a limb, a unit, the end of a table or bed, walk, et cetera. 
9 Ricoeur 1974.  
10 Ricoeur 1973. 
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through a genre. It means that the text originates out of generic, formal and thematic features 

that are defined by genres. Also, a genre is a tradition, and the text is the actual realisation of 

this tradition (genre). The relation between the text and the genre links the text to a discourse.11   

Since the genre is a part of a tradition and culture, will it not be possible to see it as a real-life 

object?  Both the author and the reader relate to the genre-expectations; the author and the 

reader share the same sense, the same horizon, and not as Paul Ricoeur assumes, different 

horizons.  The reader reacts upon the author through the architextuality of the text, and the 

author reacts upon the reader since they both share the same real-life object; neither the author 

or the reader is freed from the restraints that a situation imposes. It is also within this restrains 

that the codes get meaning. A text is then analogous to a discourse. Jacques Derrida would not 

agree with this conclusion. Firstly, there is no isolated discourse, but all discourses are 

intertwined; since there is no exact context, it is pointless to define a context. Secondly, writing 

is no extension of oral or gestural communication for there is an absolute absence of 

homogeneous space of communication; a text must be repeatable even if there is no author or 

receiver present.12 I disagree with those statements. It is human nature to think on reality as 

multiple worlds and to take a position in those worlds. Contextual or hermeneutic analyses must 

presume this partiality and not make a claim to be exact or all-embracing. Besides, Jacques 

Derrida does not discuss the function of a text. A text is no isolated phenomena. 

The starting point for this thesis is, therefore, that there is an authorial intent, and that the author 

was restrained by a situation. Today, in the literature theory and hermeneutic, the author 

intension is marginalised. In 1967 Roland Barth published his well-known book The Death of 

the Author. The author is not the creator of the work; he merely produces the work and is not 

explaining it. The reader-response theories assume that the author does not fully comprehend 

what he och she is writing. It is through the readers that full understanding can be conveyed. 

The New Criticism reject the importance of the author´s intention; a written text is a closed 

autonomy, and the meaning is conveyed in the text self, not by the status or context of the author 

or by intertextual studies. Robert Ricoeur and Hans-Georg Gadamer meant that a written text 

did not belong to the writer anymore. Robert Ricoeur because the reader and the writer have 

two different horizons. Hans-Georg Gadamer presupposed that a reader only could understand 

a text according to his or her prejudices. If we try to understand the writer, we do it by our 

                                                           
11 Genette 1997: 136.2-6. The typologies of transtexuality are intertextuality, paratextuality, metatextuality, 

architextuality and hyper- and hypotextuality. 
12 Derrida 1988: 62–3, 136; Derrida 1989. 
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writer-prejudice, namely our author-subject, which means that we merely conceal the writer 

and discover our own author-subject.  

In structuralism, the subject is subordinated to fixed constructions in the man self or the 

community.  Both the author and the reader respond to the same structures, i.e., is subordinated 

to those structures. For the later post-structuralism, for example, Louis Althusser and Michel 

Foucault, the subject was merely a social construction. Social constructions are the mutually 

constructed understandings of the world. There is no subject to analyse, only mutually accepted 

constructions of what the reality is supposed to be. The analyse of a historical text becomes a 

social-historic study. 

 A more modified form of post-structuralism is The New Historicism, initiated by Stephen 

Greenblatt. The text is produced and read in a context and gives only information about the 

world outside the text, namely the context; therefore, they disregard text analyses and adopt a 

non-hermeneutic position. The most crucial difference between the material historicism and the 

New Historicism is that the latter assumes that cultural texts, and not material remains, is the 

agent of history. It is through the cultural texts the symbolic exchanges in a society can be 

revealed.  

Although those lines of research are valuable, there are two difficulties. We have limited 

information about the symbolic exchanges in the Christian world in the second century, and 

they exclude the author-intentional theory of meaning. 

Despite this overwhelming marginalisation of the author, there seems to be a turning point. 

Today, the hermeneutic and literary theories begin to re-evaluate the authorial intent and returns 

literary authority to human actors.13   

John Farrell calls the marginalisation of the author for “the textual fallacy” and calls for 

simplification and naturalisation of our understanding of literary texts.14 He stresses that the 

intention of the author can often be understood from the text self, and often there is more than 

one intention which can be somewhat entangled.15  Based on the philosopher Donald 

Davidson’s concept of the “structured hierarchy of intentions” he distinguishes three levels of 

authorial intentions. The most basic is the communicative intentions: the competent reader must 

recognise the communicative strains in order to understand what is meant. This is the criterion 

                                                           
13 e.g. Landa 1991; Kemp 2012; Farrell 2017; Guy & Conklin & Danches-Davies 2018. 
14 Farrell 2017: 11. 
15 Farrell 2017: 36–9. 
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for success.16  The second intention is the artistic qualities, which cannot become accessible to 

the reader before he or she has understood the communicative intention. The third intention is 

practical aims, which is generally not noticeable for the reader.17 John Farrell also assumes that 

the “meaning” in a text always is related to the intention of the author. The “meaning” is fixed 

and unchanging; however, the impacts of this meaning on readers are multiply and not under 

the control of the author.18 

Until now, each interpretation of The treatise on the Resurrection by modern scholars has 

solved some difficulties but also formed new difficulties. Hence, we have not yet hit the 

accurate context. We are more likely to seek the reader´s perspective and not how the author 

he communicates. Besides, since it is an ancient text, the author communicates with ancient 

and not modern readers. Literary devices as chiasms or devices used to communicate beliefs 

were communicative instruments that the competent ancient reader could understand. 

Hence, the starting point of the thesis is that the author reacts upon the reader since they both 

share the same real-life object, namely the tradition in which the architextuality of the text is 

established. When the author uses architextuality, he or she knows that the reader has specific 

expectations consistent with this tradition. It means that the author does not write for a random 

reader but for those who in one way or other share the same context. Therefore, the intentions 

of the reader are vital.  

The first step is a structural analysis of the source text, to focus on the crucial codes and try to 

understand their sense and meaning. The most crucial codes are anastasis and phantasia; the 

one explains what resurrection is and the other what it is not. After that, the exploration is 

measured up to a hypothetic context: the Valentinian. Do the codes in the Valentinian texts have 

the same sense as in The treatise on the Resurrection? If so, they share the same horizon. Does 

the author try to define the meaning of a code in a way that the other Valentinian texts can 

understand or redefine? If so, they may not only have shared the same horizon but also a 

communicative frame. 

This thesis thus presumes that the author communicates with Valentinians. This theoretical 

approach is not chosen by chance. In The treatise on the Resurrection, the author turns to like-

minded and presents him- or herself as a role model. Also, he uses the Valentinian termini 

                                                           
16 Farrell 2017: 36–7. 
17 Farrell 2017: 36–9. 
18 Farrell 2017: 57. 
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technici without explaining them. Either is the author practical, assuming that the reader will 

understand the expressions, or he fancies himself to be initiated.  

 Also, however, from a later context, we know that the text was deliberately integrated into a 

codex with Valentinian text; in ancient time, they wanted to underline the connection between 

the texts. It is not authentication, but a valuable note.  

This thesis will start the hermeneutical circle in the narrowest context, namely the Valentinian 

texts in Nag Hammadi codex I and XI.1. Whether the result of the dissertation excludes or 

includes a Valentinian background, the examination may lead us to a higher level of 

comprehensiveness within the hermeneutic circle. However, this is not the scope of this thesis. 

As a thesis based on quantitative methods, the main objective is to explain the text and not 

understand it hermeneutically.  

 

1.4 Earlier research 

The first translation and study of the text were published by a collaboration of international 

researchers under the leadership of Michel Malinine, 1963, Valentinus. The Resurrectione: 

(Epistula Ad Rheginum): Codex Jung F. XXIIR-F. XXVR (p. 43-50). They presented a French, 

German and English translation. Henri-Charles Puech and Gilles Quispel, who took part in this 

group, stated that the text was Valentinian and was close to or perhaps written by Valentinus.  

They saw similarities between The Gospel of Truth and The Treatise on the Resurrection. 

However, the text differed from other Gnostic texts through the Christology and its distinctive 

language.19 Giles Quispel has, though, pointed out in another context that the Christological 

element in the text is a Valentinian style element.20  

Shortly grew criticism against the supposed proximity to Valentinianism.  In 1967 Malcolm 

Peel wrote a PhD thesis on the subject: The Epistle to Rheginos: a study in gnostic eschatology 

and its use of the new testament. In 1969 the thesis was reworked to a book; The Epistle to 

Rheginos – A Valentinian Letter on the Resurrection. He presented a new translation of the text. 

He criticised the assumption that Valentinus was the author of the text. Malcolm Peel suggested 

that the text was a later Valentinian text that was close to mainstream Christianity and the 

                                                           
19Malinine 1963, vii-xxxiv. 
20Quispel & van Oort, 2008, 120 – 1. 
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apostle Paul. The Valentinian elements were rudimentary and not well understood by the 

author. 21  

The edition by Michel Malinine was pushed into the background and fell into disuse. 

In the thesis, The Epistle to Rheginos: Translation, Commentary, and Analysis, 1971, Luther 

Martin presents a new translation of the text. He also published some articles that greatly 

influenced scholars. He defines the genre as a diatribe and analyses the philosophical and 

rhetoric elements. 

1979 Bentley Layton published The Gnostic Treatise on the Resurrection from Nag Hammadi. 

The book presents two new translations. One translation is a paraphrase: he has reworked the 

text using other words to clarify the meaning, often by adding words or phrases.  One can call 

it sense-to-sense translation. He wanted to lay a more solid groundwork for those who must use 

the text in historical research. The other one follows the translation word for word. Bentley 

Layton understands the text as Platonic and proposes that it is written by someone close to the 

groups around Clement of Alexandria. 

 Jaques Ménard came to the same conclusion as Malcolm Peel. 1983 he also presented a new 

translation of the source text. He assumed that the author tried to harmonise two different 

concepts, namely the resurrection of nous with a fleshly body.22  

Also, Gerd Lüdemann, who has studied the Paulinian reception among the heretics - supported 

Malcolm Peel´s theory. He places the text in mainstream Christianity as a strong reception of 

Paul´s Letter to the Ephesians. The distinction between The Treatise on the Resurrection and 

the Letter to the Ephesians is that the former presupposes an individual resurrection, but in the 

later all individuality ceases.23 

Horatio Lona, 1993, sustain the reception of the Letter to the Ephesians. By contrast, he thinks 

that the text does not fit into mainstream Christianity. The text presupposes a resurrection of 

the inner limbs. This concept is not found in any other Christian sources during the second 

century.24 

                                                           
21 Peel 1969: 179–80. 
22 Ménard 1983: xii-97 
23 Lüdemann 1996: 131–5. 
24 Lona 1993: 232–3 
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Nicholas Wright, 2003, finds the resurrection concept in The Treatise on the Resurrection and 

Paul´s theology incomparable. He proposes that both the spiritual body and the physical body 

is present at the same time in the individual.25 

1985 a “standardised” translation of the text was published in the Coptic Gnostic Library edited 

by Harold Attridge. The translation is by Malcolm Peel and is – with some modifications – 

based on his previous translations. This translation, the paraphrased translation of Bentley 

Layton from 1979 and Jacques Ménard's translation from 1983, is the most used translations by 

scholars. 

However, Malcolm Peel´s understanding of the text as mainstream Christian and Bentley 

Layton´s Platonic reading differ significantly. Robert Douglas, who made a study of 

resurrection in early Christianity, notes that they are so diverse, that the only thing a reader 

safely can establish is, that one does not receive a temporary physical body after death.26  

The last 15 years, scholars have extensively discussed the text. More and more scholars include 

the text in their studies on resurrection and afterlife-concepts in the antiquity. However, the 

most – if not all - explorations on the text are based on the translations. Since the two 

translations differ, they often talk past each other. 

 

1.5 The codex 

In 1945 thirteen codices were found in the sand at Nag Hammadi 1945. The Treatise on the 

Resurrection is enclosed in a codex numbered as codex 1, also called the Jung-codex.  It is 

inserted as the fourth text in the codex, immediately after The Gospel of Truth. The codex also 

contains The prayer of the apostle Paul, The Apocryphon of James, and The Tripartite Tractate. 

All, apart from The Apocryphon of James that is harder to outline, are considered to be 

Valentinian.  

The cover is constructed by leather and recycled documents, dated to 274 – 350.  Codex I, V, 

VII and XI are produced where they were found, namely near ancient Quenoboskion, a village 

6 miles from the modern city of Nag Hammadi27. There are two different hands in Codex 1. 

All, except The Treatise on the Resurrection, is copied by the same scribe, who also has copied 

other texts in other codices. The Treatise on the Resurrection is, however, copied by a scribe 

                                                           
25 Wright 2003: 541. 
26 Douglass 2007: 106. 
27 Baarns 1981: 1-2,11. 
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who also have copied The Interpretation of Knowledge; the first text in codex XI. The Treatise 

on the Resurrection is added after the other texts in the codex had been copied.28  The other 

scribe had left space over in the middle of the codex, where the text later could be enclosed. 

Michael Williams has put forward a theory that all texts have been grouped and arranged in 

conformity with the organisation of the texts in the New Testament.29 

 

1.6 Language 

The text was written in Greek.  Gilbert Quispel has even made an unpublished back-translation 

to Greek of the entire text. His back-translation has occasionally been used as a source in various 

translations, for example,  Roelof van den Broek used it as one of the sources when he produced 

a Dutch translation of the text.30 Even though one can question the scientific value of this 

circular reasoning,  Bentley Layton shows how the use of the Ø- articles (Indefinite nouns) and 

the way the translator used the Greek conjunctions and particles demonstrates excellent insight 

and understanding of the Greek source text. The Coptic translator seems to have followed the 

original in a precise manner.31 

During the first centuries A.D. the Coptic language was not standardised but consisted of many 

dialects. Sahidic was the most stable variation and hardly changed. Other dialects were both 

geographic and chronologically more unstable. The Treatise on the Resurrection is written in 

Lycopolitan; also called AA2 and Subakhmimic. The Lycopolitan dialect had three variations, 

namely L4, L5 and L6.  L4 is detected in the Egyptian Manichaean manuscripts. It seems to be 

a social and not a geographic variation.  L5 was used in Orthodox Christian documents and had 

the most robust geographic basis.  L6 was used in various types of documents, including the 

Nag Hammadi codex I.  It was probably the most southern variation spoken in the border area 

of Thebes.32 

 

                                                           
28 Robinson 1996 (1977):15; Lundhaug & Jenott 2015: 213. 
29 Williams 1999: 247-262 + 254 table 6. 

 30Van den Broek 1986: 154. 
31Layton 1979: 183. This applies to the syntax of 44:21-2.29-31 and 46:14 – 5. 
32 Funk 2013: 543. 
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1.7 The date 

1969, Willem van Unnik dated the text to the 180s in the discourse on the resurrection, which 

was led by Celsus and Pseudo-Justin.33  This date has been accepted by other scholars. Bentley 

Layton dates it to the late second century and the circles around Clement of Alexandria.34 Outi 

Lehtipuu has studied the discourses on the resurrection in early Christianity. In the first half of 

the century, the discourses focused on the time-aspect: when did one arise? At the 180s, the 

discourses focused more on whether the flesh will be saved or not; discourses that were driven 

by Tertullian and Irenaeus.35 The Treatise on the Resurrection address the two subjects, which 

might date the text to not later, but maybe earlier than 180.  

Michael Andrews believes that it was written in the fourth century. He bases this on an extract 

from Panarion, written by bishop Epiphanius from Salamis year 376. However, that extract 

cannot refer to this text, since the extract refers to the redemption of the soulish and the spiritual 

races. This theme is not present in The Treatise on the Resurrection. He also defines the text as 

a Neoplatonic text.36 His idea has not made much headway in the debate. 

I accept the postulation that the text is written in the second century. Not only because the text 

is in line with the discussions in the second century but also because of the early stage of the 

Coptic language that is used in the translation of the text.  

 

1.8 Realised eschatology 

The concept of realised eschatology occurred within the Liberal Protestantism. At the very 

beginning of the 20:th century the upcoming Liberal Protestantism groups in northern America 

were disappointed in the social aims of the Evangelical Protestantism. The social problems that 

emerged after the Civil War led to a re-evaluation of the eschatological hopes. One result was 

that the hoped-for future eschatology was re-defined to dispensational premillennialism; Christ 

could come at any moment, and he will come before God’s judgment against the world.  The 

Evangelical Protestantism accepted the Bible as the only source of authority. The Liberal 

Protestantism challenged the distance between God and humanity and focused on the reader´ s 

understanding and experience of the text.37 Within this context of re-evaluation of both 

                                                           
33 Van Unnik 1964a. 
34 Layton 1979: 2. 
35 Lehtipuu 2015: 160-2. 
36 Edwards 1995 :87 
37 Balmer & Winner 2002: 12, 19, 84–5. 
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eschatology and reader´s understanding of the text, presented Charles Dodd the realised 

eschatology. His book The Parables of the Kingdom, published 1935, attracted high academic 

attention. The concept become popularised by John A.T. Robinson, Joachim Jeremias and 

Ethelbert Stauffer. The concept holds that the eschatological passages in the New Testament do 

not refer to the future, namely to the second coming of Christ. Christ fulfilled the eschatological 

promise when he lived, and after that, they will be fulfilled by the church. Realised eschatology 

rejects a future collective resurrection and favours an individual resurrection in life or death. 

The eschaton – the final event - has moved from the future to the present, from the sphere of 

expectation into that of a realised experience.38  

Realised eschatology is a modern discourse and a modern interpretation of ancient texts. The 

social upheavals in northern America after the civil war may in many ways have likened the 

social problems in the Roman Empire; especially what concerns the slave-question, the 

marginalisation of the true Christians and the need to develop innovative and inspirational 

concepts. However, when the scholars study the realised eschatology in the ancient texts, they 

often study it in the perspective of the modern concept and from the reader perspective, not 

always identifying the intentions of the author. 

 I will not dwell on this theological debate or dispute the concept; however, it is a complex 

concept. What is the difference between the high pitch of expectancy and a realised experience? 

Where is the turning point between hopes that holds a promise and the knowledge that this hope 

is realised? Hopes of money or friendships can be measured because we know when it is 

realised. However, how do we quantify full assurance of faith and realisation of religious hope? 

Also, a promise can be seen as realised, for even if it is not yet realised, it holds the realisation 

of the thing promised, because the knower knows that it must occur.  

Above all, who can we quantify it in ancient texts?  It is often difficult to distinguish those 

nuances in ancient texts. Besides, future tenses in Coptic and Greek is not always so distinct in 

their function that they are easy to interpret: especially not in the early Coptic texts, where the 

grammar fluctuated. 

Even before the papyrus had been adequately investigated and before it was published in 1963, 

Giles Quispel declared that The Treatise on the Resurrection represented a realised 

                                                           
38 Among others see Clark 1940; Walvoord 1970; Aune 1972; Mearns 1987; Towner 1987: Minges 1995; Burley 

2017: Engberg- Pedersen 2017; Méndez 2018. They all discuss the concept from different views.  
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eschatology.39 All other scholars have followed this line.40 The most, though, have been 

depended on the translations as a source. However, there are some difficulties. 

Firstly, the assumption of realised eschatology in The Treatise on the Resurrection has 

created more problems than it has solved. There is disagreement on the resurrection body 

and when one resurrects.  

Secondly, it is generally assumed that, among the Gnostics, the knowledge was liberating. If a 

believer becomes a “knower”, he or she was liberated, and the resurrection was consumed.41 

However, the concept of “resurrection” has not yet been adequately analysed in the Gnostic 

sources.  

Thirdly, the scholars also understand the rising by the believer up to the Saviour as fulfilled 

eschatology; however, hardly anyone has included the nature or status of the Saviour in their 

analyses. 

Fourthly, in the introduction of the letter, the author states: “They are searching for more than 

their repose, that which we have received through our Saviour, our Lord Christ.”42 

The word Coptic word for “repose”, m̅tan (ⲙ̅ⲧⲁⲛ), often translates the Greek word anapausis 

(ἀνάπαυσις), meaning “cessation of a movement” or “rest”.  Among the scholars who sustain 

the concept of realised eschatology in early Christianity, it presupposes the resurrection as a 

present reality.43 The expression is well-used among the Greek-speaking Jews and the 

Christians but is rarely linked to eschatological expectations. Sometimes the word even has 

negative connotations, implying those who only search for knowledge and not the truth.44 Jan 

Helderman has in 1984 published a study on the expression in Gnostic sources. He has 

identified seven different ways to use the expression. It can, for example, be the name of the 

Father, an attribute of the Father or an emanation of the aeons. It can be the restoration of the 

                                                           
39 Quispel 1974:12-4. 
40 Peel 1969: 139-155; Layton 1979; 67; Rudolph 1998 (1983: 191-4; Elaine Pagels 1989 (1979): 50; Ehrman 

2003; 207; Russell 2005:95-6; Douglass 2007: 98-107; Mulder 2011: Craig 2012; 492-3; Ramelli 2012; 

Lehtipuu 2015:492-3; 2015: 117; Taylor 2016: 47-9; McGlothlin 2018 :138.   
41 See e.g. Peel 1970. 
42 The treatise on the resurrection 43.34-7: ⲉⲩϣⲓⲛⲉ ⲛ̅ϩⲟⲩⲟ ⲁⲡⲉⲩⲙ ̅ⲧⲁⲛ ⲡⲉⲉⲓ ⲛ̅ⲧⲁϩⲛ̅ϫⲓⲧϥ̅ ϩⲓⲧⲙ ̅ ⲡⲛ̅ⲥⲱⲧⲏⲣ ⲡⲛ̅ϫⲁⲉⲓⲥ 

ⲡⲉⲭⲣⲏⲥⲧⲟⲥ. 
43 e.g. Peel 1967: 140-3; Aune 1972: 189-91; Helderman 1978, Helderman 1998: 53-68;  
44 Philo of Alexandria used the term ἀνάπαυσις mainly when he referred to the Sabbath, implying the interplay of 

divine rest and divine activity. However, he also compares Abraham and his brother Nahor, called “rest 

(ἀνάπαυσις) of Light”.  Nahor has obtained a share in the light of the Wisdom, but he has not accompanied 

Abraham abroad in his journey from the created to the uncreated. He stayed and did not return to the promised 

land. (Philo of Alexandria, On Flight and Finding 173; Abraham 28; On the Preliminary Studies Gratia IX). 

Jon Lansmaa has made an in-depth analysis of the expression in the ancient sources (Laansma 1997).  
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Wisdom or the Fullness, but also the final eschatological salvation of the Demiurge.45 Jon 

Laansma, who has made an in-depth analysis of the expression in ancient sources, also 

concludes that the usage of the motif is widely diverse among the Gnostics. Though, it always 

focuses on the “weg-Gedanke”; it is always embedded in a reality beyond the cosmic creation.46 

Michael Williams suggests that “rest” and closely related expressions among the Gnostics are 

used to point toward the transcendent world. It can, however, also indicate the stability that 

arises in the individual when she or he contemplates the transcendent.47 He has mainly studied 

the Sethian Gnostics, but the observation is essential. Esther de Boer, who has made a study on 

The Gospel of Magdalene, suggests that “the repose”, (ⲁⲛⲁⲡⲁⲩⲥⲓⲥ) in this text refers to the 

repose of the baptism in Pauline context or the gift of grace as it is presented in Philonic 

philosophy.48 

I will later suggest that in The Treatise on the Resurrection, the Saviour is that model which the 

believer is striving to achieve. M̅tan can in our source text indicate the stability that enters a 

believer when he or she has found the right model.  Besides, the expression m̅tan (ⲙ̅ⲧⲁⲛ) is only 

used once; and then not in a context where it can be clearly defined. Also, the verb či (ϫⲓ), that 

is used in the clause quoted above can mean both “receive”, “accept” or “grant”. The text can 

be understood as: “…the repose that we have received or accepted or have been granted by 

Christ…”. There is no need at all to interpret this passage as a validation of realised eschatology.  

 

2 Gnosticism and Valentinianism  

 

There are two ongoing debates; how can we identify and classify Gnosticism, and how can we 

define the Valentinian School? Are the Valentinians a social, philosophic or cultic school? Was 

the school an internal organisation, or was it an umbrella structure? Was it even a school or 

only a religious denomination? It is critical discourses; however, it is not the research objectives 

of the thesis. Therefore, only a short description will be presented. 

                                                           
45 Helderman 1978: 223-5. 
46 Lansmaa 1997: 145-9. 
47 Williams 1977, 4-5. He has in a later work made a study how the expression is linked to” the immovable race” 

among the Sethian Gnostics (Williams 1981). 
48 De Boer 2004: 81–6. 
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“Gnosticism” is used in two different ways; as phenomenology and as a designation of religious 

cults in a specific historical setting. 

As a phenomenology, it means phenomena that invert cosmos. Cosmos is not a primaeval order. 

In the original creation, there was a split in the Godhead. It resulted in two different creations; 

a divine creation and a part that is standing outside the divine order. In this part, cosmos 

appeared.  Humanity, which is originally divine by nature, was trapped in cosmos but could be 

liberated through spiritual knowledge. Some were dualistic; the polarity between the divine 

order and non-divine order exist from the origin, which results in an eternal battle for the souls 

of men. 

The phenomenology emerged strongly in the Roman imperial period during the first three 

centuries of our Common Era, both in Christian and non-Christian settings. Some were 

dualistic.49 Other groups portend an ancient time with a begin and an end: the cosmos, namely 

that part standing outside the divine order, had a begin and will have an end.50 “Gnosticism” is 

also used to refer to those religious groups.  

The definition of “humanity” also differed from group to group, or sometimes also in the same 

group.  For some, all humans had the divine spark and could be saved. For some, it was only a 

part that could be saved; only a part of humanity was spiritual by nature. For some, there was 

also a distinction between humanity in three groups; those who had no spiritual nature at all and 

could not be saved (the material race). The second group contained those who could be saved 

by grace if they accepted to adopt the spiritual laws (the soulish race), and thirdly, those whom 

will be saved because they are spiritual by nature (the spiritual race).  

The Valentinian school(s) were Christians. The founding father was Valentinus. He was 

probably from Alexandria but were also present in Rome. Around year 136, during the 

pontificate of Pope Hyginus, he expected to become a bishop but did not get the dignity.51 

According to later sources (around year 390), he was a native Egyptian,  born in Phrebonis in 

the Nile Delta, and received Greek education in nearby Alexandria.52 The school(s) spread all 

over the Mediterranean area and become one of the significant Gnostic schools. It survived until 

the fourth century. However, it was not one uniform School. Already in the second generation 

                                                           
49 e.g., the Mandaism and Manicheism  
50 e.g., the Valentinians and the Sethians.  
51 Tertullian, Against the Valentinians 4. Tradition holds that Hyginus defined and organised the ecclesiastical 

hierarchy, but historically there is no evidence of this.  
52 Epiphanius, The Panarion, I.1-40, §31 
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of Valentinians diverse groups aroused with different views on the nature of Christ and the 

nature of the believers. The Valentinian School(s) belongs to those groups which portended a 

historical time as a necessity for the divine revelation. In the early school, only a selected group 

were predesignated to be saved, namely those who had the spiritual element nous “mind”. Later 

Valentinians seem to have accepted a redemption also of the soulish race.  

A short narration of the Valentinian myth will now be presented. 

Wisdom (or Logos), the last and youngest of the divine emanations, turned away from its 

spiritual counterpart and embraced itself. The Fullness, namely the congregation of all the 

divine emanations, became disordered and broken. Through this action, Wisdom gave birth to 

the deficiency; deficiency is the result of the imbalance Wisdom caused when it turned around 

to itself.  The deficiency originates from the divine but is standing outside the divine order. 

Hence, an unperfect world became created: cosmos. Wisdom must be restored. Therefore, a 

saviour is sent down to gather those who belong to Wisdom but not to the created order (the 

All). The All are an expression that includes those that have the spiritual element from Wisdom 

but are not yet restored. The saviour enlightens the All so that they can enter the Body of Truth. 

Wisdom can be restored, and the order in the Fullness becomes re-established. This restoration 

is called apokatastasis.53 

 

 

3 Re-examination of the function as a diatribe 

3.1 Re-examination 

When Henri-Charles Puech and Gilles Quispel presented the first official translation of The 

Treatise on the Resurrection, they assumed that it was a private letter written by Valentinus or 

a close follower of him.54 The hypothesis was strongly criticised and have been effectively left 

in abeyance by scholars. 1973 Luther Martin forcefully and with great skill argued that The 

treatise on Resurrection is a diatribe both in style and to the substance of matter. The polemic 

is directed at the sophists (stoic rhetoricians and teachers).55 Luther Martin also points to the a-

                                                           
53 For an in-depth analysis of the Valentinian myth and the Valentinian school see Thomassen 2008. 
54 Malinine 1963: xxxiiii. The hypothesis was strongly criticised by scholars as e.g. Malcolm Peel 1967. 
55 Martin 1971; Martin 1973a; Martin 1973b. 
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historicity of the text as well as the anonymity of the author as proof of a philosophic 

dissertation. The text is not an attempt to fit into a tradition.56   

Sophism during the second century was equal to the Second Sophistic. It was a revival of an 

idealised (Athenian) classical stoicism. Rhetoric skills, as well as archaism and purity of 

language, were essential elements. 

 Diatribes are rhetoric theses written by Stoic/Cynic philosophers about ethical issues. Shortly, 

it is a dialogue created with the help of rhetorical characters, in conversations with imaginary 

opponents in a polemical tone. The style elements consist of simple syntax, parataxis and use 

of various elements such as anecdotes, aphorisms and antitheses.  During the Roman period, 

diatribe was mainly used by philosophers such as Musonius Rufus, Epictetus and Seneca, whom 

all belonged to Rome's innermost cultural elites.  Plutarch, who could be quite critical to 

stoicism, still used the diatribe style in his ethical works.57 Since the publication of the 

dissertation Der Stil der paulinischen Predigt und die Kynisch-Stoische diatribe by Rudolf 

Bultmann 1910, there have been many studies of the influence of diatribe on Paul, and then in 

particular on The letter to the Romans.58  

The identification of The Treatise on the Resurrection as a diatribe has guided the different 

translations of the text. The translators have chosen to underline the polemic reading of the text 

and have therefore not looked for alternative readings.  However, we must be careful. Ismo 

Dunderberg has studied how the Valentinians used stoicism in their conceptual models. 

Unmistakably, they both knew and used these concepts but in an innovatively way.59 With this 

warning in mind, I will now look at some of the strategical tools the translators have used to 

underline the polemic in the treatise. The reason for doing this is to explore additional functions 

of the text. If the text is a diatribe only in form, but not to the substance of matter, there can be 

other strains in the text that needs to be analysed. However, the aim is not to reject philosophical 

strains but explore further authorial intents.  

                                                           
56 Martin 1972a: 291-2. 
57 A good historical analysis and description of diatribe is given by Wallach 1974. For Plutarch use of diatribe see 

Burns 2015. 
58. David Aune limits the diatribe to Rome 1 – 11 (Aune 2011).  Changwong Song includes Rome 1:16-14:23; 1 

Cor. 6:12– 20; 15:29 – 41; Gal 3:1 – 9 and 19 – 22 (Song 2004: 55–9). William Stegner doubts that The letter 

to the Romans is a diatribe and identifies it as Midrashim. (Stegner 1984) Rivka Ulmer shows, however, that the 

stoic/cynical style has influenced the Midrashim and that the diatribe as a style also was used in the midrashim 

(Ulmer 1997). The contextual background to Paul's letters is still being debated. 
59 Dunderberg 2010: 220–38. 
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Let us now challenge the view that The treatise of resurrection is primarily a philosophic 

dissertation. 

Firstly, Luther Martin points to the a-historicity of the text as well as the anonymity of the 

author as proof of a philosophic dissertation. The text is not an attempt to fit into a tradition.60  

However, as Outi Lehtipuu has demonstrated, the discourses on the resurrection and the type 

of resurrection body took place in the second century. Those elements were used to construct 

identity within the Christian context.61 Those questions are addressed in The treatise on the 

Resurrection, enlisting the text in a specific historical setting. 

Secondly, Dylan Burns has sketched the social context of the sophists and philosophers during 

the Second Sophistic. Philosophers and sophists (Stoic rhetoricians and teachers) were deeply 

involved in political life, prevalent greek religions and local civic cults.62 Many of them served 

as priests or/and made pilgrimages to temples around Greece and Asia.  However, they also 

formed their cults around dead philosophers, celebrating their birthdays or made pilgrimages to 

their birthplaces.63 During the second century, religious questions become more critical for the 

sophists – or, in other words: philosophy became more entangled in religious matters. Parallelly 

the Christians and the Gnostics implemented Greek philosophy in Christianity.64  

One of the most influential sophists was Dio Chrysostom from Prusa (c. 40 – c. 115 AD). He 

affirmed that all human beings have an innate, distinctive awareness about the divinity.  

However, then, there are also secondary sources by which one can understand God: myths, 

universal social laws and rational understanding. By these three genres of teaching, one can 

reflect upon God.65 Moreover, Clara van Sijl has pointed to the significant impact Greco-Roman 

myths had on Stoic philosophy. They were vigorously discussed and used as exegetic 

material.66  Philosophy and sophism were not isolated from the social and cultural context and 

was not opposed to politics, popular religious elements, astrology, myths or cults. Contrary, 

                                                           
60 Martin 1972a: 291-2. 
61 Lehtipuu 2015. Luther Martin has above all brought attention to the polemic debate against the sophists that 

opens the letter (Luther 1973b). However, this setting has the function to exclude the non-Christians and 

simultaneously include the Christians. From then on, the text is focused on internal Christian issues. 
62 For example, in the first century Timocrates was priest of the goddess Roma in Cilician Antioch, Mestrius 

Plutarchus, priest of Apollo in Delphi and L. Flavius Philostratus was priest of Hephaestus in Lemnos. In second- 

or third-century Athens, the sophist Apollonius was hierophant of the Eleusinian goddesses at Athens, Licinnius 

Firmus was priest of Zeus Polieus, and Sospis, a pupil of Chrestos of Byzantium, was priest of the Altar (of the 

goddesses Demeter and Kore) in Eleusis. Apollonius of Athens was hierophant in Eleusis (Richter et al. 2017: 

38.2). 
63 Burns 2014: 16-20 
64 Richter et al. 2017: 40.2. 
65 Dio Chrysostom, The twelfth or Olympic Discourse:  On Man's First Conception of God 
66 Van Sijl 2010.  



25 
 

they were deeply involved in those strands. Modern scholars often split up and isolate those 

strands from each other, creating a rigidness that did not exist. Luther Martin has chosen for a 

philosophic and rhetoric aspect of the treatise, but we also must contemplate other strands as 

mythic or cultic exploration. 

Thirdly, as mentioned above, a diatribe is focused on ethics and wanted to awaken people to 

moral awareness.67 It is not the case in our text. Ethics is one of the topics in The Treatise on 

Resurrection, but it is not the dominant issue.  

Fourthly, the time aspect. The Treatise on the Resurrection is possibly written during the second 

century. In the second century, we see a shift from stoicism to Platonism in the Christian 

context. The culmination of stoicism in Christian settings was passed, and during this transition 

period, philosophic elements of various schools interacted.68 The cordial relationships between 

the Hellenistic and Christian philosophy seem to be ended around 260 when the Neoplatonism 

entered the scene in Rome. At this stage the Christians had developed a distinct philosophy that 

they could use for polemic. From then on, the Greek and Christians started to write polemic 

treatises denouncing each other’s philosophies.69  Hence, it was above all from the end of the 

third century onwards that the polemic between Greek and Christian philosophy took place; 

thus, possibly a century after The Treatise on the Resurrection was written. We may, therefore, 

assume that The Treatise on the Resurrection not primarily is an explanatory text against Greek 

philosophy. 

Fifthly, in the second century, other categories of literature such as science, epistolography, 

poetry and theatre satire – hence, outside the philosophic room – started to use the stylistic form 

of diatribe.70 The diatribe style also influenced the style of Midrashim, that is the Jewish 

commentaries on the Hebrew biblical texts.71 In the second century, the diatribe as a genre and 

the function as a philosophic diatribe were not always substitutable anymore.  

Sixth, we must look at some syntactic elements in the text. Since a linguistic analyse is not 

within the scope of this thesis, I will only give one example here. The translators read the 

Lycopolitan conjunction eišpe (ⲉⲓϣⲡⲉ) as a dialect form of the Sahidic conjunction ešōpe 

                                                           
67 e.g. Wallach 1974; Burns 2015. 
68 e.g. Engberg-Pedersen 2010: Meredith 2012: 27–36. 
69 Burns 2014: 1-2. See also Lehtipuu 2015; Weisser & Thaler 2016: 7. Apologetic literature emerged early in the 

Christin history, however, in the first centuries it was more focused on political or religious matters and not on 

the Greek philosophy. 
70 Wallach 1974. 
71 Ulmer 1997. 
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(ⲉϣⲱⲡⲉ) that translates “if”, introducing first conditional sentences. A conditional sentence is 

a sentence that expresses a precondition; something that can only happen IF something else 

occurs. They are essential rhetoric tools and has an element of sarcasm that is culturally bound. 

Therefore, one can also call them rhetorical conditionals.  

 However, in The Treatise on the Resurrection, this reading complicates the text repeatedly, 

forcing a rhetoric construction where a more unadorned reading seems to be more natural.  

The Treatise on the Resurrection is written in a Lycopolitan dialect.72 Walter Crum suggested 

as early as 1939 that the Lycopolitan eišpe did not decode the Sahidic ešōpe but the Sahidic 

conjunction ešče (ⲉϣϫⲉ).73 Ešče can be used in conditional clauses, but - as Ariel Shisha Halevy 

has stated – it is rarely used as the ruling element in general conditional sentences. He warns 

against the harmful habit to always read ešče as introducing a conditional.74  Another side of 

the coin is namely that ešče also has an emphatic function. It can also be understood and 

translated as an exclamation or emphatic conjunction.75 Some passages in The treatise on the 

Resurrection becomes more clarified if eišpe (ⲉⲓϣⲡⲉ) presupposes an emphatic use. One of 

several examples is the introduction of Elijah and Moses. Malcolm Peel translates it as: 

 

“For if you remember reading in the gospel that Elijah appeared and Moses with 

him, do not think the resurrection is an illusion.” 76 

 

If one does not remember reading the text, will one then presume that the resurrection is an 

illusion? We can also read the text as:  

 

“For surely, you memorised when you read the gospels, that Elijah appeared and 

Moses with him. Do not think that resurrection is a presentation!”77 

                                                           
72 Lycopolitan is a Coptic dialect, also called AA2 or Subakhmimic.  Lycopolitan has three variations: L4, L5 and 

L6. L4 was used in the Egyptian Manichaean manuscript and is a cultural and not a geographic variation.  L5 

was used in Orthodox Christian documents and had a firm geographic basis. L6 was used in various types of 

documents, for example in codex 1 of The Nag Hammadi codices, including The Treatise on the Resurrection. 

The L6-variation includes features from both the Sahidic and Akhmimic dialects. It was probably the most 

southerly variation of the Lycopolitan and used spoken in the northern border area of Thebes (Funk 1988 154-

6, 181+182 fig. 6). 
73 Crum 63b. 
74 Shisha-Halevy 2009: 2.  
75 Crum 64a: b & c. 
76 Attridge 1985a: 155. The treatise of resurrection 48:6-11. ⲉⲓϣⲡⲉ ⲁⲕⲣ ̅ ⲡⲙⲉⲩⲉ ⲛ̅ⲅⲁⲣ ⲉⲕⲱϣ ϩⲙ ̅ ⲡⲉⲩⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲓⲟⲛ ϫⲉ 

ⲁϩⲏⲗⲉⲓⲁⲥ ⲟⲩⲱⲛϩ ⲁⲃⲁⲗ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲙⲱⲩⲥⲏⲥ ⲛⲙ ̅ⲙⲉϥ ⲙ ̅ⲡⲱⲣ ⲁⲙⲉⲩⲉ ⲁⲧⲁⲛⲁⲥⲧⲁⲥⲓⲥ ϫⲉ ⲟⲩⲫⲁⲛⲧⲁⲥⲓⲁ. 
77 I have chosen to translate ⲫⲁⲛⲧⲁⲥⲓⲁ as “presentation”, where Malcolm Peel has chosen for “illusion”. This 

choice will be explained in chapter 12. 
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It looks like an insignificant difference, but it clarifies the syntax at several other passages in 

the text, making it more comprehensible. However, it undermines the polemic function of the 

text. (For further examples I refer to the footnote.78) 

 

3.2 Conclusion 

 I am suggesting that The Treatise on the Resurrection is a diatribe only in style and not to the 

substance of matter. We must distinguish the style from the textual function. Therefore, if we 

try to understand the text, we must be careful not to overstress the philosophic function. In this 

way, we open the text for a new reading. The translators may have missed out mythical, 

religious or cultic strains in the texts, which can improve the understanding of the text. Although 

it is crucial to not only understand the text from a philosophical point of view.  

 

4 Who are the author and the recipient? 

4.1. the author 

Is the treatise directed at outsiders or insiders?  There are some Valentinian expressions in the 

text. For example, probolē, (προβολή), which is meaning “emanation”, is a terminus technicus 

introduced in Christian context by the Valentinians. In The Treatise on the Resurrection, the 

term is used in combination with the truth: “the emanation of Truth”, tprobolē n̅tmēe 

(ⲧⲡⲣⲟⲃⲟⲗⲏ ⲛ̅ⲧⲙⲏⲉ). Truth is also a Valentinian hypostasis.79 Once in the text, the Greek word 

apokatastasis (ἀποκατάστασις) appear. In the text, it applies to the Fullness, pleroma 

(πλήρωμα), which is also a terminus technicus Valentinian expression.80  

                                                           
78 Some examples: the passage beginning at 46.3 is more distinct if one read ⲉⲓϣⲡⲉ as ⲉϣϫⲉ and read an irreal 

conditional clause and not as a general conditional clause. At 45.14 a section starts that might be a formula of 

faith (rigula fidei).  Stylistically the conjunction ⲉϣϫⲉ may have an emphatic function and strengthen ⲧⲟⲧⲉ ϭⲉ 

ⲛ̅ⲑⲉ at 45:23-4. Another example is the introduction of Elijah and Moses at 48:6-11, where it solves the logical 

construction. 
79 The Treatise on the Resurrection 45.11-2. Most scholars (Bazán, Haardt, Krause, Malinine, Ménard, Peel, 

Peretto, Puech, Quispel and Till) accept this as a Valentinian terminus technicus, bit not Bentley Layton (Peel 

1985b:159). Malcolm Peel refers to Layton 1979: 57. However, here Bentley Layton do not reject it but are not 

discussing it. Malcolm Peel clarifies that it does not appear in the Septuagint or the New Testament or among 

the apostolic fathers (Peel 1969:66). 
80 The Treatise on the Resurrection 44.31. Malinine 1963:23-4; Peel 1985:153. Bentley Layton assumes that it is 

a technical term used for “return of the soul”, invented by the Gnostics in the second century (Layton 1979:53) 

Malcolm Peel also points to the use of the term by Origenes, where it is used as a terminus technicus that refers 

to the universal salvation of the souls after the purification in the heaven (Peel 1967, 61). 
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Aside from Valentinian expressions, the text is exploring the subject of resurrection. Many 

important issues are left out. What happens with those who are not predestined to resurrect?  

How about those who lived before Christ?  The believers must practice on the spiritual skills, 

but if one is predesignated to resurrect, why do you have to practise?  Who is “Son of God” and 

who is “Son of Man”?  Moreover, who is the true-life author of the treatise?   The non-inclusion 

of vital information in the text makes clear that the treatise must have been a letter embedded 

in a specific institution or tradition. As discussed in chapter 1.3.2, the author will be understood, 

and his success is depended on this. 

The tractate may have been written in a genre called epistolography, that is the art of writing 

fictive letters.81 It is a genre similar to rhetoric and was among the most popular genres in the 

Second Sophistic. Letters are almost exclusively prose, and the epistolary form is not essential 

to the content. It was a blank template used to compose a prose miniature and were not intended 

to be real letters.82 Epistles were written by the Valentinians too. Valentinus wrote at least three 

epistles. One was addressed to” certain people”, one to someone called Agathopous and one to 

an unknown recipient(s). Another example is The letter to Flora, written by Ptolemy.83 Those 

letters do not belong to the genre of epistolography since they are written in the name of the 

true-life author.84 

The genre made use of a prosopopoeia (προσωποποιία), which is a rhetoric device.85 The author 

of the letter takes the voice of a known person or a well-known stereotype character.  A classic 

example is “Wisdom” in The book of Sirach in the Bible. The author personifies Wisdom and 

lets her speak to the reader. The “I” that the author puts on is thus fictive.  

What do we know of the prosopopoeia in our text?  The text gives indirectly quite much 

information. The prosopopoeia has a good upbringing, hence the rhetoric tone in the letter. He 

or she belongs to an assembly possessing a special status since the assembly is approached with 

                                                           
81 Epistolography in general is the art of writing letter. However, it became during the Second Sophistic also a 

literary style genre, where one wrote fictive letters (Richter et al. 2017: 509-518). 
82 Richter et al. 2017: 509-518. 
83 Ptolemy was possible a pupil to Valentinus. The letter to Flora is preserved by Epiphanius in Against Heresies 

33.3.1 - 33.7.10. 
84 Private letters were not only used by individuals who were separated by distance, but also by individuals 

separated by social status. Private letters followed certain standard conventions for writing letters. Often one 

used formulaic expressions that were designed and known to be appropriate for certain occasions and social 

relations.  The author relied on the fact that private letter was not only read by the recipient but also by the 

patrons and clients of the recipient.  Every so often, the author of private letters had the intention to publish the 

letters at a later moment. Private letters were, therefore, often rhetoric masterworks. One famous example is the 

collection of letters written by Marcus Tullius Cicero, who also had in mind to publish the love letters written 

to his wife, Terentia. An ancient private letter is not equal to a modern private letter. 
85  Prosopopoeia it is about the same as the rhetoric device ethopoeia, ἠθοποιία 
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questions (44.4-5, 50.11-2). We also know that he feels that he is partaking in a tradition (49.37-

50.5). He or she is portrayed as a Christian and linked to the Paulinian tradition (the many 

Paulinian allusions in the text, e.g., 45.14-46.2). In the opening of the letter, he or she is placed 

in a broader context where some do not believe in the resurrection at all (44.9-10). However, 

gradually the context narrows, and he or she becomes a figure dealing with internal conflict 

about the resurrection. At the end of the letter, the context is further narrowed as he or she 

speaks directly to the addressee himself and his brothers The author describes them as his or 

her sons, indicating a shared consensus ((50.1-11) Hence, he or she is stereotyped as a classical 

teacher. He or she lives in a community where some, but not all, believes in the resurrection, 

and those who believe in the resurrection have different views on it.  He or she represents one 

of those groups.  

 

4.2 The recipient 

Who is the ideal (fictive?)  recipient of the letter?  The starting point in this thesis is an author-

intentional theory of meaning. The author reacts upon the reader since they both share the same 

real-life object, namely the tradition in which the architextuality of the text is established. When 

the author uses architextuality, he or she knows that the reader has specific expectations 

consistent with this tradition. It means that the author does not write for a random reader but 

for those who in one way or other share the same context (see chapter 1.3.2). In The treatise on 

the Resurrection, the author turns to like-minded and presents him- or herself as an instructor. 

The non-inclusion of vital information and the use of the Valentinian termini technici point to 

specific readers. Either is the author practical, assuming that the reader will understand, or he 

fancies himself to be initiated. (We must, however, remember, that the Valentinian termini 

technici can have been used outside the Valentinian community, but those sources are not 

preserved.) 

The reader is not an antagonist, but a co-operator, a partaker in the same tradition (45.15, 49.37-

53.2). He or she is the pupil of the teacher (44.4-7, 44.9-16, 49.37-50.2). Hence, the reader is 

in a community where there is a hierarchal structure (44.1-6, 49.37-50.15). He or she has a 

group above himself but does belong to a congregation of his standard. From above and 

downwards as well as on the horizontal plane, the spiritual gifts are shared (49.37-50.15). 

Let us begin by defining the audience of the text.  A lawyer called Marcus Fabius Quintilianus, 

born year 35 in Calahorra, wrote a work called Institutio Oratoria, consisting of twelve 
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volumes. In the two first volumes, he discussed the upbringing of the children. The child had 

to learn Greek before he or she learned the mother tongue Latin. The lessons in grammar started 

when the child was a preschool child, quickly followed by memory training and rhetoric. What 

he describes is the traditional education (paideia) for children in well-to-do families in the 

Greek and Roman cultures. Rhetoric was a necessary skill to survive in their societies. Hence, 

rhetoric schooled men turned up in all kinds of professions and not only in elite sophistic circles. 

Given the above, The Treatise on the Resurrection can be addressed to everyone who had a 

good upbringing and not only to those partaking in philosophical circles. However, the author 

might primarily address Valentinians. However, further exploration of the text is needed before 

we can make any decisive conclusion.  

 

4.3 Conclusion 

Since the author set out in a broader context and ends in a closer, more intimate narrow context, 

the letter is probably not a private letter to Rheginos. For why should the author start in a broader 

context if the recipient already has some knowledge of this matter? Even so, it can have been a 

private letter to a congregation with members of mixed-status. The social structure in the letter 

imitates a structure often found in an organisation. However, it is not possible to determine if it 

mirrors a rhetorical or a historic real-life structure. It is not possible to determine if the true-life 

author makes use of a prosopopoeia, a rhetoric figure, or not. The treatise is, however, directed 

to an audience that to some extent, share the same religious or philosophic context. This shared 

backdrop may be the Valentinians; the use of Valentinian termini technici, the familiarity with 

epistolography and great exegetical technique may suggest it. The audience was probably well-

educated persons. Otherwise, the true-life author of the treatise had chosen another 

prosopopoeia. 

 

 

5 Formulae of faith 

5.1. Formula 

We will now study some other strands in the text and then more specifically, the religious-cultic 

aspects of the treatise. One of those – seemingly unnoticed by the translators and commentators 

- is a passage that might be a formula of faith. A formula of faith contains the core teaching in 
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the religious community. Hence, it does help us to understand the central beliefs in the 

community. 

The formulae of faith - also called “the rule of faith” or regula fidei - is a short doctrinal formula 

that provided the cardinal articles of the Christian faith. In the early church of the first and 

second century, two genres of formulae of faith existed; the formulae used at baptisms and short 

formulae used to describe the core content of the faith. They existed from the begin of 

Christianity and had not yet a standardised form but were formed in the local settings. Many 

forms are known.86 In the early church a body of shared tradition existed, but what part of that 

tradition one used was depending on the local settings and the needs of the moment. The 

formulae were not yet intended to be all-inclusive and fixed.87 The elements that are mentioned 

in the formula are, therefore, critical elements that need to be addressed. 

The resurrection became a more critical issue in the formulae during the second century.  In the 

Western church, Irenaeus from Lyon imported this element in his formula in his stride against 

the Valentinians, pronouncing the physical resurrection.88 In the Eastern church, Clement of 

Alexandria´s formula pronounced a future resurrection, Christ’s return and the trinitarian 

formula, albeit, the Holy Spirit is quite tucked away.89   

The formulae were used in sermons, at instructions, exorcism, the Eucharists and to private use. 

They were also used to create an identity, separating religious communities from each other. 

Scholars assume that those formulae were directed against “heresies” as the Gnostics. 

Therefore, they are never discussed in the context of the Gnostics.  However, there is a section 

in The Treatise on the Resurrection that can be defined as such a formula, meaning that the 

Valentinians used the same tools as other Christian groups to protect their faith and maintain 

their identity.   

Let us quote the relevant saying in The Treatise on the Resurrection: 

 

                                                           
86 The third genre is private creeds during the third and the fourth century. They marked the position in the 

discourse on the Trinity. At the end of the second century, the formation began to a fourth genre: a universally 

accepted liturgical creed. Whether the early formulae developed from the baptismal formulae or not is an 

ongoing discussion (Westra 2002: 38-9, 42-3). 
87 Kelly 1972 (1950). 
88 Vinzent 2011: 181-6. The formula Markus Vinzent refers to is cited in Irenaeus, On the Apostolic Preaching, 

I.1.6.  
89 Dockery 2008: 58–9. 
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“The Saviour swallowed death – you are not ascribed as being ignorant – for he 

laid off the world that is dying, transformed himself into an indestructible aeon and 

arose, swallowing the visible through the invisible, and granted us the way to our 

immortality. Verily, just as the apostle said: we suffered with him, arose with him 

and came to heaven with him.”90 

 

This passage has the elements that define a formula of faith in the second century:  the saying 

is expressed in the first person, is asserting belief in a selected group of facts of great 

importance, claims apostolic tradition and focuses on Christ and his resurrection.  

The formulae of faith could be one-membered, i.e. focused on Christ. The bipartite pattern was 

focused on the Son and the Father and the trinitarian formula on The Son, The Father and The 

Spirit /Wisdom.  The pattern in the quotation above is alike in all aspects to the faith formulae 

that follow the one-membered, Christological pattern.91  Through a discussion conducted by 

Basil of Caesarea, we know, that this pattern was in use as late as in the fourth century.92It is 

therefore not unexpected to find a one-member formula during the second century.  

As Liuwe Westra has established, there existed merely two genres of formulae of faith in the 

church of the second century; the formulae used at baptisms and short formulae used to describe 

the core content of the faith.93 We know that the Valentinians used baptismal formulae.94  Einar 

Thomassen has made a study of the baptism among the Valentinians, where he brings the 

formulae to the fore. He concludes that the Valentinians 

                                                           
90  The treatise on Resurrection 45.14-26: ⲡⲥⲱⲧⲏⲣ ⲁϥⲱⲙⲛ̅ⲕ ⲙ ̅ⲡⲙⲟⲩ ⲛ̅ⲕⲏⲡ ⲉⲛ ⲁϥ̅ ⲁⲧⲥⲁⲩⲛⲉ ⲁϥⲕⲱⲉ ⲛ̅ⲅⲁⲣ ⲁϩⲣⲓ ̄ 

ⲙ ̅ⲡⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ ⲉϣⲁϥⲧⲉⲕⲟ ⲁϥϣϥ̅ⲧϥ ⲁϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲁⲩⲁⲓⲱⲛ ⲛ̅ⲁⲧⲧⲉⲕⲟ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁϥⲧⲟⲩⲛⲁⲥϥ̅ ⲉⲁϥⲱⲙⲛ̅ⲕ ⲙ ̅ⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲛϩ̅ ⲁⲃⲁⲗ ⲁⲃⲁⲗ 

ϩⲓⲧⲟⲟⲧϥ̅ ⲙ ̅ⲡⲁⲧⲛⲉⲩ ⲁⲣⲁϥ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁϥϯ ⲛⲉⲛ ⲛ̅ⲧⲉϩⲓⲏ ⲛ̅ⲧⲛ̅ⲙⲛ̅ⲧⲁⲧⲙⲟⲩ ⲧⲟⲧⲉ ϭⲉ ⲛ̅ⲑⲉ ⲛ̅ⲧⲁϩⲁⲡⲁⲡⲟⲥⲧⲟⲗⲟⲥ ϫⲟⲟϥ ϫⲉ ⲁⲛϣⲡ ̅ 

ϩⲓⲥⲉ ⲛⲙ ̅ⲙⲉϥ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁⲛⲧⲱⲱⲛ ⲛ ̅ⲙⲙⲉϥ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁⲛⲃⲱⲕ ⲁⲧⲡⲉ ⲛⲙ ̅ⲙⲉϥ. 
91 This is a one-membered formulae, i.e. it is centred around Christ and not the Father and/or the Spirit. Scholars 

have tried to find a development from an early formula based on Christ, who later developed to a bipartite pattern 

(the Son and the Father) and finally to a trinitarian formula (The Son, The Father, The Spirit/knowledge). John 

Kelly has challenged those theories and demonstrates that already in NT-writings all three types existed at the 

same time and independently, however the single-clause, Christological pattern were more common.  The 

variation of one-, two- and three-membered formulae continued during the early Christianity related to their 

local settings (Kelly 1972(1950): 24-8). Jens Schröter has pointed out that the trinitarian concept gradually 

evolved over time from the binaterian concept (Schröter 2013). That might be true, but the use of a three-

membered pattern in the earliest formulae mirror not the conceptual relation of the three agents in the Trinitarian 

doctrine, which was mainly developed by Tertullianus. However, the three-membered formulae in the earliest 

core of the Christianity have possible stimulated to the development of a Trinitarian doctrine. 
92 Basil of Caesarea De Spirito Sancto 12.28. 
93 Westra 2002: 38-9, 42-3.  
94 E.g. Irenaeus of Lyon, Against heresies 1.21.3; Excerpts of Theodotus 22.5; 76.82; 80.3; 83; 86.2. 
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 “…appear largely to have used other formulae than those known from later 

orthodox liturgies; this is not only a product of their own specific theological 

concerns but also reflects a period when the words to be used were not standardized 

and considerable local variation may be assumed to have existed”95 

 

Therefore, the use and the formation of baptismal formulae must have been a practice from the 

early origins of Valentianism. There is, therefore, no reason to doubt that they also used 

formulae of faith.  

 

 

5.2 Conclusion 

The author seems to have multiple purposes with the treatise, for example, philosophy and 

conviction, which are somewhat entangled. However, the scope of this paper is to analyse the 

faith-elements.  The author may have used a formula of faith in his texts. The information in 

the formula is then the core of the treatise. Hence, a more in-depth analysis of the formula is 

necessary for the understanding of the treatise. It also means that we cannot allow ourselves to 

look at the text only from a philosophical view since the driving force behind the document is 

faith.  

The scholars assume that this quotation is an example of realised eschatology. At first glance, 

it might be accurate, but it if one acknowledges the quotation as a formula of faith, it does not 

have to point toward realised eschatology. A formula of faith is only stating the faith in certain 

events. 

 

6 The function of the formula of faith 

6.1 Function 

The formulae are placed within a text. It is not uncommon. Some formulae are only some words 

on a papyrus fragment, others – as often were the case with the church fathers – were preserved 

in texts and were followed by long expositions. Although, we must remember that the formulae 

were a statement of faith and not a philosophical tool. 

In the cultic life, a formula of faith was often confirmed by the community or the congregation. 

                                                           
95 Thomassen 2011: 912. 
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If we, in The treatise on the resurrection, read the passage following the above-recited formula 

a confirmation of the formula within a congregation seems to follow: 

 “The Saviour swallowed death – you are not ascribed as being ignorant – for he 

laid off the world that is dying, transformed himself into an indestructible aeon and 

arose, swallowing the visible through the invisible, and granted us the way to our 

immortality. Verily, just as the apostle said: we suffered with him, arose with him 

and came to heaven with him. 

↓ 

Truly, we are visible in this world when we are wearing Him, being that One´s rays. 

Through Him, they embrace us until our twilight, namely, our death in physical life. 

Through Him, they draw us to heaven like rays by the sun, not being obstructed by 

anything. This is the spiritual resurrection that swallows the soulish and likewise 

the fleshly.”96 

Again, the confirmation is expressed in the first person. 

Thomas Farrell has pointed out the action-oriented language in the formulae of faith. The 

formalistic expression simplified the oral transmission and was used to convince before a more 

elaborated narrative or explanation followed at a later moment.97 One of the functions of the 

formula cited above seems to be to affirm that the living congregation (we) is participating in 

the same tradition as Paul, and all of them participate in the tradition of Christ. It is an action-

oriented language, hardly based on a philosophic conclusion.98  

Whether the formula is an adaption of Paulinian sayings or a quotation of an unknown Paulinian 

source we do not know, but it is undoubtedly a reception of Paul, the apostle. Paul had respect 

for the objective body of teaching. He declared tradition based on the canon, but perhaps above 

                                                           
96   The treatise on Resurrection 45.15-46.2: ⲡⲥⲱⲧⲏⲣ ⲁϥⲱⲙⲛ̅ⲕ ⲙ ̅ⲡⲙⲟⲩ ⲛ̅ⲕⲏⲡ ⲉⲛ ⲁϥ̅ ⲁⲧⲥⲁⲩⲛⲉ ⲁϥⲕⲱⲉ ⲛ̅ⲅⲁⲣ ⲁϩⲣⲓ ̄ 

ⲙ ̅ⲡⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ ⲉϣⲁϥⲧⲉⲕⲟ ⲁϥϣϥ̅ⲧϥ ⲁϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲁⲩⲁⲓⲱⲛ ⲛ̅ⲁⲧⲧⲉⲕⲟ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁϥⲧⲟⲩⲛⲁⲥϥ̅ ⲉⲁϥⲱⲙⲛ̅ⲕ ⲙ ̅ⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲛϩ̅ ⲁⲃⲁⲗ ⲁⲃⲁⲗ 

ϩⲓⲧⲟⲟⲧϥ̅ ⲙ ̅ⲡⲁⲧⲛⲉⲩ ⲁⲣⲁϥ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁϥϯ ⲛⲉⲛ ⲛ̅ⲧⲉϩⲓⲏ ⲛ̅ⲧⲛ̅ⲙⲛ̅ⲧⲁⲧⲙⲟⲩ ⲧⲟⲧⲉ ϭⲉ ⲛ̅ⲑⲉ ⲛ̅ⲧⲁϩⲁⲡⲁⲡⲟⲥⲧⲟⲗⲟⲥ ϫⲟⲟϥ ϫⲉ ⲁⲛϣⲡ ̅ 

ϩⲓⲥⲉ ⲛⲙ ̅ⲙⲉϥ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁⲛⲧⲱⲱⲛ ⲛ ̅ⲙⲙⲉϥ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁⲛⲃⲱⲕ ⲁⲧⲡⲉ ⲛⲙ ̅ⲙⲉϥ ⲉⲓϣⲡⲉ ⲧⲛ̅ϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲛ̅ⲇⲉ ⲉⲛⲟⲩⲁⲛϩ̅ ⲁⲃⲁⲗ ϩⲙ ̅ ⲡⲓⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ 

ⲉⲛⲣ ̅ ⲫⲟⲣⲉⲓ ⲙ ̅ⲙⲁϥ ⲉⲛϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲛ̅ⲁⲧⲕⲓⲛ ⲙ ̅ⲡⲉⲧⲙ ̅ⲙⲉⲩ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲉⲩⲉⲙⲁⲧϩⲉ ⲙ ̅ⲙⲁⲛ ⲁⲃⲁⲗ ϩⲓⲧⲟⲟⲧϥ̅ ϣⲁ ⲡⲛ̅ϩⲱⲧⲡ ⲉⲧⲉ ⲡⲉⲉⲓ 

ⲡⲉⲛⲙⲟⲩ ϩⲙ ̅ ⲡⲉⲉⲓⲃⲓⲟⲥ ⲉⲩⲥⲱⲕ ⲙ ̅ⲙⲁⲛ ⲁⲧⲡⲉ ⲁⲃⲁⲗ ϩⲓⲧⲟⲟⲧϥ̅ ⲛⲑⲉ ⲛ̅ⲛⲓⲁⲕⲧⲓⲛ ϩⲓⲧⲙ ̅ ⲡⲣⲏⲏ ⲉⲛⲥⲉⲉⲙⲁⲧϩⲉ ⲙ ̅ⲙⲁⲛ ⲉⲛ ϩⲓⲧⲛ ̅ 

ⲗⲁⲩⲉ ⲧⲉⲉⲓ ⲧⲉ ⲧⲁⲛⲁⲥⲧⲥⲓⲥ ⲛ̅ⲡⲉⲩⲙⲁⲧⲓⲕⲏ ⲉⲥⲱⲙⲛ̅ⲕ ⲛ̅ⲧⲯⲩⲭⲓⲕⲏ ϩⲟⲙⲟⲓⲱⲥ ⲙⲛ̅ ⲧⲕⲉⲥⲁⲣⲕⲓⲕⲏ. 
97 Farrell 1987: 136. 
98 The importance of the apostolic tradition is also pronounced in the conclusion of the letter. ⲛ̅ⲧⲁϩⲓϫⲓⲧⲟⲩ at 49.37 

may translate the greek παρέλαβον; a terminus technicus for the reception of a religious tradition. However, it 

can simply be read as receiving directly from Christ (Layton 1979: 113). Malcolm Peel leave the question open, 

although he points out that in Ptolemy´s Letter to Flora the term is related to apostolic tradition (Attridge 1985b: 

211). The translation of παρέλαβον is not attested in Crum. 
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all the transmission of tradition by imitation, mimēsis (μιμητής). One had to become imitators 

of himself, of the disciples and the Lord, of God, of the Churches.99 Paul Blowers says that the 

nature of the early formulae was to place oneself in its story, to re-actualise the narrative. One 

places oneself in the core of the cosmic drama.  However, at the same time, one also carries the 

seed to doctrinal teaching that stabilised the local congregation.  

Another noticeable feature in the formula presented above is the mutual sharing, koinōnia. The 

sharing between Christ and his believers.100 This sharing was an essential element in the epistles 

of Paul and became a crucial element in Eastern Christianity. In the Paulinian reception - 

especially in the Alexandrian milieu -   the deceased was also included in this sharing.101 Einar 

Thomassen has also confirmed how crucial this mutual sharing was in the eastern Valentinian 

School. Christ participates in those in the world through his physical existence and his death. 

Those who are here participate in his spiritual reality. Einar Thomassen calls this feature “the 

dialectics of mutual participation”, which also includes participation in the salvation story. 

Christ is the unity of the All, but unity cannot be manifested in this world. Christ must manifest 

himself through multiplicity. 102  In The Treatise on the Resurrection, the participation goes far:  

 

“The thought of those that are saved will not perish. The mind of those who have 

known him will not perish since we are chosen for redemption and salvation, 

because we were set apart from the beginning to not fall into the foolishness of the 

                                                           
99 1 Cor 4:16, 11:12, Eph 5:1, 1 Thess 1:6; 2:14; 2 Thess 3:7,9; Phil 3:17. 
100 Koinōnia (κοινωνίᾳ) was a widely used Greek word. Shortly one can translate it with “fellowship”. It can be a 

political relationship between two cities or between two entrepreneurs, between a pupil and a teacher or between 

a man and a woman in a marriage.  About the middle of the first century AD, the apostle Paul started to use the 

word in a religious sense. Koinōnia is the relationship between Christ and the believers that are established 

during the Eucharist. See e.g. 1 Cor 10:16.    
101 The developments in The letter to the Ephesians and The letter to the Hebrews shows a trace in early Pauline 

reception, where the status of those who have passed away is distinct from the apostolic fathers and the Jewish 

Apocrypha. One was not only part of the body of Christ after the death, but also was an active participant in the 

cosmic drama. The historic setting of The letter to the Hebrews is unknown. It looks like it had most impact in, 

Alexandria. Clement of Alexandra referred to the letter several times in Stromata. It was more recognised among 

the eastern communities than among the western communities where it often was neglected or met with 

scepticism.  (Johnson 2006:3-4. Clement of Alexandria refers to the letter in Stromata 1.4 and 7.10). Clement of 

Alexandria (c.150 – c.215) reminds the believers that the living and departed saints are separated by death, but 

intimately united by prayer (. Clement of Alexandria, Stromata: 7.12.)   
102 Einar Thomassen also states that in The Tripartite Tractate (NHC1.IV) and The Interpretation of Knowledge 

(NHCXI.1), there is not only a mutual sharing between Christ and believers but also between Christ and the 

church. Christ is the unity of the All, but nothing can manifest itself in unity in this world. Christ must manifest 

himself through multiplicity. This multitude is the church. There is a sharing among the multitude, namely the 

individual believers, and a sharing between the unity and multiplicity. In The treatise on resurrection, it is not 

explicitly spoken about the church. However, the aeon of Christ may have had the same function (Thomassen 

2008: 52–8, 81–102).  Whether the Valentinians can be divided in an eastern and western School or not is an 

ongoing discussion. 
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ignorant but would enter the wisdom of those who know the Truth.  The Truth, which 

they guard, cannot be dismissed, nor was it scattered.”103 

 

The Truth is Christ. The participation takes place in different layers. They who are set apart on 

earth, i.e. have the spiritual element, will enter those who know and guard the Truth/Christ. At 

the same time, to know is to participate in truth.  The boundary between believer and Saviour 

is fading.  

 

6.2 The aeon of the Saviour 

The core element of the above-quoted formula of faith is that the Saviour transformed himself 

to an aeon; hence, it is that element that enshrines the very essence of the text. 

One of the central themes in the formula presented above is the transformation of Christ into an 

aeon: 

“…., he laid off the world that is dying, transformed himself into an indestructible 

aeon and arose, swallowing the visible through the invisible …”  

 

Not all translators have chosen for this reading of the text. Einar Thomassen presumes that 

“aeon” in the singular in the early Valentinian school signified the transcendent world, 

especially if the world and the spiritual world contrasted with each other.  He reads the passage 

as “Laying aside the perishable world, he exchanged it for an unperishing aeon.” 104  Henri-

Charles Puech, Gilles Quispel, Bentley Layton and Jacques Ménard read the text similarly. 

However, other scholars, among them Malcolm Peel, has chosen to understand it as 

“transform”. 105 It is a significant disparity in the reading, giving a different understanding of 

the text.  

                                                           
103The Treatise on the Resurrection 46.22-34: ⲛ̅ⲛⲁⲧⲉⲕⲟ ⲛϭⲓ ⲡⲙⲉⲩⲉ ⲛ̅ⲛⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁϫ ⲛ̅ϥⲛⲁⲧⲉⲕⲟ ⲉⲛ ⲛ̅ϭⲓ ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲥ 

ⲛ̅ⲛⲉⲧⲁϩⲥⲟⲩⲱⲱⲛϥ̅ ⲉⲧⲃⲉ ⲡⲉⲉⲓ ⲧⲛ̅ⲥⲁⲧⲡ ⲁϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲁⲡⲟⲩϫⲉⲉⲓ ⲙⲛ̅ ⲡⲥⲱⲧⲉ ⲉⲁϩⲟⲩⲧⲁϣⲛ̅ ϫⲓⲛ ⲛ̅ϣⲁⲣⲡ ̅ ⲁⲧⲣ ̅ⲛⲧⲙ ̅ϩⲁⲉⲓⲉ ϩⲛ ̅ 

ⲧⲙⲛ̅ⲧⲁⲑⲏⲧ ⲛ̅ⲛⲉⲧⲟⲉⲓ ⲛ̅ⲁⲧⲥⲁⲩⲛⲉ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲉⲛⲁⲉⲓ ⲁϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲁⲧⲙⲛ̅ⲧⲣⲙ ̅ⲛϩⲏⲧ ϩⲏⲧ ⲛ̅ⲛⲉⲧⲁϩⲥⲟⲩⲱⲛ ⲧⲙⲏⲉ ⲧⲙⲏⲉ ϭⲉ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲣⲁⲉⲓⲥ 

ⲁⲣⲁⲥ ⲙⲛ̅ϣϭⲁⲙ ⲛ̅ⲕⲁⲁⲥ ⲁⲃⲁⲗ ⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲛⲉⲥϣⲱⲡⲉ (ⲟⲩϫⲱⲣⲉ ⲡⲉ). Translation by Malcolm Peel “…Indeed, the Truth 

which is kept cannot be abandoned, nor has it been.” He, as all other translators read ⲟⲩϫⲱⲣⲉ ⲡⲉ as introduction 

to the following clause.  
104 Thomassen 2008, 466 + n. 92.  
105 Malinine 1963 : 27 ; Quispel 1974 : 13 ; Layton 1979 : 15 ; Ménard1983. Bentley Layton comment that a zero 

phrase in the asyndetic first perfect construction has a close connection with the foregoing phrase.  ⲁϥⲕⲱⲉ is 
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 Let us first study the grammatical bottleneck. In the sentence quoted above, there is a 

construction, afšftf ahoun auaiōn, ⲁϥϣϥ̅ⲧϥ ⲁϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲁⲩⲁⲓⲱⲛ. This construction has been built up 

around the verb šibe, ϣⲓⲃⲉ, which means “change” and “transform”. Since the direct object, 

“aeon” (ⲁⲩⲁⲓⲱⲛ) has a zero determination – it has neither a definite nor indefinite article – it 

must be suffixed to the prenominal state of the verb (the Stern-Jernstedt rule).106 Shortly, we 

cannot see on the construction if it meant to be read as “changed himself into…” or “changed 

it for…”.  

Hence, grammatically both readings are possible, although I suggest that it must be understood 

as “changed himself into….” because it seems to refer to the Mount of Transfiguration in the 

New Testament.  It is an exceptional grammatic construction, found only twice in other Coptic 

texts, namely in Matt 17:2 and Mark 9:2. Those sources describe the transformation of Christ 

and the appearance of Moses and Elijah on the Mount of Transfiguration. The two sources are 

preserved in two different dialects: the Sahidic dialect spoken around Thebes and the Bohairic 

dialect spoken around Alexandria. The Sahidic dialect of the New Testament uses ⲁϥϣϥ̅ⲧϥ and 

the Bohairic dialect of the New testament ⲁϥϣⲟⲃⲧϥ / ⲁϥϣⲱⲃⲧϥ. The Bohairic Matthew even 

states clearly: “he changed himself in form” (ⲁϥϣⲟⲃⲧϥ ⲛ̅ⳉⲉⲣⲉⲃ).107 None of the passages in the 

Coptic versions of the New Testament has a zero determination that forces a suffix to the 

prenominal state of the verb, making it clear that the construction has a reflexive function. 

The author of The Treatise on the Resurrection also summons Moses and Elias as evidence of 

the resurrection.108 The parallels are remarkable, and the author of The treatise on resurrection 

had likely the Mount of Transfiguration in his thought.109 If so, the aeon is the transfiguration 

body of Christ. 

                                                           

subordinated to ⲁϥϣϥ̅ⲧϥ and stresses the second event upon the first. (Layton 1979: 148, 184-57). However, the 

asyndetic construction is respected in both readings. Bentley Layton has chosen for his reading because he 

assumes that the treatise must be understood in a platonic sense. Hence, he presupposes that the spiritual element 

travels upwards from one world to another until it reaches the divine centre. Most scholars, e.g. Malcolm Peel, 

Martin Krause Francisco Garcia Bazán, Luther Martin and Robert McLachlan Wilson rejects this reading, 

arguing that ϣⲓⲃⲉ translates the Greek ἀλλάσσω (Attridge 1985b:161). 
106  Layton 2000: 131, § 171a. 
107  Matt 17:2; Mark 9:2. None of the passages in the Coptic versions of the New Testament has a zero 

determination that forces a suffix to the prenominal state of the verb, making it clear that the construction has a 

reflexive function. 
108 The Treatise on the Resurrection 48.8-9.  
109 Bentley Layton take for granted that the word translates ανταλλάσσεται. He refers to Rom 1:26, that has almost 

the same construction in the Sahidic translation (Layton 1979: 58).  However, the Greek source text is also 

ambiguous, therefore it is no supporting evidence. And the construction in the Sahidic translation of The epistle 

to the Romans is ⲁⲩϣⲓⲃⲉ ⲉ- and is not a reflexive construction. 
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One more element in The Treatise on the Resurrection sustains this interpretation; namely the 

metaphor of the “seed” sperma (σπέρμα).110 Earlier in the text, the author has introduced the 

concept of the “seed”. He describes the Saviour as a pre-existent seed of the Truth. A “seed” 

holds a potentiality, for example, a new plant. Hence, one would expect that something will 

happen with this “seed”.  

The “seed” was a central metaphor in the discourses on the resurrection body during the second 

century. The resurrection body was planned as a seed in the ground, namely the world, only to 

be transformed into a beautiful plant.111  All kind of Christian groups, including the Gnostics, 

were involved in this discourse.112 The discussion, though, never addressed the nature of the 

Saviour.   

Among the apologists, Justin, the Martyr spoke about the Logos-seed planted in humanity. This 

seed made the humans to images of God and Logos, giving them the gift to think rational. 

However, Logos was the planter of the seed and not the seed.113 So also in many gnostic sources. 

The Saviour as a planter of the spiritual seed was a well-known concept among the 

Valentinians.114 These debates cannot help us to understand the allegory in The Treatise on the 

Resurrection, though. 

Let us now look at the texts that are preserved in the same codex as The Treatise on the 

Resurrection. 

In The Tripartite Tractate, the allegory of the seed extends into the salvation story. Shortly, the 

divine congregation must attain knowledge about the Father. To do so, that part of the divine 

creation that is not known separates itself and becomes the world. The Saviour is sent down to 

the world to illuminate this unknown part so that it can be known. When the Saviour enters the 

world, Logos – the last emanation in the divine congregation   - gives him a spiritual flesh that 

is the seed (ⲧⲙⲛ̅ⲧⲥⲡⲉⲣⲙⲁ). This seed is later transformed into an aeon, which is the image of 

the church above (the divine congregation). When the Saviour enters the world, he also takes 

on a soul and a physical body to participate in human reality.115  

                                                           
110 The Treatise on the Resurrection 44.34-6. 
111 The discussions were focused on Paul´s The first Letter to the Corinthians 15:35-44. 2. 
112 For an analysis of this discourse see e.g. Lehtipuu 2012. 
113 Justin the Martyr, The second Apology 8.1-3, 13.3-5. 
114 See e.g. Thomassen 2008: 434. 
115 The Tripartite Tractate 114.9-115.11. (Logos in The Tripartite Tractate is equal to Wisdom, i.e. Sophia.) I am 

following the translation and reading presented by Einar Thomassen (Thomassen 1982: 173-4.) See also 

Thomassen 1982: 61-5; Thomassen 2008:48-50. Thomassen 1982:61-5. The Tripartite Tractate proclaims a 

trinity of Father, Son and Church. The church is called “aeons of aeons” but existed before the aeons. This 
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The seed is the potentiality, that grows until the inherent imperfection is filled with perfection.  

Jörgen Magnusson discusses a similar concept in The Gospel of Truth. The knowledge enters a 

state of being revealed by the Word that gradually takes on personal characteristics and becomes 

embodied, which in Valentinian terms refers to the becoming of the church. 116  

Theodotus the Valentinian, known in Asia Minor around 160–170, also says that the Saviour 

put on the seed of Wisdom when he descended into the cosmos. On the cross, he ascended but 

left the seed, his body, that became the spiritual church.117  

Hence, inter-contextual sources can sustain the reading that the Saviour transformed himself 

into an aeon in The Treatise on the Resurrection. 

 

6.3 Conclusion 

A formula of faith is only stating the faith in certain events. It is a model in which faith can be 

directed. To define a formula of faith in The treatise of resurrection means that we must 

understand the text from a new perspective. Firstly, we have to accept that the text might have 

been written within a cultic community. Secondly, we must understand the facts given in the 

formula of Faith as the core elements of the text. In the heart of the formula is the mutual 

participation between the Saviour and the believers. An analysis of the formula reveals that the 

Saviour/Truth, who came as a seed, transformed himself and became a spatial body in which 

the knowers can enter. The Saviour is transformed into an entity or aeon of Truth – the believers 

participate in the clear conception of that truth.    

                                                           

church appears as an image in the world as a spiritual church made up by the body of the Saviour. (For a 

discussion on the trinity in The Tripartite Tractate see e.g. Thomassen 1980.) For further discussion on the body 

of the Saviour and the spiritual church among the Valentinians see Thomassen 2008, and then” body” in the 

index of names and subjects. See also Thomassen 1982: 62. 
116 The Gospel of Truth 23.18-34.  ⲁϥⲟⲩⲁⲛϩ̅˂ϥ.˃.  The verb used is ⲟⲩⲱⲛϩ, shortly meaning “to be revealed” or 

“to appear”. The context is that the Father meditates upon the Word and his knowledge becomes revealed.  The 

Coptic source text uses the construction ⲁϥⲟⲩⲁⲛϩ̅, “he revealed”. The form of a simple infinitive is unusual. 

Walter Till, Harold Attridge and George macRae have therefore emended it to ⲁϥⲟⲩⲁⲛϩ̅˂ϥ. ˃, “he revealed it” 

(Attridge 1985b: 58). Jörgen Magnusson rejects this emendation and accept the Coptic source text. The absence 

of a direct object to the verb is ingressive and means that the knowledge enters a state of being revealed. Jörgen 

Magnusson reads it against 18.4-31 and 23.30-1 (Magnusson 2006: 104 n.25). The Gospel of Truth uses the 

metaphor “the Word” and not “the Seed”, however in the ideas of the early Christians those two terms were 

often interchangeable. 
117 Excerpta ex Theodoto 1; 13; 26. 
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An inter-contextual analysis shows that The Treatise on the Resurrection seems to share 

conceptual elements with the other Valentinian texts as The Gospel of Truth and The Tripartite 

Tractate and by Theodotus the Valentinian. 

 

 

7 The process from faith to persuasion 

7.1. Faith and persuasion 

We will now turn to another concept in The Treatise on the Resurrection, namely persuasion. 

In the quoted text above, the believers confirm that they suffered and arose with the Saviour. 

The scholars assume that this is an example of realised eschatology. At first glance, it might be 

accurate, but if one acknowledges the quotation as a formula of faith, it does not have to point 

toward realised eschatology. A formula of faith is only stating the faith in certain events. It is a 

model in which faith can be directed. The teacher urges Rheginos to practise.118 I will now 

suggest, that after faith, there comes a process where the pupil is urged to reach up to the model. 

However, then we must analyse the function of persuasion in the text. 

 

Indeed, if there is one who does not believe, he would not have persuasion, for it is 

the domain of faith and not that of persuasion that the dead shall arise. And is there 

one among the philosophers here who believe, even so, he will arise. And - on behalf 

of our faith -   do not cause the philosopher here to believe a man who is turned 

around to himself. For we have known the Son of Man….”119   

 

All translators assume that the passage quoted above is a polemic discussion where persuasion 

is placed in contrast to faith, namely a discussion on the moral value of philosophical 

                                                           
118 The treatise on the resurrection 49:9-36. 
119 The Treatise on the Resurrection 46.3-13: ⲉⲓϣⲡⲉ ⲟⲩⲛ ⲟⲩⲉⲉⲓ ⲛ̅ⲇⲉ ⲉⲙϥ̅ⲡⲓⲥⲧⲉⲩⲉ ⲉⲛ ⲙⲛ̅ⲧⲉϥ ⲙ ̅ⲙⲉⲩ ⲙ ̅ⲡⲣ ̅ⲡⲉⲓⲑⲉ 

ⲡⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲛ̅ⲡⲓⲥⲧⲓⲥ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲁϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲁ ⲡⲣ ̅ⲡⲉⲓⲑⲉ ⲉⲛ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲉⲧⲙⲁⲁⲩⲧ ⲛⲁⲧⲱⲱⲛ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲟⲩⲛ ⲡⲉⲧⲣ ̅ ⲡⲓⲥⲧⲉⲩⲉ ϩⲛ̅ 

ⲛ̅ⲫⲓⲗⲟⲥⲟⲫⲟⲥ ⲉⲧⲛ̅ⲛⲓⲙⲁ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ϥ̅ⲛⲁⲧⲱⲱⲛ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲫⲓⲟⲥⲟⲫⲟⲥ ⲉⲧⲛ̅ⲛⲓⲙⲁ ⲙ ̅ⲡⲱⲣ ⲁⲧⲣⲉϥⲡⲓⲥⲧⲉⲩⲉ ⲟⲩⲣⲉϥⲕⲧⲟ ⲙ ̅ⲙⲁϥ 

ⲟⲩⲁⲉⲉⲧϥ̅ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲉⲧⲃⲉ ϩⲛ̅ⲡⲓⲥⲧⲓⲥ  
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coaxing.120 It was a central discourse in mainstream Christianity;121 therefore, it is expected to 

assume that the author of The Treatise on the Resurrection took part in the discussion.  

However, it proved difficult to sustain it in the Coptic source text. The most translators assume 

that the text is corrupt, that the translator has misunderstood the Greek source text or unwittingly 

has swapped the phrases in the clauses.122 They also understand the introductory clause as a 

general conditional sentence.  

Let us look at the introduction to the discussion on faith and persuasion:  

Indeed, if there is one who does not believe, he would not have persuasion, for it is the 

domain of faith and not that of persuasion that the dead shall arise.123 

 

In this text, the translator has integrated two greek loan verbs into Coptic: “to believe”, pisteuō 

(πιστευω), and “to persuade”, peithō (πειθω). The first verb “believe” is integrated in a way 

corresponding to Sahidic dialect (without auxiliary and in the greek imperative tense), however 

in the lines following directly after these lines, it is integrated in a way corresponding to 

Lycopolitan and Akhmimic dialect (the auxiliary ⲣ ̅ + greek imperative). The combination of 

these two variations in the same passage or text occurs only in the Lycopolitan and Akhmimic 

dialects, never in the Sahidic dialect. The verb “to persuade” (πειθω) is used twice and then also 

integrated into Lycopolitan and Akhmimic dialect (ⲣ ̅ + greek imperative). The introducing 

words “…there is one…” (ⲟⲩⲛ ⲟⲩⲉⲉⲓ) also places us in the Lycopolitan and Akhmimic 

dialects.124 Consequently, we can understand ⲉⲓϣⲡⲉ in a Lycopolitan way, namely also as 

emphatic conjunction and not necessarily as the ruling element for a general condition clause. 

(This is already discussed when we debated the genre of the text.in chapter 3.1). If so, we can 

– contrary to the other translators - read it as an irreal conditional clause and translate it as: 

                                                           
120 e.g. Luther 1973b: 29-32; Layton1979: 67-8; Attridge 1985b: 167-9.  
121 Mainstream Christianity refers to the teachings that were accepted by most Christians. Most of these teachings 

became later the formative elements in the Church. However, the knowledge we have about early Christianity 

is based on literary sources: hence, they represent mainly the position of the educated individuals. 
122 The linguistic and syntactic construction of 46.3-13 is complex. Hence, the editores principes exclame “… Le 

passage est des plus malaisé à interpréter…” (Malinine 1963 : 30).  
123 The treatise on the Resurrection 46.3-7: ⲉⲓϣⲡⲉ ⲟⲩⲛ ⲟⲩⲉⲉⲓ ⲛ̅ⲇⲉ ⲉⲙϥ̅ⲡⲓⲥⲧⲉⲩⲉ ⲉⲛ ⲙⲛ̅ⲧⲉϥ ⲙ ̅ⲙⲉⲩ ⲙ ̅ⲡⲣ ̅ⲡⲉⲓⲑⲉ ⲡⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ 

ⲅⲁⲣ ⲛ̅ⲡⲓⲥⲧⲓⲥ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲁϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲁ ⲡⲣ ̅ⲡⲉⲓⲑⲉ ⲉⲛ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲉⲧⲙⲁⲁⲩⲧ ⲛⲁⲧⲱⲱⲛ.  
124 For the integration of greek verbs in Coptic see Egedi 2017. ⲟⲩⲉⲉⲓ is a Lycopolitan disparity of ⲟⲩⲟⲛ and the 

combination of ⲟⲩⲛ ⲟⲩⲉⲉⲓ is rarely used in the northern dialects as Bohairic (Crum 482a).  
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“…Indeed, if there is one who does not believe, he would not have persuasion, for it is 

the domain of faith and not that of persuasion that the dead shall arise …”125  

The persuasion is understood as a necessary element following upon faith. Unexpectedly we 

make a shift to the Valentinian sphere of influence. From the same codex, we have two other 

texts discussing this topic. The Apocryphon of James asserts that faith must lead to complete 

submission to the inner voice of Christ. Peter even asks, why Christ persuades (ⲣ ̅ ⲡⲓⲑⲉ) him 

and draw him to faith only to cast him out again. Christ replies that Peter has been given faith 

many times without seeing it; hence, when he receives instructions, he vexes.126 At last, Peter 

understands, declares his faith fullhearted and then become persuaded. In The Tripartite 

Tractate, those who are persuaded by Logos are set apart from those who are not persuaded.127 

Conversion, the text states, is also called “metanoia” (μετάνοια), a word commonly translated 

as repentance. However, this repentance was a profound transition in the human mind, which 

lead to the gift to be persuaded by and be obedient to Logos.128 Disbelieve, disobedience and 

death are placed in contrast to faith (ⲛⲁϩⲧⲉ) that leads to obedience and life.129   

There is also a very fragmentary Valentinian manuscript, The Interpretation of Knowledge, in 

the Nag Hammadi Codex XI. (It is copied by the same scribe and on the same location as The 

Treatise on the Resurrection.)  A discourse of faith and unfaith introduces the text. Faith is life 

and unfaith is death.  Each one is persuaded (ⲣ ̅ ⲡⲉⲓⲑⲉ) by the things in which he or she believes 

(ⲣ ̅ ⲡⲓⲥⲧⲉⲩⲉ). If tie individual disbelieves them, he or she would be unable to be persuaded.130 

The persuasion following upon faith is thus the way to life. 

From the gnostic Thomas-tradition in Syria, we have a text called The Book of Thomas, the 

contender, also found in the Nag Hammadi codices. The text makes clear that it is Christ whom 

                                                           
125 Contrary to the most translators I read ⲡⲣ̅ⲡⲉⲓⲑⲉ as ⲡⲉ- ⲣ ̅ - ⲡⲉⲓⲑⲉ, i.e. as a greek verb integrated to Coptic and 

converted to a Coptic substantive.  ⲉⲛϥ̅   I read as ⲉⲛⲉϥ-. These ruling element for irreal clauses is always placed 

in the subordinate clause. I acknowledge Bentley Layton’s suggestion that ⲡⲉⲧⲙⲁⲁⲩⲧ ⲛⲁⲧⲱⲱⲛ is what ⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ 

refers to. (Layton 1979: 150). Malcolm Peel agrees with Bentley Layton (Attridge 1985b: 168). 
126 The apocryphon of James NHC I,2 e.g. 12.32-31.1; 13.27-35. 
127 ⲡⲓⲑⲉ seems to translate πυθέσθαι, the middle-passive tense. Persuaded is close to obedience.  
128 In the Valentinian philosophy it was closely associated with Sophia and her distress when she recognised her 

error. Zlatko Plese have done an excellent research on the term metanoia not only in the gnostic context, but 

also in contemporary philosophy (Plese 2006: 242-63). 
129 The Tripartite Tractate e.g.79.32-80.11; 81.8-23; 95.37-96.9; 101.20-8. 
130 The Interpretation of Knowledge, NHC XI,1 1.28-38. The discussion is interrupted due to damaged lines.  
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it benefits to speak, not the believers. When Thomas listen to Christ, he becomes persuaded (ⲣ ̅ 

ⲡⲓⲑⲉ) in his heart by his words.131 

Contrary to what the translators of The Treatise on the Resurrection assume, the source text is 

not corrupt or problematic, but entirely explicable. If we read the text in the light of Valentinian 

discussions, it is not a polemic discussion where philosophic persuasion is placed in contrast to 

faith. Contrary, persuasion exceeds faith since it is the obedience which springs from faith. 

However, it is faith in the Son of man that gives persuasion a value. Without true faith, 

persuasion is worthless. The Saviour is the persuader.  

Willis de Boer has made a study about the concept of imitation in the Paulinian context. He 

suggests that Paul is influenced by Philo of Alexandria, who used the concept in different ways. 

The term defines the relation between God/believer and between father/son. They are sharing 

the same nature, but the believer/son must listen to God/Father how to mature this nature. 

Imitation was, therefore, related to obedience.132 The Treatise on the Resurrection deals with 

imitation and persuasion in a positive sense.   

7.2 Conclusion 

If one sum up the thoughts, we speak possibly about two processes. The first is the undoubting 

faith. Through this faith, one starts to participate in the salvation story. Through faith, the 

believer can be obedient to the Saviour and be persuaded by him. In the formula of faith, Christ 

and Paul are set forth as models.133 

The teacher, the author of the treatise, is a model as well. He encourages Rheginos, who belongs 

to the elected, to never doubt the resurrection.   Rheginos is called inexperienced and is asked 

to practise and not go astray until he receives that which exists from the beginning, namely the 

truth.  Rheginos asks questions to the teacher. The teacher - being of the same nature as 

Rheginos since he calls Rheginos his son – is a model for Rheginos and leads him gently 

through a process. Those facts indicate a process of imitation (μιμητής) through faith. 

 

8 homoiôsis theôi – to be alike God 

                                                           
131 The book of Thomas the contender NHC II,7 142.5b-22. 
132 de Boer 2016 (1962): 10-2. 
133 The Treatise on the Resurrection 48.8-9. 



44 
 

8.1 The deviation language 

 

“Truly, we are visible in this world when we are wearing Him, being that One´s 

rays. Through Him, they embrace us until our twilight, namely, our death in 

physical life. Through Him, they draw us to heaven like rays by the sun, not being 

obstructed by anything.”134 

 

According to Bentley Layton, the above-quoted passage confirms that the author accepts a 

post-mortal realised eschatology. The resurrection occurs during life and not after death or at 

death.135 Bentley Layton understands this quotation as a confirmation of a realised eschatology 

that is fulfilled in the death.136 Other scholars also follow this approach. 

However, considering the discussion above, it can also be understood as a process of imitation. 

Here, the arising may come to mean something completely different than a heavenly journey. 

Those who stretch up towards the savour find that He reaches down to them. The reaching up 

is not a temporary state, but an on-going process of faith, persuasion and imitation.   

Norman Russell has studied the doctrine of deification in the Greek patristic tradition. The early 

Christians uses deification language in three ways: nominally, analogously and metaphorically. 

(Here, in this context, we can leave out the nominally and analogously way.) The metaphorical 

deification language is quite complicated and can be separated into two branches; The ecclesial 

called methexis (μέθεξις) and the ethical called homoiôsis (ὁμοίωσις). The ecclesiastical 

concept, methexis, holds that two elements of a diverse ontological type have such an intense 

relationship with each other that they are an essential unity. For example, a holy person is holy 

because he och she shares in the holiness but are not holy as an individual. If the individual is 

set apart from the holiness, he or she is not holy anymore. The individuals become deified 

humanity through the sacraments of baptism or Eucharist since they share in the godliness.137 

                                                           
134 The treatise on Resurrection 45.28-40: ⲉⲓϣⲡⲉ ⲧⲛ̅ϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲛ̅ⲇⲉ ⲉⲛⲟⲩⲁⲛϩ̅ ⲁⲃⲁⲗ ϩⲙ ̅ ⲡⲓⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ ⲉⲛⲣ ̅ ⲫⲟⲣⲉⲓ ⲙ ̅ⲙⲁϥ 

ⲉⲛϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲛ̅ⲁⲧⲕⲓⲛ ⲙ ̅ⲡⲉⲧⲙ ̅ⲙⲉⲩ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲉⲩⲉⲙⲁⲧϩⲉ ⲙ ̅ⲙⲁⲛ ⲁⲃⲁⲗ ϩⲓⲧⲟⲟⲧϥ̅ ϣⲁ ⲡⲛ̅ϩⲱⲧⲡ ⲉⲧⲉ ⲡⲉⲉⲓ ⲡⲉⲛⲙⲟⲩ ϩⲙ ̅ ⲡⲉⲉⲓⲃⲓⲟⲥ 

ⲉⲩⲥⲱⲕ ⲙ ̅ⲙⲁⲛ ⲁⲧⲡⲉ ⲁⲃⲁⲗ ϩⲓⲧⲟⲟⲧϥ̅ ⲛⲑⲉ ⲛ̅ⲛⲓⲁⲕⲧⲓⲛ ϩⲓⲧⲙ ̅ ⲡⲣⲏⲏ ⲉⲛⲥⲉⲉⲙⲁⲧϩⲉ ⲙ ̅ⲙⲁⲛ ⲉⲛ ϩⲓⲧⲛ̅ ⲗⲁⲩⲉ. 
135 Layton 1979: 67. 
136 Attridge 1985: 163-4. 
137 Russell 2005: 1-3. Nominal deification language is when someone is called “Son of God”, but only as a title of 

honor. Analogical deification language stretches the nominal use. One example Norman Russel uses: men 

become sons by grace, but Christ by nature i.e. extends similarities between our status ("gods by grace") and 

that of Christ (Russel 22005: 1). 
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One modern example is the pope. As pope he becomes holy and the deputy of God, sharing his 

godliness.  Albeit, if he rejects his faith, he is not holy anymore. 

Norman Russell explains that the ethical branch is called homoiôsis (ὁμοίωσις) or homoiôsis 

theôi. Likeness occurs when two entities own the same property by nature. For example, two 

holy persons resemble each other because they both possess holiness. However, an individual 

exists not according to his true nature. By imitating a god, Saviour or teacher, the believer 

becomes same as the imitated object.138  

Clement of Alexandria, for example, thought that the believers whom God had adopted by 

baptism (methexis) were gods. At the same time, gods are those who have distanced themselves 

from humans through mastery of passions and philosophical studies. However, if the believer 

master’s passions and have philosophic insight, he or she has become like a god (homoiôsis). 

Clement links the ecclesiastical to the ethical approach. For Clement, however, methexis, the 

ecclesial adoption by the Son by the baptism was the most crucial. 139  

The Valentinian teacher Heracleon believed in a pneumatic elite, which was naturally 

predestined for salvation since they were spiritual by nature.  He also held that those who did 

not have this spiritual element could be a child of God by adaption, i.e. by grace.  If the believer 

came under the influence of Christ, namely were adopted of Christ, the believer could receive 

eternal life.140 Heracleon applies both the ethical (omoiôsis) and ecclesiastical (methexis) 

approaches, but on different races. 

The concepts of methexis and omoiôsis were discoursed for centuries among the Platonic, Stoic 

and Rabbinic sources as well as in the Merkabah circles. It was a well-known concept both in 

the eastern as the western Roman Empire.141 George van Kooten has established omoiôsis in 

the Paulinian letters. He does not relate it to realised eschatology.142 

                                                           
138 Russell 2005: 1-3. Nominal deification language is when someone is called “Son of God”, but only as a title of 

honor. Analogical deification language stretches the nominal use. One example Norman Russel uses: men 

become sons by grace, but Christ by nature i.e. extends similarities between our status ("gods by grace"). (Russel 

22005: 1).  
139 Russell 2005: 12. He refers to Clement of Alexandria, stromata 2.125.5 and 2.134.2. 
140 Herakleon's Commentary on John, frag.40, preserved in Origen's Commentary on the Gospel of John 13.418; 

Havrda 2006: 10-2 + note 65 p.9. 
141 George van Kooten has analysed the concept of homoiôsis in the Paulinian letters. He states that Christ adopts 

a human form in order to become a model to which man can assimilate himself. By baptism the human beings 

begin to identify themselves with Christ, which leads to the progressive restoration of the inner man. Man is thus 

transformed into the similarity of Christ's anthropological form. He confuses methexis and homoiôsis with each 

other. However, he gives a gives a good summary of how the concepts were used in the antiquity (van Kooten 

2008). 
142 Van Kooten 2008: 206–212. Then again, Christoph Jedan, clearly warns against a generalisation of the concept 

of homoiôsis. He identifies eight crucial junctures at which homoiôsis-accounts can differ. Therefore, we must 
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8.2 Conclusion 

The treatise is assuming that persuasion must follow on faith. The discipleship is a process 

where the believer, through faith, must be urged to follow a model before the believer self can 

become the model. It is not only sustained by intra-contextual analysis, but also by inter-

contextual Valentinian sources, namely the texts in codex 1 and codex XI,1. In The treatise on 

the Resurrection, the Saviour is the model.  

The author does not use the concept of methexis; however, he or she might have used the 

concept of omoiôsis, meaning that the believer can, through philosophic and ascetic exercises, 

become like God. Later in the thesis (in the analyse of the expression of “Son of Man”), we will 

see that this is possible for the believer because the believer possesses the same nature as the 

Saviour.  

It also challenges the argument by that the above-quoted passage (45.28-40) must sustain a 

post-mortal realised resurrection or a realised resurrection in death.  

 

 

9 A chiasm: On the Nature of the Saviour. 

9.1 the detection of a chiasm 

To understand the deviation language in The Treatise on the Resurrection, namely understand 

in what way and to what degree the believer and the Saviour share the same nature, we must 

understand the nature of the Saviour. After that, we will analyse the nature of the believer. 

A cursory reading of the text provides little information on the issue. However, we know that 

the author uses different philosophic, rhetoric and cultic devices in the text. Therefore, we must 

not understand the text in a modern way, namely a linear presentation of the material with clear 

and direct analysing, where one must avoid circuitous explanations and repetitiveness.  Modern 

readers of ancient texts are not used to explore patterns. However, in ancient texts, repetition 

and patterns were the rules. In a time where oral tradition was important and where it took time 

                                                           

speak about the irreducible plurality of homoiôsis theôi. Who is the god to be imitated and how far goes the 

imitation? Which characteristic of the god is imitated and why? To what degree does imitation occur, and which 

obstacles must be overcome?  (Jedan 2013: 54–70). It is important questions. Unfortunately, it is not possible to 

dwell upon them in thesis. However, it is important to know that homoiôsis is an energetic concept. 
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to produce, copy and circulate the books, literary devices were used to memorise and organise 

the texts.  

One of the most popular patterns was parallelism. One of those is the chiasm, also known as 

chiasmus, chiasmic pattern or chiasmic structure. 

The modern-day chiastic commentary started with some initial observations by Johannes 

Bengel 1742. However, it was not before Nils Lund brought it to the fore 1930-1955 that the 

scholars began to understand the significance of this ancient chiasmic pattern of speech and 

thought. It is now thoroughly analysed and defined by scholars.143  

A chiasm is a literary and rhetoric device that introduces a series of ideas and then repeats them 

in reverse order. Often the most crucial statement is placed in the turn of the pattern. It is a 

thematic method of organising the material that helps to make sense of the entire narrative. The 

function of a chiasm is to reinforce and emphasise the theme. 

It was a widespread and popular device in literature and oratory, both secular and sacred. The 

first evidence of this literary device is in Homer´s The Iliad and The Odyssey. It became an 

often-used device in the Old Testament and the New Testament. Moreover, it was a well-used 

device in letters. One famous chiasm is, for example, Paul´s Letter to the Galatians 1:1-6-18.144 

An example of this structure is an idea A and an idea B, followed by idea B1 and idea A1.  Idea 

A holds the same idea as A1, and B the same as B1. The idea is thus presented in reverse order, 

creating ABB1A1.   Some chiastic patterns are quite simple, as in Mark 2.27: “…Then he said 

to them, “(a) The Sabbath (b) was made for man, (b1) not man (a1) for the Sabbath….” 145  

Genesis 1:27 reads: “(a) God created man (b) in his own image; (b1) in the image of God (a1) 

created he him. 

Malcolm Peel has identified a short chiasm in The treatise of Resurrection 44.21-4:146 

                                                           
143 Johannes Bengel presented his idea in Gnomon Novi Testamenti, Tübingen, 1742. The work of Nils Lund has 

been republished 1992 (Nils W. Lund 1992, Chiasmus in the New Testament: A Study in the Form and Function 

of Chiastic Structures, Hendrickson Pub).  Today is still a lively discourse, not only regarding to ancient 

literature but also the renaissance literature. For chiasms in ancient literature see e.g.  Lund 1992 (1942); Welch 

(ed) 1998 (1981); Breck 1987; Stock 1984; Welch 1995; Whitekettle 1991; Lock 1999; Welch 1999; Kalimi 

2005: Yudkowsky 2007; Kim & Kim 2018; Messmer 2019. For discussions over chiasms in different cultural 

contexts see Wiseman & Paul (eds.) 2014. 
144 Gal. 1:1-6:18, ABCDEDCBA e.g. a four-membered chiasm with a central axis. Some other examples by Paul 

are Gal.  4:1-7, ABCDDCBA, Eph. 1:1-6:16, AB (abcba)CB (abba)A; Col. 1:1-29, ABCDCBA (Welch 1981). 
145 New International version (NIV). 
146 Peel 1969:59–60; Attridge 1985b:150. 
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“…The Son of God, Rheginos, was Son of Man and - possessing humanity and 

divinity - he embraced them both…”  

The examples above are quite modest chiasms.  However, as a rhetoric device, a chiasm always 

involves multi-unit inverted parallelism, which leads to and then moves away from a central 

axis. I would say that such a construction can be found in The treatise of Resurrection 44.2b-

36, where the author is discussing the nature of the Saviour. The author has used two themes 

that I shortly call “divine” and “human” in a reversed order. It meets all the criteria for a 

chiasm.147 

 

“How did the Lord proclaim the things when he was in the flesh and after he had 

revealed himself as the son of God, wandering in the place where you are and 

speaking about the law of nature, which I, however, call death? The Son of God, 

Rheginos, was Son of Man and - possessing humanity and divinity - he embraced 

them both so that he may overpower death through his divine Sonship, whereas the 

restoration of the Fullness would take place through the Son of Man, because he 

was first a seed of the Truth from above before this cosmic structure stood. In these 

lords and deities exist in multiplicity.”148 

 

                                                           
147 In addition to the chiastic structure, John Welch has established some added further criteria for identifying and 

evaluating the presence of chiasmus.  The most important are:  1) Objectivity; the chiastic pattern shall be evident 

and remain independent from inter- and intra-contextual interpretation or sources. Nor may it depend on distant 

parallels or smart linkages that require commentary to explain. 2)  There must be a reason why the author places 

a chiasm and the need for the turning point. 3) A chiasm operates across a literary unit and has clear boundaries 

from the surrounding text, introducing and ending a topic or narrative. 4) How many words are there between 

the dominant elements? The more compact the proposed structure, or the fewer irrelevancies between its 

elements, the higher the degree of chiasticity. If the same word or element appears over and over, it is probably 

some repetition that is predominant in the passage instead of chiasmus (Welch 1995).  All these criteria are 

fulfilled in The Treatise on the Resurrection 44.13-38.  The chiasm stands for itself, not only syntactic, but the 

s topic of the chiasm is also not is repeated in the text. The chiasm comes after the introduction in the letter 

giving information is to understand the text. The turning point in the chiasm is the central axis of the salvation 

story, where the chiasm turns from a micro- to a macro-perspective, i.e. the parallels A-A1 and B-B1 turns from 

the position of the Saviour in the world to a cosmic and pre-cosmic narrative. 
148 The treatise on resurrection 44.2b-36: ⲛ̄ⲧⲁϩⲡϫⲁⲉⲓⲥ ⲣ ̅ ⲭⲣⲱ ⲛ̅ⲉϥ ⲛ̅ϩⲉ ⲛ̅ⲛ̅ϩⲃⲏⲩⲉ ⲉϥϣⲟⲟⲡ ϩⲛ̅ ⲥⲁⲣⲝ ⲁⲩⲱ 

ⲛ̅ⲧⲁⲣⲉϥⲟⲩⲁⲛϩϥ̅  ⲁⲃⲁⲗ ⲉⲩϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲛ̅ⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲡⲉ ⲁϥϩⲙⲁϩⲉ ϩⲛ̅ ⲡⲓⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ ⲡⲉⲉⲓ ⲉⲧⲕϩⲙⲁⲥⲧ̅  ⲛ̅ϩⲧϥ̅ ⲉϥϣⲉϫⲉ ⲁⲡⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ 

ⲛ̅ⲧⲫⲩⲥⲓⲥ ⲉⲉⲓϫⲟⲩ ⲛ̅ⲇⲉ ⲙ ̅ⲙⲁϥ ϫⲉ ⲡⲙⲟⲩ ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲛ̅ⲇⲉ ⲙ ̅ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲣⲏⲅⲓⲛⲉ ⲛⲉⲩϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲛ̅ⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲡⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲉϥⲉⲙⲁϩⲧⲉ ⲁⲣⲁⲩ 

ⲙ ̅ⲡⲥⲛⲉⲩ ⲉⲩⲛ̅ⲧⲉϥ ⲙ ̅ⲙⲉⲩ ⲛ̅ⲧⲙⲛ ̅ⲧⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲙⲛ̅ ⲧⲙⲛ̅ⲧⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ϫⲉⲕⲁⲥⲉ ⲉϥⲛⲁϫⲣⲟ ⲙ ̅ⲙⲉⲛ ⲁⲡⲙⲟⲩ ⲁⲃⲁⲗ ϩⲓⲧⲙ ̅ ⲡⲧⲣϥ̅ϣⲱⲡⲉ 

ⲛ̅ϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲛ̅ⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ϩⲓⲧⲟⲟⲧϥ̅ ⲇⲉ ⲙ ̅ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲙ ̅ⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲉⲣⲉⲧⲁⲡⲟⲕⲁⲧⲁⲥⲧⲁⲥⲓⲥ ⲛⲁϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲁϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲁⲡⲡⲗⲏⲣⲱⲙⲁ ⲉⲡⲉⲓⲇⲏ 

ⲛ̅ϣⲁⲣⲡ ̅ ⲉϥϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲁⲃⲁⲗ ⲏⲙ ̅ ⲡⲥⲁ ⲛⲧⲡⲉ ⲛ̅ⲥⲡⲉⲣⲙⲁ ⲛ̅ⲧⲙⲏⲉ ⲉⲙⲡⲁⲧⲉϯⲥⲩⲥⲧⲁⲥⲓⲥ ϣⲱⲡⲉ ϩⲛ̅ ⲧⲉⲉⲓ ⲁϩⲛ̅ⲙⲛ̅ⲧϫⲁⲉⲓⲥ ⲙⲛ̅ 

ϩⲛ̅ⲙⲛ̅ⲧⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲉⲛⲁϣⲱⲟⲩ 
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Let us study the structure in this text: 

A Historical time: The Lord is a fleshly incarnation. He is speaking about the law. The 

author makes clear that “The Law” equals “The Death”. 

B          a-historic: he reveals himself as Son of God, namely an a-historic form. 

  

C He is Son of God 

 

D He is Son of Man 

D1 He has Humanity 

C1 He has Divinity 

  

  

D/C     Death/divinity: he overpowers death by being the Son of God.  

C1/D1     Restoration of the Fullness (Pleroma) by being the Son of Man 

  

B1 a-historic: a seed of Truth from above before the creation of the powers in the cosmos 

A1 Historical: The existents of cosmic structure filled with multiplicity. 

 

The pattern is multi-unit inverted parallelism. The framework of the narrative is the physical 

world, which is the cosmic structure (A and A1). The cosmic structure is the law of nature/death. 

Inside this framework, the Son of God, who is the “Seed from above”, can be revealed (B and 

B1). The author has made clear that the divine revelation must be fulfilled within this historic 

time-space. The creation is crucial. In this remarkable chiasm, the author emphasises the strong 

dependency between the a-cosmic and the cosmic reality.   

The divine dependency on the creation is further pronounced in the sub-parallels until we get 

the information that the divine Fullness (Pleroma) only can be restored through the historic 

time-space (C1/D1). In parallel A, the author states that the law of nature equals death. Hence, 

in D/C - accepting A and A1 as the framework for the sub-parallels - we thus get the information 

that the victory over death is the victory over the law of nature. Consequently, the author refers 

not to the physical passing away of the man, but the passing away of the whole cosmos. He 

elevates the individual resurrection to a cosmic salvation story.  
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Henri-Charles Puech and Gilles Quispel, Malcolm Peel, Frederick H. Borsch, Bentley Layton 

and Piotr Ashwin-Siejkowski believe that the title ”Son of Man” refers to the fleshly incarnation 

of Christ, i.e., is following the non-gnostic tradition of the concept “Son of Man”.149 Malcolm 

Peel also stresses that the epithets “Son of God” and “Son of Man” carries the same meanings 

as the epithets in the New Testament, but with differences: the “Son of God” is not mentioned 

in the context of a second coming and carries no overtones of pre-existence. The titles given to 

the Saviour in the treatise are synonymous and need not be studied independently.150 Einar 

Thomassen also assumes this dual nature, namely a spiritual being and a physical appearance. 

He points to the participation of Christ in the physical suffering of humanity.151  

We may, however, pay attention to the text. If the passage quoted above is a chiasm, i.e. a more 

extended literary device, we must respect the pattern. The Lord in the flesh parallels the cosmic 

structure (a+a1). The Son of God parallels the seed of Truth from above (b+b1).  In the 

subparallel, it states that Son of God also is Son of Man (c+d). It does not parallel that the Son 

of Man is equal to or interchangeable with the Lord. 

We are speaking about a three-fold appearance: The Son of God, The Son of Man and the Lord.  

In The Treatise on the Resurrection, the epithet” Son of God” (ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲙ̅ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ) is only used 

once, that is in the chiasm mentioned above. The epithet “Son of Man” (ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲛ̅ⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ) is 

used once more:   

“…For we have known the Son of man and believed that he rose from those who are dead. 

This is what we say about him: he became the dissolution of death. As he is mighty, he, 

in whom they have faith, mighty are those who believe. The thought of those that are 

saved will not perish. The mind of those who have known him will not perish…”152 

                                                           
149 Malinine 1963: xxviii. Peel 1969: 59-60; Borsch 2007 (970): 85; Layton 1979:52, Ashwin-Siejkowski 

2010:119. Malcolm Peel understands a completed chiasm in 44.21-4 and see the “Son of Man” and “Son of 

God” as the double nature of Christ referred to in the early church. “The Son of Man” is the weakness in the 

human nature. However, as stated in the body text, 44.21-4 seems only to be a sub-parallel in a longer chiasmic 

pattern and not a stand-alone fact) Bentley Layton pronounces a rigid dualist system and warns the readers to 

not devaluate this rigidly dualism. 
150 Peel 1969: 123-4. 
151 Thomassen 2008: 83-5. He puts forward the idea, that the incarnation of Christ in the flesh separates the 

Valentinian School in the east from the Valentinian school in the west. The idea is contested. 
152 The Treatise on the Resurrection 4614-24: ⲁϩⲛ̅ⲥⲟⲩⲛ̅ ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲛ̅ⲅⲁⲣ ⲙ ̅ⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁϩⲛ̅ⲡⲓⲥⲧⲉⲩⲉ ϫⲉ ⲁϥⲧⲱⲟⲩⲛ 

ⲁⲃⲁⲗ ϩⲛ̅ ⲛⲉⲧⲙⲁⲟⲩⲧ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲉⲉⲓ ⲡⲉⲧⲛ̅ϫⲟⲩ ̅ⲙⲙⲁϥ ϫⲉ ⲁϥϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛ̅ⲃⲱⲗ ⲁⲃⲁⲗ ⲙ ̅ⲡⲙⲟⲩ ⲁϩⲛ̅ⲥⲟⲩⲛ̅ ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲛ̅ⲅⲁⲣ 

ⲙ ̅ⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁϩⲛ̅ⲡⲓⲥⲧⲉⲩⲉ ϫⲉ ⲁϥⲧⲱⲟⲩⲛ ⲁⲃⲁⲗ ϩⲛ̅ ⲛⲉⲧⲙⲁⲟⲩⲧ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲉⲉⲓ ⲡⲉⲧⲛ̅ϫⲟⲩ ̅ⲙⲙⲁϥ ϫⲉ ⲁϥϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛ̅ⲃⲱⲗ ⲁⲃⲁⲗ 

ⲙ ̅ⲡⲙⲟⲩ ϩⲱⲥ ⲟⲩⲛⲁϭ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩⲣ ̅ ⲡⲓⲥⲩⲉⲩⲉ ⲁⲣⲁϥ̅ ϩⲛⲛⲁⲧ ⲛⲉ ⲛⲉⲧⲣ ̅ ⲡⲓⲥⲧⲉⲩⲉ ⲛ̅ⲛⲁⲧⲉⲕⲟ ⲛϭⲓ ⲡⲙⲉⲩⲉ ⲛ̅ⲛⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁϫ 

ⲛ̅ϥⲛⲁⲧⲉⲕⲟ ⲉⲛ ⲛ̅ϭⲓ ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲥ ⲛ̅ⲛⲉⲧⲁϩⲥⲟⲩⲱⲱⲛϥ̅  
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The eternal life is thus only granted to them who have a clear perception of the “Son of Man”, 

who share the same nature as him. 

In the text, the epithet “Lord” (ϫⲁⲉⲓⲥ) is given to him who existed in the flesh; he embodies the 

Son of God and Son of Man in the flesh.  In the opening of the letter, the author informs us that 

he brought repose (ⲙ̅ⲧⲁⲛ).153  He is speaking about the law, is the deliverer of tradition and the 

instrument through which the resurrection could come into existence.154    

Is the flesh of the Lord spiritual or physical? The text makes it very clear that he was walking 

around on the place where “you are”, namely where the audience is. The text uses the Greek 

word topos (τόπος), that literary means “place”, but can denote a geographic place, a spatial 

position, as well as a non-material, metaphoric space. However, as Malcolm Peel suggests, in 

this context it probably implies “this earthly plane of existence”.155  

 

9.2 Conclusion 

Scholars have assumed that the “Son of Man” and the “Son of God” in The Treatise on the 

Resurrection are epithets for the divine and the human aspects of the Saviour. It is one person 

with two natures: genuinely human and fully divine. However, the chiasm in 44.2b-36 indicates 

not a binary but a trinary nature of the Saviour. It can be sustained by further passages in the 

text. The “Son of God” is the pre-existent Seed of the Truth; the archetype or origin of the 

Truth.  The “Son of Man” is the divine intelligible body of the Truth. The “Lord” is the physical 

appearance, presenting the knowledge and the tradition.  

We also get the information that the victory over death is the victory over the law of nature. 

The author refers not to the physical passing away of the man, but the passing away of the 

                                                           
153 The treatise on resurrection 43.34-7. ⲙ̅ⲧⲁⲛ is the Coptic translation of the Greek word ἀνάπαυσις. Meaning 

“rest” or “repose”. The rest motif is a very used concept in the Jewish and Christian tradition. Philo from 

Alexandria used it repeatedly and it was highly characteristic of Gnostic literature. It is quite interesting that the 

important issue of repose in the closing scene of The Gospel of Truth is introduced in the opening of The Treatise 

on the Resurrection, directly following each other in the codex. However, the rest motif is used in many ways 

and the mention of it in The Treatise on the Resurrection is very brief – to brief to fully understand it intra-and 

inter-contextual. (For the rest motif (anapausia) among the Gnostics: Helderman 1984. For the rest motif in a 

broader context inclusive the Gnostics: Laansma 1997). 
154 The Treatise on the Resurrection 43.34-7; 44.13-23; 44.16-9; 49.37-50.1. 
155 Malcolm Peel understands it against the background of Greek philosophy: Plato´s use of it in Theaitetos 176B, 

(also cited by Clement of Alexandria, Stromata 2.22.133,3) and the use of the word in the gnostic texts 

Apocalypse of Paul 23.8-10, 2nd Apocalypse of James 51.10-11 and The Concept of our Great Powers 44.1-6 

(Attridge 1985, 148-9). 
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whole cosmos. He elevates the individual resurrection to a cosmic salvation story. He also 

makes clear that the divine revelation must be fulfilled within this historic time-space; he 

emphasises the strong dependency between the a-cosmic and the cosmic reality.   

 

10 The trinary nature of the Saviour 

10.1 The nature of the Lord  

The chiasmic structure sustained a trinary nature of the Saviour: the “Son of God” The “Son of 

Man” and the Lord. The “Lord” was the physical appearance, presenting the knowledge and 

the tradition. He also brought the rest, m̅tan.  Still, there are some issues of concern to us.  What 

is the nature of the Lord and the “Son of Man”?  Since the resurrection concept and the nature 

of the Saviour are entwined, we cannot neglect those questions. 

In The Gospel of Truth, the Son draws himself down to death wearing the eternal life. When he 

later stripped himself of his perishable rags, he put on imperishability. The physical body was 

a cloth. Although he was incorruptible, he came using physical form. It was possible to take a 

fleshy form because incorruptibility overpowers the corruptibility of the flesh. Only those who 

unearth his real nature share the same unique nature as the Saviour. The other ones notice simply 

the physical form.156  

In The Interpretation of Knowledge, the Saviour descends in the flesh. The flesh is defined as 

an aeon emitted by Wisdom. The further down he comes, less divine the flesh becomes until 

the Saviour can enter the condemned flesh of Jesus. It is Jesus that is crucified, but the Saviour 

that is redeemed.157 Just as in The Gospel of Truth, the incorruptibility is more potent than 

corruptibility and therefore can enter the flesh.  

In The Tripartite Tractate, the narrative is more complicated. When the Saviour enters cosmos, 

he takes on two bodies.  One is the spiritual flesh that is a seed (ⲧⲙⲛ̅ⲧⲥⲡⲉⲣⲙⲁ) that transforms 

into an aeon, which is the image of the church above.  He also takes on a soul and a physical 

body made of flesh and blood to participate in human reality.158 Hence, he took upon himself 

                                                           
156 The Gospel of Truth 20.11-35; 30.33-31.12. 
157 The Interpretation of Knowledge 10.14-27; 11.28-31; 12.32-3. 
158 The Tripartite Tractate 114.9-115.11. (The Word (Logos) has in The Tripartite Tractate the same role as the 

Wisdom-figure, i.e. Sophia.) I am following the translation and reading presented by Einar Thomassen 

(Thomassen 1982: 173-4.) See also Thomassen 1982: 61-5; Thomassen 2008:48-50. Thomassen 1982:61-5. The 

Tripartite Tractate proclaims a trinity of Father, Son and Church. The church is called “aeons of aeons” but 

existed before the aeons. This church appears as an image in the world as a spiritual church made up by the body 

of the Saviour. (For a discussion on the trinity in The Tripartite Tractate see e.g. Thomassen 1980.) For further 
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the death and the smallness of those whom he wanted to save when he was born as an infant in 

a body and soul.159 The tensions are so forced that even the Saviour must convert (metanoia) 

and turn away from the bad things towards the good things.160 The Saviour participates thus 

twofold in the reality of the believers – he participates both in the suffering and in the 

repentance.  

In the abovementioned texts, the pre-existent divine Son became flesh and blood, became an 

ontological unity with Jesus. The Saviour appears through the manifestation of Jesus as a 

historical figure who instructed, suffered and died. At that moment, a temporary shared 

ontological ground was established. 

 However, it is the corruptibility and the smallness that is crucified, not the faultlessness and 

splendour. The Gospel of Truth is clear on this point: the crucifixion of Jesus leads to the 

execution of the corruptibility.161 In The Interpretation of Knowledge, Jesus was crucified, but 

the Saviour redeemed. The chiasm in The treatise of resurrection also has the same theme: the 

death of the Lord was the death of the law of nature; namely of the cosmos. 

This idea is the dividing line between mainstream Christianity and the referred Gnostic texts. 

For the mainstream Christians, the divine aspect of the Son - the Son of God - was also crucified.   

The concept is also different from other Valentinian groups, as Marcus. Marcus was a pupil of 

Valentinus and operated in the western part of the Roman empire. He thought that the Seed of 

God dwelled upon Jesus at the baptism, indicating two different separate ontological vehicles. 

The seed enclosed the Father, the Son and all the aeons. The voice speaking through Jesus was 

Sigē, the Spirit of Silence. Marcus seems to have accepted a docetic gnosticism.162 

During the second century, there were opposing views on the nature of Jesus among the 

Gnostics. The pure docetic gnostic groups emphasised the humanity of Jesus and diminished 

his divinity. The divinity and humanity shared no ontological ground. A divinity is incorruptible 

and can, therefore, not suffer or die. Some gnostic docetic groups saw Jesus only as a disguise 

                                                           

discussion on the body of the Saviour and the spiritual church among the Valentinians see Thomassen 2008, and 

then” body” in the index of names and subjects. 
159 The Tripartite Tractate 115.3-11. 
160 The Tripartite Tractate e.g.79.32-80.11; 81.8-23; 95.37-96.9; 101.20-8. For “metanoia” (covertion) in the 

gnostic tradition see Plese 2006:242-63. Zlatko Plese have done an excellent summary of and research on the 

term metanoia not only in the gnostic context, but also in contemporary philosophy. 
161 The Gospel of Truth 18.21-31. 
162 Irenaeus of Lyon, Against heresies 1.15.3.  
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for the spiritual Saviour; other groups rejected that Jesus had existed.163 By contrast, the 

mainstream Christianity believed that Jesus was human and divine; the pre-existent divine Son 

became flesh and blood, an ontological unity, leading to a resurrection in the flesh. Between 

these opposite views, there was a scale of positions. For example, in the Valentinian School, 

there is an element of atonement, allowing Christ to suffer on the cross.164 Although Valentinus 

explained that the body of Christ was physic, Clement of Alexandria still rejected the teaching 

of Valentinus since he regarded him docetic.165  James Papandrea suggests that in the second 

century, some gnostic groups – for example, the Valentinians - tried to find a way between the 

pure docetic gnosticism and mainstream Christianity.  He calls these branches the “hybrid 

Gnosticism”.166 James Papandrea asks the question if the Valentinian School perhaps moved 

away from the mainstream concept towards Docetism?167 Einar Thomassen has already 

suggested that a more distinct docetism occurred among the pupils of the Valentinian teacher 

Ptolemy, where the Saviour, finally, had no physic body.168  It is an exciting thought, though 

Malcolm Peel takes the opposite position and means that The Treatise on the Resurrection is a 

late Valentinian tractate moving towards mainstream Christianity.  Nevertheless, since there is 

no definitive agreement among the scholars which texts belong to the Valentinian corpus, it is 

quite challenging to draw a general conclusion.  

The only conclusion that can be drawn is that The Gospel of Truth, The Treatise on the 

Resurrection, The Tripartite Tractate and The Interpretation of Knowledge have the same 

understanding of the nature of Jesus. He is the physical appearance of the Saviour and that part 

of the Saviour that participates in the death. Although this view was not shared by all 

                                                           
163 James Papandrea do not understand the Valentinian texts as docetic. He understands them as “hybrid texts”, 

allowing a fleshly incarnation to a certain degree (Papandrea 2016:45-65). Peter-Ben Smit accepts the 

Valentinian Theodotus as docetic Gnostic (Smit 2015:185-6). Guy Stroumsa accepts the Valentinian Exposition 

as docetic (Stroumsa 2004: 270-2). Einar Thomassen understands Theodotus as a docetic Valentinian 

(Thomassen 2008: 18-37) Hippolytus indicates that there were two different Valentinian schools. The Italic 

group represented by Heracleion and Ptolemy the Saviour had a physic body. In the Eastern group, represented 

by Axionicus and Ardesianes, he had a spiritual body (Hippolytus of Rome, Refutation of all Heresies 6.35,.5; 

6.35,7). Einar Thomassen has challenged Hippolytus, meaning that Hippolytus spoke about an internal conflict 

in the Italic branch. Both branches include a psychic quality in their Christology but understand the function of 

the flesh differently (Thomassen 2008). Einar Thomassen, however, fails to define a distinct corpus of 

Valentinian texts, missing out for example apocalyptic works. He does not treat the sources equal, sometimes 

giving more importance to secondary sources as the apostolic fathers then primary Valentinian texts. 
164 Franzemann 1996:72-87; Ashwin-Siejkowski 2010: 104-110; Papandrea 2016: 45-84. 
165 Clement of Alexandria, stromata 3.102.1-3. 
166 Papandrea 2016: 67-84.  As hybrid Gnostics he accepts Carpocrates, Cerinthus, Basilides, the Sethians and the 

Valentinians. 
167 Papandrea 2016: 76. 
168 Thomassen 2008: 124-9. Ptolemy was a pupil of Valentinus. He died around 180 A.D. and was active in the 

western part of the Mediterranean area. 
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Valentinian groups. It was also not shared by most Christians who believed that also the divine 

part of the Saviour, the Son of God, died. 

 

10.2 The nature of the Son of Man  

We have now defined Jesus, or the Lord, as the mortal aspect of the Saviour. What, then, is the 

nature of “Son of Man”? What is the difference between the “Son of God” and “Son of Man”? 

Furthermore, can it be sustained in the Valentinian corpus? 

The expression “Anthropos”, meaning “man”, and the “Son of Anthropos” was a well-used 

metaphor in the antiquity. It was used in many ways. Since the scope of the paper is limited to 

the Valentinians, we will only focus on them. Even so, it can only be a small oversight.  

 Irenaeus of Lyon wrote about the Valentinians around year 189. According to him, the 

Valentinians who were following Ptolemy the Gnostic had much disagreement among 

themselves about the nature of the Saviour. Some of the pupils of Colorbasus - a pupil of 

Ptolemy – regarded Christ to be the Son of Anthropos, i.e., the Son of Man. Anthropos was the 

power above all powers and hold everything in his embrace; he was the godhead. Therefore, 

the Saviour called himself the Son of Man.169 Since it is the uppermost power that is called 

Anthropos, i.e. the Father himself, the “Son of Man” equals the “Son of God”. The concept by 

Colorbasus closely mirrors the ideas of the Sethian Gnostics.  Among the Sethians “Son of 

Man” was equal to “Son of God”, since the godhead was called “the Man”, Anthropos. The 

Saviour, on the other hand, was the son of the son of “the Man”.170 Those metaphors are not 

analogous to the concept in our source text. 

Irenaeus and Tertullian also mention another Valentinian Anthropos-concept. From the 

beginning existed the invisible and incomprehensible Unbegotten One and Thought, Grace and 

Silence. They brought forth Mind and Truth. Mind, who was called “Father”, was the only one 

who could comprehend the Unbegotten One and was in all aspects similar and equal to him. 

Mind and Truth brought forth the Word and Life, what filled Tertullian with disgust; how can 

                                                           
169 Irenaeus of Lyon, Against Heresies 1.12.4. 
170  Birger Pearson has made a short compilation of the term in the Sethian texts. “Man” is the divinity, namely 

God. The Son of Man is the heavenly Adam, and not as one might expect the heavenly Seth. He takes as examples 

Eugnostos the blessed III. 85.9-14, Apocryphon of John II 14.14-5, III 59.1-3.  (Pearson 1981: 484-6). In 

Zostrianos Seth is called “Son of Adam” 6.25-6, 30.9-10, 51.14.  In Three Steels of Seth, Seth is called “Son of 

the father Garadamas”, 118.25-7. In the Gospel of the Egyptians Seth is called “the Son of Adamas”, III 81.20-

2, 55.16-8. The heavenly Saviour were thus the “Son of the Son of Man” (Pearson 484-6). In the Sethian school 

“The Son of Man” seems to equal “The Son of God” in The Treatise on the Resurrection, however, it might be 

inappropriate to compare the two concepts. 
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Life exist outside God! Then Word and Life brought forth Man and Church.171 Word is the Son 

of the Father, namely Mind.  Anthropos, the Man, is the third generation that arose from the 

unbegotten One.  Einar Thomassen suggests that those who own the spiritual element but 

remain in the world are the seed of Man.172 

 It is an exciting thought, but here again is the problems of the generations: Anthropos his great-

grandson. The presentation above includes more emanations.  Besides, the author of our source 

text does not describe “Son of Man” as the planter or originator of humans. Still, there are some 

analogous elements: The Thought was within the Unbegotten One, and they brought forth Nous 

and Truth.  Those elements are also intertwined in The treatise on the Resurrection.173 

The Valentinian teacher Heracleon said that there are two “Sons of Man”. One is above 

planting, the other one harvests.174 The “Son of Man” above let the spiritual elements descend 

in the world. The other Son of Man, the reaper or Saviour, is in the world to call, awaken and 

gather the spiritual elements.175  

Again, in The Treatise on the Resurrection, there is no information that the Son of God or the 

Son of Man planted the seed. 

Hence, the epithet “Son of Man”, in our source text, is difficult to trace. So, let us as an 

alternative try to trace the concept that is behind the epithet.  

Jörgen Magnusson has pointed out two important aspects of Christ in The Gospel of Truth. The 

text expresses a very high Christology. Christ is the active aspect of the incomprehensible God. 

The author of the text likely had The First Letter to the Corinthians 12 in mind. In this specific 

letter written by Paul, the community is described as the body of Christ. The knowers take part 

of Christ through imitation, through identification with Christ. They are not equal to Christ. 

However, in The Gospel of Truth, the Pauline notion is pressed further, and the knower becomes 

a Saviour on equal footing with Christ. Since Christ is the active aspects of God, the knower 

also becomes equal to God. Therefore, the knower also appears as a redeemer and takes an 

active part in the salvation work. The core of the divine revelation is the mutual dependency 

between the knower and Christ. The deepest identity of Christ can only be revealed when all 

                                                           
171 Irenaeus, Against heresies 1.1; Tertullian, Against Valentinians 7. 
172 Thomassen 2008: 440-1. 
173 The treatise on the resurrection 46.19-47.1. 
174 Origen of Alexandria, Commentary on the Gospel of John, 13.49.324. 
175 Herakleon's Commentary on John, frag.35, preserved in Origen's Commentary on the Gospel of John 49.324 
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the knowers are aware of their own identity, i.e. through the entire community of knowers.176  

It is only a brief description of Jörgen Magnusson´s theory, although, enough to point out the 

two aspects of Christ. As both the active aspect of God and the body of the community, he holds 

both God and humanity within himself.  

In The Tripartite Tractate, the Father is the incomprehensible God. The Son is the active aspect 

of the Father. The third aspect is The Fullness (Pleroma) or Church. Through the Son, the 

Fullness can gain insight into the incomprehensible God. The Son is the seed that brings the 

knowledge of the deepest identity of God to the Fullness (Pleroma) and is, therefore, the 

revelator.177 The Son is the Son of God and the archetype or origin of the Truth. When the 

Saviour enters the world, he clothes himself in the spiritual element of the elected in the world 

and a physical body.178  The text denotes a mutual dependency between the Saviour´s spiritual 

body and the spiritual humanity existing in the world. The text also asserts that the elected in 

the world constitute the body of the Saviour.179 The text presupposes a trinary formula of the 

Saviour:  he has his own body as a son of God. He puts on the body of the spiritual humanity, 

and he enters a physical body and soul.  A similar concept as in The Tripartite Tractate is also 

attested in The Interpretation of Knowledge.180 

In The Treatise on the Resurrection, the elected will arise to the Saviour.  Since he participates 

in the Saviour who is the Body of Truth, the believer becomes a knower. The Body of Truth is 

transformed from the seed of Truth. The seed of truth is the Son of God. A seed originates 

something; hence, the Son of God is the active aspect of God. The Son of Man is the gatherer 

of the knowers. 

When the author writes that “Son of Man” is “Son of God, we perceive the same elevated high 

Christology as in The Gospel of Truth. The Saviour holds both the active aspect of God and 

spiritual humanity. Also, the believer and the Saviour share the same nature; the nature of Truth. 

 

                                                           
176 Magnusson, forthcoming. Jörgen Magnusson, assistant professor at Mid Sweden University, Faculty of 

Humanity, has kindly given me permission to refer to his recent work. 
177 The Tripartite Tractate 51:1-59:38. 
178 The Tripartite Tractate 114.9-115.11. 
179 The Tripartite Tractate 118.21-35. 
180 The Interpretation of Knowledge 12:22-38 (the descending of the Saviour), 13.20-21.35 (the elected as the body 

of the Saviour). 
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10.3 Conclusions 

If one chooses to read the text in a modern way - a linear presentation of the material with clear 

and direct analysing – the text was close to mainstream Christianity. Therefore, the scholars 

have stated: the title ”Son of Man” refers to the fleshly incarnation of Christ.181 However, this 

reading might be an anachronism since the author has modelled the text after ancient well-

known literary devices. 

If one uses this device - the chiasm – another concept comes into view. The Saviour holds a 

trinary nature. The nature of the Saviour is neither docetic or anti-docetic. The Son of God, Son 

of Man and the Lord, is an ontological unity; however, it is only one aspect that dies, the Lord. 

It does not necessarily mean that the Saviour in his capacity of Son of God or Son of Man did 

not suffer. However, it is the corruptibility and the smallness that is crucified, not the 

faultlessness and splendour. Moreover, the “Son of God” and “Son of Man” seems to be a 

concept, in which the Saviour embraces both the activity of the real human beings, namely the 

elected beings, and the active aspect of God. Those concepts are inter-textual close the 

Valentinian texts in Codex 1 and XI, 1, but not with all Valentinian groups, for example not 

with the School of Marcus, Heracleon or Ptolemy. 

 

11 A short resumé 

Before proceeding further, a short recapitulation will be presented. 

Through a chiasm, the author tells us that the Saviour has a trinary nature. As the son of God, 

he is the active aspect of God. As Son of Man, he is bound to the spiritual humanity, because 

they share the same nature. The Lord brings the tradition and knowledge but also is that part of 

the savour that dies. 

We have also placed the text outside the philosophic room and detected a formula of faith. A 

formula of faith is stating the faith in particular events. These events are a model for the believer. 

A process begins; through faith is the believer persuaded to reach up to the model until the 

believer becomes the model. This process is expressed by the ancient concept of homoiôsis. 

                                                           
181 Malinine 1963: xxviii. Peel 1969: 59-60, 123-4; Borsch 2007 (970): 85; Layton 1979:52, Ashwin-Siejkowski 

2010:119. Malcolm Peel understands a completed chiasm in 44.21-4 and see the “Son of Man” and “Son of 

God” as the double nature of Christ referred to in the early church. “The Son of Man” is the weakness in the 

human nature. However, as stated in the body text, 44.21-4 seems only to be a sub-parallel in a longer chiasmic 

pattern and not a stand-alone fact) Bentley Layton pronounces a rigid dualist system and warns the readers to 

not devaluate this rigidly dualism. 
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The model is the body of the Saviour, the Body of Truth. When the believer becomes a knower, 

he or she enters this Body of Truth. Hence, the Saviour and the knower possesses the same 

nature.  

Until now the text has not introduced any unambiguous evidence of realised eschatology.  

Hence, we will nu analyse phantasia (φαντασία) and “swallow up”, katapothē (καταποθῇ. 

Those two terms are essential to examine since both define the resurrection. 

 

12 Phantasia 

12.1 Phantasia 

In The Treatise on the Resurrection, the author says: 

 

“Then, what is the resurrection? It is the continual disclosure to those who have 

arisen. For surely, you memorised when you read the gospels, that Elijah appeared 

and Moses with him. Do not think that resurrection is a presentation! It is not a 

presentation, but it is true. It is more fitting to say that the word is a presentation 

than the resurrection, which came to be through our Lord, the Saviour, Jesus 

Christ. What am I telling you just now? Those who are living die. How can they live 

in a presentation? The rich became poor, and the rulers are overthrown. 

Everything is changing. The cosmos is a presentation, hence, let me not vilify the 

things further. But the resurrection does not have the property above, for it is the 

truth – that which stands firm – and it is the revelation of what is. It is the altering 

of things and a transition into newness. For the imperishable flows down upon the 

perishable and the light flows down upon the darkness, swallowing it up, and the 

Fullness, it fills the deficiency…”182 

                                                           
182   The Treatise on the Resurrection 48.4-49.: ⲉⲩ ϭⲉ ⲧⲉ ⲧⲁⲛⲁⲥⲧⲁⲥⲓⲥ ⲡϭⲱⲗⲡ ̅ ⲉⲃⲱⲗ ⲡⲉ ⲛ̅ⲟⲩⲁⲉⲓϣ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲛ̅ⲛⲉⲧⲁϩⲧⲱⲟⲩⲛ 

ⲉⲓϣⲡⲉ ⲁⲕⲣ ̅ ⲡⲙⲉⲩⲉ ⲛ̅ⲅⲁⲣ ⲉⲕⲱϣ ϩⲙ ̅ ⲡⲉⲩⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲓⲟⲛ ϫⲉ ⲁϩⲏⲗⲉⲓⲁⲥ ⲟⲩⲱⲛϩ ⲁⲃⲁⲗ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲙⲱⲩⲥⲏⲥ ⲛⲙ ̅ⲙⲉϥ ⲙ ̅ⲡⲱⲣ ⲁⲙⲉⲩⲉ 

ⲁⲧⲁⲛⲁⲥⲧⲁⲥⲓⲥ ϫⲉ ⲟⲩⲫⲁⲛⲧⲁⲥⲓⲁ ⲧⲉ ⲟⲩⲫⲁⲛⲧⲁⲥⲓⲁ ⲉⲛ ⲧⲉ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲟⲩⲙⲏⲉ ⲧⲉ ⲛ̅ϩⲟⲩⲟ ⲛ̅ⲇⲉ ⲟⲩⲡⲉⲧⲉⲥϣⲉ ⲡⲉ ⲁϫⲟⲟⲥ ϫⲉ 

ⲟⲩⲫⲁⲛⲧⲁⲥⲓⲁ ⲡⲉ  ⲡⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ ⲛ ̅ϩⲟⲩⲟ ⲁⲧⲁⲛⲁⲥⲧⲁⲥⲓⲥ ⲧⲉⲉⲓ ⲉⲛⲧⲁⲥϣⲱⲡⲉⲁⲃⲁⲗ ϩⲓⲧⲟⲟⲧϥ ⲙ ̅ⲡⲉⲛϫⲁⲉⲓⲥ ⲡⲥⲱⲧⲏⲣ ⲓⲏⲥⲟⲩⲥ 

ⲡⲉⲭⲣⲏⲥⲧⲟⲥ ⲉⲧⲃⲉ ⲉⲩ ⲛⲇⲉ ⲉⲉⲓⲧⲁⲙⲱ ⲙ ̅ⲙⲁⲕ ⲛ̅ⲧⲉⲩⲛⲟⲩ ⲛⲉⲧⲁⲁⲛϩ̅ ⲥⲉⲛⲁⲙⲟⲩ ⲡⲱⲥ ⲉⲩⲁⲛϩ̅ ϩⲛ̅ ⲟⲩⲫⲁⲛⲧⲁⲥⲓⲁ ⲛ̅ⲣⲙ ̅ⲁⲁⲉⲓ 

ⲁⲩⲣ ̅ ϩⲏⲕⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲛ̅ⲣⲁⲉⲓ ⲁⲩϣⲣ ̅ϣⲱⲣⲟⲩ ⲡⲧⲏⲣϥ ϣⲁⲣⲉⲃϣⲃ ̅ⲉⲓⲉ ⲟⲩⲫⲁⲛⲧⲁⲥⲓⲁ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ  ϫⲉⲕⲁⲥⲉ ϭⲉ ⲛⲓⲣ ̅ ⲕⲁⲧⲁⲗⲁⲗⲉⲓ 

ⲥⲁ ⲛϩⲃⲏⲩⲉ ⲁⲡⲉϩⲟⲩⲟ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲧⲁⲛⲁⲥⲧⲁⲥⲓⲥ ⲙⲛ̅ⲧⲉⲥ ⲙ ̅ⲙⲉⲩ ⲙ ̅ⲡⲓⲥⲙⲁⲧ ⲛ̅ϯⲙⲓⲛⲉ ϫⲉ ⲧⲙⲏⲉ ⲧⲉ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲉⲧⲁϩⲉ ⲁⲣⲉⲧϥ̅ ⲁⲩⲱ 

ⲡⲟⲩⲱⲛϩ ̅ⲁⲃⲁⲗ ⲙ ̅ⲡⲉⲧϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲡⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡϣⲃ ̅ⲉⲓⲉ ⲡⲉ ⲛ̅ⲛ̅ϩⲃⲏⲩⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲟⲩⲙⲉⲧⲁⲃⲟⲗⲏ ⲁϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲁⲩⲙⲛ̅ⲧⲃⲣ ̅ⲣⲉ ⲧⲙⲛ̅ⲧⲁⲧⲧⲉⲕⲟ 
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In this text is a word translated as “presentation”. It is the Greek word phantasia (φαντασία). 

Almost all translators and commentators on the text have chosen to translate it as “illusion”. 

Frederik Mulder prefers to read it as “phantasy”.183 Bentley Layton and Elaine Pagels 

understand it as an “apparition.” Elaine Pagels remarks that phantasia literary means “fantasy” 

and compare the author with a Buddhist master.184 For a modern reader, all these words imply 

an illusionary deception of the word. Those translations are misleading and lead to 

anachronism. The modern understanding of the expression phantasia clashes with the time in 

which it was used. Today, we understand phantasia as something fancy, a free imagination 

about non-existent realities or something wrongly perceived by the senses as a deliberate act of 

deception. However, after an evaluation of the ancient understanding of the expression, I 

propose that the author uses this expression to define “the otherness” of the resurrection; the 

resurrection cannot be comprehended nor explained. It is beyond everything that we can 

understand since we only can recognise those things that are inferior.  

In ancient use, phantasia was the very process of presenting what appears. Phantasia derives 

from the world phantazō (φᾰντᾰ́ζō), “I make visible”, which is from phaintō, (φαίνω), “I 

shine”, meaning that a phantasia exposed something. Phantasia was a crucial concept from the 

time of Plato and Aristoteles up to the end of the fourth century A.D.  It was that element that 

filled the gap between the sensory input and the conceptual understanding.  

The ancient understanding of the concept of phantasia will now be presented. I will start with 

the Stoics, and then moving forward to the Platonici and finally to the Gnostics. The subject 

matter is complicated, and the discourse lively. I will only present an overview.185 

                                                           

ⲛ̅ⲅⲁⲣ ⲥϩⲉϯⲉ ⲁϩⲣⲏⲓ ⲁⲡⲓⲧⲛ̅ ⲁⲭⲙ ̅ ⲡⲧⲉⲕⲟ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲙⲟⲩⲁⲉⲓⲛ ϥϩⲉϯⲉ ⲁⲡⲓⲧⲛ̅ ⲁϫⲙ ̅ ⲡⲕⲉⲕⲉⲓ ⲉϥⲱⲙⲛ̅ⲕ ⲙ ̅ⲙⲁϥ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲗⲏⲣⲱⲙⲁ 

ϥ̅ϫⲱⲕ ⲁⲃⲁⲗ ⲙ ̅ⲡⲉϣⲧⲁ. 
183 Mulder 2017: 202. 
184 Pagels 1989 (1979):12; Layton 1979: 27, 95-6. Bentley Layton understands the ancient philosophic use of 

phantasia but prefer in the translation to use the more ordinary usage as “apparition”. Although in this context 

he understands Moses and Elias to be unreal phantoms and equals phantasia with phantasm. His conclusion is 

based on “Truth”. The opposite position to “Truth” is “unreal”, therefore must phantasia be a delusion (Layton 

1979: 95-6) However, for the ancient philosopher’s truth and unreality was no distinct opposing concepts. Even 

Parmenides, Plato and Philo of Alexandria admitted that phantasia referred to empiric knowledge, however it 

was an inferior knowledge.  Moreover, Bentley Layton often states that the author of The Treatise on the 

Resurrection is a capable philosopher with great knowledge of Sophism and Platonism. It is unlikely that he 

should understand phantasia as phantasm. 
185 It is not the scope of the paper to present the full extent of the subject matter (e.g. Watson 1988, Thomson 2009, 

Helmig 2012, Sheppard 2014). There are also plenty of modern sources discussing the subject matter. In the 

antiquity there have also been critics. One of the more famous is the sceptical platonic philosopher Carneades, 

214/213- 129/128 B.C Mihály Szívós has made an excellent presentation3of his philosophy (Szívós 2005). 
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12.2 Phantasia in Stoic context. 

Aristoteles said that phantasia was a virtue, a faculty, equal to thought (nous) and perception. 

It acted upon sense inputs.186  Later Zeno of Citium - the founder of the Stoic school of 

philosophy - defined phantasia as stampings in the commanding faculty of a man. The senses 

imprint the soul as a signet ring stamps its shape in soft wax. The stampings were phantasias. 

Now, the stampings could sometimes also come from shadowy things and then fail to be 

consistent with the reality itself, not being sharp or distinct.187  Still, both Stoics and Epicureans 

considered phantasias to be the only source of knowledge. 

 If we move forward to the first and second century, the term was used more for those 

appearances that were a result of the impulses than for the cognitive process or faculty itself. 

Keep in mind that it is only the presentation in the mind of the object that is phantasia. The 

external representation were “imitations”, mimēsis (μίμησις).188 A speech, a piece of art, a 

building plan or musical composition were imitations of phantasias. The imitations were the 

results of phantasias put in action. 

Sextus Empiricus – though a sceptic philosopher himself - performed in the second century a 

comprehensive analysis of the use of the term phantasia among the Stoics.  Phantasia was an 

input to the regent part of the soul, namely the mind, nous. The Stoics made a distinction 

between phantasias drawn directly from the senses and those which were produced by the mind 

(nous) from previously experienced sense presentations. Memory was seen to be stored 

phantasias. Conceptions were patterns of stored phantasias because one used different 

presentations and put them together in patterns to create an understanding of the world.189  

Epictetus meant that there exist clear phantasias. If one, for example, perceives a corpse, one 

gets the “presentation”, phantasia, through the senses that the body is dead. Epictetus also 

seems to admit that some phantasias are more elusive, as those arising in drunkards or moments 

                                                           

Immanuel Kant started to discuss the subject matter in his philosophy, leading to a renewal of ancient discourse 

(e.g. Thomson 2009). 
186 Aristotle, Movement on animals 703b.18-9; 427b.1-429a9. 
187 Diogenes Laertius, Lives of Eminent Philosophers 7.1.45-6. Zeno of Citium, who lived 334 – 262 B.C. was the 

grounder of the Stoic school of philosophy and was in the antiquity considered as one of the more influential 

philosophers.  
188 Cassius Longinus, On the sublime 1.15.1,9; Porter 2018. 
189 Sextus Empiricus, Against the Logicians 1.217-241. Sextus Empiricus belonged to the Pyrrhonism, i.e. 

philosophical scepticism. He leaved around year 200. 
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of fright, although both situations lead to empiric knowledge; they were still the only source to 

knowledge.190  

 

 

12.3 Phantasia in Platonic context 

For Plato, phantasia was a blending of the knowledge that arises through thinking, (doxa) and 

of sense perception (aesthēsis).  It is an empiric knowledge; however, Plato understood empiric 

knowledge as an inferior sort of knowledge in contrast to the eternal and unchanging world of 

ideas (eidos).191  

Philo of Alexandria, a Jewish-Platonic thinker from the first century, wrote: 

“…Life was made by its creator different from growth in three ways. It has 

sensation (αἰσθήσει), “presentation” (φαντασία) and impulse (ὁρμή). For plants 

have no impulse, no “presentation,” no gift of sense-perception, while each living 

creature participates in all three combined. Sensation or sense, as the name itself 

shews, is “a putting in,” and introduces what has appeared to it to the mind. For 

the mind is a vast and receptive storehouse in which all that comes through sight 

or hearing and the other organs of sense is placed and treasured. “Presentation” 

(phantasia) is an imprint made on the soul. For, like a ring or seal, it stamps on the 

soul the image corresponding to everything which each of the senses has 

introduced. And the mind like wax receives the impress and retains it vividly, until 

forgetfulness, the opponent of memory, levels out the imprint, and makes it 

indistinct, or entirely effaces it. But the object which has presented itself and made 

the impression influences the soul sometimes of an appropriate kind, sometimes the 

reverse….”192 

The sense input, aesthēsis (αἴσθησις) of an underlying or external object evoked phantasias 

that were used by the mind, nous.193 The “impulse” ormē, (ὁρμή) is the action those 

presentations arouse.  Philo uses the term phantasia in a manner consistent with the Stoics.  

                                                           
190 Epictetus, Discourses, 1.28.12; 3.2.5; 3.6.15; 3.8.4; 4.9.26; 3.24.108. Epictetus was a renowned Stoic 

philosopher who lived 50-135 A.D. 
191 Plato The Sophist 263e10-264b4; The Republic 508b, 510 d-e. Timaeus 27d-29b. He only mentions phantasia 

in The Sophist. but in the other sources he clearly refers to it. 
192 Philo of Alexandria, The Unchangeableness of God [279], 41-44. (For a similar explanation see also Philo of 

Alexandria, Allegorical interpretations 1.11.30.) Translated by F. H. Colson and G. H. Whitaker. Loeb Classical 

Library 247, Cambridge, MA, Harvard University Press, 1930.    
193 For a definition of aesthēsis see e.g. Philo of Alexandria, Allegorical interpretations 2.14.50. 
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Nevertheless, Philo meant that the underlying or external object - the object that induces a 

sensation that arouses a phantasia - also could be an input from the good and can be “excellent”. 

Hence, he meant that the process could be reversed. Not only an external object but also the 

mind, nous, can evoke a sense perception, aesthēsis. Those are the exceptional inputs.194  

Philo believed that the world could be transformed into the formerly perfect condition; hence, 

it was crucial that “the mind” nous could work upon the world and transform it. Nous was 

rational thinking, which bonds the man with the first creation.195  Adam is the “mind”, nous, 

who has to encounter the “sense perception” of the soul, called Eve. She is the sight, hearing, 

taste, smell and touch. She is the tool through which the mind, nous can know the matter.196 

However, he also admits that most human beings could not get a hold on those excellent 

phantasias evoked by Adam (the mind or nous) in Eve, and therefore made no use of them 

before they faded away.197 A presentation, phantasia, evoked by the mind, nous, rouses the soul 

when it is at rest. As a light, this phantasia flashes upon the eyes and raises the soul to a state 

of great elation. A shining example of this is Abraham, who, at that moment, was asked to 

sacrifice his son, experienced one of those phantasias. At that moment, his sense perception 

acted upon an impulse from nous. In a flash a presentation, phantasia, arouse in his thinking, 

leading to the impulse to fulfil the will of God. To picture in mind one of these excellent 

phantasias, though the form that the presentation takes is small, is enough to show the greatness 

of the soul.198  

Plotinus - the most prominent figure of the Neoplatonism in the third century - thought that 

phantasia was the faculty in which perception arrives at its conclusion. Phantasia is connected 

to the sensory inputs and involves thinking and memory.199 On this point, he is in the line of 

Aristotle. However, as a true Platonic, he thought that the external objects that evoked the sense 

input were not material objects, but images of forms. Those images underwent continually 

change and thus had no real existence. Therefore, the results of phantasia were per definition 

false before rational power had passed judgment on them. Unfortunately, not everyone had the 

rational capacity to judge them accurately, i.e. distinguish the false from the true.200  

                                                           
194 Philo of Alexandria, Allegorical interpretations 2.14.50. 
195 For a study of how Philo of Alexandria used the term nous in his philosophy see e.g. van Kooten 2008. 
196 Philo of Alexandria, On the Cherubim, The Flaming Sword, and Cain 17.57; 19.60. 
197 Philo of Alexandria, The Giant 4.20-1.   
198 Philo of Alexandria, On Abraham, [29] 155-9. 
199 Plotinos,  Ennead  IV.3.[29] 25-36; IV.4. [13] 13-7; 5.3 [3] 1-7. 
200 Plotinos Ennead   I.1 [9] 1-11; I.8 [15] 19-22; V.8 [9] 1-12. 



64 
 

 

12.4 Phantasia in Gnostic context. 

In the extended versions of Apocryphon of John, is an account of the creation of the earthly 

Adam. After a lengthy comment about the limbs, we get to know that Adam is created with the 

senses (aesthēsis), the reception of the senses (analēphis, ἀνάληψις), the presentation 

(phantasia) and čōnf, (ϫⲱⲛϥ). The last term is a Coptic word meaning “happen” or “befall”, 

which equals “impulse”, ormē, (ὁρμή), that is used by Philo of Alexandria in the quotation 

above.201  The author of the texts follows the contemporary understanding of the concept. 

The author of The book of Thomas, the Contender, seems to accept two kinds of truth: the truth 

through the “true wisdom” (ⲧⲙⲏⲉ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛ̅ ⲥⲁⲃⲏ ⲙ̅ⲙⲏⲉ) and the ”true presentation” (ⲫⲁⲛⲧⲁⲥⲓⲁ 

ⲙ̅ⲙⲏⲉ).202 The former one is invoked by the invisible light, the later by the visible light. The 

visible light, or fire, evokes a phantasia, that gives the idea to be correct. Through the phantasia, 

the humans' act by impulses in a world where visible things will decay and change. The text 

seems to acknowledge empiric knowledge.203 Although it speaks about two different realities 

that nor are entwined: 

 

“…. those who speak about things that are not observable and difficult to expound 

likens those who use up their arrows against a target at night …but when the light 

is coming forth hidden for the darkness, then the work of each one will be seen.”204   

 

In The Tripartite Tractate, Logos created the cosmos in three stages. The first one was the 

matter. The second was the physic powers and the third the generation of the spiritual powers. 

Paul Linjamaa has brought to the attention, that the text uses the word” image”, ϩⲓⲕⲱⲛ, for the 

spiritual creatures. .“Resemblance”, ⲉⲓⲛⲉ, is used for the physics, namely the soulish who 

                                                           
201 Apocryphon of John NHC II,1, 17.32-18.1; NHC IV,1 27.19-23.  In the short versions of the Apocryphon of 

John NHC III, 1 17.7-14; BG 41. 3-8 all cosmic powers have two names. One is their true name, given in the 

heaven. The other name is the name according to phantasia.  
202 The book of Thomas the Contender 140.1-2; 140.21. 
203 The book of Thomas the Contender 139.25 -140.37 
204 The book of Thomas the Contender 139.13-15: ⲛⲉⲧϣⲁϫⲉ ⲉⲧⲃⲉ ⲛⲉⲧⲉ ⲛ̅ⲥⲉⲟⲩⲟⲛϩ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲁⲛ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲉⲧⲙⲟⲕϩ ⲛ̅ⲃⲟⲗⲟⲩ 

ⲉⲩⲧⲛ̅ⲧⲱⲛ ⲁⲛⲉⲧϫⲱⲕ ⲛ̅ⲛⲉⲩⲥⲁⲧⲉ ⲁⲩⲙⲏⲓⲛⲉ ϩⲛ̅ ⲧⲟⲩϣⲏ… ϩⲟⲧⲁⲛ ⲇⲉ ⲉⲣϣⲁⲛ ⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ ⲉⲓ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛϥ̅ϩⲱⲡ ⲙ ̅ⲡⲕⲁⲕⲉ ⲧⲟⲧⲉ 

ⲡϩⲱⲃ ⲙ ̅ⲡⲟⲩⲁ ⲡⲟⲩⲁ ⲛⲁⲟⲩⲱⲛϩ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ. Bentley Layton have translated ⲛϥ̅ϩⲱⲡ ⲙ ̅ⲡⲕⲁⲕⲉ as “the light hides the 

darkness” (Layton 1989: 185.) However, a better translation is “the light hidden for the darkness”; (Crum 695b).  
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remembers the pre-existence in the divine reality. ⲧⲁⲛⲧⲛ̅, “likeness” and ⲉⲓⲇⲱⲗⲟⲛ, “image”, is 

only used for the material creatures, the hylic.205 Paul Linjamaa states that phantasia is used 

nine times in The Tripartite Tractate. All nine times concerning the matter, the hylic; the matter 

is coming from a “likeness”, ⲧⲁⲛⲧⲛ̅, that is evoked by an impression. Paul Linjamaa understands 

that the fallen Logos acts on phantasias that he self has stirred up. He also generates phantasias 

on which other creatures act.  Paul Linjamaa refers to Diogenes Laertius and concludes that the 

stoics spoke about two kinds of phantasia; one is evoked by sensory input, and the other was 

caused by the action of the mind, nous, upon itself.   Logos must be driven by phantasias that 

is invoked by his mind, while the phantasias that he generates acts upon sensory inputs.206 If 

so, the author of the tractate uses phantasia innovative.  

Indeed, Diogenes Laertius says that the Stoics understood phantasia to be invoked by sensory 

inputs from real or shadowy objects. It is also correct that some phantasias emanate directly 

from thought and relates to incorporeal objects, namely abstract bodies, time-space and the 

concepts of gods. However, to be able to form abstract concepts, the mind uses indirect 

perceptions by asserting similarity, analogy, transposition, combination, or opposition. Though, 

to do so, it always needs stored phantasia from sensory inputs.207 Again, as Sextus Empiricus 

said, concepts are patterns of stored phantasia (memory) previously invoked by sensory 

inputs.208  

The first time phantasia is brought up in The Tripartite Tractate is at 78.7. We read how those 

akin to the Fullness, Pleroma, leave… 

“…him (the fallen Logos) who exist in the deficiency with those who had come forth from him 

in imagination (phantasia) since they do not belong to him (the fallen Logos). “209   

As a translator, one can correctly read that the noun “him” in all three clauses refers to Logos. 

Then we understand the text like Paul Linjamaa. However, the Coptic text is indefinite. In this 

passage, the second clause can also refer to the “deficiency” (ϣⲧⲁ):  

                                                           
205 Linjamaa 2019: 55.  The Tripartite Tractate 84:23-35; 104:18-20. He translates ⲉⲓⲛⲉ as “likeness and ⲧⲁⲛⲧⲛ̅ as 

“phantasm”. 
206 Linjamma 2019: 52–5. The Tripartite Tractate 78.4–8; 79.31; 99.5.0 
207 Diogenes Laertius, Lives of Eminent Philosophers 7.1. Zeno 50-3. 
208 Sextus Empiricus, Against the Logicians 217-23. 
209 The Tripartite Tractate 78.5-7: ⲡⲉⲧⲁϩϣⲱⲡⲉ ϩⲙ ̅ ⲡϣⲧⲁ ⲙⲛ ⲛⲉⲛⲧⲁⲉⲓ̅ ⲁⲃⲁⲗ ⲙ ̅ⲙⲁϥ ϩⲛ ⲙ ̅ⲙⲁϥ ϩⲛⲛ ⲟⲩⲫⲁⲛⲧⲁⲥⲓⲁ 

ϩⲱⲥ ⲉⲛⲛⲟⲩϥ ⲉⲛ. In 78.34 phantasia came into being from the light-hearted (ⲡⲙⲉⲩⲉ ⲙ ̅ⲙϫⲁⲥⲓϩⲏⲧ) and vain 

thought (ⲡⲓⲙⲉⲩⲉ ⲉⲧϣⲱⲩⲉⲓⲧ). 
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“…him (the fallen Logos) who exist in the deficiency with those who had come forth from 

it (the deficiency) in imagination (phantasia) since they do not belong to him (the fallen 

Logos)”. 

 This reading becomes more presumably in the following paragraph, where those who do not 

belong to Logos, came to be through the “deficiency” (ϣⲧⲁ) itself.210  Consequently, the author 

uses the term phantasia in a manner consistent with the contemporary understanding of the 

word.  

The term “deficiency” (ϣⲧⲁ) is linked to the fall of the Wisdom (or Logos). The last and 

youngest of the divine emanations turned away from its spiritual counterpart and embraced 

herself. Through this action, she gave birth to an entity – the deficiency - that was the result of 

the imbalance she caused when she turned around to herself.  This entity is standing outside the 

divine order. The deficiency evoked all the creatures and creations in the world.  

So, what are the Gnostic sources implying with phantasia? Among the Gnostic groups, the 

underlying or external object, that evoked sensory inputs and phantasias was the deficiency. 

The deficiency, though, holds the word. The world can be perceived and is a reality, that can 

be understood by our senses.  However, it is a world outside the divine order. 

 

12.5 Conclusion 

Phantasia decoded as “illusion”, “apparition” or “illusion”, imply for the modern man an 

illusionary deception of the word. It leads to anachronism since the modern understanding of 

the word phantasia clashes with the time in which it was used. Today, we understand phantasia 

as something fancy; a free imagination about non-existent realities or something wrongly 

perceived by the senses as a deliberate act of deception. However, in ancient use, phantasia 

was the very process of presenting what appears. It was either the faculty who arranged the 

sensory inputs to perceptions or the presentations in the mind of those perceptions. During the 

second century, the later understanding was prevalent. Therefore, the phantasia were 

presentations in the mind of the sensory inputs. 

                                                           
210 The Tripartite Tractate 78.13-16. Phantasia is also mentioned in a list of entities as “likenesses” (ϩⲛ̅ⲧⲁⲛⲧⲛ̅), 

“images” (ϩⲛ̅ⲉⲓⲇⲱⲗⲟⲛ), “shadows” (ϩⲛ̅ϩⲁⲓⲃⲉⲥ) and finally phantasias (ϩⲛ̅ ⲫⲁⲛⲧⲁⲥⲓⲁ).  The precise causal 

relationships between them and to their initially source is not clear. 
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The Gnostics knew this expression and used it in the same way as their contemporaries, though 

they believed that phantasias was the presentations of the deficiency. 

They did not deny that the world could be perceived and understood correctly by our senses or 

that the world did not exist. So then, what does the author of The Treatise on the Resurrection 

mean when the author says that it is the world and not the resurrection that is a phantasia? 

While the Platonici spoke of inferior knowledge, that did not give correct information on the 

world, and the Stoics spoke of the only source to knowledge, the Gnostics pressed it further. 

Since phantasia is the action of forming a concept or idea, is the thought and the memory, the 

original reality cannot be comprehended nor explained. 

We have already stated, that the “Son of Man” acts upon the nous, the mind, in the believers. 

Nous is that element that is the eternal element. However, humanity act upon the sensory inputs 

that the efficiency evokes. It is two distinctive processes that not interact.  It is not possible to 

conceptualise the resurrection since it is beyond all sensory inputs; the “otherness”. 

 

13 The extermination of the fleshly and the soulish 

13.1 Extermination or transition 

Then, the resurrection is the “otherness”.   Now the question is: what elements will be 

redeemed? Will the matter and/or soul be transformed and resurrected together with the mind? 

Alternatively, refers the soulish and physical not to the soul and body, but properties of the 

creation? I propose that it is ontological realities that classify the world and will be destroyed. 

There is no distinct definition of the anthropology in the text. The author seems to use a concept 

that is already known by Rheginos/the audience. Therefore, it is only through an interpretative 

reading of the text that the anthropology can be clarified to a certain degree. The discourse on 

the subject is somewhat confusing. Bart Ehrman speaks about a physical versus a spiritual 

element. The flesh is transitory and will not be revived. The spiritual part will ascend; however, 

he does not specify what the spiritual element is.211 Malcolm Peel suggests that the resurrection 

body is a transition of the old body into a new, spiritual body that retained some physiognomies 

by which the mortal flesh was recognisable. The soulish and fleshly in the man do not imply 

different bodies, but different modes of the earthly man; in the resurrection, those earthly modes 

                                                           
211 Ehrman 2003: 207. 
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– or inclinations – becomes abolished.212  Nikolai Kiel, who compares the treatise with pseudo-

Athenagoras, establishes a bodily resurrection. The retaining of the individual identity 

continued after death, which made a body necessary; however, this was not a materialistic body. 

The non-materialistic body is so closed up with the earthly physical body that the deceased is 

recognisable and preserves his personality.213 Petrey Taylor follows the line of Malcolm Peel 

and Nikolai Kiel: The identity is made up by the visible outer parts and their parallel, the 

invisible parts. Even if the flesh succumbs, the fleshly outlines are retrained in the invisible 

body, granting a continuity of identity.214  By contrast, Pieter Lalleman argues that the text is 

not contra a corporal resurrection, but nothing implies a continuity of identity between the 

fleshly body and the spiritual resurrected body.215 Bentley Layton argues for tripartite 

anthropology. The superior element is “mind”, nous and the inferior element is the flesh. The 

superior element has a vivifying principle, namely the soul that can be vivified from earthly-

bound to spirit-bound. It serves the body but can be transformed to serve the spirit. The spiritual 

resurrection transforms the soul and demolishes the body.216 Since Bentley Layton reads the 

text from a Platonic point of view, he assumes the author speaks about an immortal soul. 

Nicholas Wright argues for a solution he calls transphysical reality, namely that the resurrection 

body exists as a distinct body within the earthly body already before the death.217 Frederik 

Mulder believes that the author hint at a transitional stage from mortality to immortally.218 

Frederik Mulder stresses the dualistic concept so strong that the gnostic view and the continuity 

between the being in the world and the resurrected almost fading away.  

This very brief presentation of some of the positions makes it clear that it is a challenging 

discussion. The key concepts involved in the discussion is “swallow up” in the following 

passage: 

“Truly, we are visible in this world when we are wearing Him, being that One´s rays. 

Through Him, they embrace us until our twilight, namely, our death in physical life. 

Through Him, they draw us to heaven like rays by the sun, not being obstructed by 

                                                           
212 Peel 1969: 74-5, 148-9.  
213 Kiel 2006: 486-531  
214 Taylor 2016: 47-9. 
215 Lalleman 1996: 140. 
216 Layton 1979: 65-6. 
217 Wright 2003:538-41. See also 347-56. 
218 Mulder 2017: 203-10. 
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anything. This is the spiritual resurrection that swallows the soulish and likewise the 

fleshly.”219 

The text does not speak about “soul” and “flesh”, but about properties; “soulish” and “fleshly”. 

Translators and readers of the text assume that it is attributive adjectives. Attributive adjectives 

modify an object, though, what is the object? Most commentators suggest that this is 

anthropological terms and thus refer to the composition of the man. The individual has a soul 

and a body that, in one way or another, will be involved in the transfiguration. However, will 

the soul and body be eradicated or transformed?   

To understand the passage, the understanding of the critical term “swallow up” is crucial. 

Among the early Christianity, the expression is linked to Paul. He uses the expression “swallow 

up”, katapothē (καταποθῇ) twice: 

1. The first letter to the Corinthians 15:54:  “Death has been swallowed up in victory.”220  

2. The second letter to Corinthians 5:4: “…we do not wish to be unclothed but to be clothed 

instead with our heavenly dwelling so that what is mortal may be swallowed up by 

life.”221  

 

 If Paul meant “eradication” or “transition” in those key phrases is still a heated debate. I will 

not dwell on the discourse but focus on how the Gnostics interpreted these key concepts, though 

there are only a few examples of it. 

Before Paul, the expression “swallow up” (ַּ֤ע ל  -is used in a song of praise by Deuteron (בִּ

Isaiah.222 It was a well-known hymn and probably known by Jews as well as Christians. In the 

Masoretic (Hebrew) text 25:7 Isaiah utters "…and he will swallow up the veil that is spread 

over all nations…”223 In the following verse, 25:8, he says:  “…he will swallow up death 

forever…”224 In the first clause, the syntactic structure signals the extermination of ignorance. 

                                                           
219 Contrary to other translators, the dynamic-passive constructions are not read in non-referential sense, meaning 

that they do not express a passive meaning. In that passage there is parallels that stylistically and logically 

induces such a grammatical solution: the transmission of the tradition by imitation (μιμητής) in those three layers 

of Christ/Apostle/current believers.   The treatise on Resurrection 45.28-46.2: ⲉⲓϣⲡⲉ ⲧⲛ̅ϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲛ̅ⲇⲉ ⲉⲛⲟⲩⲁⲛϩ̅ 

ⲁⲃⲁⲗ ϩⲙ ̅ ⲡⲓⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ ⲉⲛⲣ ̅ ⲫⲟⲣⲉⲓ ⲙ ̅ⲙⲁϥ ⲉⲛϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲛ̅ⲁⲧⲕⲓⲛ ⲙ ̅ⲡⲉⲧⲙ ̅ⲙⲉⲩ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲉⲩⲉⲙⲁⲧϩⲉ ⲙ ̅ⲙⲁⲛ ⲁⲃⲁⲗ ϩⲓⲧⲟⲟⲧϥ̅ ϣⲁ 

ⲡⲛ̅ϩⲱⲧⲡ ⲉⲧⲉ ⲡⲉⲉⲓ ⲡⲉⲛⲙⲟⲩ ϩⲙ ̅ ⲡⲉⲉⲓⲃⲓⲟⲥ ⲉⲩⲥⲱⲕ ⲙ ̅ⲙⲁⲛ ⲁⲧⲡⲉ ⲁⲃⲁⲗ ϩⲓⲧⲟⲟⲧϥ̅ ⲛⲑⲉ ⲛ̅ⲛⲓⲁⲕⲧⲓⲛ ϩⲓⲧⲙ ̅ ⲡⲣⲏⲏ ⲉⲛⲥⲉⲉⲙⲁⲧϩⲉ 

ⲙ ̅ⲙⲁⲛ ⲉⲛ ϩⲓⲧⲛ̅ ⲗⲁⲩⲉ ⲧⲉⲉⲓ ⲧⲉ ⲧⲁⲛⲁⲥⲧⲥⲓⲥ ⲛ̅ⲡⲉⲩⲙⲁⲧⲓⲕⲏ ⲉⲥⲱⲙⲛ̅ⲕ ⲛ̅ⲧⲯⲩⲭⲓⲕⲏ ϩⲟⲙⲟⲓⲱⲥ ⲙⲛ̅ ⲧⲕⲉⲥⲁⲣⲕⲓⲕⲏ. 
220 Translations follows the New International versions (NIV). 
221 Translations follows the New International versions (NIV). 
222  Deutero-Isaiah is that part of Isaiah which were written in Babylon about 540 B.C. Deutero-Isaiah is generally 

defined to chapter 24-7 and 40-55. (The original part of Isaiah is from the 8:th century B.C.) 
ע֙  : 223 ל  ם׃ ּובִּ ִֽ ּגֹויִּ ל־ ה  ל־ כָּ ָ֖ה ע  סּוכָּ נְּ ָ֥ה ה  כָּ סֵּ מ  ה   וְּ
ח 224 צ  ֶנֶ֔ ֙֙לָּ ֶות  מָּ  ע֙֙ה  ַּ֤ ל   ,בִּ
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The veil is taken away so that all people will see the greatness of Jehovah. In the second clause, 

it is up for debate whether “death” shall be understood literally och figurative, i.e. if death 

signifies “physical death” or “ignorance”. It is, however, clear that Isaiah with “swallow up” 

alludes to the annihilation of an ontological reality: the ignorance and/or the death.   

The apostle Paul seems to have rendered the Masoretic (Hebrew) text and not the Greek 

translation Septuagint (LXX), where the text has been rendered otherwise.225 If so, Paul might 

have used the term as “demolishment” and not “transition”.  

When Tertullian wrote On the Resurrection of the Flesh year 206, he argued against Gnostic 

groups. He contended that the Gnostics assumed that “swallow up”,  καταποθῇ, in The second 

letter to Corinthians 5:54 referred to the extermination of the flesh. As Tertullian was a 

convinced defender of the resurrection of the flesh, he did not agree. “Mortality” in The second 

letter to Corinthians – he explains - cannot be analogous to “death” in The first letter to the 

Corinthians. When the death is swallowed up (καταποθῇ), it is demolished because death 

cannot be immortal, while mortal flesh can be transited into everlasting life. Mortal flesh is an 

object, not an ontological reality, and an object can receive new physical characteristics.226  His 

rejection indicates that at least some Gnostics interpreted Paul’s use of “swallow up” 

(καταποθῇ) as “eradication” and not “transition.” 

When the Valentinian teacher Heracleon, referred to 1 Cor 15:54, he assumed that the soul 

could be transformed from mortal into immortal and was capable of salvation when the death 

was swallowed up by victory.227  He referred to the soulish race that could be saved by grace if 

they were adopted by Christ.228  “Swallow up” the death probably hinted to the extermination 

of the dead, which lead to a  conversion of the soul from mortal to eternal.   

Although the expression is not well-attested among the Gnostics, it seems that the phrase 

“swallow up”, καταποθῇ, was understood as “eradication”. 

 

                                                           
225In the Greek translation the reading of the text is altered and “death” has become the subject to the clause. The 

“death” has become an agent for the Lord; the death is sent out by the Lord to destroy what is not correct 

according to the Lord. The death is not “swallowed up”. Cunha 2019: 282-4, 288; Cunha 2014: 99-100. 
226 Tertullian, On the Resurrection of the Flesh 54. 
227 Herakleon's Commentary on John, frag.40, preserved in Origen's Commentary on the Gospel of John 13.418. 
228 Havrda 2006: 10-2 + note 65 p.9. 
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13.2 Swallow-up in The treatise on resurrection 

In the Coptic source text, the expression “swallow-up”, katapothē (καταποθῇ), is translated 

with the word ōmn̅k, (ⲱⲙⲛ̅ⲕ), meaning “swallow”. Let us now study the use of the expression 

in The Treatise on the Resurrection. The expression is used in three passages.229 The author 

develops the themes at different levels during the text, using the themes cyclic. In the first 

passage, it was the Saviour who swallowed up death. In the second passage, it is extended to 

the congregation, namely the believers. In the third passage, it is extended to a cosmic 

happening. We will, therefore, start with the third passage, where the theme is fully developed: 

 

 “…For the imperishable flows down upon the perishable, and the light flows down upon 

the darkness, swallowing it up, and the Fullness, it fills the deficiency…”230 

 

The text can be understood in two ways. In this passage is the Coptic connective particle auō 

(ⲁⲩⲱ) is used twice. Generally, it is translated as “and”, however it has several syntactically 

specialised functions. It can be read as a particle merely adding additional information. If so, it 

is breaking the above-quoted sentence and introduces new information. Bentley Layton and 

Malcolm Peel read the second connective particle in the passage in this way. Their readings are 

presented in the note.231 In this reading ”the Imperishable” and “the Perishable” can be 

understood as properties and “Light” and “Darkness” as incompatible ontological realities.  

One can, however, also read the particle “and”, auō (ⲁⲩⲱ), as a particle that is connecting pairs 

of coordinated clauses, as I have presented in the translation above.232 Then the whole passage 

is reduced to one account, where the clauses must be understood in connection to each other. 

Accordingly, there are “Fullness”, “Light”, “Deficiency” and “Darkness” as ontological 

realities. Since the clauses are syntactically connected, it is odd to understand ”the 

Imperishable” and “Perishable” as attributive adjectives. One should keep the uniformity of the 

syntactic structure. Therefore, they can better be understood as substantivised adjectives.  Then 

                                                           
229 The Treatise on the Resurrection 45.14-23, 45.28-46.2, 48.38—49.6. 
230 The Treatise on the Resurrection 48.38--49:6. ⲧⲙⲛ̅ⲧⲁⲧⲧⲉⲕⲟ ⲛ̅ⲅⲁⲣ ⲥϩⲉϯⲉ ⲁϩⲣⲏⲓ ⲁⲡⲓⲧⲛ̅ ⲁⲭⲙ ̅ ⲡⲧⲉⲕⲟ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲙⲟⲩⲁⲉⲓⲛ 

ϥϩⲉϯⲉ ⲁⲡⲓⲧⲛ̅ ⲁϫⲙ ̅ ⲡⲕⲉⲕⲉⲓ ⲉϥⲱⲙⲛ̅ⲕ ⲙ ̅ⲙⲁϥ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲗⲏⲣⲱⲙⲁ ϥ̅ϫⲱⲕ ⲁⲃⲁⲗ ⲙ ̅ⲡⲉϣⲧⲁ. 
231 Layton 1979: 29 (…light is streaming down upon darkness, swallowing it. And the Fulness….”) Attridge 1985: 

(“…the light flows down upon the darkness, swallowing it up; and the Pleroma fills….) 
232 For the use of Coptic connective particles see e.g. Layton 1979: 170-180 (Appendix 1). 
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we have three pairs of incompatible ontological realities. If the light comes, the darkness must 

vanish. The imperishable reality cannot pass away. If the Fullness fills the deficiency, the 

deficiency must disappear. “Swallow up” can only imply “eradication” and not “transition”.  

There is a very close parallel in The Gospel of Truth that sheds light on the position of early 

Valentianism:  

 

Having filled the deficiency, he dissolves the form. The form from it (the deficiency) is the 

cosmos in which he has served… in the same manner as someone´s ignorance, when he 

knows, his ignorance ceases by itself, in the same manner as darkness ceases when the 

light appears, so also the deficiency ceases through perfection.233 

 

Clement of Alexandria has preserved an utterance of Valentinus, in which the believers 

consume (δαπανήσητε) the death to eradicate death, namely so that the death will die.234  

Even if the expression “swallow up” is not used in those two examples, the allusions seem to 

have a motif correspondence with the passage in The Treatise of Resurrection and sustain the 

argument. 

The first time “swallow up” appears in The Treatise on the Resurrection is in the formula of 

faith, where the Saviour swallowed up the death. By doing so, he swallowed the visible with 

the invisible.235 Also, in this clause, the expression must mean “annihilation”. 

Hence, I suggest that “the soulish” and “the fleshly” must be understood as substantivised 

adjectives and not attributive adjectives. If so, “the soulish” and “the fleshly” are ontological 

realities and will be eradicated. As already has been suggested, the world is a phantasia, a 

presentation. The individuals can only comprehend the world by cognitive and physical skills 

that are evoked by sensory inputs, i.e., the soulish and physical realities. When the soulish and 

fleshy are brought to an end, no presentation can arise anymore, the world ceases.  

                                                           
233 The Gospel of Truth 24.21-4; 24.33-25.3: ⲉⲁϥⲙⲟⲩϩ ⲙⲡⲓϣⲧⲁ ⲁϥⲃⲱⲗ ⲁⲃⲁⲗ ⲙ ̅ⲡⲓⲥⲭⲏⲙⲁ ⲡⲓⲥⲭⲏⲙⲁ ⲛ̅ⲧⲟⲟⲧϥ ⲡⲉ 

ⲡⲥⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ ⲡⲉⲉⲓ ⲉⲛⲧⲁϥ ϣⲙ ̅ϣⲉ ⲛ̅ϩⲧϥ̅… ⲙ ̅ⲡⲣⲏⲧⲉ ⲁⲃⲁⲗ ϩⲓⲧⲟⲟⲧⲥ̅ ⲛ̅ⲧⲙⲛ̅ⲧⲁⲧⲥⲁⲩⲛⲉ ⲛ̅ⲧⲉ ⲟⲩⲉⲉⲓ ⲧⲟⲧⲉ ⲉϥϣⲁⲥⲁⲩⲛⲉ 

ϣⲁⲥⲃⲱⲗ ⲁⲃⲁⲗ ϩⲓⲧⲟⲟⲧⲥ̅ ⲛ̅ϭⲓ ⲧⲙⲛ̅ⲧⲁⲧⲥⲁⲩⲛⲉ ⲛ̅ⲧⲟⲟⲧϥ̅ ⲙ ̅ⲡⲣⲏⲧⲉ ⲙⲡ ̿ⲕⲉⲕⲉⲓ ⲉϣⲁϥⲃⲱⲗ ⲁⲃⲁⲗ ⲉϥϣⲁⲛⲟⲩⲱⲛϩ̅ ⲛϭⲓ 

ⲡⲟⲩⲁⲉⲓⲛ ⲙ ̅ⲡⲓⲣⲏⲧⲉ ⲁⲛ ⲡⲓϣⲧⲁ ϣⲁϥⲃⲱⲗ ⲁⲃⲁⲗ ϩⲣⲏⲓ ϩⲛ̅ ⲡⲓϫⲱⲕ. 
234 Clement of Alexandria, Stromata, 4.89, 1-3 
235 The Treatise on the Resurrection 45.14-5. 
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13.3 Conclusion 

Earlier in the thesis, we have analysed a chiasm and saw that the victory over death is the victory 

over the law of nature. The author refers not to the physical passing away of the man, but the 

passing away of the whole cosmos. He or she elevates the individual resurrection to a cosmic 

salvation story. When the author speaks about “the soulish” and “the fleshly”, the author uses 

the same device. He or she does not speak about the individual resurrection in anthropological 

terms but also elevates them to ontological realities; just as the law of nature will be terminated, 

the fleshly and the soulish realities will cease. All sensations, all thinking, and all memories die 

away.   

 

14 The resurrection 

14.1 The rising 

Finally, we have defined the framework in which “resurrection” occurs. Through the chiasm 

and the discussion of the ontological realities of the world, we know that the author does not 

refer to an individual resurrection but has inverted this concept into a cosmic happening. It is 

not about the death of Jesus, but the death of the law of nature; neither is it about the 

extermination or transition of the soul or body but the ontological realities of the creation. 

 “Rise”, “arise”, “rising” and “resurrection” are words frequently used in The treatise on the 

resurrection”. We had encountered the words when we discussed the formulae of faith and the 

nature of the Son of Man. In this thesis, it has been suggested that the Son of Man is an aeon.  

It is also clear that those who are arisen will himself enter this aeon after the death. However, 

what exactly is “arising”? Is “arising” equal to “resurrection”?  According to analyses 

conducted in this thesis, they may be two different items. Let us see how the items are used. 

Ever since Albert Dieterich published an ancient Greek magical papyrus in 1904, a lively debate 

has been sparked about what is called “heavenly journeys”, “cosmic journeys” or “ascents” in 

religious and cultic settings.236 Unmistakably, the cultural settings and genres determine the 

functions. 

Luther Martin has studied the source text in the light of a philosophic thesis. James Buchanan 

Wallace has pointed out that “the heavenly journeys” in the literature, in the Greco-Roman 

                                                           
236 Albert Dieterich, Eine Mithrasliturgie, Teubner, Leipzig, 1903. 
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world, most often must be treated as pure literary devices. Philosophers used them as 

instruments representing the absolute noetic truth or the encounter with the pure mind. They 

also used mythical devices for philosophic exegeses, and then often eschatological heavenly 

ascents. By drawing on the language of the mysteries, they tried to explain the knowledge that 

was not obtained by sensory inputs. The ascent becomes a metaphor for philosophical 

enlightenment.237 As already established in the paper, the author of The treatise on Resurrection 

asserts that “the mind”, nous, is an element through which the truth can be obtained. This truth 

cannot be perceived by any knowledge that is invoked by sensory inputs, that is not in a 

phantasia.  

At first glance, one might conclude that the author uses the ascend-theme only as a literary 

device. Then again, there is also a cultic or religious element in the text, for example, the 

formula of faith. The author stresses the necessity of faith as an element to obtain higher 

knowledge. Therefore, the raising cannot be understood purely as philosophic enlightening. 

In The Treatise on the Resurrection, the ascending is a reception of the Paulinian tradition. Paul 

has experienced a journey to heaven.238 According to James Buchanan Wallace, his ascending 

was not inferior or superior to other religious hearings, visions and revelations he obtained. 

Also, it did not affect his standing within the Christian congregation. Paul´s ascending was a 

religious experience where he was drawn out of himself through a taste of the holy.  In that 

manner, it was also handed down to posterity.239 “The “arising” in The treatise of resurrection 

has another, higher status; it is the central theme in the formula of faith and has validity for 

everyone in the congregation. Therefore, one cannot compare Paul´s travel to heaven with the 

arising in our source text.  

In The Treatise on the Resurrection, we read: 

“Truly, we are visible in this world when we are wearing Him, being that One´s 

rays. Through Him, they embrace us until our twilight, namely, our death in 

physical life. Through Him, they draw us to heaven like rays by the sun, not being 

                                                           
237 Wallace 2011, 47-70. As examples he uses works by Parmenides, Plato, Cicero. Philo Plutarch, Lucian and 

Poimandres. See also Petrarki 2011. 
238 The second letter to the Corinthians 12:1-10 
239 Wallace 2011. James Buchanan Wallace have turned away from the modern discourse on the subject matter 

and tried to understand it from ancient sources. 
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obstructed by anything. This is the spiritual resurrection that swallows the soulish 

and likewise the fleshly.”240 

Here, the believers are drawn up to heaven. Albeit here it may signify something completely 

different than a heavenly journey. It purports an interaction between the believer and the 

Saviour.  Earlier in this thesis, the suggestion has been drawn that it might be a homoiôsis theôi; 

likeness occurs when two entities possess the same property. For example, two holy persons 

resemble each other because they both possess holiness. It is to attain likeness with God by 

imitation through ascetic and philosophical effort.241  

With this in mind, we must look closer to the key-terminology in The Treatise on the 

Resurrection, namely tōoun (ⲧⲱⲟⲩⲛ) and anastasis (ἀνάστασις). To make it easier for the 

reader to separate the verb from the noun I will from now on referring to the noun with the 

definite article:  p-tōoun (ⲡ-ⲧⲱⲟⲩⲛ) 

For “to arise”, namely the action taken, the source text uses just one verb: tōoun (ⲧⲱⲟⲩⲛ). 

Tōoun is a frequently used verb in the Coptic for actions where one raises or carries anything.  

However, as a noun, “arising”, the text uses two different nouns: p-tōoun (ⲧⲱⲟⲩⲛ) and the 

Greek word anastasis (ἀνάστασις).   

In all translations of The treatise of resurrection, the translators have assumed that the terms 

are interchangeable; p-tōoun and anastasis are both translated as “resurrection”. Again, we must 

be careful that it does not become an anachronism. For the modern reader, especially in the 

Christian sphere, “the ascent” and “the resurrection” is interchangeable. Albeit, the early 

Christianity arose in a world where “ascension” was used metaphorically for many different 

procedures; for healing, philosophic enlightenment, baptism, mystical experiences… 

 

                                                           
240 Contrary to other translators, the dynamic-passive constructions are not read in non-referential sense, meaning 

that they do not express a passive meaning. In that passage there is parallels that stylistically and logically 

induces such a grammatical solution: the transmission of the tradition by 

 imitation (μιμητής) in those three layers of Christ/Apostle/current believers.   The treatise on Resurrection 45.28-

46.2: ⲉⲓϣⲡⲉ ⲧⲛ̅ϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲛ̅ⲇⲉ ⲉⲛⲟⲩⲁⲛϩ̅ ⲁⲃⲁⲗ ϩⲙ ̅ ⲡⲓⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ ⲉⲛⲣ ̅ ⲫⲟⲣⲉⲓ ⲙ ̅ⲙⲁϥ ⲉⲛϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲛ̅ⲁⲧⲕⲓⲛ ⲙ ̅ⲡⲉⲧⲙ ̅ⲙⲉⲩ ⲁⲩⲱ 

ⲉⲩⲉⲙⲁⲧϩⲉ ⲙ ̅ⲙⲁⲛ ⲁⲃⲁⲗ ϩⲓⲧⲟⲟⲧϥ̅ ϣⲁ ⲡⲛ̅ϩⲱⲧⲡ ⲉⲧⲉ ⲡⲉⲉⲓ ⲡⲉⲛⲙⲟⲩ ϩⲙ ̅ ⲡⲉⲉⲓⲃⲓⲟⲥ ⲉⲩⲥⲱⲕ ⲙ ̅ⲙⲁⲛ ⲁⲧⲡⲉ ⲁⲃⲁⲗ ϩⲓⲧⲟⲟⲧϥ̅ 

ⲛⲑⲉ ⲛ̅ⲛⲓⲁⲕⲧⲓⲛ ϩⲓⲧⲙ ̅ ⲡⲣⲏⲏ ⲉⲛⲥⲉⲉⲙⲁⲧϩⲉ ⲙ ̅ⲙⲁⲛ ⲉⲛ ϩⲓⲧⲛ̅ ⲗⲁⲩⲉ ⲧⲉⲉⲓ ⲧⲉ ⲧⲁⲛⲁⲥⲧⲥⲓⲥ ⲛ̅ⲡⲉⲩⲙⲁⲧⲓⲕⲏ ⲉⲥⲱⲙⲛ̅ⲕ ⲛ̅ⲧⲯⲩⲭⲓⲕⲏ 

ϩⲟⲙⲟⲓⲱⲥ ⲙⲛ̅ ⲧⲕⲉⲥⲁⲣⲕⲓⲕⲏ. 
241 Russell 2005: 1-3. Nominal deification language is when someone is called “Son of God”, but only as a title of 

honor. Analogical deification language stretches the nominal use. One example Norman Russel uses: men 

become sons by grace, but Christ by nature i.e. extends similarities between our status ("gods by grace"). (Russel 

22005: 1).  
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14.2 Anastasis 

The Greek word anastasis (ἀνάστασις) literary means “the standing up” or “the rising”.242  

Outi Lehtipuu , who has analysed the noun anastasis in the ancient Greek sources, concludes 

that there is no fixed terminology for discussing resurrection in Jewish sources.243 In the New 

Testament, on the other hand, anastasis always denotes resurrection either of Jesus or 

believers.244 The exact nature of the resurrection anastasis hint at is not explicit.245 Thomas 

Wright, by contrast, repeatedly affirms that during the first and second century, the term 

anastasis always implied a future bodily resurrection both in the Christian,  Jewish and the 

pagan world.246 

The term anastasis is rare in the gnostic texts. Was the concept not crucial for them? 

Alternatively, did the Egyptians prefer the native word p-tōoun? However, a study of the earlier 

Coptic manuscripts of the New Testament shows that anastasis was passed on in the Greek 

form both in the Bohairic and Sahidic translations of the gospels and Acts of the apostles. 

Moreover, there is an exciting example. Outi Lehtipuu has pointed out one exception in the 

Greek New Testament, where anastasis does not imply the resurrection of Christ and his 

believers, namely Luke 2:34.247 The Sahidic and Bohairic translations of the Gospels transfer 

anastasis into the Coptic translations of Luke pursuant to the Greek sources with one exception: 

Luke 2:34. In that clause, the Sahidic and Bohairic translations have chosen to translate “rising”  

not with anastasis, but p-tōoun. It is an indication that anastasis was a well-known and well-

defined term among the early Egyptian Christians, namely a term only connected to the 

resurrection of the Christians. The Valentinians and other Christian Gnostics had to be very 

familiar with the word. Still, it is a scarce term in Gnostic sources. 

                                                           
242 The verb anistēmi (ἀνίστημι) has many meanings, for example:  to wake up, to stand up, to make thing to stand 

up, to set up or build up something, to rouse to action… It is a common word often equal to the verb egeirō 

(ἐγείρω). 
243 Outi Lehtipuu divides the Jewish material into three groups.  In the first group is the exact meaning of the word 

unclear (The Psalms, The book of watchers and, The epistle of Enoch, The psalms of Solomon, The book of 

Daniel, Testaments of the twelve patriarchs). In the second, a tiny group, anastasis means bodily resurrection. 

One of the most important sources is 2 Maccabees. However, there is a subgroup in which anastasis is signifying 

a bodily resurrection only until the transformation of reality occurs; i.e. it is not the ultimate goal (e.g. 4 Ezra  

and 2 Baruch) Some of the texts also include different concepts in the same source (e.g. The apocalypse of 

Moses) In the third group, the sources are speaking about resurrection in other terms. (Lehtipuu 2015: 32-9). 
244 Lehtipuu 2015: 27-8.  
245 Lehtipuu 2015. 
246 Wright 2003: 31, 215; 474; 694. 
247 Lehtipuu 2015: 27-8.  
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Anastasis occurs only in three known gnostic texts: six times in The Gospel of Philip, one time 

in The expository treatise on the soul and ten times in The Treatise on the Resurrection.248 

The Gospel of Philip is a Valentinian text. Since the text is a compilation of different sources 

set together with some disjoining transitions, the text is not always clear. An in-depth analysis 

of the term anastasis does not fall within the scope of this thesis. It must also be based on an 

extensive source-critical analysis. However, let us briefly look at the evidence. The author(s) 

of The gospel of Philip, warns against the “name” anastasis (ⲁⲛⲁⲥⲧⲁⲥⲓⲥ); an earthly term is 

very deceptive since it invites the individual to perceive it earthly before they come to know it 

correctly.249  The author(s) is probably warning against false conceptions of the resurrection. 

However, it may also reflect that specific terms were understood differently in diverse social 

contexts. 

Further, the individual can exist in three realities; he or she can be in death (the middle place), 

in the world or the resurrection. The resurrection must be attained here in this world so that one 

can be found in the rest (ⲁⲛⲁⲡⲁⲩⲥⲓⲥ) when one leaves the body. If not, death is awaiting.250 The 

author(s) also asserts that baptism (ⲃⲁⲣⲧⲓⲥⲙⲁ) holds anastasis and redemption (ⲥⲱⲧⲉ), but 

redemption surpasses resurrection.251 The redemption that surpasses resurrection is another 

name of the Saviour.252  The baptism embraces the resurrection, though it is not equal to 

resurrection. The resurrection is from the chrism (ⲭⲣⲉⲓⲥⲙⲁ) that is superior to the water 

baptism.253 Hence, through baptism, both resurrection and redemption become possible, but 

redemption is of higher status than resurrection. 

The third gnostic text in which anastasis is attested is in The expository treatise on the soul. 

William Robinson junior has established some features shared with the Valentinians. However, 

the text also shares elements with other both gnostic and non-gnostic traditions. He dates the 

text to around year 200 A.D.254 The soul is revived by the Father and restored to the former 

                                                           
248 I have restricted it to the Nag Hammadi codex and the Berlin Codex. 
249 The Gospel of Philip 53 (100L.). 23-35) It occurs in a list that enumerates different terms as “the father”, “the 

son”, “holy spirit, “life”, “light”, “resurrection” and “church”. 
250 The Gospel of Philip 66 (114L.)7-21; 73 (121L.).2-4. 
251 The Gospel of Philip 69 (117L.). 14-28. 
252 The Gospel of Philip 62 (110L.).14. 
253 The Gospel of Philip 73 (121L.) 8-19; 74 (122L.) .22-14. 
254Layton 1989: 140. 
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state so that the soul can leave the death. It is anastasis.255 The resurrection is related to the 

bridal chamber, where the soul is joined to her true love, the father.256  

The two texts define "death" in different ways. In The gospel of Philip, it is an afterlife state. 

The resurrection saves the individual from entering the state of death.  In The expository treatise 

on the soul, death is life outside the father, and the resurrection brings the individual back to 

him. While anastasis in this text is connected to the bridal chamber, the resurrection must be 

attained before the bridal chamber in The gospel of Philip257  

There is no agreement within the scholars or ancient sources on the exact function of the word 

anastasis; however, the Gnostics seem to have strived to redefine both the meaning and sense 

of the code.   Hence, we cannot use an inter-contextual approach to understand the term in The 

Treatise on the Resurrection; we can only rely on an intra-contextual method. 

 

14.3 Anastasis in The treatise of the resurrection 

 

“… I am writing to you that it is necessary and therefore many disbelieve it. Still, 

there are some few who find it.”258 

 

The first information that the author gives about the resurrection is that it is a necessity. This 

quote is quite drastic; most of the cosmos and human beings are of little or no account. The 

resurrection is exclusive.  It divides human beings into two irreconcilable groups. 

 

The next time the author is a bit more precise: 

“…Through Him, they draw us to heaven like rays by the sun, not being obstructed 

by anything. This is the spiritual resurrection that swallows the soulish and likewise 

the fleshly.”259 

                                                           
255 The expository treatise on the soul 134.6-13. 
256 e.g. The expository treatise on the soul 132.25-133.15. 
257 The Gospel of Philip 69 (117L.). 14-28. In The gospel of Philip, the resurrection saves the individual from 

entering the death. In The expository treatise on the soul it is a resurrection that occur in the death. However, the 

two texts  
258 The treatise of resurrection 44.6-10:  ϯⲥϩⲉⲓⲓ ⲛⲉⲕ ϫⲉ ⲟⲩⲁⲛⲁⲅⲕⲁⲓⲟⲛ ⲧⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲟⲩⲛ ϩⲁϩ ⲙ ̅ⲙⲉⲛ ⲟⲉⲓ ⲛ̅ⲁⲡⲓⲥⲧⲟⲥ ⲁⲣⲁⲥ 

ϩⲛ̅ⲕⲟⲩⲉⲓ ⲛ̅ⲇⲉ ⲛⲉⲧϭⲓⲛⲉ ⲙ ̅ⲙⲁⲥ. 
259 The treatise of resurrection 45.31-46.2: ⲉⲩⲥⲱⲕ ⲙ ̅ⲙⲁⲛ ⲁⲧⲡⲉ ⲁⲃⲁⲗ ϩⲓⲧⲟⲟⲧϥ̅ ⲛⲑⲉ ⲛ̅ⲛⲓⲁⲕⲧⲓⲛ ϩⲓⲧⲙ ̅ ⲡⲣⲏⲏ 

ⲉⲛⲥⲉⲉⲙⲁⲧϩⲉ ⲙ ̅ⲙⲁⲛ ⲉⲛ ϩⲓⲧⲛ̅ ⲗⲁⲩⲉ ⲧⲉⲉⲓ ⲧⲉ ⲧⲁⲛⲁⲥⲧⲥⲓⲥ ⲛ̅ⲡⲉⲩⲙⲁⲧⲓⲕⲏ ⲉⲥⲱⲙⲛ̅ⲕ ⲛ̅ⲧⲯⲩⲭⲓⲕⲏ ϩⲟⲙⲟⲓⲱⲥ ⲙⲛ̅ ⲧⲕⲉⲥⲁⲣⲕⲓⲕⲏ. 
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During the discussion on the phrase “swallowing up” earlier in this thesis, the suggestions were 

made that, the soulish and the fleshly do not hint at an anthropological concept – not at the soul 

or flesh of individuals - but ontological realities. As ontological realities, they exist as nature in 

certain conditions. However, as they are no eternal or true realities, they are prone to be 

destroyed. Again, anastasis separates the necessity from that which is of no account.  

However, the quotation above is also speaking about a process. While the believers reach up to 

the saviour, the resurrection progresses.  

 

Next time we accounter anastasis it is in a more complicated context. 

 

“The assembly of the Fullness is small.  That which broke loose is the world, but 

the All is that which is encompassed since it has not been created – it existed.  

Therefore, you, my son Rheginos, do not doubt the resurrection! For indeed, you 

were not in the flesh; you accepted flesh after you went down in the world. Why 

shall you not accept flesh when you go up to the aeon?  That which is more elected 

than the flesh, that which is the cause of life, that which exist for your sake, is it not 

with you?”260 

 

Two different readings of this paragraph will be presented. The first one is by Malcolm Peel 

and the second by Bentley Layton. Both readings have influenced later generations of scholars. 

 

Malcolm Peel suggests that this passage parallel that of the Saviour. When the elected were pre-

existent in the All they were incorporeal. However, as the Saviour became flesh, they also 

                                                           
260 The word σύστημα us here translated as “assembly”. The word refers to a collegium of body of anything. It 

was therefore also used e.g. for a collegium as for example a body of priest or soldiers. Therefore, it can also be 

translated as “the assembly, the structure or the system of the Fullness” (Sophocles 1900: 1059; Henry George 

Liddell & Robert Scott 1940).  ⲟⲩⲕⲟⲩⲉⲓ is an adjective, meaning both “small” or “young”. Both translations are 

possible. It can be “small” connected to that it is not “scattered”, what is the possible reference here. However, 

The Fullness, Pleroma, was often referred to as “being young” in the Valentinian myths. In a fragment written 

by Valentinus, the “child” is probably the Fullness as a unitarian offspring of the father (It is preserved by 

Hippolytos of Rome, The Refutation of All Heresies 6.37.7. For an analysis of the fragment see Thomassen 

2008: 479-488.) In the prologue of The Tripartite Tractate (NHC I,4) brought the Father forth everything as a 

little child (The Tripartite Tractate 62.6-7.) 

   The Treatise on the Resurrection 46.35-47.13: ⲡⲥⲩⲥⲧⲏⲙⲁ ⲙ ̅ⲡⲡⲗⲏⲣⲱⲙⲁ ⲟⲩⲭⲟⲩⲉⲓ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁϩⲃⲱⲗ ⲁⲃⲁⲗ ⲁϥϣⲱⲡⲉ 

ⲙ ̅ⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ ⲡⲧⲏⲣϥ̅ ⲛ̅ϫⲉ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩⲉⲙⲁϩⲧⲉ ⲙ ̅ⲙⲁϥ ⲙⲡⲉϥ ϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛⲉϥϣⲱⲱⲡ ⲡⲉ ϩⲱⲥⲧⲉ ⲙ ̅ⲡⲱⲣ ⲁⲣ ̅ ⲇⲓⲥⲧⲁⲍⲉ ⲉⲧⲃⲉ 

ⲧⲁⲛⲁⲥⲧⲁⲥⲓⲥ ⲡⲁϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲣⲏⲅⲓⲛⲉ ⲉⲓϣⲡⲉ ⲛⲉⲕϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲛ̅ⲅⲁⲣ ⲉⲛ ϩⲛ ⲥⲁⲣⲝ ⲁⲕϫⲓ ⲥⲁⲣⲝ ⲛ̅ⲧⲁⲣⲉⲕⲉⲓ ⲁϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲁⲡⲓⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ ⲉⲧⲃⲉ 

ⲉⲩ ⲛ̅ⲕⲁϫⲓ ⲉⲛ ⲛ̅ⲧⲥⲁⲣⲝ ⲉⲕϣⲁⲛⲃⲱⲕ ⲁϩⲣⲓ ⲁϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲁⲡⲁⲓⲱⲛ ⲡⲉⲧⲥⲁⲧⲡ ̅ ⲁⲧⲥⲁⲣⲝ ⲡⲉⲧϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲛⲉⲥ ⲛ ̅ⲁⲓⲧⲓⲟⲥ ⲙ ̅ⲡⲱⲱⲛϩ̅ 

ⲡⲉⲧϣⲱⲡⲉⲉⲧⲃⲏⲧⲕ̅ ⲙⲏ ⲙ ̅ⲡⲱⲕ ⲉⲛ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲉⲧⲉ ⲡⲱⲕ ⲡⲉ ⲙⲏⲛ̅ϥϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲉⲛ ⲛⲙ ̅ⲙⲉⲕ. 
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became flesh when they entered the world. Later, at the resurrection, they received flesh with 

another quality.261 Therefore, the divine realisation leads from incorporeal into corporeal 

through a temporary earthly body.  

There are, though, some problems with his theory. “Flesh”, in Greek sarx (σάρξ), must not be 

equal to “body”, soma (σῶμα).262 There is no consensus in ancient thinking on the relation 

between sarx (σάρξ) and soma (σῶμα). Angelic creatures, for example, were more often than 

not considered to be corporeal, but not having “sarx”. If one had no “flesh” in the pre-existence 

would not necessarily mean that one did not have a body. The author of The Treatise on the 

Resurrection gives no information on this subject matter. He says that the Saviour was a “seed 

of truth from above”.263  Even if one understands this phrase figuratively, it does not give any 

information about the nature of the incorporeality or corporeality. Also, just before the closing 

passage in the letter, the author urges Rheginos to “attain once more that which existed first.”264 

The so-called “resurrection body” that Malcolm Peel refers to was created and did not exist 

first, but at a later stage in the salvation process. 

 

Bentley Layton assumes that the author openly attacks the belief in the resurrection of the flesh. 

He focuses on the phrase “that which is the cause of life”.265 “That” is in this clause a dativus 

ethicus; an ethic dative is used to imply that a person/thing, other than the subject or object, has 

an interest in the fact stated. The most natural object the ethic dative refers to in this text is the 

mind”, nous, since the author frequently refers to nous as the chosen element. However, Bentley 

Layton rejects this reading. It cannot refer to “the mind”, nous, because it is not “the mind” that 

is revivifying the body, but the soul. The soul psukhē (ψυχή) vivifies the body so that it becomes 

a living body. “That”, to which the author indirectly refers, must, therefore, be the soul, psukhē. 

Through introducing the soul, psukhē, in the clause, he can interpret the text in a Platonic way: 

it is both the naked “mind” and “naked soul” that will resurrect, not the body.266 Shortly – to 

clarify what Bentley Layton mean - the Platonic philosophers thought that the soul had a higher 

rational capacity, nous. It was the superior element in the soul. Over time, this reflective element 

became more and more detached from the soul until it became an individual entity. The soul 

                                                           
261 Peel 1969: 109, 11-2, 129. 
262 Malcolm Peel understands The treatise on Resurrection through Paulinian exegetic. However, There is no 

consensus among the Scholars on the relation between sarx (σάρξ) and soma (σῶμα) in Paul’s theology. 
263 The Treatise on the Resurrection 44.34-5. 
264The Treatise on the Resurrection 49.34-6: “…but would himself attain once more that which existed first”. ⲁⲗⲗⲁ 

ⲉϥⲛⲁϫⲓ ⲙ ̅ⲙⲁϥ ⲟⲩⲁⲉⲉⲧϥ̅ ⲛ̅ⲕⲉⲥⲁⲡ ⲡⲉⲉⲓ ⲉⲧϣⲣⲡ ̅ ⲛ̅ϣⲟⲟⲡ 
265 Layton 1979: 77-8. 
266 Layton 1979: 77-80. 
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was supposed to act on rational thinking, i.e., the nous, however, the soul preferred to act upon 

the earthly things, attaching itself to a physical body. The soul vivified the earthly body so that 

the body got the capacity to move, to talk, to think, namely the capacity to live. Without the 

soul, a body is just a chunk of dead matter. Though, the intention is that the soul shall free 

himself from the body and again turn to rational thinking and arise into the divine reality.267 It 

is to this kind of life-giving function of the soul that is acting upon a body that Bentley Layton 

refers. To sustain this reading of the text, he does not make a literal translation of the source 

text but paraphrases the source text, i.e. clarifies in his own words what the author is meant to 

say. Perhaps one can call it a sense-to-sense translation.268 

There are some problems in this reading too. Firstly, the soul, psukhē, is remarkably absent in 

the text. Secondly, in this clause, the author uses the Coptic word, ōōnh (ⲱⲱⲛϩ) for “life”. 

When the author speaks about life in the body, he or she uses the Greek word bios (βιός).269 

Ōōnh and βιός might refer to two different sorts of life: on the one hand the spiritual life and 

on the other hand, the earthly life. If so, the ethic dative does not refer to the life-giving effects 

of the soul, since the revivifying function of the soul only acts upon a physical body. 

 

Let us view it from another point of view. The author was establishing a link between the 

descent down in the world and the raising into the aeon; namely, that flesh is needed. One is 

saved directly after the death, albeit one is already granted redemption in advance since one by 

nature belongs to the All. Why must one be reassured that, though one has flesh after death, 

that what surpasses flesh will be with him? That it belongs to him and is there for his sake?  If 

it is a resurrection body, this must be self-evident.  

Then, to what refers the ethic dative “that”?  It surpasses the flesh and is the cause of life. 

Malcolm Peel suggests that it can be inner, spiritual limbs, i.e. the spiritual flesh.270 Bentley 

Layton has suggested that it is the soul, psukhē.271 However, both suggestions have already 

proofed to be difficult to sustain. It can hardly be nous since it existed before Rheginos and did 

not come into being because of him. 

There is, however, one thing that came into being for the sake of Rheginos: the salvation-work 

of the Saviour. The Treatise on the Resurrection is a Christological text. Only one example is 

                                                           
267 For a short but good introduction on the Platonic soul-body problematic see e.g. Lan 1995; Collier 2013. For 

an ancient author see e.g. Plotinus, Ennead, 4.8. 
268 Layton 1979: 23. 
269 The Treatise on the Resurrection 45.39; 49.20. 
270 Peel 1969: 84. 
271 Layton 1979: 78-81. 
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the faith formulae that follow the one-membered, Christological pattern. Another example is 

the chiasm. It is also Christ that makes everything good.272 It is the Saviour that is the vivifying 

power, making the believers recognise who they are and brings them back to life.  

My suggestion is that the author does not refer to the resurrection body, but to a body in which 

the salvation work goes further after the death.273 

Let us for a moment picture the situation for a member in the early Christian communities in 

the second century. They know that they are going to die. But then? The gospels do not give 

much information. The apostle Paul is so ambiguous that already the early generations of 

Christians discussed what he meant; a problem that is still not solved in the modern discourses. 

The church fathers favoured the idea that one slept between death and resurrection.274 Then 

again, Tatian of Adiabene proclaimed in Ratio ad Graecos that both soul and body would 

dissolve and die when the human lifespan comes to an end, only to come to life again at the end 

of the world.275 

Meanwhile, 4 Ezra circulated that declared that the soul/spirit was fully aware from the moment 

of death to the resurrection moment. The Greek version of the Apocalypse of Peter spoke about 

hell and punishment in hell.  

It is no wonder that Rheginos needs to be reassured: after death, he will still be walking on the 

salvation path, with flesh, in the body of the Saviour. 

 

“Then, what is the resurrection? It is the continual disclosure to those who have 

arisen. For surely, you memorised when you read the gospels, that Elijah appeared 

and Moses with him. Do not think that resurrection is a presentation! It is not a 

presentation, but it is true. It is more fitting to say that the world is a presentation 

                                                           
272 The Treatise on the Resurrection 49.7. 
273 The intermediate state was a central subject for discussion in the Christian, Jewish and pagan communities 

during the second century. Not only the church fathers but also the apocryphal and apocalyptic circles discussed 

it. The Gnostics speculated on the subject matter too, albeit modern scholars have paid little attention to it. 

However, the Gnostic speculations on the intermediate state exist both in the Nag Hammadi Codices and Codex 

Berlin Only one example is The hypostasis of the archons in Nag Hammadi codex II.  Sabaoth - the son of 

Yaldabaoth, which is the cause of the death – recognises Wisdom. Hence, he is placed on a throne in the seventh 

heaven and is instructed by Wisdom and her daughter Life.  The individuals that welcome the messenger of the 

holy spirit and receive instruction on the path do not belong to the deception of Yaldabaoth anymore.  Death 

does not influence them anymore.  However, the final liberating revelation is still a future happening. The text 

alludes to an intermediate existence with Yaldabaoth. 
274 Se e.g. Mutie 2015: 192-4. 
275 Tatian of Adiabene, Address to the Greeks 6-7, 11, 13. 
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than the resurrection, which came to be through our Lord, the Saviour, Jesus 

Christ.”276 

 

The purpose of the reference to Moses and Elijah can be pure authorisation since it is an allusion 

to the transfiguration story in The gospel of Mark and the synoptic parallels.277 If so, no exegesis 

is needed. However, there are some interesting facts. The Christ figure is omitted, which point 

out that his transfiguration was of another order and that Christ was not an intended subject. 

The narrative is very plain; no shining faces or clothes as white as the light, no heavenly voices, 

clouds, shelters, disciples or other witnesses. Only this: a continual revelation to Moses and 

Elijah. Those who have entered the aeon is not passive figures standing there on the 

Transfiguration Mountain but are still standing in the process of revelation. The author makes 

it very clear that anastasia is not interchangeable with “arising” but is a precondition for 

resurrection.  

At the same time, the author is referring to phantasia. If Moses and Elijah appear in the flesh, 

whether it is spiritual flesh or not, they still exist as phenomena in the world and is not 

resurrected. Even at this point, on the height of revelation, the believers are reminded of the 

“otherness” of the resurrection. It cannot be grasped and perceived through our sensory input, 

thinking or memory. It is not a phantasia.  

 

 ‘The world is a presentation; hence, let me not vilify things further. But the 

resurrection does not have the property above, for it is the truth – that which stands 

firm – and it is the revelation of what is. It is the altering of things and the transition 

into newness. For the imperishable flows down upon the perishable and the light 

flows down upon the darkness, swallowing it up, and the Fullness, it fills the 

                                                           
276    The Treatise on the Resurrection 49.4-19: ⲉⲩ ϭⲉ ⲧⲉ ⲧⲁⲛⲁⲥⲧⲁⲥⲓⲥ ⲡϭⲱⲗⲡ ̅ ⲉⲃⲱⲗ ⲡⲉ ⲛ̅ⲟⲩⲁⲉⲓϣ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲛ̅ⲛⲉⲧⲁϩⲧⲱⲟⲩⲛ 

ⲉⲓϣⲡⲉ ⲁⲕⲣ ̅ ⲡⲙⲉⲩⲉ ⲛ̅ⲅⲁⲣ ⲉⲕⲱϣ ϩⲙ ̅ ⲡⲉⲩⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲓⲟⲛ ϫⲉ ⲁϩⲏⲗⲉⲓⲁⲥ ⲟⲩⲱⲛϩ ⲁⲃⲁⲗ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲙⲱⲩⲥⲏⲥ ⲛⲙ ̅ⲙⲉϥ ⲙ ̅ⲡⲱⲣ ⲁⲙⲉⲩⲉ 

ⲁⲧⲁⲛⲁⲥⲧⲁⲥⲓⲥ ϫⲉ ⲟⲩⲫⲁⲛⲧⲁⲥⲓⲁ ⲧⲉ ⲟⲩⲫⲁⲛⲧⲁⲥⲓⲁ ⲉⲛ ⲧⲉ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲟⲩⲙⲏⲉ ⲧⲉ ⲛ̅ϩⲟⲩⲟ ⲛ̅ⲇⲉ ⲟⲩⲡⲉⲧⲉⲥϣⲉ ⲡⲉ ⲁϫⲟⲟⲥ ϫⲉ 

ⲟⲩⲫⲁⲛⲧⲁⲥⲓⲁ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ ⲛ ̅ϩⲟⲩⲟ ⲁⲧⲁⲛⲁⲥⲧⲁⲥⲓⲥ ⲧⲉⲉⲓ ⲉⲛⲧⲁⲥϣⲱⲡⲉⲁⲃⲁⲗ ϩⲓⲧⲟⲟⲧϥ ⲙ ̅ⲡⲉⲛϫⲁⲉⲓⲥ ⲡⲥⲱⲧⲏⲣ ⲓⲏⲥⲟⲩⲥ 

ⲡⲉⲭⲣⲏⲥⲧⲟⲥ. 
277 Moses and Elijah are nearly absent in the Gnostic literature. The few times Moses appear, it is as writer of the 

Genesis-story and not a lawgiver and often in a negative perspective. The few times he occurs are mostly in 

Sethian Gnostic texts. One can speculate on the symbolic appearance of Moses and Elijah as symbols of the 

beginning of time and the end of the days. Or that none of them has a known death. However, those speculations 

were mainly among the Jewish or Jewish-Christian groups and of a later date. I think that the author simply has 

chosen them, because they both have left the earthly life and still appears at the mountain. However, also because 

it is a good metaphor.  
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deficiency. These are the symbols and images of the Resurrection. He (Christ) it is 

that creates the good.”278 

 

Finally, the author let us know what resurrection is; it is a cosmic transition into newness and 

the restoration of the Fullness. 

 

14.4 p-tōoun 

 

Tōoun (ⲧⲱⲟⲩⲛ) is a word that can mean rising, resurrection, what is risen, height. The noun, 

contrary to anastasis, is not limited to the Christian resurrection. It is quite rare as a translation 

for the Greek anastasis in the early Coptic manuscripts of the New Testament.279 It is used once 

in The Treatise on the Resurrection:  

 

Therefore, for the sake of unity, do not think partially, Rheginos, or live in 

conformity with this flesh but leave the partitions and the chains! And then you 

immediately have the resurrection. For, if that which will know about itself that it 

dies – even if it has many years in this life, it is brought to this - how come you do 

not look at yourself as arisen and brought to this? If you have the ascension but 

continue as you would die, even though that one knows that it has died, why, then, 

do I renounce your inexperience? 

 

Henri-Charles Puech and Gilles Quispel, Bentley Layton, Luther Martin and Malcolm Peel 

interpret P-tōoun and anastasis as interchangeable. It is one of the arguments for a realised 

eschatology in the text.   

                                                           
278   Treatise on the resurrection: 48.19-49.6: ⲉⲧⲃⲉ ⲉⲩ ⲛⲇⲉ ⲉⲉⲓⲧⲁⲙⲱ ⲙ ̅ⲙⲁⲕ ⲛ̅ⲧⲉⲩⲛⲟⲩ ⲛⲉⲧⲁⲁⲛϩ̅ ⲥⲉⲛⲁⲙⲟⲩ ⲡⲱⲥ ⲉⲩⲁⲛϩ̅ 

ϩⲛ̅ ⲟⲩⲫⲁⲛⲧⲁⲥⲓⲁ ⲛ̅ⲣⲙ ̅ⲁⲁⲉⲓ ⲁⲩⲣ ̅ ϩⲏⲕⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲛ̅ⲣⲁⲉⲓ ⲁⲩϣⲣ ̅ϣⲱⲣⲟⲩ ⲡⲧⲏⲣϥ ϣⲁⲣⲉⲃϣⲃ ̅ⲉⲓⲉ ⲟⲩⲫⲁⲛⲧⲁⲥⲓⲁ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ  

ϫⲉⲕⲁⲥⲉ ϭⲉ ⲛⲓⲣ ̅ ⲕⲁⲧⲁⲗⲁⲗⲉⲓ ⲥⲁ ⲛϩⲃⲏⲩⲉ ⲁⲡⲉϩⲟⲩⲟ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲧⲁⲛⲁⲥⲧⲁⲥⲓⲥ ⲙⲛ̅ⲧⲉⲥ ⲙ ̅ⲙⲉⲩ ⲙ ̅ⲡⲓⲥⲙⲁⲧ ⲛ̅ϯⲙⲓⲛⲉ ϫⲉ ⲧⲙⲏⲉ ⲧⲉ ⲡⲉ 

ⲡⲉⲧⲁϩⲉ ⲁⲣⲉⲧϥ̅ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲟⲩⲱⲛϩ̅ ⲁⲃⲁⲗ ⲙ ̅ⲡⲉⲧϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲡⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡϣⲃ̅ⲉⲓⲉ ⲡⲉ ⲛ̅ⲛ̅ϩⲃⲏⲩⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲟⲩⲙⲉⲧⲁⲃⲟⲗⲏ ⲁϩⲟⲩⲛ 

ⲁⲩⲙⲛ̅ⲧⲃⲣ ̅ⲣⲉ ⲧⲙⲛ̅ⲧⲁⲧⲧⲉⲕⲟ ⲛ̅ⲅⲁⲣ ⲥϩⲉϯⲉ ⲁϩⲣⲏⲓ ⲁⲡⲓⲧⲛ̅ ⲁⲭⲙ ̅ ⲡⲧⲉⲕⲟ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲙⲟⲩⲁⲉⲓⲛ ϥϩⲉϯⲉ ⲁⲡⲓⲧⲛ̅ ⲁϫⲙ ̅ ⲡⲕⲉⲕⲉⲓ ⲉϥⲱⲙⲛ̅ⲕ 

ⲙ ̅ⲙⲁϥ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲗⲏⲣⲱⲙⲁ ϥ̅ϫⲱⲕ ⲁⲃⲁⲗ ⲙ ̅ⲡⲉϣⲧⲁ. 
279 In the Sahidic manuscripts it occurs six times. However, it is manuscripts which spans more than 1,000 years. 
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The translator uses anastasis ten times, and here he or she abruptly prefers to use another word. 

Style? It is an early Coptic text, so could be dialectical fluctuations. However, in another short 

paragraph, he or she uses the word anastasis three times in a sequence.280 It did not trouble him. 

Then, if we accept that it is a deliberate choice to use two different worlds, the worlds are not 

interchangeable. Through the ascension in the body of the Saviour, the resurrection becomes 

possible. There is thus three stages or aspects:  

1. Because of the inherent nature of the elected, he or she is a member of the All and will 

have salvation.281 

2. The inherent nature is the same as the nature of the Saviour. Therefore, he or she can 

interact with the Saviour and finally become like him. The believer rises to him until he 

or she has the ascension. 

3.  The ascension into the body of the Saviour leads to further revelations until, at a later 

moment, the resurrection occurs. The author gives no evidence of a consumed 

resurrection. 

 

The author also makes one thing clear about the resurrection: it is the unity of all things: 

Therefore, for the sake of unity, do not think partially…. And then you immediately have the 

resurrection. 

 

14.5 Eschatology – apokatastasis 

Through the chiasm, we were informed that Saviour has a trinary nature. It is the Son of Man 

that will restore the Fullness (Pleroma). We have also understood that the Saviour and the 

believers have the same nature. Therefore, he can be a model for believers. They enter the aeon 

that is the body of the Saviour; this is the Body of Truth. Consequently, it is the Body of Truth 

that will restore the Fullness. The word that is used for “restore” is the word apokatastasis 

(ⲁⲡⲟⲕⲁⲧⲁⲥⲧⲥⲓⲥ):  the restoration of the Fullness would take place through the Son of Man.282 

Apokatastasis (ἀποκατάστασις) is a Greek word, meaning “to restore”. The expression applies 

to the Fullness, Pleroma (πλήρωμα). This combination is a terminus technicus in the 

                                                           
280 The treatise of resurrection 48.4-19. 
281 The Treatise on the Resurrection 46.25-30; 47.24-30  
282 The Treatise on the Resurrection 44.31-2. 
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Valentinian cosmogony. As Malcolm Peel states, the use of this phrase and seen within the 

broader context of the treatise, is a confirmation of Valentinian elements in the text.283 

The term is linked to the Valentinian creation myth. Wisdom (or Logos), the last and youngest 

of the divine emanations, turned away from its spiritual counterpart and embraced itself. 

Through this action, it gave birth to the deficiency; deficiency is the result of the imbalance 

Wisdom caused when it turned around.  The Fullness, namely the congregation of all the divine 

emanations, had been disordered and broken. The deficiency originates from Wisdom but is 

standing outside the divine order. Hence, an unperfect world became created and had to be 

restored to Wisdom. Therefore, a saviour was sent down to gather the elected ones. He 

enlightens them so that they can enter the Body of Truth. Wisdom cannot be restored before all 

ignorance has given way for knowledge. If Wisdom is not standing in glory, if a shadow of 

ignorance still exists, the deficiency exists, and can the Fullness not be established.  In the end, 

Wisdom will be restored, and the order in the Fullness becomes re-established. That is the 

apokatastasis.284 

The author does not speak openly about this myth; however, the existence of the term 

apokatastasis linked to the pleroma, the cosmological structure in the letter, the thematic 

conformity with other Valentinian text, how the author transcends the individual to the cosmic, 

may signify a cosmic future resurrection. According to The Treatise on the Resurrection, 

resurrection is a particular happening; not all cosmos and not all creatures will be transfigured. 

The text is a Christological text, where Christ not only is a predecessor or model but the core 

feature that through the Body of Truth can gather the knowers. The believer and the saviour are 

unity since they all are standing in the Truth. 

It was not only the Gnostics that used the concept of Apokatastasis; however, according to Ilaria 

Ramelli, it influenced the Christian concept of apokatastasis. In particular, the core role of 

Christ in this restoration, that the apokatastasis is characterised by perfect unity, is not universal 

and the equality of those who participate in the apokatastasis was typical Gnostic elements. 

The Gnostic concept of apokatastasis had a significant influence on Bardaisan, Clement of 

Alexandria, Origen of Alexandria and their followers. She also points out that apokatastasis 

and resurrection are intertwined in the Valentinian texts.285  

                                                           
283 Attridge 1984b; 153. 
284 For apokatastasis se e.g. Thomassen 2008: 169, 184–5, 245, 291; Ramelli 2012. 
285 Ramelli 2012. 
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The saved one will not be confronted by the termination of the cosmic order: 

 

” The inferior is waning, but there is mercy for it. Nothing, then, redeem us from 

this place, but the All - which are us – is saved. We have been granted salvation 

[from an end, namely the last things. Let us think so. Let us accept it so”.286 

 

14.6 conclusion 

By using the concept of phantasia, the author let us know that this is only the predisposition for 

the resurrection. The metaphor of Moses and Elijah is not used to demonstrate the state of 

resurrection or resurrection body, but to reassure the believer that the path of salvation extends 

after death in the body of Christ, until a cosmic happening occurs. The codes “rising”, and 

“resurrection” seems to have two different senses. The first one refers to the rising into the 

spiritual model. When this arising is occurred, one is granted the intermediate state in the 

Spiritual Body of the Saviour, where the revelation continues. “Resurrection” refers to a 

happening that the author does not describe; it cannot be described. Not directly, but indirectly 

through inter-contextual study, one may suggest from the context that the resurrection refers to 

apokatastasis.  

The intent of the author seems to be to re-evaluate the concept of resurrection. However, since 

the most necessary intention of the author is to communicate, the recipients he communicated 

with must be receptive to new re-definitions. 

 

 

Summary 

Scholars always have understood The treatise on the resurrection as one of the few texts that, 

without any doubt, gave evidence of realised eschatology in antiquity. However, this consensus 

creates more problems than it solves: both with the reading of the text and syntactic problems 

in the Coptic source text.  By placing the text in a Valentinian context, this position was 

                                                           
286The treatise of resurrection 47.22-9.  ⲡⲉⲑⲁⲩ ⲟⲩⲛⲧⲉϥ ⲙ ̅ⲙⲉⲩ ⲙ ̅ⲡϭⲱϫⲃ ̅ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲟⲩⲛ̅ ϩⲙⲁⲧ ⲁⲣⲁϥ ⲙⲛ̅ ⲗⲁⲁⲩⲉ ϭⲉ ⲥⲱⲧ 

ⲙ ̅ⲙⲁⲛ ⲁⲃⲁⲗ ⲛ̅ⲛⲓⲙⲁ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲡⲧⲣⲏϥ̅ ⲉⲧⲉ ⲁⲛⲁⲛ ⲡⲉ ⲧⲛ̅ⲟⲩⲁϫ ⲁϩⲛ̅ϫⲓ ⲙ ̅ⲡⲟⲩϫⲉⲉⲓ ϫⲓⲛⲣ ⲁⲣⲏϫϥ̅ ϩⲁ ⲑⲁⲏ  

” 



88 
 

challenged. If we understand the author as a Valentinian and are using ancient literary devices 

to understand the text, no irrefutable evidence has been found that sustain a realised 

eschatology. Those ancient literary devices may fool a modern reader of the text since he or she 

does not always pay attention to them. Therefore, it was essential to study the intention of the 

author and not the modern reader´s perspective. 

The text-critical method used in the thesis was the author-intentional theory of meaning: the 

text was analysed from the author's intentions and not from the reader perspective. The 

objective of the author seems to have been a re-evaluation of the concept of resurrection. 

However, since the most necessary intention of the author is to communicate, the recipients he 

communicated with must have been receptive to new re-definitions. It suggests that the text was 

not meant to be an a-historic text written for fictive readers. 

There seems to be a common ground between The Treatise on the Resurrection and the other 

texts in codex 1 and XI,1.  Many themes in The treatise of the resurrection were also found in 

those texts. Furthermore, some of the themes were only found in those texts. It indicates that 

they all, at least partially, are products of a common tradition. However, this is not a statement, 

but must only be regarded as a suggestion for further research on the subject matter. 

The outcome of the thesis is that the author seems to have intended a future collective 

resurrection; a resurrection that is entwined with the restoration of the original order.  

The first step was to re-examine the genre of the text. It seems to be a diatribe only in style and 

not to the substance of matter. Therefore, one must not overstress the philosophic function: the 

strains of faith surfaced, and the formula of faith was identified.  A formula of faith states certain 

core events, which were used as a model for the believer. After the faith has been confirmed, in 

the individual, the individual is urged to intimate the model and reach up to it, until he or she 

becomes the model. It is the ascension but not resurrection.   

The trinary nature of the Saviour was defined in a chiasm.  The “Son of God” is the active 

aspect of God and the archetype or origin of the Truth.  The “Son of Man” is the divine 

conception of the Truth; the Body of Truth. The “Lord” is the physical appearance, presenting 

the knowledge and the tradition.  Everyone, who by nature is predestined to know the Truth, 

begins a process where he or she is interacting with and imitates this body until a final ascension 

takes place. The scholars have assumed that this is a process of realised eschatology. However, 

by using the concept of phantasia, the author let us know that this is only the predisposition for 

the resurrection. 
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The thesis has also defined the framework in which “resurrection” occurs. Through the chiasm 

and the discussion of the ontological realities of the world, we know that the author does not 

refer to an individual resurrection. The author has overturned this concept into a cosmic 

happening. It is not about the death of Jesus, but the death of the law of nature, namely cosmos. 

The author referred not to the extermination or transition of the soul or body but the ontological 

realities of the creation.  

The author defines the resurrection by what it not is. The most crucial definition is that it is no 

phantasia. To understand phantasia as “illusion”, “apparition” or “illusion” is an anachronism.  

Phantasia was either the faculty who arranged the sensory inputs to perceptions or the 

presentation in the mind of those perceptions. During the second century, the later 

understanding was prevalent. Therefore, phantasias were presentations of the world; 

presentations that we use when we are thinking and conceptualise or remember something. 

Hence, the resurrection cannot be conceptualised or understood by any individual. 

Finally, the author brings the metaphor of Moses and Elias on the Transfiguration Mountain to 

fore. However, it is no confirmation on realised eschatology. As a true Gnostic, the author 

overturns the metaphor and shows that it is not the resurrection. Instead of giving the expected 

information about the resurrection, the author turns everything upside down: the resurrection 

cannot be comprehended nor explained. The metaphor of Moses and Elijah is not used to 

reassure the believer that the path of salvation extends after death in the body of Christ until a 

cosmic happening occurs.  

The author uses two words for “the arising”, namely p-tōoun and anastasis.  In all translations 

of The treatise of resurrection, the translators have assumed that the terms are interchangeable 

and translated them as “resurrection”.  Again, we must be careful that it does not become an 

anachronism. Albeit, the early Christianity arose in a world where “ascension”, p-tōoun,  were 

used metaphorically for many different procedures. It seems as the author deliberate has chosen 

to use two different words and that they are not interchangeable. Through the ascension in the 

body of the Saviour, the resurrection becomes possible. The resurrection may be intertwined 

with apokatastasis; the future extermination of the cosmos and the restoration of the Fullness. 

The author does not refer to this myth; however, the existence of the term apokatastasis linked 

to the pleroma, the cosmological structure in the letter, the thematic conformity with other 

Valentinian texts may signify a cosmic future resurrection.  
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APPENDIX 

 

Translation and comments on The Treatise on the Resurrection, 

Nag Hammadi Codex I,4. 

 

 

43.25My son Rheginos, there are some who yearn to learn many things.  They have this goal 

when they embrace unsolved philosophical questions. Also,43.30 if they hit the mark, they are 

usually overwhelmed by themselves.  I do not think that they have stood within the Word of 

Truth. They are searching for5 more than their repose, athat which we have received through 

our Saviour, our Lord Christ, 44.1 when we came to know the truth and reposed in it. But since 

you ask us 5 gently what is right about the resurrection, I am writing to you that it is necessary 

and therefore many disbelieve it. Still,44.10 there are some few10 who find it. So then, let the word 

on the subject come unto us.  

“How did the Lord proclaim the things when he was in the flesh and after he had revealed 

himself as the son of God, wandering in the place where you are and speaking 44.20 about the 

law of nature, which I, however, call death? The Son of God, Rheginos, was Son of Man and - 

possessing humanity and divinity - he embraced them both so that he may overpower death 

through his divine Sonship,44.30 whereas the restoration of the Fullness would take place  

through the Son of Man, because he was first a seed of the Truth from above before this cosmic 

structure stood. In this lords and deities exist in multiplicity.” 

I know,  that I 45.1 offer the solution in complicated terms but there is nothing difficult in the 

Word of Truth, nay rather, because the solution must come forthb  so as not to remain hidden, 

it was caused to reveal  all things regarding the being  openly: the destruction 45.10 of the inferior 

and the revelation of the elected. This is the emanation of Truth and Spirit. Grace is the Truth. 

 

The Saviour swallowed death – you are not ascribed as being ignorant – for he laid off the 

world that is dying, transformed himself into an indestructible aeon and arose, swallowing 45.20 

the visible through the invisible, and granted us the way to our immortality. Verily, just as the 

apostle said: we suffered with him, arose with him and came to heaven with him. Indeed, we 

are visible in this 45.30 world when we are wearing Him, being that One´s rays. Through Him, 

they embrace us until our twilight, namely, our death in physical life. Through Him, they draw 
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us to heaven like rays by the sun, not being obstructed by anything. This is the spiritual 

resurrection 46.1 that swallows the soulish and likewise the fleshly.c  Indeed, if there is one who 

does not believe, he would not have persuasion, for it is the domain of faith and not that of 

persuasion that the dead shall arised. And is there one among the philosophers here who 

believe, even so, he will arise. And - on behalf of our faith -   do not cause the philosopher here 

46.10 to believe a man who is turned around to himself.e For we have known the Son of Man and 

we have believed that he arose from those who are dead. And this is what is said of him: He 

was the dissolution of death.  As he, whom they believe in, is mighty,46.20 mighty are those who 

believe. The thought of those that are saved will not perish. The mind of those who have known 

him will not perish. Because we are elected for redemption and salvation, because we were set 

apart from the beginning to not fall into the foolishness of the ignorant, 46.30 but would enter 

the wisdom of those who know the Truth. The Truth, which they guard, cannot be dismissed, 

nor was it scattered.f The assembly of the Fullness is small.g That which broke loose is the 

world, but the All is that which is encompassed since it has not been created 47.1 – it existed.h 

Therefore, you, my son Rheginos, do not doubt the resurrection! For indeed, you were not in 

the flesh; you accepted flesh after you went down in the world. Why shall you not accept flesh 

when you go up to the aeon?i That which is more elected than the flesh,47.10 that which is the 

cause of life, that which exist for your sake, is it not with you? 

 

 But, while you are here, what is it that you want?j This is what you hαstend to learn: the 

afterbirth of the body, that is, old, age, and that you remain perishable. You have the deficiency 

as a gain, 47.20 for you will not pay that which is chosen if you go. The inferior is waning, but 

there is mercy for it. Nothing, then, redeem us from this place but the All - which are us - is 

saved. We have been granted salvation [ from an end, namely the last things.]k Let us think 

so.47.30 Let us accept it so.l Still, some desire knowledge regarding what they are asking about, 

as for whether if the saved one shall be immediately saved when he leaves his body. Let no one 

doubt, hence, as for [the manner of it],mthe visible members which are dead 48.1 will not be 

saved, for the living members who are among them would be saved.n 

Then, what is the resurrection? It is the continual disclosure to those who have arisen.o  For 

surely, you memorised when you read the gospels, that Elijah appeared and Moses 48.10 with 

him. Do not think that resurrection is a presentation! It is not a presentation, but it is true. It is 

more fitting to say that the world is a presentation than the resurrection, which came to be 

through our Lord, the Saviour, Jesus Christ.48.20 What am I telling you just now? Those who 

are living die. How can they live in a presentation? The rich became poor, and the rulers are 
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overthrown. Everything is changing. The world is a presentation; hence, let me not vilify the 

things further. 48.30 But the resurrection does not have the property above, for it is the truth – 

that which stands firm – and it is the revelation of what is. It is the altering of thingsp and a 

transition into newness. For the imperishable 49.1 flows down upon the perishable and the light 

flows down upon the darkness, swallowing it up, and the Fullness, it fills the deficiency. These 

are the symbols and images of the Resurrection. He (Christ) it is that creates the good.q  

 

Therefore, for the sake of unity, 49.10 do not think partially, Rheginos, or live in conformity with 

this flesh but leave the partitions and the chains! And then you immediately have the 

resurrection. For, if that which will know about itself that it dies – even if it has many years 

49.20 in this life, it is brought to this - how come you do not look at yourself as arisen and brought 

to this? If you have the ascension but continue as you would die, even though that one knows 

that it has died, why, then, do I renounce your 49.30 inexperience? It is in order of each one to 

practice in several ways to be released from the element so that he shall not go astray but would 

himself attain once more that which existed first. 

These things, which I have received from the generosity of my 50.1 Lord, Christ, I have taught 

you and your brothers, my sons, not leaving out anything of what is necessary to strengthen you 

(pl.).  If there is something written, which is concealed in my exposition of the Word, I will 

explain it for you (pl.) when you ask. But now, do not be jealous of anyone who belongs to 

you.51.10 For him there is power to help.r There are many who look into this; this that I have 

written about to you. To them I say: peace among them and grace. I bid you and those who love 

you (pl.) in brotherly love farewell. 

 

 

The treatise on the resurrection 

 

 

 

 

a I am reading ⲛ̅ϩⲟⲩⲟ ⲁ- (43.5) as a comparative construction (“more than…”). This reading 

has already been suggested by Hans-Martin Schenke, Robert Haardt och John Barns. Later 

translators do not agree on grammatical grounds (the construction should then be ⲉⲩϣⲓⲛⲉ 
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ⲛ̅ϩⲟⲩⲟ ⲛ-) and read ⲛ̅ϩⲟⲩⲟ as the greek adverb μάλλον, ” rather”, forcing a polemic reading 

of two “reposes”. One is the rest/repose of the philosophers and the other one, the good one, 

is the rest/repose of the believers (for an overview of the discussion see Attridge 1985b:141). 

However, in the Lycopolitan dialect the construction ⲛ̅ϩⲟⲩⲟ ⲁ- is used as a comparative. In 

the same codex, we find it in 10,5; 79.7; 83.36; 107.12; 115.7; 120.3. It elucidates the reading 

of the text but weaken the polemic style.   

b The sentence is introduced by ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲉⲡⲉⲓⲇⲏ ⲉⲧⲣⲉⲡⲃⲱⲗ ⲛⲧⲁϥⲉⲓ ⲁⲃⲁⲗ. The morpheme ⲉⲧⲣⲉ- is 

problematic.  Hence, the translators assume a clerical error.  Bentley Layton emends the text 

to ⲉⲧⲃⲉ ⲡⲃⲱⲗ, referring to Hans Jakob Polotsky (Layton 1979, 14 n. 41). Hans-Martin 

Schenke and Malcolm Peel emend it to ⲡⲃⲱⲗ, erasing ⲉⲧⲣⲉ - (Schenke1965; 475; Attridge 

1985b; 157). However, it is not necessary to presume a mistake.  Matthias Müller has studied 

the development of syntactic, lexical verb or morphological construction to express 

“necessity” in the Coptic.  The syntactic pattern differed slightly in the different dialects, 

however already in the fourth century were in all dialects the inflected infinitive a standard 

morpheme in those patterns that mark the subject who must do the necessary action. It is used 

by Pachomios and Shenute and in translations of the gospels. Some examples are 

…ⲉⲧⲣⲉⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ (.  or …ⲉⲧⲣⲉⲛⲣⲱⲙⲉ… (Müller 2014: 137-172). The early Coptic had not one 

single syntactic, lexical verb or syntactic pattern to express “necessity”. Often 1 future or 3 

future were used, but no standard pattern existed. I understand the clause as an early attempt 

to express necessity in a subordinative causal clause. 

c The translation above is different from another translator´s reading. The conjunction ⲉϣϫⲉ is 

read as an emphatic function and strengthen ⲧⲟⲧⲉ ϭⲉ ⲛ̅ⲑⲉ at 45:23-4. (For the use of ⲉϣϫⲉ see 

note d). Other translators have chosen for a general conditional clause, what undermines the 

stylistic and logical line in the paraphrase.   Secondly the dynamic-passive constructions are 

not read in non-referential sense, meaning that they do not express a passive meaning. 

Grammatically it is correct to translate the constructions either way, but an intra-textual 

analysis sustains such a grammatical solution: the transmission of the tradition by imitation 

(μιμητής) in those three layers of Christ/Apostle/current believers. 

d
 In this text, the translator has integrated two greek loan verbs into Coptic: “to believe”, pisteuō 

(πιστευω), and “to persuade”, peithō (πειθω). The first verb “believe” is integrated in a way 

corresponding to Sahidic dialect (without auxiliary and in the greek imperative tense), 

however in the lines following directly after these lines, it is integrated in a way corresponding 
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to Lycopolitan and Akhmimic dialect (the auxiliary ⲣ ̅ + greek imperative). The combination 

of these two variations in the same passage or text occur only in the Lycopolitan and 

Akhmimic dialects, never in the Sahidic dialect. The verb “to persuade” (πειθω) is used twice 

and then also integrated in a in a Lycopolitan and Akhmimic dialect (ⲣ ̅ + greek imperative). 

The introducing words “…there is one…” (ⲟⲩⲛ ⲟⲩⲉⲉⲓ) also places us in the Lycopolitan and 

Akhmimic dialects. (For the integration of greek verbs in Coptic see Egedi 2017. ⲟⲩⲉⲉⲓ is a 

Lycopolitan disparity of ⲟⲩⲟⲛ and the combination of  ⲟⲩⲛ ⲟⲩⲉⲉⲓ is rarely used in the 

northern dialects as Bohairic (Crum 482a).)  Consequently, we can understand ⲉⲓϣⲡⲉ in a 

Lycopolitan way, namely also as an emphatic conjunction and not necessarily as the ruling 

element for a general condition clause. (This is already discussed when we debated the genre 

of the text.) If so,  we can – contrary to the other translators -  read it as an irreal conditional 

clause. The difference is, that the translators assumes a conflict between faith and persuasion; 

a crucial discourse in all Christian communities. However, if the text is understood as a 

irrational conditional clause  it means that persuasion is a result of faith. This was an important 

discourse among the Valentinians 

e
 The passage is problematic since it is constructed with a negative, imperative, a causative 

emphasis and the causative reflective infinitive ⲕⲧⲟ, which is rare in Coptic. Malcolm Peel 

reads it as a declarative sentence and that the passage refers to a specific existing philosopher. 

This unidentified philosopher stands in contrast to “the philosophers in this world who thinks 

that they possess the rational means to acquire immortality” (Attridge 1985b: 169-70).  One 

can raise some objections. Why is the philosopher not identified by name or attribute? Why 

is this philosopher, who have the true faith, being counted among them belonging to this 

world? All other translators assume that some words have been accidentally omitted or 

assumes scribal errors in the passage, leading to that the translators omits or adds world or 

even interchanges the words in the Coptic source text. (For a summary se Attridge 1985b: 

167-170). The translators, who exacerbate the diatribe stile, assumes a polemic between faith 

and persuasion. This polemic was heavy discoursed in the Christian communities. Therefore, 

they read the clause who introduces the passage as a general conditional clause, reading the 

Lycopolitan ⲉϣϫⲉ as ⲉϣⲱⲡⲉ. However, Walter Crum suggested as early as 1939 that the 

Lycopolitan ⲉⲓϣⲡⲉ is not a dialectic form of Sahidic ⲉϣⲱⲡⲉ, but the Sahidic conjunction 

ⲉϣϫⲉ (Crum 63b). ⲉϣϫⲉ can also be used in conditional clauses, but - as Ariel Shisha Halevy 

has stated - is rarely used as the ruling element in general conditional sentences. He warns 
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against the harmful habit to always read ⲉϣϫⲉ as introducing a conditional (shisha- Halevy 

2009: 2).   Another side of the coin is namely that ⲉϣϫⲉ also has an emphatic function. It can 

therefore also be understood and translated as “indeed” or “surely”. Some passages in The 

treatise on the resurrection becomes more clarified if they presuppose an emphatic use of 

ⲉⲓϣⲡⲉ. I have chosen to understand the particle as emphatic, which leads to a clear reading of 

the text without emending the source text. However, the polemic between the faith and 

persuasion cannot longer be sustained. Contrary, the text let us know that persuasion is a 

necessary consequence of the true faith. This was an important discourse among the 

Valentinians and can also be sustained in other Valentinian texts as NHC I,1, NHC I,4 and 

NHC XI, 1 as well as among the Thomas tradition (e.g. NHC II,7). 

f
 Firstly, the dynamic passive construction ⲧⲙⲏⲉ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲣⲁⲓⲥ ⲁⲣⲁⲥ is interpreted with an active 

agent. Other translators have chosen for a non-referential reading, namely, “the truth that is 

kept/guarded…”. Both options are possible. However, as stated above, the concept of 

“imitation” and “participation” in the treatise asks for a more active reading of the text.  

Secondly, I have extended the sentence to include the copula ⲡⲉ because of the preterit-present 

tense (imperfect), that often closes with a copula. Other translators have chosen for “…cannot 

be dismissed, nor has it been”. However, then the transition to the following passage is 

somewhat tricky. They have tried to solve the problem by assuming that the following passage 

must be an older hymn interpolated in the text, what should explain the remarkable transition 

of text (e.g. Peel 1969: 81–2; Attridge 1985b: 176–7; Martin 1971, 226–7, Bazan 1976: 173 

n. 27). No such Valentinian hymn has been attested elsewhere and the interpolarisation is not 

coherent with the style of the author.  It is, however, grammatical correct to extend the clause 

and include the copula. It solves the problem with the transition, and one do not need to refer 

to interpolarisation of a second unknown source. Thirdly, the word ϫⲱⲣⲉ is not interpreted 

as ϫⲣⲟ (become strong) but as ϫⲱⲱⲣⲉ (scatter, disperse) that often fluctuates to ϫⲱⲣⲉ 

(Crum781 a-b).  It is used e.g. as a noun in the same codex. In The tripartite tractate (NHC1,5) 

92.31 the Saviour healed himself from the dispersal (ⲡⲓϫⲱⲣⲉ). The spelling is thus attested 

in other Lycopolitan texts.     

g The word σύστημα us here translated as “assembly”. The word refers to a collegium of body 

of anything. It was therefore also used e.g. for a collegium as for example a body of priest or 

soldiers. Therefore, it can also be translated as “the assembly, the structure or the system of 

the Fullness” (Sophocles 1900: 1059; Henry George Liddell & Robert Scott 1940).  ⲟⲩⲕⲟⲩⲉⲓ 
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is an adjective, meaning both “small” or “young”. Both translations are possible. It can be 

“small” connected to that it is not “scattered”, what is the possible reference here. However, 

The Fullness, Pleroma, was often referred to as “being young” in the Valentinian myths. In a 

fragment written by Valentinus, the “child” is probably the Fullness as a unitarian offspring 

of the father (It is preserved by Hippolytos of Rome, The Refutation of All Heresies 6.37.7. 

For an analysis of the fragment see Thomassen 2008: 479-488.) In the prologue of The 

tripartite tractate (NHC I,4) brought the Father forth everything as a little child (The tripartite 

tractate 62.6-7.) 

h
 “The All” is in the Valentinian terminology those who are elected but still are presented in 

the world (For an analysis of the term see e.g. Magnusson 2006:129-36) 

i The verb ϫⲓ can as a transitive verb it can be read as take” or “accept” (Crum 748 a, II). 

j  I read ϣⲁⲁⲧ as an intransitive verb (Crum 592b, B). 

k
 The construction ϫⲓⲛⲣ ⲁⲣⲏϫϥ ϩⲁ ⲑⲁⲏ is quite problematic. For Bentley Layton it is 

“obvious", that it must mean "from start to finish”, but how?  He emends the construction to 

ϫⲓⲛⲛ ⲁⲣⲏϫϥ ϩⲁ ⲑⲁⲏ.  However, ϩⲁ can fluctuate with ϣⲁ, ⳉⲁ, and ϧⲁ that take a different 

meaning. It is therefore tricky to safely assume the Sahidic variant ϣⲁ. If one, however, do 

so, one gets two idioms which are interchangeable with each other, i.e. repetition of the same 

phrase. He concludes that the exact meaning of the Coptic idiom is uncertain. (Layton 1979: 

89, 157).  Malcolm Peel accepts Bentley Layton´s emendation and discussion (Attridge 

1985b; 186). Still, there is no support in the papyrus to read ϫⲓⲛⲛ ⲁⲣⲏϫϥ ϩⲁ ⲑⲁⲏ. The 

characters are clearly visible. On the contrary, it seems as the scribe has been lifting the pen 

to think or verify the text since the writing rhythm is different between ϫⲓⲛⲣ and ⲁⲣⲏϫϥ.  Did 

he come across an unusual grammatical structure or a dialectical form? I, therefore, suggest 

an emending to ϫⲓⲛ ⲣⲁ ⲁⲣⲏϫϥ.  Firstly, in the source text exists several Bohairic fluctuations. 

This might also be one. The Bohairic tends to lose a vowel when the vowel is doubled; ϫⲓⲛⲣⲁ 

ⲁⲣⲏϫϥ becomes ϫⲓⲛⲣ ⲁⲣⲏϫϥ. It is not necessary to assume a typographical error. (Still, it 

remains guesswork, just like Bentley Layton´s emending.) Secondly, ⲣⲁ gives with a 

following noun or infinitive a generic sense (Crum 287a). I also read ϩⲁ (ϣⲁ, ⳉⲁ, and ϧⲁ) as 

a particle rendering an apposition (Crum 629 a-b), i.e., the second clause defines the first 

clause. ⲑⲁⲏ is an assimilation of ⲧⲉ ϩⲁⲏ meaning “the last thing” or “end” (Crum 635a). 

Though, the preposition ϫⲓⲛ has a temporal function (Crum 772b) defining ⲧⲉ ϩⲁⲏ to “the last 
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thing”. A generic noun is often followed by a free apposition, which in English must be 

translated in the plural number to maintain the generic sense. The translation will then be: 

“from an end, namely the last things.” 

l ϩⲉ in the construction ϯϩⲉⲉⲥ does mean “manner”, but the variation ϩⲉⲉⲥ is unknown. Georg 

Steindoorf states that some nouns ending with -ϥ or -ⲥ is later derivation of nouns (Steindorff 

1951: 66-7 § 122.2). Bentley Layton and Malcolm Peel assumes that this is such a derivation 

(Layton 1979: 157; Attridge 1985b: 186). It gives a clear reading, though, one may ask why 

ϩⲉ is attested in the source text (47.38) and ϩⲉⲉⲥ not is attested in any other manuscript. Hans-

Martin Schenke has suggested that it shall be read ϯ-ϩⲉ- ⲉⲥ, where ϩⲉ is meaning “way” and 

ⲉⲥ “old,” i.e., “understand it in the old way” (Schenke et al. 2012: 979). However, nothing in 

the text refers to any tradition if one excludes the tradition that dwells upon Jesus and Paul. 

However, this tradition is quite recent and actual. I have accepted the reading of Malcolm 

Peel and Bentley Layton. 

m
 [as for the manner of it]. In coptic source text: ⲛⲛⲉⲥ ⲛϩⲉ. It is a problematic construction.  

Malcolm Peel decline to translate it (Attridge 1985b: 187). Hans-Martin Schenke, with sustain 

of 47.29-30 and 49.32 understand it as ⲛ-ⲛⲉⲥ ⲛ-ϩⲉ, i.e., old ways (see end note i). 

Grammatically it is questionable, and one can put forward the objection mentioned in note i. 

J.W.B. Barns suggests an emendation to ⲛ̅ⲛⲉϣ ⲛ̅ϩⲉ, hence understanding ⲛⲛⲉⲥ as an 

interrogative pronoun: “in what way?” (Barns 1964; 165). Bentley Layton accepts also this 

reading but translate it as “Surely, then…” (Layton 1979:25, 90-1). Robert Haardt reads of 

the text to ⲛ̅ⲛⲉⲥ ⲛϩⲉϭⲉ, i.e., adding the following morpheme to the structure. ⲛⲉⲥ is “old” and 

ϩⲉϭⲉ should be an as-yet-undiscovered Lycopolitan form of ϩⲁϭⲉ, “snare”; “In den alten 

Fesseln….” (Haardt 1969: 4 note 6). I, however understands ⲛⲉⲥ as a dativus ethicus, also 

used at 47.10, in a genitival construction with ϩⲉ and is connecting the construction to the 

preceding phrase ⲉⲧⲡⲉ ⲡⲁⲓ. 

n ⲙⲉⲗⲟⲥ can be read as both “limb” as “member”. Bentley Layton and Malcolm Peel has chosen 

for “members”. The also read the prepositions ⲛ ̅ϩⲣⲏⲓ ⲛ̅ϩⲏⲧⲟⲩ as “interior” and “within” 

(Layton 1979: 25; Attridge 1985a: 153). The author may have alluded to both meanings. 

Bentley Layton read the prepositions ⲛ̅ϩⲣⲏⲓ ⲛ̅ϩⲏⲧⲟⲩ as “interior” (Layton 1979: 25) and 

Malcolm Peel as “within” (Attridge 1985a: 154). However, it can also be translated as 
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“among”. One example is in The Gospel of Thomas, 33.3 (saying 8), where another translation 

is impossible. (See also Crum 1939: 683b; Smith 1999 (1983): 49). 

o ⲡϭⲱⲗⲡ ̅ ⲉⲃⲱⲗ…. ⲛ̅ⲛⲉⲧⲁϩⲧⲱⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲓϣⲡⲉ can be understood in two ways. Bentley Layton and Malcolm Peel 

understands it as “disclosure of those who have arisen”, reading it is a genitival construction (see for discussion 

on the subject Attridge 1985b). Luther Martin, on the other hand, read it as a dative: “disclosure to  those who 

have arisen” (Martin 1971: 30 note 3; Martin 1973c). Both alternatives is grammatically correct. 
p
 I have translated ϣⲃ̅ⲉⲓⲉ in 48.27 as “changing”. It is an habitualis, here probably indicating a 

process of ongoing repeated changes. It is not the case with ϣⲃ̅ⲉⲓⲉ at 48.35 where it is used 

for one isolated action. To clarify that distinction, I have chosen to translate is as “the 

altering”.    

q ⲛ̅ⲧⲁϥ s a personal masculine pronoun. In this context it can refer to Christ, to the Light or to 

the Fullness or refer to the whole process. The scholars have referred to all these possibilities.  

However, in previous parts of the text the author has not yet used a personal pronoun in similar 

constructions but demonstratives. This might indicate that he now refers to Christ/Saviour. 

Also, the theme presented here parallels 44.22-33, where the Saviour vanquish death and 

restore the Fullness. One can however ask why he did not clarify the text by introducing a 

noun. Probably the motive of the passage was so known for the audience/readers that it was 

not necessary. 

 




