HERMANN DETERING: THE ORIGINAL VERSION OF THE EPISTLE
TO THE GALATIANS — EXPLANATIONS '

1. Gal LI
#1) Ga 1,1 — kol 6eod ToTpPog cor
Marc 5.1.3; Orig. in Hieronymus
GalComm (PL 26 [1845] 313A, 4-7);
Epigtle to the Laodiceans
= Clabeaux #1) App B
#2) Gd 1,1 oUTOV > o0TOV cor

Orig. in Jerome (GaComm, PL 26 [1845] 313 A,4-7)

' Translation based on the Revised version of 17. December 2003. Translated by
Frans-Joris Fabri.
2 Key to the apparatus criticus

#ID-Nr) Passage Marcionite variant of the Decison:
Orthodox Catholic Verson, — cor (correct)
testified or reconstructed — nlg (non liquet)
[omission = (-) addition = (+) —incor (incorrect)

subdtitution or trangposition = (>)]

Ancient Historical Record - Modern scholars (in case of conjectures)

Quotations:

- Works in German: quotations are translated by FJF. For the origina German quotations see the
corresponding placesin IV ERLAUTERUNGEN;

- Quotations from the Bible are generally taken from the Revised Standard Version;

- Church Fathers, especially Tertullian (Roberts/Donaldson), from the English translations on Peter Kirby's
site: http://www.earlychristianwritings.com/
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Textual Evidence for and Reconstruction of the Marcionite Text.

#1) The omission of kal Beod matpoc is testified to by Tertullian: Tertullian,
Marc 5.1.3; »lpse se, inquit, apostolum est professus et quidem non ab
hominibus nec per hominem, sed per Jesum Christumc.

The variant corresponds, as HARNACK, 68*, noticed, to the prologue of the
(Marcionite) Epistle to the Laodiceans. »Paulus apostolus non ab hominibus
neque per hominem, sed per Jesum Christum, fratribus«. Here acomparison
of the prologue of Galatians in its (probable) Marcionite form as quoted by
Tertullian and Origen (s.b.) with the prologue of Laodiceans (trandated to the
Greek by HARNACK, 139*f)).

[TodAog &méoTorog ovk am’ avfpwtwy obde  ITadAog &mdoTOAOC 00K &1 GVOPWTWY 0VdE

8L avBpwmou aArd dii ‘Inood Xpiotod dL” avbpwmou aAx L 'Incod XpLotod,
10D €yelpavtog aTOV €K Vekp@Y, Kal oL oLV

€uol TovTeC adeAdol Talg eKkANolaLg ThC T01l¢ GdeAdoLE Tolg 0oLy év AwodLkely,
FaAatioc,

XOPLS VULV ... XOPLG DUV ...

#2) That Marcion had avtov instead of avtov, is confirmed by Origen. Origen
(GalComm, PL 26 [1845] 313 A,4-7):

»Sciendum quoque in Marcionis Apostolo [Apostolico] non esse scriptum
‘et per Deum patrem’, volentis exponere, Christum non a Deo patre, sed
semetipsum suscitatum, ut est illud, ‘Solvite templum hoc, et ego in triduo
suscitabo illud’, necnon et illud [alibi], ‘Nemo tollit animam meam a me, sed
ego pono eam a meipso. Potestatem habeo ponendi eam et rursus potestatem
habeo sumendi illam.«

HILGENFELD, 439: »Though from this does not follow —asis usudly stated-
avariant éxvtov instead of adtov, sSince Marcion could have surmised AYTON
to have a rough breathing mark, the omission of kal 6cod matpog does follow,
at least for the version known to Jeromex.

Which is the Original Text?

According to HARNACK, 68*, Marcion is responsible for the modification, and
his version is »typical for Marcion’s doctrines about God and Christ «; i.0.w.,
according to HARNACK, Marcion's modalism caused the modification.
Marcion wanted to say explicitly, that Christ had not been raised by God, but
had raised himself (corresponding to Joh 2,19; 10,18). BLACKMAN, t00, sees»a
sgnificant Marcionite omission, 81, as in his opinion the verse in this form is
»indicative of Marcion's modalistic christology« 44. The erasure »gives
expression to his theory that Christ raised himsalf from dead, and did by no

www.Radikakritik.de — Berlin 2003



Hermann Detering: The Original Version of the Epistle to the Galatians. Explanations. Seite 3

means for anything depend on the Creator«, 44.Nevertheless the Marcionite
version seems to be the origina one, for the following reasons:

1) There was no need for Marcion to discard kol 6eod Tatpog. Against
HARNACK’'S and BLACKMAN’s opinion that by the omission, Marcion had
wanted to emphasize Christ’s independence from the Creator-God, one has to
draw attention to other places in the Marcionitie Corpus Paulinum, in as far
as it is quoted by Tertullian, where the idea of a resurrection achieved by God
is by no means suppressed.

a) Rom 8,11 0 €yelpag XpLotov €k vekpdv, qui suscitavit
Christum a mortuis, Marc 5.14.

b) | Cor 6,124 0 & 0eoc kol TOV KUpLov fyeipev, qui
dominum suscitavit, Marc 5.7.

c) Eph 1,20 eyelpog abTOV €k vekp®v, suscitando eum a

mortuis, Marc 5.17.

Already ZAHN, 496, made the remark, that the »erasure [of kol 6cod Tatpog]
(was) not necessary for Marcion.«, though it »excdlently« fitted his
Christology. cf. BAARDA, 244, who quite rightly asks: »If Marcion were a
modalist in the strict sence of the word, he apparently did not revise other
passages in which Paul spoke of God having raised Christ from the dead. Why
then would he have demonstrated his modalism so explicitly in Gal 1:1 and
not elsewhere?«

Moreover, with kel 6cod matpog Marcion would not inevitably have thought
of the Creator-God, as BLACKMAN has it, he easily could have interpreted the
passage — if then it had been there — as a reference to the Father of Jesus
Christ, meaning the Marcionite Good God.

2) Linguistic Problems: the Preposition dux in Gal I,1: strictly speaking, the
preposition éua with gen., if neither understood in local, temporal or modal
sense (Bl.-D. § 233, Thw II, 65), nor as introducing an urgent request,
instrumentally indicates a »mediator« and can then be expressed e.g. by
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»through mediation of«. Because of the preceding 6.” avBpwmov, this
trandation might seem to suggest itself but, due to the «kal 6cod matpog it
cannot be upheld. LIETZMANN, 227: »Since in the second phrase &ix
necessarily refers to both Jesus and God, it cannot have the meaning ‘through
mediation of’ in 8. avbpwmov: so the change of preposition is only for
rhetorical plerophory...« Not so SCHLIER 27f.

If one does not a priori consider kut Beod matpog to belong to the origind
version of the text but sees it as an addition by a later editor, even here the
preposition may very well be consdered to have its usud meaning and
consequently, — in contrast to the preceding 6.° avpwmov — may be trandated
as »through mediation of Jesus Christ«. In the editor’s work the doctrina bias
often takes precedence over accurate language. (cf. eg. what has been said
about Gal 4,6).

3) Problems of Doctrine: @ In the canonica verson the caling of the
apostle is not only by Chrigt, but, kel 6cod matpoc, by God as well. Asrightly
stated i.a. by SCHMITHALS, Das kirchliche Apostelamt, 15f, thisis contrary to
most of the other places in the Pauline Letters, in which Christ is seen as the
only originator of the call: [Rom 1,4f]; | Cor 1,1 (IIaDAog kKANTOC GTOGTOAOG
Xprotod ‘Inood 6ue BeAnuotog Beod, not Sue Ocov); Il Cor 1,1; | Thess 2,7;
cf. Eph 1,1; Col 1,1; Il Cor 11,13; | Cor 1,17; | Cor 9,1. From this
SCHMITHALS, 15f infers: »Marcion omits kal 6cod Tatpog, obviously because
of the correct observation that Paul usually ascribes the calling of the apostles
to Jesus alone.« — The more adequate conclusion would very likely be that the
Marcionite text be the more origina one.

b) The twofold negative form odk am’ avfpdtwr ovde 6L avbpwToL
explicitly refutes the Auman origin of Paul’s apostleship. All of the formal
construction and the intrinsic logic strongly request "Inoodg Xprotog to be an
absolute divine power contrary to the sphere of the human. Actualy this idea
Is not consistently accomplished in the canonical version. The fact that the

*  Already Jerome (GaComm, PL 26 [1845] 313 A,4-7) unintentiordlly read dmo 6eod
Tatpog into the text ingtead of 6w Beod matpog, which was in it. First he quotes the
passage thudy: Paulus, qui neque ab hominibus, neque per hominem, sed a Deo Patre
Patre (= amo 6eod matpog) per Jesum Christum missus est. Then he reproaches Marcion
for having erased the words et per Deum Patrem.
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insertion kol 6eod matpoc places the Father on Jesus Christ’s side, by no
means emphasizes the latter to be divine as wdl, but, quite the
contrary:instead of the association, the difference is accentuated between the
one who raised from among the dead and the one who was raised. All in al,
the emphatically stressed antagonism between the human and the divine
spheres, prepared by the beginning of the verse, is weakened by the addition
of »and the Father, who raised him from the dead« by subordinating Jesus
Chrigt to the Father. As dready VAN MANEN, 456 ff., stated, theinsertion kol
Bcod matpog weskens the origina clear-cut idea of the divine appointment of
the apostle by toning down the ook &’ avbpwTwY 008 6L° drdpwTov.

Conclusion: The result of our textua critical investigation is that, compared
with the canonical verson, the Marcionite variants (#1 und #2) turn out to be
the more ancient and the more original ones. As shown by the analysis of both
formal linguistic details and doctrinal content, the addition © the text or its
modification, missing in Marcion’s version, did doubtlessly not belong to the
origina text. The differences observed rather suggest they be the work of a
|ater editor.

2. Gal 1,4.5

#3) Gd 1,45 —4.5. cor
Van Manen

Textual evidence

The passage is not mentioned in any of the extant works on the Marcionite
Apostolicon.

About the Problem of the Original Text

For both formal reasons of language and style and of dogmatic contents the
passage seems not to be part of the origina text:

Context

The extension of the greetings after the benediction formula yapic vpiv ktA.
Is unique: cf. Rom 1,7; | Cor 1,3; Il Cor 1,2; Eph 1,2; Phil 1,2; Col 1,2; |
Thess 1,1; Il Thess 1,2; Philm 1,3; cf. BENGEL to the place.: »Grétiae et
apprecationi nusguam aibi Paulus talem periphrasin addit«.
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For the part that juts out, no immediate referent can be found in the actual
contents of Gal (as e.g. indicating a topic or a special occupation with the
gtuation in the community), which might explain the irregularity in a non
artificial way (against SCHLIER, 31; OSTEN-SACKEN, 121; to these, s.below).

Particularities of Form and Language.

a) The term ¢&Eeintar (subj. aor. med. of €uipéw) is a hapaxlegomenon in the
Corpus Paulinum. The term occurs 4 times in Acts (7,10. 34; 12,11; 23,27,
26,17) and 3 times in 1Clem (39,9; 52,3; 56,8 = quotes from LXX); this
suggests an origin from the Septuagint. There, in fact, €alpéw astrandation
for hebr. 531 (meaning »to save, to get out of«) occurs exceedingly often (155
times atogether, of which 16 in the Psalms).

b) 1,5 contains a doxology — the only doxology in Gaatians and the only
doxology in the entire Corpus Paulinum to close a prologue. SCHLIER, 35: »A
praise of God like that one, closing the prologue, does not occur in the other
letters of the apostlex; SCHLIER explains by the fact that the thanksgiving-
formula in Galatians is missing, and says it was replaced by the doxology.
This, however, remains a mere assumption.

Within the Corpus Paulinum doxologies only occur at Rom 1,25; 9,5; 11,36;
Il Cor 11,32; Eph 3,21; Phil 4,20; | Tim 1,17; Il Tim 4,18 (Hebr 13,21). All of
these (with the exception, of course, of the three last mentioned) flowed from
the catholicizing editor’ s pen.

Gd 1,5 just like Rom 16,27, @ 7 60Ew €ic Toug aidveg, auny, isa»aJewish
phrase through and through « (SCHMITHALS, Romerbrief, 416f). This — as did
dready the word é&alpéw — gives away the Jewishrsynagogd origin of the
passage. cf. LXX: 4 Macc 18,24 (verbatim: @ 7 60fx €ic TolC aidvog TGV
alWvwy ouny).

Doctrinal Inconsistencies

According to BULTMANN, Theologie, 297, in Gal 1,4 appears the redeemer
motif, used by Paul to describe Christ’s work of salvation — besides other ones,
e.g. the Jewish idea of atonement or the motif of the scapegoat sacrifice. Yet
his explanation: »the éveotw¢ aiwv namey, is the aeon under the Law, as
such under the powers of sin and death as well«, fails to dea with the actua
wording of Gal 1,4, since éaLpéw in its medial form means »‘to get sh. out of,
free from sth.’« not »to redeem« (s.above), for which in the Pauline letters
ayopalw Or ényopalw are awaysused (Gal 2,20 MRez; 3,13; 4,5; | Cor 6,20;
7,23; [Eph 5,16; Col 4,5]). SCHOEPS, Paulus, 249, on the other hand, correctly
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puts the phrase in a context of atonement, and remarks that »being handed
over to death because of our sins« may be seen as very much resembling
»Abraham’ s expiatory sacrifice «.

The theology of atonement that appears in 1, 4 contrasts the other
christological and soteriological ideas. Two different series of christological
and soteriological ideas are juxtapposed without really being compatible:

Ga 1,4 Ga 3,13; 45.6
1. Christ gave himself for our sins — 10D 1. Christ redeemed us from the law—XpLo10g
80VTOC €QLTOV DTEP TOV GUUPTLOY MOV Nuac EENyodpaoer €k ThHg katapag Tod vouou

VEVOUEVOG VTIEP MUV KaTope
2to »set us free«from the present evil age —
4 b ’ € ~ b ~ % A~ ~ . . . 4
omw¢ €€eAntaLl MUac €k tob aldrog tod 2. so that we mlght receive adoptzon — Lo
€veotdTog Tornpod kate TO BéAnua toD Beod Tolg LTO VOUoV €Eayopaot, tve Thy
Kol TeTPOC UGV vioBeolov dmorafwuer

3. through the Spirit— éExéoteLder 6 BeOC TO
mveduo Tod viod adtod elg Thg KapdLlog
yay

These diverging series of concepts, which in the Pauline Letters are frequently
found interwoven or set one on top of the other in different layers, should not
hastily be harmonized. First of al, one should try to get them apart.

Cf. VAN MANEN, 506: »Though he [the author] talks about Christ as Tapadovtog €xvtov bmep éuod he does
not add tod 86vtog €avtor Umep TOV apeptidv Mudv. His Christ’s intention was not ‘to set us free from the
present evil age’, but ‘to redeem us from the curse of the law’, 3,13 (cf. 4,4), with the result that we —not at a
much later time but immediately— may receive the fruit of his death on the cross: ‘the promise of the Spirit
through faith’, 3,14, and so we, as children of the free woman, no longer living under the law, from now on,
may see ourselves as sons... 3,26; 4,5; 6,21-31; 5,1«

Conclusion: Here the editor against Marcion inserts into the text the main
ideas of the Judaeo-Catholic Soteriology und Eschatology: the futurological
eschatology as the messianic-apocalyptic expectation of redemption from the
present aeon is set up in contrast or connected to the Marcionite-gnostic
escathology of the present; and so is the Judaeo-Christian concept of
atonement (Christ’s death as foregiveness of sins) to the Marcionite-Gnostic
concept of redemption (Christ’s death as redmption from the reign of the
Law); cf. BULTMANN, Theologie, 295ff.
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The anti-marcionite tendency shows itself once more in the words kata 10
BéAnue oD Beod kol Totpog MuGV: the 6eoc matnp of 1,3 has now become
Bcdc kal matnp to make it perfectly clear, that the God of the OT and the
»Father« of the Christians truly are not two, but one (VAN MANEN, 506). kot
10 Oéanuo tod Beod without the explicit kal matpog fudv (indicaing anti-
Marcionite polemics) is further found in | Petr 4,19 and 1 Esr 8,16.

3. Gal 1,6
#4) Ga 1,6 €lg YapLY > €V yapLTL incor
VAN MANEN coni. grounded on Marc 5.2.4 Dam./Ruf 1.6
#5) Gal 1,6 —XpLotod cor

Marc 5.2.4 Dam./Ruf 1.6 = Clabeaux #1), App A

References to the Marcionite Text:

Tertullian Marc 5.2.4: »Miror vos tam cito transferri ab eo qui vos vocavit in
gratiam ad aliud evangelium«,; to the contrary: Tertullian, De praescr. 27,3:
»Tenent correptas ab apostolo ecclesias. O insensati Galatae, quis uos
fascinauit? et: Tam bene currebatis, quis uos impediit? ipsumgue principium:
Miror, quod sic tam cito transferemini ab eo qui uos uocauit in gratia, ad
aliud euangelium«. Megethius only quotes (Adamant., Didl. I, 6) as found in
Rufin, not following the Greek text: »Miror quod sic tam cito transferimini in
aliud evangelium«. HARNACK, 68*, reconstructs: év yapLti €i¢ €tepov. The
vaiant év yapiti , recommended in De praescr 27 might, as VAN MANEN, p.
45091, rightly States, aready be an assmilation to the canonical text.

As all exegetes concede, the meaning of the canonical variant isnot clear:
LIETZMANN, 229, hesitates to choose from three possibilities: 1) 6 kaAéoavtog
vudc €év yoprte could »have the meaning of ‘who called you to the grace’, as
shown for | Cor 7, 15; if so, the contrast with the Judaizing Christians
mistaken ‘Chrigtianity of the works' is expressed in the strongest terms.«. 2)
¢v can be seen as instrumental, then the trandation would be »who called you
by means of his grace« (cf. Rom 3,24; 5,15; 11,6 u.6. 3)As a third possibility,
one can »interpret ¢v as about the state of mind one isin, ‘who caled you in
graciousness «, cf. Il Thess 2,16 (said of God); Col 3,16; 4,6 (said of humans).
This lack of clarity seems to be the main reason for still more variants having
come up:

& yaprtL Xprotoo (P SA B Mg SyrP Boh Goth Arm Vg),
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&v ydprti’ Inood Xprotou (D 326 1241° min pc syr™),
ev yopLtL Xprotov Inood (saChry.),
&v ydprtL Beod (7 327 336 Orig™ Thdt)

S. CLABEAUX, 83, aswdl.

According to VAN MANEN, the assumption ei¢ xapwv be the Marcionite
variant, is to be favoured for the following reasons. unlike in the canonica
text the contrast of yopic with €tepov edayyeiiov is clearly emphasized in
Marcion by the preposition eic. By the comparison of: Turning towards grace
(elc yapw) on the one hand, Turning to another Gospel (el¢ €tepov
evayyéALov) on the other hand, the antagonism of the Pauline Gospe and
Judaist propagation of Christ is most strongly accentuated. »Grace is ... but
another word for our ‘Pauline Gospel’, ‘the Gospel of the non-circumcision’,
and the other Gospel is — as according to Tertullian, Marc 1.20, Marcion, but
aso Tertullian himsadf and Jerome, understood quite well — our ‘Jewish
Chrigtianity, ‘the Law« (VAN MANEN, 460f). Obvioudly, the Catholic editor
wanted to weaken or obfuscate this antinomy by the unclear and ambiguous (s.
above) év. According to VAN MANEN, one cannot exclude the possibility either
that it was Marcion, who changed the text for clarification, but this is less
probable (cf. Paulusbriefe ohne Paulus? 467).

Contrary to that, ZAHN, 496, dmost certainly rightly saw the variants
offered by Tertullian and other Latin authors as »only different assumptions
and trandations of the aone tegtified to original ev yapiti«. Moreover Van
Manen's recommended Marcionite variant would be tainted with very poor
style, something we would hardly assume the author of the letter, an able
stylist, (eic yopLv €ig €tepov eduyyérLov), ever to be blamed for.

To #5) CLABEAUX, 83f, made the correct remark: »It is surprising that any
modern edition of the New Testament would include Xpiotoo in this verse,
even in brackets as the Nestle-Aland has it Ev yopiti with no additions is the
source of all the other readings. The various additions represent attempts to
make the phrase év yapite more precise. The phrase yopic Xplotod never
occurs in the letters of Paul... It is unreasonable to take the earliest evidence so
lightly, especially when it is supported by strong rational criteria.’Ev xapiti
should stand in Gal 1,6 with no additions.

4. Gall,7
#6) Gal 1,7 0 &AAO TAVTWC OVK €0TLY nlq
Marc 5.2.5 > 0 o0k €0TLV BALO
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#7) Ga 1,7 + KTl TO €DUYYEALOY OV cor
Did 1,6

Textual evidence:

#6) The wording of the Marcionite text is well testified to. Tertullian even
cites the beginning twice, the 2™ quote immeditay following the 1%, Marc
5.2.5: »Nam et adiciens quod aliud evangelium omnino non esset, creatoris
confirmat id quod esse defendit«. Tertullian, after usng the quote as evidence
for the Pauline Gospel to have come from the Creator-God, quotes OT
passages concerning the promise of the Gospel, and then quotes 1.6 again with
the intention so to reduce ad absurdum the Marcionite statement, the Gospel
be evangelium dei novi: »est autem evangelium etiam dei novi, quod vis tunc
ab apostolo defensum,; iam ergo duo sunt evangelia apud duos deos, et
mentibus erit apostolus dicens quod aliud omnino non est, cum sit et aliud,
cum sic suum evangelium defendere potuisset, ut potius demonstraret, non ut
unum determinaret«. |If there were a Gospel of the new God, there would be
two gospels and this would make the apostle a liar, as he asserts there be no
other one.

#7) The phrase kota T0 edoyyeALOr uou, absent in Tertullian, was,
according to HARNACK, inserted »in order to emphasize the Pauline Gospel
as the authentic form of the Gospel of Christ«. It is nevertheless testified to in
Dia. 1.6, where Megethius quotes as follows. olk oty @Alo kot TO
€DOYYEALOV [OU, €L N TLVEC €LoLy Ol ToPROoOVTEC UHAG kol Bélovteg
uetaotpeol eic €tepov ebayyéitor tod Xprotod. In his trandation Rufin
seems to ignore the kata t0 edayyerLor pou (for whatever reasons) and reads
instead: «S enim Siluanus et Timotheus et Paulis euangelistae sunt, dicit
autem ipse Paulus. Quod euangelizauimus uobis, uerismile uidetur recipi
debere, plures esse euangdistas, sed unum esse euangelium». An accurate
trandation of kata, to. euvaggelion mou would have given better proof of this.

A bit higher up (line 5 f.), Megethius had dready explicitly stated: ‘O
QTOOTOAOC OUK €LTe”  KaT® TO €DYYEALD OV, GAAG" KOTK TO €D0YYEALOV OV,
16 ¢ Aéyer ‘ev elvar.  RUfin: Apostolus non dixit: Secundum euangelia
mea, sed secundum euangelium meum. In line 10ff, too, Megethius retorts:
AEYEL Yap' ODK €O0TLV Kot TO €DyYEALOV [Ov, €L un TLVEC €lowy ol
TUPAOOOVTEC VUAC kol Oélovtec petaotpeol €lg €tepor edayyéALov Tod
Xprotod. Thisagainis missng in Rufin.

The high probality of kata t0 edayyeAilov pouv being part of the Marcionite
Apostolicon can hardly be shown in a better way, even against Tertullian.
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VAN MANEN’S and O’NEILL’S Attempts at Reconstruction

VAN MANEN, 461ff, draws attention to Chrysostomos on Gal 1,7 (T.X. p.667),
where Marcion refers to Paul, in order to prove that there be only one Gospel:
emedaPeto TOV elpnuévwr eimwy 0t I6oL kol Iladrog elmev olk €o0TLv
etepov evayyéaLov. VAN MANEN, 461, would like to derive from the quote that
Marcion —much like the Peschittha, which does not explicitly express the
aAlo— w»after elg €étepov edayyeitov Smply read: 6 odk oty —without
&Aro.« For, according to VAN MANEN, »if he had read dAio, he could not
have said: ‘There is no étepov ebayyéAtov” but at the utmost: “The so caled
€tepov edayyérLov is nevertheess not another one...” «. This would open the
way for the thesis, that »there is no need to accept four or ‘al of the' gospels,
as did the Cathalics, but just one, as did Marcion and his supporters.

VAN MANEN emphasizes the fact, that »Tertullian discusses v. 6 and v.7
under the assumption that at least Marcion, but perhaps he himsaf as well,
used to read here something about the being extant of the étepov €dayyéiLov
and not about its &Alo clvai«. SO VAN MANEN could assume, that Marcion
amply read ei¢ étepov e€dayyérlor, 6 0Ok €0TLv.

Comparing this wording with the canonica text, VAN MANEN hasn't any
doubt about his reconstructed Marcionite variant as having to be preferred as
the original one over the incomprehensble and difficult canonical text.
According to VAN MANEN aAlo might have been added by a Catholic revisor,
who wanted to make it clear that the preaching of the other (Judaist) gospel,
opposed by Paul, wasin fact not different in respect of contents.

VAN MANEN'’s explanation, however, must fail because of the unmistakable
wording of the text referred to by both Tertullian and the other witnesses (s.
dready ZAHN, 496f). Even if the Chrysostomos-quote is evidence for the use
of Ga 1,7 by Marcion and the Marcionites to polemize against the Catholics
and their four gospels, there is no doubt whatsoever that both Tertullian and
Jerome (in his commentary,Valars VII, 380B) read »quod aliud omnino non
est«.

VAN MANEN was not the only one to try and rule out &éAio asagloss in his
recongtruction of the original verson of Ga. So did O'Nell, 22-23. His
darting point is the grammatical difference between ¢tepov (quantitave
meaning) and aAio (qualitative meaning). To O'NEILL »the true solution
seems to be that airo wasoriginaly agloss againgt €tepov. The glossator was
pointing out that Paul would have expressed his sentiments more clearly, in
saying that the other gospel they had turned to was not really gospd at al, if
he had used aAio for étepov. Paul seemsto have appreciated the difference (cf.
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Gd. 5,10 and 2 Cor. 11.4: aAdov ’Incodv ... R mvedue €tepov), but his point
would have been spailt, not made, if he had used aiio for étepov in this
context«. In view of the number and importance of the authors who quote the
text —d| of them having aALo— this argument, too, remains questionable.

So findly two questions are till to be answered:

a) how the two variants, the canonical and the Marcionite one, should be
understood, and

b) which of them isthe more origina one.

Concerning &), in my opinion, there might be here (#6 combined with #7) a
paradoxon, which cannot be interpreted correctly but in a Marcionite way: To
the Marcionite, the other gospel is a the same time the gospel of the other,
that is, the Stranger God (just like the »strange Gnosis« to the Gnostic is the
Gnosis of the Stranger God)* Since the gospel preached by Paul’s Judaist
opponents is, of course, not the one of the other, the stranger God, but that of
the detested Jewish Creator and Lawgiver God, the author of Galatians can say
in a paradoxicaly pointed way: The gospel preached by the Judaists may
(seen from the outside) be another, a second gospdl; it is not, however, a truly
»0other« one (in Marcionite understanding: as gospel of the »other« God), in
my sense of the word, ket T0 €Dy YEALLOY Wov.

With regard to #6, there is hardly any way left to decide, whether we have
here the origind Marcionite version or an addition by Tertullian (HANS VON
SODEN assumed the latter, cf. HARNACK 68*. The fact, that the Catholic editor
did not eiminate the reveding aAlo, is probably caused by his missing the
main (Marcionite) point of the sentence. #7, on the other hand, was eiminated
by the editor, because the mention of the one Pauline Gospel (understood as
written Gospel) could be and actually was used by the Marcionites —as
shown in Chrysostomos and, above al, in Dia |,6— for ther rgection
(dangerous for the Catholics) of the four Gospels

4

Cf. Harnack, 267* »Because this is unexpected and dtrangex, — the arivd of the
»Stranger« — »the Marcionites themsdves cdled their knowledge a ‘srange message of
joyt«, with ref. to Clem, Strom. 11, 3,12 OiL &m0 Mapkiwvog Ty vy ¢ daoi yvdoLy
edoryyeriletal.
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5. Gal 1,8.9
#8) Ga 1,8 + &AAWC nlq
Marc 5.2.5
cf. Clabeaux #2), App B: dAiwg for map’ 0 ednyyeiioauede Duiv
#9) Gdl 1,8 — Uty niq
Did 1,6
#10) Gal 1,8 edoryyedlontol > nq
edoryyedllnTol
Marc 5.2.6 Did 1,6.
= Clabeaux #2), App A incor
#11) Gal 1,9 €l Tig Lpag edaryyertletal nq

b3 7 b4 € ’
OVOOELN €EOTW > WG TPOELPMKOLEY
\ b ’ ’

KoL 0PTL TEALY A€Yyw®

b4 e ~ b ’
€L TLG LMOC €Ly yeALCeToL

PRESY ’ 5 7 ’”

mop’ O mopeAnPeTe, VaBeUN EOTW.

HARNACK, 69*, based on Did 1,6 and Marc 5.2.5

Significantly Divergent Quotes from the the Marcionite Text:

#8) #9): aAiwc without vuiv is excdlently verified, above dl by the works of
Tertullian. Tert. Marc 5.2.5: »Licet angelus de caelo aliter evangelizaverit,
anathema sit« ... Sed et si nos aut angelus de caelo aliter evangelizaverit«.

1,8 is further quoted by Tertullian in the following places, though in them
Tertullian does not explicitly refer to the Marcionite Apostolicon:

De praescr. 6,5 (F. REFOULE, Sources Chrétiennes 46, 1957): Itaque etiamsi
angelus de caelis aliter euangelizaret, anathema diceretur a nobis.

De praescr. 29,7: Ad eius doctrinae ecclesam scriptum est, immo ipsa
doctrina ad ecclesam suam scribit: Et si angelus de caelo aliter
euangelizauerit citra quam nos, anathema sit.,

De carne Chridti ( aAiwg + Outv) :

6. Etiamsi angelus de caelis aliter evangelizaverit vobis quam nos
evangelizavimus, anathema sit;
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24, where Tertullian believes the Angel to be an adluson to the reveations
of Philumene (since these had been mediated by an angd): Etiams angelus de
caelis diter evangelizaverit vobis quam nos, anathema sit.

#10) edaryyedlontal instead of ebayyeriletal

Did 1,6 (Z.19): aAla kv Muel 1 ayyerog €€ obpavod ebayyeilontol LWLV
Tap’ 0 eomyyeiiooucOo vobis (anathemasit + Rufin);

Epiphanius Refut 16 (Dindorf, Vol Il. 379): ). kaw te Mueig¢ N dyyerog
edoyyeAlontol Vpiv mop’ O mepedfPete, dvadepn €0Tw.

Thereagaingt, Dia 1,6 (lines 6f.), just before the above quote, reads
(Megeth.): €l Tig Duac edayyedioetol map’ O eOmyyeiloduede VULV, dvadeuo
éotw. (Rufin omits map’ © ednyyeiioapebe UVWLv: »Si uobis quis aliter
euangelizaverit, anathema sit«)

The Discussion of the Passage in Tertullian, Marc 5.2.6:

Tertullian had tried to show, that the assumption of two gospels coming from
two different gods, was refuted by the words of Paul in 1, 7, where he
emphasizes his statement that the other gospel, preached by the heretics was
no gospe a al. Paul then would be a liar, saying there were no other gospel
— though there be one. Tertullian, however, concedes that Marcion might
have an answer to this objection (trying to give evidence for two different
gospels) by quoting 1,8f. Paul’s words there: »Licet angelus de caelo aliter
evangelizaverit, anathema sit« might be interpreted as Paul having known that
the Creator God, too, had a gospel of his own (quia et creatorem sciebat
evangelizaturum). According to Tertullian, however, Marcion here, too, gets
caught in his own argument. For it would not be possible for a person who had
just denied the existence of two different gospels to argue that way (Duo enim
evangdia confirmare non est eius qui aliud iam negarit). By placing himself in
front, Paul expressed his opinion quite clearly: »Tamen licet sensus elus qui
suam praemisit personam: Sed et si nos aut angelus de caelo aliter
evangelizaverit«. Paul says this to emphasize. If he himself does not preach
another gospd, surdly no angel will do so. His mentioning an angel has the
only purpose to show that where even an angel and and apostle aren't

® Prophetess and companion of Apelles, one of Marcion’s pupils.
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believed, a fortiori human persons should not be believed. Paul so by no
means wanted to connect the angel with a gospel of the Creator God.

The passage shows that, while discussing the quote, Tertullian still wants to
defend the fundamental thesis: no other Gospel! For Paul there aren't two
different gospels, but only the one Gospel of the Creator- and Redeemer God,;
neither can 1,8 be used as a rgoinder: the angd in 1,8 who might possibly
preach another gospel, is not contrary to this since Paul does not —as
obvioudy was the opinion of the Marcionites— mention him as being a
representative of the Creator God, but only uses the angd as a general
example of the ideg, that belief in the Gospdl that is preached must not depend
on the person who preaches it; cf. HILGENFELD, 472: »If the falsification that
had been inserted consisted of the acceptance of the Creator God and his Law,
Marcion of course would eagerly welcome the warning against the preaching
of an anged (of the Creator God). He couldn’t but see the origina falsification
of the Gospel as a machination by the Creator God.

Reconstruction of the Marcionitie Text

Though Tertullian’s polemics show clear traces of the rather badly refuted
Marcionite point of view — so e.g. HARNACK 283* rightly uses the quote as
roof of the fact, that the Marcionites knew not only 2 Christs, but 2 Gospels as
wdl® —, the Marcionithe Text of Ga 1,89 does not. In view of the great
number of divergent pieces of textua evidence and citations, one has to rely
for its reconstruction on nothing but speculation and guesswork. So e.g. the
question why Tertullian in the above discussed Marc 5.2.5, a first only
mentions the angelus and only later — where he thinks he needs it for his
argument — adds nos, is not answered. Likewise in the dark remains the reason
why he mentions just one angelus in al the other places mentioned (though
admittedly there he does not use the Marcionite version of the Pauline |etters).
After dl, in my opinion, the reconstruction proposed by HARNACK, which
connects the two quotations of Adamantus and Megethus and includes
Tertullians aliter, still seems to be the most plausible one.

®  The Jewish Christ, too, will bring a Gospd (Marc V,2 to Gal 1,18), but no message about
a,regnum caedeste’ ..."
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VAN MANEN's Attempt at Reconstruction

But, of course, with VAN MANEN, 465, we may ask, whether v. 9 belonged to
the origina version, since the author of Ga. nowhere else uses chayyeAlletal
with the accusative case. VAN MANEN therefore assumes, that Epiphanius
(Refut. 16) had conserved the original Marcionite version. It reads. kv te
NUELS N dyyerog edayyeilontal LUIv map’ O moperofete, avabepn €otw. By
explicitly mentioning heaven (¢ olpavod), which did not occur a al in
Epiphanius (= Marcionite text), the Catholic editor had wanted to exclude dl
reminiscence of gnostic spiritual realms— But, above dl, the mgority of the
other authors who have the quote, and especidly Tertullian, oppose VAN
MANEN’s assumption. Tertullian surely sometimes is quite careless with
citations (eg.in one place de caelo, in another de caelis). We would,
nevertheless, have to answer the question why he quotes from the Catholic
text (angelus de caelo) in his work against Marcion as well, since there he
intends to fight the heretic with his own weapons, i.e. based on the Marcionite
text, and this without a clue as to why he has an exception of his regular usage
here. —According to ZAHN, 497, VAN MANEN'’S attempt at reconstruction is
based »on aquote from Ep., carelessly composed out of Gal 1,8.9... which has
nothing whatsoever to do with Mrc.«

In respect of #8), #9), #10) and #11), we can’'t but answer the question,
whether the (reconstructed) Marcionite text is nearer to the original version
than the canonical one, by a non liquet, Since a critical comparison of styleis
of not great help here, either. In my opinion, plausible criteriato decide on one
of the two versions being more origina can hardly be found. Nevertheless, in
vieuw of the importance of severd authors that give the quotes, HARNACK’S
reconstruction seems to me to get nearest to the Marcionite version. There is
no way of deciding on the originality of one of the versions since the different
variants don't give a clue, either to doctrine or to style.

6. Gal 1,10

#12) Gal 1,10 + (8edv) T0d ai@drog TovTOU nlq

Textual Evidence

According to HARNACK, though 69* V. 10 is »without textua evidence; one
cannot draw from this fact the conclusion that Marcion did not know v. 10 at
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al. The question, however, remains whether his verson was identical with the
later canonical one.

Because of the problems this text raises, | would like to propose a
conjecture:

If we understand meiBewr as »persuade, try and convince someonek, the
result is a nonsensical proposition: one can »convince« humans, but not God.,
al attempts of exegetes at distilling a statement from this that makes sense, are
artificia and, in my opinion, in vain. SO e.g. SCHLIER, 42: »... no, he does not
talk humans over, one might rather say, he talks God over by proclaiming the
curse against the forgers of the Gospel, he wants to gain God' s favour. «.

Because of the difficulties this sentence raises, Bousser, 37, (whose
explanation, that the opponents had reproached Paul of being able to convince
even God by his artifices, might possbly best of al have a clam to
plausibility) rightly draws the conclusion: »One would by far prefer to get rid
of these words once and for al«.

Neither has Radical Criticism been able to solve the problems this sentence
causes. VAN DEN BERGH VAN EYSINGA’S assumption, the author might have
used Il Cor 5,11 as a modd for a rather unsuccessful imitation (Pro domo
193), is not very convincing in respect of the author’'s literary skills and
becausein Il Cor 5,11 melbeLv tov Bedv is nowhere to be found.

The other possible trandation of meilbewy by »t0 make s.0. favourably
disposed to oneself«, is not accepted by exegetes, because with it, the resulting
problems seem to be even bigger. One will have to concede, however, that
obvioudly »these two rhetorical questions« must be seen »as being parallel, so
that dvépwmoug meiberr must be taken in the same sense as avBpwmolc
apéokelvs, BULTMANN, ThW VI 2-3, Art.nelbw. From this in my opinion
correct insight, we would have to take the logica step of trandating meifeLv
corresponding with épéokeLr by »to make s.o. favourably disposed to oneself«,
(and not by »persuade, try and convince someonex, (against BULTMANN). But
even then, the question remains unanswered what the meaning of that sentence
may be.

| think the problem can be solved by assuming that here, too, the Marcionite
(= the origina) text had a somewhat different wording from the reworked
Cathalic canonical one, namely 6c6v tod alovog tovtou, instead of just Beov,
meaning the Marcionite Demiurge (cf. 1l Cor 4,4). Then the sentence would
become comprehensible at once: »Paul« defends himsdlf against the reproach
he lived to please human people. He, who wants to dispose people favourably
to himsdf and wants to live pleasing them, lives —in Marcionite
understanding— to »the God of this Aeon«. Moreover, the assumption that the
origind author of Ga 1,10 had the 6c6v 10D widvog toltou in mind, is
confirmed by a careful look at the context. He has just cursed even an angel

www.Radikakritik.de — Berlin 2003



Hermann Detering: The Original Version of the Epistle to the Galatians. Explanations. Seite 18

(of the Creator God), in case he would preach another Gospel than the one he
preached himsalf. Now he asks the rhetorical question: Is anybody who wants
to please human people and »the God of this Aeon«, capable of doing this?

With this explanation, only one question would remain unanswered: why
was tod aidvog tovtov erased by the Catholic editor only here and not in
other placesaswell, e.g. in | Cor 1,20. 2,6.8; Il Cor 4,4; Col 2,2 ?

7. Gal 1,13.14 (Paul as Persecutor)

#13) Gal 1,13.14. -13.14 cor

Textual Evidence

The passage does not occur in any of the texts that refer to the Marcionite
Apostolicon.

1,13-14 is a later insertion: to prove that he were not dependent on the other
apostles the author had in 1,12 mentioned a specia revelation by Jesus ¢’
amokeAOPewe ‘Inood Xprotoo), which is not a al referred to in 1,13-14.
Conversaly, 1,15.16f, a further explanation and direct continuation of 1,13-14
(amokeAOyrL Tov viov avtoo), immediately follows the contents of 1,12 . The
insertion is introduced in a quite laborious way, in so far as the editor reminds
his readers of circulating traditions about »Paul« (cf. Eph 3,2).

B. BAUER, Kritik I 14: »For you have heard of my former life in Judaism’, he says in
V. 13— ‘heard of’ — that sounds as coming from strangers without Paul’s own impact and
natification— ‘heard of’, as of some strange story, which they might possibly not have heard
of yet aswell.«,

Even more serious than the »frosty and forced stylization« —though one
might think the pseudepigraphic author capable of it— are the particularities
of language in this passage. Already VAN MANEN, 506-507, O'NEILL, 24-27,
and WIDMAN, 189f,f drew attention to them:

1. ékkAnole. tod 6eod: According to VAN DEN BERGH VAN EYSINGA, 33, the
letter to the Galations contains quite a few interior problems. Following
DELAFOSSE, he notices the different use of the term ékkAnolw: once in plurd,
1,22, once in singular, 1,13. In the singular form he sees a »terme qui fait
penser al’ Eglise chrétienne unique du 11° siécle.«

Likewise VAN MANEN assumes the term ékkAnoto tod Beou to give away
another hand than the one that produced 1,22 (taic ékkAnoleig thg Tovdelog
talg v Xpuotw). Correct is that, contrary to v. 23, in v. 13 the term is not
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used for alocal congregation, but for the entire Ecclesia, and that »Paul«, as
O'NEILL, 26 remarks, »amost adways uses the word to refer to a local
congregation« (I Cor 15,9 is, together with the entire passage 15,1-11, rightly
seen by O'NEILL as a»later credal summary«).

Nevertheless, to me VAN MANEN’s dlusion to 1,22 seems mistaken, since
that passage, too, when looked at carefully, turns out to be a later insertion
and, contrary to VAN MANEN’s assumption, al the same to be written by the
same hand that wrote 1,13. O'NEILL here had the better insight. He discards
both 1,13-14 and 1,22-24 as |ater glosses.

2. Tovdaiopog (1,13.14), cuvnikiwtng (1,14) and matpikoe (1,14) are, as
O'NeiLL rightly noticed, hapaxlegomena; likewise the term dvootpodn
further occurs only in (non-Pauline) Eph 4,22, | Tim 4,12 and Hebr 13,17.
Moreover: »The enclitic mote occurs three times here, once more in Galatians
(a 2,6), and only nine times elsewhere in the Pauline corpus, excluding
Ephesians and the Pastorals (where it occurs seven times). The style of the
section is even and steady, unlike the style of Paul. The sentences consist of
20, 19, 12, and 20 words respectively. kol joins distinct clauses with verbsin
the indicative three times (1.13,14,24), which is rather frequent in comparison
with the five times in the rest of the epistle (1.17, 18; 3,6 O.T.; 5,1; 6,2). The
imperfect occurs seven times in this section, and only eight times elsewhere in
the epistle (1.10 twice; 2,6; 2,12 twice; 3,23; 4,3, 29). Two of the imperfects
are periphrastic, and we are told that the periphrastic construction was on the
INcreasex.

3. The word mopbeiv, Ga 1,13, too, elsewhere in the Paulina only occurs in
1,23 0 Suwkwy muac mote viv ebayyeilletor THY TLOTLY NV TOTe €mMOPOeL.
O'NEILL draws attention to this, but without pointing out that the term —with
the exception of Paul— elsewhere only occurs in Acts. In Acts 9,21, Luke
reports the astonished reaction of those, that were listening to the preaching of
(the converted) Paul: é€lotavto 8¢ Towteg ol dkolovteg Kal €rcyor: oy 00TOC
€0ty 0 mopBnoac €ic 'IepoucaAmL TOUC ETMLKOAOLUEVOLE TO Ovope ToDTO.
That's aparalld to 1,23 6 dLwkwy fudc Tote viv eduyyeilletal thy mTloTLY
Ny Tote émopHel!

In my opinion, this is where we find the key to the problem: the dubious
passage was obvioudly inserted on the basis of Acts (and its image of Paul).
Obvioudly, by thisinsertion the Paul of the origina letter to the Gaatians was
to be reconciled with the Paul of Acts —a catholicizing tendency we can
observein TERTULLIAN as well, i.e. to try and turn everything compatinle with
the orthodox point of view.

Correct VAN MANEN, 507: »Probably on this occason, our Catholic revisor thought it
desirable to remind his readers of the fact that Paul, now staunchly opposing a life under the
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Law, had been a thoroughbred Jew before, in the traditions described in Acts 9, 21 and
22,3«

8. Gall,15
#14) Gd 1,15 0Te 8¢ €0dOKNoer [0 BedC] nq
Did IV,15
#15) Gd 1,15 elg TV xopLy > dui Thg incor
VAN MANEN XOPLTOG DTOD

#14) Did IV, 15 (line 25f): ote 6¢, ¢noty, €ddoknoer 0 Be0g apoploag e €k
KoLAlag untpoc pou. Missng in Rufin. HARNACK, 69*: “But there is no
guarantee for this quote to be from Marcion’s Bible.”

#15) There is no textual evidence for this phrase. The citation Dia 1V,15
endswith untpdc pov.

VAN MANEN’S conjecture, 507f, isto read ei¢ tnyv yapiv instead of 6w tiig
xopLtog «vtoo. In respect of Tertullian's (Marc 5.2.4.) recommended variant
for Ga 1,6 (qui vos vocavit in gratiam) thisis consgstent indeed. Since thereis

no support by any textual evidence, however, VAN MANEN'S conjecture
remains highly insecure.

9. Gal 1,18-24 (First Trip to Jerusalem)

#16) Ga 18-24 —18-24 cor
Marc 5.3.1; Haer 3.14.3

1. Evidence for the passagel§-24 not being included in Marcion:
Tertullian, Marc 5.3.1: »Denique ad patrocinium Petri ceterorumque
apostolorum ascendisse Hierosolymam post annos quatuordecim scribit, ...«.

Irendus, Haer 3.14. 3: Deinde post X111 annos ascendit Hierosolymam cum
Barnaba, adsumens et Titum = Fourteen years later he went up to Jerusaem,
together with Barnabas, taking Titus along with him, too.

From this follows, that neither Tertullian nor Irenaeus read maALy, in Gal 2,1;
1.0.W., that Paul in their text obviousdy mentioned but one trip to Jerusaem;
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differently VAN MANEN, 510, who assumes, Tertullian had omitted palin on
purpose, to combine the two trips to Jerusalem and reduce them t one only
(see ann. to 2,1.); HARNACK, 70* dtates: »18-24 ... is completely ignored by
Tert. If this passage had not been missing completely (probably so), Marcion
needs must have corrected it. Surely, the first trip to Jerusalem was not
mentioned.

ZAHN, 497: » Since Tr. links this up to Acts 15 and from there goes to Gal. 2,
Ga 1,18-24 probably was absent totally or in a greater part.«

VAN MANEN thinks 1,18-21 is origind, and he, as well as O'NEILL, discards
only 22-24 as interpolated. (s. footnote to 1,13-14). For their argument: s. 11.c)

MCGUIRE, 55, discards 18-22 referring to Irenaeus and Tertullian:

» Irenaeus, in his late 2nd century work Against Heresies, appears to quote the usud
reeding of Gd. ii, I-“went up agan to Jerusdem‘-but makes no specific reference to the
Pauline vigt described in i, 18f. Tetullian, in his Prescription against Heretics, even
dludes to Paul's having gone to Jerusalem to meet Peter but it soon becomes gpparent that
the author is amply reading his own interes in Peter into the account of the meeting with
Peter, James and John. Treating Acts ix, 26f as the account of Paul's firg vidt to Jerusdem,
he seems to apply both Ga. ii, 210 and an account similar to i, 18f to the second vist.
Moreover, in this ingance Tertullian is writing primarily for orthodox consumption; in his
early 3rd century anti-Marcionite tregtise, where he must meet hosdtile readers on their own
ground, he refers to Paul as going up (not ,,up again®) to Jerusdem after fourteen years , SO
great had been his desire to be approved and supported by those whom you [Marcion] wish
on dl occasons to be understood as in dliance with Judasm!® Obvioudy Marcion's text of
Gdatians did not include the account of a previous vigt ,after three years' and Tertullian,
if indeed he had ever seen such areading, was not inclined to take it serioudy. «.

Il. How are 1,18 and 2,1 connected?

Inverse 2,2, arepny &€ kate amokaALLY: Kol GVeBéuny adTols TO €DoyYEALOV
0 KNPLOOW €V Tolg €BveoLy, kut’ Ldlay &€ tolg dokodaiy, the pronoun adtolc
does not refer to anything, since one has to go back as far as 1,17 to
understand that it obvioudy means the mpoc tolg TPod €uod AmTooTOAOUG .
SCHLIER, 66, however, and most of the other exegetes do not apply the
pronoun to these, but to the more nearby ei¢ ‘Tepoooivue in 2,1 »0tolc,
according to a known usage of the pronoun, is said of the inhabitants of atown
which was mentioned before«. Since Paul did not present his Gospel to all of
Jerusdem’s inhabitants, but only tho the leaders of the Jerusdem
congregation, the explanation is not of great help. ScHLIER'S and
LIETZMANN'’S idea, the pronoun referred to »the undefined members of the
Chrigtian Church in Jerusalem, is after dl but a stopgap explanation.
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O'NEILL, 27: »This reading seems very strained. The particle 8¢ loses all its
adversative force, and would reqgire to be trandated ‘and also privately’, which
is scarcely possible«. In respect of this and further problems, O'NEILL findly
draws the conclusion to drop «avtoic (with Codex W) entirely and to regard it
as an interpolation.

In my opinion, however, the only possible and at the same time the most
smple solution is; not «vtolg, which is given by the mgority of the authors
that cite the text, but 1,18-24 clearly is an interpolation, which interrupts the
origina connexion between 1,17 and 2,1. VAN MANEN’'S assumption, the
origind Marcionite text had aready mentioned two different trips to
Jerusalem by the apostle, cannot but fail because of 2,2.

111. Particularities of Language, Problems of Content as Argument against the
Originality of the Passage 18-22

a) The much discussed verb iotopfioat, 1,18 (cf. KILPATRIK, Galatians 1,18
Lotopfiot Knoav) is hapaxlegomenon and elsewhere only occurs [as v.l.] in
the speech on the aeropagus in Acts 17,23.

b) o0 Yebdopal 1,20: The formulais found in Rom 9,1; Il Cor 11,31 and |
Tim 2,7. Apart from | Tim 2,7, where the set phrase is taken over from Rom
9,1; Il Cor 11,31 or Ga 1,18, o0 Yebdopxt is found in —more or less
extendve— editoria insertions. This is especidly the case in Rom 9,1 —a
place which is interpolated together with the entire passage Rom 911, absent
in Marcion— likewise Il Cor 11,31. It's surely no coincidence, that the
averment o YeVdopat is found here again in a place, where once more a
notification from Acts (the escape from Damascus, Acts 9,22-25) isinsarted in
aPauline letter.

c) O'NEILL, 25: »The verse 23 rmiotic is used of the Christian religion, asin
Acts 6,7, and the only possible pardlels in Paul are at 3.23-5, 6.10 and Rom.
1,5, al passages that are of doubtful authenticity«.

d) After in 1, 17, with greatest emphasis, the author of Ga had just asserted
that he had not immediately gone to Jerusdem after his conversion, one
expects a somewhat greater temporal distance than just 3 years! 2,1 with the
notification of 74 years is much more plausible as a continuation of 1,17.

€) BRUNO BAUER, 16: »If he [Paul] stayed in Jerusalem for two weeks, spent
time with Peter and James, and if the presence of the other apostles in the
sacred city was as self-evident
as expressed by his solemn oath, it would have been impossible for him not to
meet them «.
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1V. Explanation for the Insertion

O'NEILL, 26, explains the insertion of 22-24 this way: »The author
possessed Judean traditions about Paul, the persecutor who became the
champion of the faith, and he inserted them into Galatians at the appropriate
points in the story. His source was Judean as opposed to Jerusalemite, so that
he has to explain that, although they used to say ‘He who once persecuted us,
they did not know him by sight«.

In my opinion, however, the passage is another attempt at bringing the story
of Acts and the biographical details about the apostle in Gaatians into line as
far as possible. This undertaking was not an easy one, but not a totaly
hopeless one, either, since Acts had not exactly defined the period between
conversion and first trip to Jerusalem, and 9,23 only mentions nuépat Lkovat.
On the other hand, one could neither understand by these the 14 years of Gal
2,1, nor could the trip to Jerusalem be dated al too soon after the conversion,
since the author of Ga 1, 16 had explicitly stated, that he had not immediately
(e00éwc) contacted those, who had aready been apostles before himsdlf.
Thudy finding himself between Scylla and Charybdis, the editor decided for a
period of 3 years, probably thinking by doing so till to be to some extent in
agreement with the Lukan nuépat ikavet, and to not explicitly contradict the
emphasized statement of Gal 1,17, that Paul had not immediately contacted
those in Jerusalem. (he would have done so, if he had taken Luke's wording
nuepat lkovat). The opinion that Gal 1,18 refers b Acts 9,23, and that the 3
years are a specification of Luke's muépar ikovol, was already brought
forward by LOMAN, Nalatenshap 118f., though he sees it as given by the
author of Gal and not by arevisor.

An harmonization of the diverging biographicd details in Ga and Acts
about the apostle was of greatest importance for Catholic Chridtianity, as
shown in Iren Haer 3.13.3: »If, then, any one shdl, from the Acts of the
Apostles, carefully scrutinize the time concerning which it is written that he
(Paul) went up to Jerusalem on account of the forementioned question, he will
find those years mentioned by Paul coinciding with it. Thus the statement of
Paul harmonizes with, and is, as it were, identical with, the testimony of Luke
regarding the apostles.«.

Tertullian, too, clearly shows his interest in the details of Gaatians and Acts
being in agreement with each other. In Marc 5.2.7, he emphatically states that
Paul reports what happened after his conversion exactly in the same way as
does Acts (»Exinde decurrens ordinem conversionis suae de persecutore in
apostolum scripturam  Apostolicorum confirmat«). If then Acts were in
agreement with Paul’s own statement, Marcion obvioudy had to refute Acts,
since it didn’t preach any other god but the Creator God of the O.T..
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To Tertullian, the conformity of the statements in Galatians and in Acts is
unquestionable proof of the fact, that the Paul of Galatians preached the same
God as Acts, i.e. the Creator God and his Christ: »Now, it is not very likely
that these should be found in agreement with the apostle, on the one hand,
when they described his career in accordance with his own statement; but
should, on the other hand, be at variance with him when they announce the
(attribute of) divinity in the Creator's Christ-as if Paul did not follow the
preaching of the apostles when he received from them the prescription of not
teaching the Law (qui formam ab eis dedocendae legis accepit)«.

To dl this, see CoucHouD, 23f, aswdll:

It seemed very much to the point to nodify certain historical facts to bring them into line with the correct
dogma. Hence another group of corrections were introduced, the most important of which are to be found in
the Letter [24] to the Galatians where they aimed at rebutting or weakening Paul’ s independence.

Gal. 2 : 1: “Fourteen yearl's later | went up to Jerusalem”. The Catholic revisor writes “| went up again (palin
)...."7. In this fashion he reveals himself to be the author of the verses 1 : 18-20 where an alleged earlier
journey of Paul to Jerusalem is reported: “Then after three years, I went up to Jerusalem to get acquainted
with Peter and stayed with him fifteen days. I saw none of the other apostles-- only James, the Lord's brother.
1 assure you before God that what I am writing you is no lie”.

Inventing this first trip the editor wants to prove, against the text, that Paul
did not delay entering into contact with the heads of the Jerusalem Church.
His fiction is more timid than that of the editor of Acts (9 : 26-30), who
informs us that Paul was introduced by Barnabas to the Apostles, a short time
after his conversion, and then guided by them in the streets of Jerusalem and
preaching there together with them.

V. Possible Objections

Againg the above given explanation one might object: Why does the editor
heavily emphasize the fact that he hasn't seen anyone but Peter and James,
since his interest is said to have been in connecting Paul as closely as possible
with those in Jerusdlem? Moreover, why doesn't his insertion follow even
more accurately the depiction of Acts?

Keegping in mind the editor's task, these questions can adequately be
answered: We have to consder: in 1,17, Paul had explicitly denied to have
been in contact after his conversion with those, who were apostles before
himself. The editor now could erase this statement, —or reinterpret it. As a
skilled editor, who did not want to write a new text but to ater the extant one,
he chose the second way. So he reinterpreted 1,17 in the sense, that Paul had
seen Peter and James, yet not the other apostles. Because of the context, this
was a concession he could not dispense with. Though this splitting up results
in a rather artificial construction (as dready B. BauER noticed: did then the
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other apostles happen to be on ajourney? did Paul consciously avoid meeting
them?), Paul nevertheless was set into the Jerusalem tradition. Paul had seen
Peter and James and had been with Peter for two weeksl — that should be
enough to prove (to the Marcionites) that the Paul of Galatians had not any
more than the Paul of Acts recelved a specia revelation and consequently was
not the subject of divine revelation in his own right. May then the report in
Gaatians not fully be in agreement with Acts (9, 27), where Paul is conducted
to the apostles (the author surely meant ,all of the apostles’) by Barnabas. It is
the logical result of the specid task undertaken in this place by the editor: one
way or the other, he had to pervert the meaning of 1,17 to get Paul in contact
with the other apostles after all. And his depiction does not really contradict
Acts. by his congtruction he managed to explan why, in 1, 17, Paul
nevertheless could say he had not gone up to Jerusalem to those, who had
aready been apostles before himsdlf (in fact, he had not gne to al of the
apostles!) — and, the al important project, he had managed to confirm the
Catholic point of view.

10. 2,1-4 (The Second Trip to Jerusalem)

#17) 2,1 — ALY cor
Marc 5.3.1

#18) 2,1 —pete Bapvepa cor
Marc 5.3.1

#19) 2,2 —kat’ Ldlow &€ tolc dokodoLy cor
Marc5.3.1 U1 TG €l KevOv Tpéxw T €dpapLov

Textual Evidence:

Tertullian, Marc 5.3.1: Deniqgue ad patrocinium Petri ceterorumque
apostolorum ascendisse Hierosolymam post annos quatuordecim scribit, ut
conferret cum illis de evangdlii sui regula, ne in vacuum tot annis cucurrisset
aut curreret, s quid scilicet citra formam illorum evangelizaret; Marc 4.2.5:
propterea Hierosolymam ascendit ad cognoscendos apostol os et consultandos,
ne forte in vacuum cucurrisset, id es ne non secundum illos credidisset et non
secundum illos evangelizaret; cf. Marc 1.20.2: ... ab illo certe Paulo qui
adhuc in gratia rudis, trepidans denique ne in vacuum cucurrisset aut curreret,
tunc primum cum antecessoribus apostolis conferebat.; moreover: De praescr.
haer. 23,6f. Atquin demutatus in praedicatorem de persecutore deducitur ad
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fratres a fratribus ut unus ex fratribus, ad illos ab illis, qui ab apostolis fidem
induerant. |/ Dehinc, sicut ipse enarrat, ascendit Hierosolymam cognoscendi
Petri causa, ex officio et iure scilicet elusdem fidel et praedicationis.

Marc 5.3.1 and other places clearly show that Tertullian did not ( and
neither did Irenaeus) read maiy — obvioudy nether in the Marcionite, nor in
his own Catholic Bible (to this, see the previous ann.).

VAN MANEN, 510, thinks, Tertullian omitted maAww with a biased purpose.
Yet that's improbable, since there was no reason for Tertullian to do so. On
the contrary, as an advocate of the interpretatio catholica he had to be more
interested in reconciling Gaatians with the details in Acts, which mention
several trips to Jerusalem achieved by the apostle. The quotes do not show
that Tertullian found ad patrocinium Petri ceterorumque apostolorum inthe
Marcionite text — as dready HARNACK, 70*, rightly noticed, this may be a
commentary by Tertullian. HARNACK reconstructs. »Here the phrase read
"Emerte S dekateconpwy €TV avépny ei¢ ‘Tepoooivpe and un mwg eig
KEVOV TPEXW 1] €8POpOV.«

Tertullian’s Discussion of the Phrase in Marc 5.3.1

Obvioudly, the 2™ chapter of Galatians was of utmost importance in the
discusson with Marcion. There is no other explanation for the fact, that
Tertullian, working on passage  2,1-14 discusses amost every single line
Marcion and the Marcionites seem to have backed up »their view of Paul and
the first apostles with this passage« (HILGENFELD, 440).

A striking feature of Tertullian’s rendering 2,1-2 in Marc 5.3.1 is that, more
than in other places, Tertullian adds commentaries to and omits phrases from
the text he quotes with a clear tendency, and that he so does without a basis
even in the canonica verson. By adding the remark, that Paul had betaken
himsdf ad patrocinium Petri ceterorumque apostolorum, Tertullian
immediately makes himself perfectly clear about his (Catholic) opinion on the
relationship of Paul with the other apostles. it's a client-patrons relation.
Tertullian’s conspicuous unscrupulousness in here imposing his Catholic
interpretative framework on the text, is most probably due to the fact that the
Marcionite text itself did not offer much for the point of view defended by
Tertullian — see as well the forced way, already noticed by HARNACK, of
Tertullian’s changing (againgt dl textua evidence) avedéuny of dvatibeoBul TL
= »to expound sth. to sb.«, into conferret of conferre cum aliqua re = »t0
compare sth. with sth.«; see the erasion of kata amokaivyiy, with theintention
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to restrict Paul’s independence —. Consequently, we have to start from the
assumption that Tertullian also uses the canonical text for what immediately
follows, contrary to his usua proceeding of having it out with Marcion on the
basis of the Marcionite text. Hence it is highly questionable whether Marcion
— as HARNACK thinks —read ne in vacuum tot annis cucurrisset aut curreret
= un TG €lg kevov Tpéxw M dpapov in 2,2. More likdy is the assumption,
that Tertullian here looked at the canonica text and in it found the only
adequate commentary on the (shorter) Marcionite version of Gal 2,1-2. | think,
one should have this in mind when asking

Which was the Original Text?

There is indeed hardly any probability for the man, called by God through
revelation, sovereign preacher of the Gospel free of the Law, whom we learnt
to know in the first chapter, to have to be confirmed by those in Jerusalem in
that up to that moment (14 years!), he had not run in vacuum.

VAN MANEN, 510: »... That fear and the fact that the man, who dlegedly harboured it,
had not sooner taken advantage of the opportunity to assuage his mind (1,18 [which,
according to VAN MANEN, belongs to the origind text)]) hardly go together: he waited for
as long a period of time as, would you bdlieve it, 14 years (2,1) and even then did not go up
to Jerusdem before he was forced to do so by an amokaivyic. It was the revelaion that
brought the trip about and not a desire to have examined there whether he might be wrong
in his preaching (conscious of having received his Gospd through revdation, 1, 12, and
curang anyone who dared add something to his preaching 1, 6-9)«. VAN MANEN rightly
cdlsthe editor of the text »aworthy forefather of Tertullian’ s, 510.

Together with pun mwg elg kevov tpéxw 7 €dpapov the connected kot’ 1dlav
8¢ tolg dokobowy hast to be removed. Actually, after the phrase ot dokodvteg,
one expects an extension to make it understandable; see v.6 ¢ival T Or v.9
otdloL elvar. The fac tthat it is dready here introduced as a terminus
technicus shows that »the one who wrote oi Sokodvtec dready knew what
would follow in v.6 and v.9 « and with this in mind could smply talk about
Tol¢ dokoboLv. Yet only an editor could do so!

Asadready HARNACK noticed, petae Baprofa presumably does not belong to
the Marcionite ext ether. In 2,9, Barnabas is not referred to, either. We may
assume that Barnabas was added by the Catholic editor to harmonize the
details in Acts to the way Galatians tells the event and in order to play down
Paul’s role at the Conference of the Apostles. that Paul was accompanied by
Barnabas has the function of showing Paul as emissary of the Church of
Antioch and not as taking part in his own right (Acts 9,27; 11,22; 11,30;
12,25; 13,1ff; 15,2.12.22.25.35). Improbable is the assumption that Barnabas
was mentioned in the origind text and then — lead by the opposed intent —
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was erased by Marcion. As aready HAENCHEN, Apostelgeschichte, 448f,
noticed, the author of Galatians quite firmly speaks in I pers. sing. in 2,1ff:
»The phrases ‘| went up to’, ‘I laid before’, ‘which | preach’, ‘lest | ...in van’
sound as if they be about a mission achieved by Paul aone or at least with him
being in the lead.

In this context there really seems not to have been room for the Barnabas
character!

Likewise CoucHOUD, 25:

»He [the Catholic editor] does not leave Paul in arrogant isolation. At his sde he places
Barnabas, whom he had dready introduced: “gave me and Barnabas the right hand’. To
this phrase he adds “of fellowship, kowwviag” to create a fellowship between Paul and the
Apostles of Jerusdlem. By the addition of Barnabas, the phrase “well continue to
remember” is incumbent on Paul and Barnabas, it ceases to be redricted to Paul and the
notables. The passage has been utterly modified.”

11. Gal 2,4-5

#20) 2,4 — ¢ cor
Marc 5.3.3

s. Clabeaux #3) App A
cf. Clabeaux #4), App A (— ’Inood)
cf. Clabeaux #5), App A: (do not add un)?

#21) 2,5 + 006¢ cor
Marc 5.3.3

s. Clabeaux #6), App A (do not delete ol6¢)

#22) 2,5 —olc cor
Marc 5.3.3

s. Clabeaux #7), App A (-oic)

Textual Evidence

Tertullian, Marc 5.3.3: »Cum vero nec Titum dicit circumcisum, iam incipit
ostendere solam circumcisionis quaestionem ex defensione adhuc legis
concussam ab eis quos propterea falsos et superinducticios fratres appellat,
non aliud statuere pergentes quam perseverantiam legis, ex fide sine dubio
integra creatoris, atque ita pervertentes evangelium, non interpolatione
scripturae qua Christum creatoris effingerent, sed retentione veteris
disciplinae ne legem creatoris excluderent. Ergo propter falsos inquit,
superinducticios fratres, qui subintraverant ad speculandam libertatem
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nostram quam habemus in Christo, ut nos subigerent servituti, nec ad horam
cessimus subiectioni. Intendamus enim et sensui ipsi et causae eius, et
apparebit vitiatio scripturae. Cum praemittit, Sed nec Titus, qui mecum erat,

cum esset Graecus, coactus est circumcidi, dehinc subiungit. Propter
superinducticios falsos fratres, et reliqua, contrarii utique facti incipit reddere
rationem, ostendens propter quid fecerit quod nec fecisset nec ostendisset si
illud propter quod fecit non acidisset ... Necessario igitur cessit ad tempus, et
sic ei ratio constat Timotheum circumcidendi et rasos introducendi in
templum, quae in Actis edicuntur, adeo vera, ut apostolo consonent profitenti
factum se ludaeis ludaeumut ludaeos lucifaceret, et sub lege agentem propter
eos qui sub lege agerent, sic et propter superinductos illos, et omnibus
novissime omnia factum ut omnes lucraretur. Si haec quoque intellegi ex hoc
postulant, id quoque nemo dubitabit, eius dei et Christi praedicatorem Paulum
cuius legem quamvis excludens, interim tamen pro temporibus admiserat,

statim amoliendam si novum deum protulisset«,

Context

Discussing 2, 1-2, Tertullian once again had put specia emphasis on how
much Paul desired to be examined and approved (ab illis probari et
constabiliri desiderat) by those old-established Jerusdem Apostles, who
Marcion reproached for their al too close aliance with Judaism. Now te
emphaticaly states that Paul, by referring to the uncircumcised Titus, wanted
to make clear that nothing else but the problem of circumcision (and e.g. not
the question whether Christ belonged to the Creator God) was bringing about
agitation, and this because of those persons that were caled falsos et
superinducticios fratres by Paul. They had not — as Marcion maintained —
perverted the Gospel through faking Scripture (interpolatione scripturae) ina
way that it classified Christ as belonging to the Creator God, but by insisting
on a continuance of the Law of the Creator God. Tertullian quotes Marc 5.3.3
from the Marcionite verson of Gd. to find Marcion himsalf guilty of faking
Scripturee So when the Apostle (according to Marcion) continues saying:
»Because of fase brethren unawares brought in, who came in privily to spy
out our liberty which we have in Christ, that they might bring us into bondage,
to whom we gave place by subjection not even (o0é¢) for an hour«, one should
only attend to the clear sense of these words to find the perversion of the
Scripture (by Marcion) apparent (which perversion in Tertullian’s opinion,
consists in Marcion’s here adding o0é¢). Tertullian refers to the context: When
Paul first said: »Sed nec Titus, qui mecum erat, cum esset Graecus, coactus est
circumcidi«, and then added: »Propter superinducticios falsos fratres etc« he
conceded that he did that which he would not have done in other
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circumstances. If there hadn’t been any brought in fase brethren, Paul
wouldn't have had to give way to them. He gave way, because there were
persons whose weak faith required consideration: as long as Paul’s preaching
hadn’t been approved by the Jerusalem Apostles, the libertas of Christianity
remained in danger of being again completely turned into the old servitutem
ludaismi by the falsi fratres. » He therefore made some concession, as was
necessary, for a time, and this was the reason why he had Timothy
circumcised, and the Nazarites introduced into the temple, which incidents are
described in the Acts.«. Moreover, al this was in agreement with an Apostle
who to the Jews became as a Jew, that he might gain the Jews, and lived under
the law to save those that were under the law (I Cor 9,20f) — to save the
brought in brethren & well. So anyone had to admit that Paul preached that
God and that Christ whose law he alowed, owing to the times (interim tamen
pro temporibus admiserat), what he would not have done if he had published a
new god.

The Original Version

a) #21) + ovde

Despite Tertullian’s laborious argument, there can be no doubt that the
version of 2,5 he provides (with o0é¢) isthe Marcionite variant and at the same
time the original text. The mgjority of those that have the quote, e.g. al of the
Greek manuscripts, the Syrian trandation and Jerome, here read o06¢
(Exception: D* d, in Irenaeus, Victorinus, Ambrosiaster, Pelagius), so that
SEMLER, LOFFLER, BAUR, HILGENFELD and others were certain about its being
the origind verson. HILGENFELD, 440. »The only divergence in the
Marcionite text which is serioudy rebuked by Tertullian as a vitiatio
scripturae, namely ovde v.5, provides, however, proof for the opposite, i.e. that
Marcion here had preserved the unadulterated text. Though Irendus adv. haer.
11, 13,3 is in full agreement with Tertullian on this negation to be omitted,
there is no doubt that the then Catholic variant, as opposed to the Marcionite,
is entirely wrong.

The omission of o0de undoubtably shows that there was indeed Catholic
tendentious tampering with the text. In this case, the intention was to diminate
the differences between Paul and the other apostles concerning circumcision.
This, in turn, shows — a fact often unnoticed — that the way of describing the
hisory of Early Christianity was of the greatest importance in the doctrinal
discussion of the 2nd century, especialy where the conflict between Catholics
and Marcionites on the correct ideas about Paul was at stake. The conflict was
not a problem of the past, but of the then present time:  Which of the parties
involved could more rightly refer to Paul for its doctrine. As the example
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shows, bot parties were very much tempted to decide the conflict not only by
theologica discussions or by producing their own versions o the history of
the Church (Acts of the Apostles), but just as well by massively interfering in
the wording of the Pauline writings.

b) #22) —oic (2,5); #20) —6¢ (2,3)

According to Tertullian, Marcion obvioudy did not read oic before ovée nor
¢ after 6w in v.3. Here, too, the Marcionite text might turn out to be the more
origina one: actualy it is not easy to understand &c in this context. It might
be explained by the Catholic editor's tendency to give his readers the
opportunity to assume that Paul did have Titus circumcised, yet without
having been forced to do so. After in this way having separated v.4 and v.3
the editor’s task now only consisted in connecting v.4 and v.5 in such a way
as to get a new coherence, which he achieved by inserting oic. Yet, according
to VAN MANEN, only the version which had conserved od6¢e was modified in
this way, not the one quoted by Tertullian, in which o06¢ had been del eted.

The passage from Marc 5.3 incidentally shows the importance for the
Catholic party of such places like Acts 16,3 (Titus's circumcision), 21,26f
(Paul and the Naziraeans) and the apparently Catholic insertion | Cor 9,20f in
their discusson with the Marcionites about the correct interpretation of the
Paul character.

12. Gal 2,6

#23) 2,6 +?(Gap?) ng

Problems

According to a mgjority of commentators, the sentence is an anacoluthon; cf.
BLAR-DEBR. — 467. LIETZMANN reconstructs the original structure of the
sentence like this: o 6¢ t@v Sokolvtwy €lval TL 006EV WoL TPOOHVETEDN:
»The insartion after T then overthrew the construction, so that he starts
afresh with éuot yap«. LIETZMANN himsdf sees the difficulty caused by this:
»The interjected phrase 6molol mote — AapPaver declares the reputation of the
original Apostles to be of no importance. That's actually noticeable, since the
essential point in this context is that the dokodvteg, N opposition against the
false brethren, supported Paul with their authority: how then can he declare at
the same time this authority to be of no importance?< LIETZMANN explans.
Paul »knows he has been called by Jesus and does not need approval of his
Gospel by the original Apostles; this confirmation is — aswe see — vauable
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for him only in respect of human beings«. Y et this explanation does not solve
the problem, it rather once more shows the decisve inadequacy of his
attempted reconstruction.

Van Manen’s Conjecture

In my opinion, VAN MANEN is nearer to the truth, where he interprets 6motot
Tote Moav oLdEY poi SLadépel  as indicating a lagting tension between Paul
and the 6okodvtec. He assumes that this tension, which was probably caused
by the dokolvrteg demanding Titus to be circumcised (2,6, too, might have
dedlt with this problem, as shown by the remark éuol yap ol dokodrteg 0bSeV
Tpooavédevto) was expressed in that (now omitted) phrase as well which
possbly had contained angry and fierce remarks against the Jerusdem
Apostles which the editor then deleted. Paulus might have reported that ‘those
who were reputed to be something’, e.g. ‘firmly demanded circumcision [of
Titus]’, maybe by enumerating their reasons and by telling how he pilloried
them. With the phrase omolol mote noav o0dév pol Sradéper  Paul then had
brought his attack against those of Jerusalem to an end.

VAN MANEN finds this conflict, the details of which were withheld from us by
the Catholic editor, still reflected in Tertullian: obvioudy, to the latter, the
events that occurred in Jerusalem and those in Antioch are identical. In respect
to these, he says. »Nam et ipsum Petrum ceterosque, columnas apostolatus, a
Paulo reprehensos opponunt quod non recto pede incederent ad evangdlii
veritatem (v. 14), ab illo certe Paulo qui adhuc in gratia rudis, trepidans
denique ne in vacuum cucurrisset aut curreret (v.2), tunc primum cum
antecessoribus apostolis

conferebat. Igitur s ferventer adhuc, ut neophytus, adversus ludaismum
aliquid in conversatione reprehendum existimavit,..«..

VAN MANEN draws attention to the fact that the conflict in Antioch was only
between Paul and Peter, and that the first meeting with the pillars took place in
Jerusdlem. — Contrary to  LIETZMANN, VAN MANEN SO succeeds in
explaining how the denigrating qudification of the Jerusalem Apostles in the
short interjection o6molol mote Noar o08Ev poL Siadépel might have come
about.

13. Gal 2,7b.8

#24) 2,7b.8 —1fic axpoPuotiog kabwe IIéTpog cor
Tfic TepLTopfic, 6 yop évepynoog Ilétpw eig

ATOOTOATV TR TepLTopfic évnpynoey
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\ 2 \ H A7
KoL €UOL €LC TH EeVT]

K — contra De praescr. 23,9

Textual Evidence

Asfar as| know, there is no unambiguous evidence for the Marcionite version
in this place; cf. HARNACK, 71*: »6-9a (The introduction to the convention of
the Apostles with the distinction of the ebayyériov tfg dkpoBuoticg and tiig
mepLtopfic and the phrase yvovteg Ty yapw ty 8obeloar pol) are without
any evidence and, if not in an entirely disfigured way, they cannot have been
extant«. kabwg Ilétpog thc mepLtopfic is missing in the (Moscow) manuscript
K (cf. O'NEILL, 37: »The phrase kabw¢ Ilétpoc thic mepitoufic isomitted by
K«); VAN MANEN, 513.

The Original Text: Problems of Form, Language and Doctrine

1. As a parenthesis, 2,7b together with 2,8, obvioudy does not fit in the
context — on the other hand 2,7a is very well followed by 2,9 — a first
indication that obvioudy those two lines did not belong to the original version
(cf. BARNIKOL, VAN MANEN, 513f.).

»The clumsiness of style« of the insertion, which is referred to by ScHLIER
77, A. 2, as an argument for the coherence of the text (?), is rather an
argument for than againgt its being a gloss.

2. The phrase évpynoer kal €uol is untypical, as shown by BARNIKOL,
290,. The verb évnpynoev is not used with the dative case in other placesin the
Corpus Paulinum but connected with év — so eg. in Gal 3,5 (in Ga 5,6 —
though this, too, is an editoria line — it is in absolute mode). In Phil 2,13 and
I1 Cor 4,12 the term again is conneected with ¢v, asin | Thess 2,13 and Col
1,29. »The evidence could not be any clearer: Paul writes évnpyeiv év éuol; he
never wrote éevnpyely éuoi« (BARNIKOL 290).

3. The name Ilétpog is found in Paul only in this place: cf. BARNIKOL,
287ff; SCHLIER 77, Ann. 2; and especially O'NEILL, 37, though in v.8, he only
wants to discard the word ITétpy:

»Paul dways uses the name Kndag, except in Gal 2,7-8. Kndac appears in verse 9 as the
second name in the ligt of the pillars (according to the most probable reading), and it is very
difficult to see any motive for usng a Greek form in the earlier pat of the sentence, or for
putting the man second in the lig of three after giving him such prominence before. |
conjecture that the phrase kebw¢ Tlétpoc tfic mepitoufic, and the word Ilétpy were
origindly glosses to the text, designed to incorporate the view, which we find in Matthew's

www.Radikakritik.de — Berlin 2003




Hermann Detering: The Original Version of the Epistle to the Galatians. Explanations. Seite A4

Gospd, that Peter was the leader of the Jewish Church, into the picture presented by
Gdatians.«

4. In O'NEILL’S opinion, the way Peter is pictured in the insertion is not in
doctrinal agreement with the other statements of Galatians:

»The rest of Gaatians does not support this picture. Not only does Cephas's name
gppear second in the ligt of the three pillars, but Cephas seems to have been subject to
James in the edting with Gentiles (2.12). In the Acts of the Apogtles as wdl, James has
much more authority in the Jawish congregations than Peter«.

Likewise VAN MANEN, who additionally draws attention to 2,9 aitol &¢ €ig
v mepitounv. This clearly shows, that Peter actualy was not entrusted with
the Gospel for the circumcised in any outstanding way.

Moreover, Peter's pre-eminence contradicts Paul’s dtatements in |
Corinthians 1,12 ff. Typicaly enough, in the conflicts among the diverse
parties that call upon Paul, Peter or Apollos, Peter is never mentioned as being
In a pre-eminent position as the representative of the Jewish Christian minority
(BARNIKOL 292).

The arguments of BARNIKOL, O'NEILL and VAN MANEN are convincing.
SCHLIER, 77 A. 2, errs, where he refers to 2,9 against BARNIKOL'S attempt to
remove kebw¢ IIétpoc thc mepLtopfic as agloss. This phrase actualy reveds
the contrast and not the agreement with 2, 7!

5. For the author of Galatians, thereisbut one Gospel (1,6-9) as opposed to
several special gospels (BARNIKOL, 290).

Differently VAN MANEN, who thinks that at least the explandion 6tL memiotevpol o
edayyérLov Thg akpopuotieg belonged to the origind version BARNIKOL 289, A. 17): »The
atribute: of the uncircumcision can be used, just like the e sewhere occurring tod @eod, tod
Epiotod, Thg Patreleg, without referring to a contrary gospel« (VAN MANEN. 513). In my
opinion, however, that's improbable.

6. Finally, a quote from Irenaeus Haer. 111, 13,1 may give us a clue for the
decisive motivation to insert the gloss:

»With regard to those (the Marcionites) who alege that Paul aone knew the truth, and
that to him the mystery was manifested by revelaion (qui dicunt, solum Paulum veritatem
cognovisse, cui per revelationem manifestum est mysterium), let Paul himsdf convict them,
when he says, that one and the same God wrought in Peter for the apodtolate of the
crcumcison, and in himsdf for the Gentiles. Peter, therefore, was an gpostle of that very
God whose was dso Paul; and Him whom Peter preached as God among those of the
circumcision, and likewise the Son of God, did Paul [declare] aso among the Gentiles.«
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By the insertion the Catholic party wanted to prevent the Marcionites (or the
Gnostics) — they of course are the qui dicunt — from referring exclusively to
Paul’s preaching (solus Paulus) to justify their doctrine. If Paul and Peter had
taken part in the same mission, there could be no doubt that Paul had preached
the same God as Peter and not another one, let done a deus novus. The
interpolation is, as BARNIKOL, 298, put it, the »classic expression« of the
orthodox doctrine of the Church, reconciling the apostles Peter and Paul, as it
can befound aswdl in | Clem 5,3-7 or in Ignatius's L etter to the Romans 4,3.

14. Gal 2,9.10
#25) 2,9 —kal Baprofa kowvwvieg cor
Marc 5.3.6
#26) 2,10 —povov TRV TtV va prnuovebwuer,  nig

0 kol €omovduoe odTO ToDTO ToLfoNL

contra Marc 5.3.6

Textual Evidence

Marc, 5.3.6: »Bene igitur quod et dexteras Paulo dederunt Petrus et lacobus
et loannes, et de officii distributione pepigerunt, ut Paulus in nationes, illi in
circumcisionem, tantum ut meminissent egenorum, et hoc secundum legem
creatoris, pauperes et egenos foventis, sicut in evangelii vestri retractatu
probatum est«. Same order in D G d g Hieron., Ambrosiaster, Victorin (s.
HARNACK 71*.)

Reconstruction of the Text

#25) Cf. HARNACK: »The text as given, without Barnabas but with the
repeated ‘I’ (origind text mueic, namely Paul and Barnabas) and the pl.
‘meminissent’, can be understood only as not containing Barnabas (just so
2,1)..«. (s. 2, 1, too).

#26) Going beyond HARNACK (and Tertullian) one will have to ask whether
the Marcionite text did not aso differ from the canonical one in other places.
Suspect are:

a) Tertullian’'s Peter for Knoag, and
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b) the sequence he testifies : Petrus et lacobus et loannes and findly
c) the reference to the collection, tantum ut meminissent egenorum.

a) As shown by the name Peter (not used in other places in the Pauling)
instead of Kndag, Tertullian — deliberately or not— seemsto follow the in the
meantime common Catholic language usage rather than the text he had on
hand (in 2,11 we find again Knoac);

b) Catholic thinking seems to be discernable as well in the order of names of
the apostles with Peter’s pre-eminence. That Marcion »to honour Romex (1),
as LIETZMANN, 236, assumed, placed »Peter in front«, surely may be
considered as entirely out of the question. Tertullian here seems to quote
fredly.

c), Concerning the reference to the collection for the poor, which Paul here
recalls, there is —in spite of Tertullian— reasonable doubt about its originality.
In VAN MANEN’s opinion, it's a note in the margin by a glossator which looks
like an »innocent historical piece of information« and is suspicious especialy
because it interrupts the connection of 2,9 with 2,11. Those that consider the
phrase to be origina, have to explain, as shown by STeck, 108f., how Paul in
Ga dready can recall the collection, whereas Rom 16,25ff shows that the
collection was brought to an end only then. If they don’'t want to draw the
conclusion — as done by SCHRADER, Der Apostel Paulus 1., 219 — that the
letter to the Galatians was written later than the one to the Romans, they
might, together with STECK, see it as a Prolepsis and get results which
endanger the genuineness of the letter: »The author of Gdatians, who is
acquainted with the other Hauptbriefe, knows from these about the collection
and its delivering in Jerusalem and he knows, too, what Acts in a Smilar way
reports about Paul’s taking care of the Saints in Jerusalem (11,25.26. 12,25.
24,17). Hence he writes that sentence, which in this place appears as a
prolepsis, at least if one dates Galatians before the other Hauptbriefe«.

Y e, that note was probably written not by the author, but by an editor, who
even more easily can be thought of as responsible for the prolepsis.

Tertullian connects the collection for the »Poor« in Jerusdem with a
commandment of the God of the OT (et hoc secundum legem creatoris,
pauperes et egenos foventis), but from his argumentation we surely must not
draw the conclusion that this was dready the editor’s intent as well. The latter
apparently only wanted to harmonize the details given in Gaatians with those
in Acts (12,25; 24,17).
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15. Gal 2,12
#27) 2,12 — 1w amo Takopou nq
#28) 2,12 MABev > NAbov nq

Tweg aA BCD FG ¥ 33 339 451 2492

w0 p@x B D* F G 33330451 2492 d g r* Orig Cels 2.1

Textual Evidence

Origenes Cels. 2.1: otL Ilétpog €t Bopovperog toug Toudalopog TEUOHLEVOG
70D petd TV vy ouvveabiev, éABOvtoc TakwBov mpo¢ adtov ApwpLley
€LTOV KTA.

twoee xABCDFG ¥ 33330451 2492 etc. twvae p*° d o r*; aabov A C D¢
¥ etc.; nAber p*°x BD* FG 33330451 2492d g r*

VAN MANEN” 1p0 t0D yop €ABely TakwPov pete TV €6v@dy ouvnobier: Ote
8¢ NABev ...

Instead of tivac &mo. TakwBov VAN MANEN, 514 f conjectures Iakwpov, instead
of fr6ov he reads (e.g. with Cod. Vat.) n1A6er” »mpo 10d yap €ABely Takwpov
uete TV €0vdr ouvnmobier: Ote &€ MABev ... Before James came, he [Peter]
ate with the Gentiles. But when he [James] came.. «To substantiate his
argument, VAN MANEN refers to Origen ¢. Cels., who mentions a visit by
James alone. To VAN MANEN, thisisthe origina picture, Since Peter’s giving
in could only be understood if the »person that had arrived in Antioch...«
were » aman of great importance to whom Cephas |ooked up«. Consequently,
VAN MANEN applies nA6ev , offered by some of the referents for the text (s.
above) to James. The intent of this correction, had been to keep James out of
the »tragedy« in Antioch. — Against VAN MANEN’'S conjecture, one must
object together with O’ NEILL, 38,: »This reading can hardly have been correct,
since then Paul would have been forced to confront James himself, or at least
explain why he did not confront James.

O’Neill: 1po 10D yop €ABely amo TakwPou pete TV €0vdY ouvnaobiey: Ote B¢
AAOev...

O'NeILL, 37ff, deletes twoc and reads nAber instead of HAdov, which he
applies to Peter. »Perhaps the clause 1po tod yap €Abely amo TakwpPou refers
to a vist he made to James before coming to Antioch, but it is possible that it
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conveys just the opposite impression and means that before he left James he
used aways to eat with Gentiles. James was strong enough to stand up to
Jewish pressure, but Cephas was not; when he left James, Cephas
succumbed, 39. In my opinion, the reconstruction of the origina text by
means of historical conjectures without any piece of evidence, is here too
dearly paid for.

PIERSON-NABER” 1p0 100 yop Oelv peta tOV €0vdr ouvnobiev: 0te &¢
NABev...

For areconstruction of the Marcionite text | consider the following criterion to
be decisive: The fact that Tertullian, one of the most important witnesses for
the Marcionite text, describes Peter’ s conduct as motivated only by fear of the
circumcised — without mentioning those that belonged to James. timens
(Petrus) eos qui erant ex circumcisione. We should safely assume that
Tertullian would not have omitted the twvoag ano “TakwBou if he had known
about their presence. So this makes us doubt whether twoag amo TekwBou
belongs to the origind or rather to the Marcionite verson. Further
confirmation is given by the best pieces of evidence for the text (p*° x !) which
in this place read A6¢cv instead of fA6ov. Obvioudly, not tiveg amo TakwBov,
but Cephas was the original subject of the phrase that is introduced by ote.

Summarizing now al observations and assuming — as did aready the Dutch
classica philologist NABER, Nuculae, 385 and PIERSON-NABER in thar
Verisimilia 31 (See WECHSLER, 111f, t00) — mpo 10D yop €ABelv peta TV
vy ournober: ote 6¢ NABer ktA. to bethe origind version, we can without
difficulty explain the other variants offered:

a) nAbov: after the addition of twveg ano TakwBov, one could easily lose
sght of the fact that Cephas was the original subject of the 6te-phrase,
whence i6ov.

b) Twa: contrary, those that kept AA6ev might have attempted to apply tiveg
amo Takwpov to NABev by transforming it into singular form.,

Finally we have to ask, for what reason the phrase twog ano "Texwpov was
inserted. Possibly, the (Catholic) editor here wanted to connect Gal 2,12 with
the piece of information in Acts 15,1, which says that the Acts 151 tiveg
keteABovteg amo thc Tovduileg had originated the agitation in Antioch by their
demand for circumcision. Those rigorous Jewish Christians (whose leader in
his opinion evidently was James) he assumed to be those that had put pressure
on Peter in Antioch. By inserting twvag ano TekwBov he succeeded in making
not Peter,
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who had in the meantime advanced to the position of patron saint of the
Catholic community, but (the for Catholics not so important) James or James's
supporters responsible for the incident in Antioch.

16. Gal 2,14, 15-17

#29) 2,15-17 —2,15-17, except 16 : o0 dikatodtaL cor
GvOpwTOg €€ €pYwY VOUOL &V Ut
SLe Tiotewe > o0 SikotoDTorL
AVOpWTOC €€ €PYwY VOUOL €V Ut

Marc 5.3.7 a8 dLo TloTewg

1. Textual Evidence

Marc 5.3.7 a 8.: »Sed reprehendit Petrum non recto pede incedentem ad
evangelii veritatem. Plane reprehendit, non ob aliud tamen quam ob
inconstantiam victus, quem pro personarum qualitate variabat, timens eos qui
erant ex circumcisione, non ob aliquam divinitatis perversitatem, de qua et
aliis in faciem restitisset, qui de minore causa conversationis ambiguae Petro
ipsi non pepercit. Sed quomodo Marcionitae volunt credi? De cetero pergat
apostolus, negans ex operibus legis iustificari hominem, sed ex fide. Eiusdem
tamen dei cuius et lex. Nec enim laborasset fidem a lege discernere, quam
diversitas ipsius divinitatis ultro discrevisset, si fuisset. Merito non
reaedificabat quae destruxit. Destrui autem lex habuit ex quo vox loannis
clamavit in eremo: Parate etc. ... — After having once more emphasized the
fact that the discussion at the conference of the apostles had been exclusively
about questions of the Law (i.e. not about the question of the God of the Law
and his relationship with the God of Jesus Christ), Tertullian mentions an
objection Marcion might bring forward: But Paul had censured Peter for not
walking straightforwardly according to the truth of the Gospe! Tertullian
concedes, but: on this occasion, too, Paul had blamed Reter solely for his
inconsstency in the matter of eating, fearing them who were of the
circumcision, but not on account of any perverse opinion touching another god
aliguam divinitatis perversitatem. |f Paul had not even spared Peter on the
comparatively small matter of the Jewish dietary prescriptions, he would have
»resisted face to face« others as well, if the question of another god had arisen.
So the apostle must be permitted to go on writing that a man is not justified by
the works of the law, but by faith. However, — and Tertullian directly

www.Radikakritik.de — Berlin 2003



Hermann Detering: The Original Version of the Epistle to the Galatians. Explanations. Seite 40

adresses Marcion: ‘by faith’ in the same God to whom the law also belonged!
For he [now, obvioudy apostolus is no longer subject of the sentence but
God, cf ipsius divinitatis] would have bestowed no labour on ®vering faith
from the law, when the difference in his own divinity —if there had been any—
would have of itsalf produced such a severance. Yet, Tertullian concedes to
Marcion, that of course, he[again, only God can be the intended subject of the
sentence] did not build up again what he had overthrown (Merito non
reaedificabat quae destruxit). The destructio of the law, however, could only
begin with John the Baptist, whose demand Parate vias domini is interpreted
by Tertullian as if John had demanded to change the difficulties of the law into
the facilities of the gospel. Tertullian then refers to Ps 2,3 and Hab 2/4.
Especialy the quote from Habakkuk showed that the Apostle was in perfect
unison with the prophets (and therefore with the O.T. and the God of the O.T.)
just like Christ was himsdf. — The context shows that in his controversy with
Marcion, Tertullian above al wants to refute the suspicion, Paul’s conflict
with the Jerusalem apostles, especialy with Peter, had been about some other
problem than the question of the validity of the law concerning dietary
restrictions. But that exactly seems to be wath the Marcionites emphaticaly
stated: two points can clearly be deduced from Tertullian’s polemics: 1) for
the Marcionites, in Paul’s conflict with Peter in Antioch, nothing less but the
essential question of the relation Redeemer-God/Lawgiver-God was a stake.
2) in this place of the Pauline text, the Marcionites obvioudy had found one of
their main arguments to rebut the (Catholic-Judaist) identification of the
Lawgiver/Creator-God with the Redeemer-God. From the objection [Deus]
non reaedificabat quae destruxit (mentioned by Tertullian and answered by
him in avery articia way —or actualy, as regards content, not answered at all),
we get some idea what the argument might have been, which obvioudy the
Marcionites found supported by Paul. One thing is evident: Marcion did not
apply Paul’s statement in 2,18 to Peter (or fundamentally to those Christians
that were about to return to the Law), but to God, i.e. to that God, who was
just before said by Tertullian to be not only the God of Faith but

the God of the Law as well. Now, so Marcion’s or the Marcionites objection
fought by Tertullian, this God could not (as God of the Law) rebuild what he
himself (as Redeemer-God) had overthrown. (non reaedificabat quae
destruxit).

This objection has a parald in Marc 5. 4: here Tertullian, after discussing Ga
4,3ff, cites a smilar argument of Marcion's, which obvioudy embarrasses
Tertullian. He postpones an answer to it. The Catholic doctrine that it was the
same God who first imposed the Law and later abolished it, seems to have
been dedt with by Marcion in a polemicd way and surely not without a
certain amount of malice Quae ipse constituerat, inquis [Marcion], erasit?
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Did then God abolish the prescreptions he had imposed himself? — and, if so,
— that’s how one has of course to continue Marcion’s argumentation— what
a curious God this is, doing such a thing, isn't it much more reasonable to
assume a divison within the divine and to distinguish a Creator- and a
Redeemer God? — The two arguments, obviously used by the Marcionites to
embarrass the Catholics and to show them the absurdity of their opinions, are
in a somewhat different line: one question reads. Quae ipse constituerat,
erasit? i.e. did God overthrow the law he had himsalf imposed? the other:
Quae ipse destruxit, reaedificabat?, i.e. did he rebuild the law he had
overthrown himsalf? Yet the intention is the same in both cases: the Catholic
»Montheism, the identification of Lawgiver- and Redeemer God is to be
rebutted; the Marcionite separation of the Demiurge and Lawgiver on the one
hand and the God an Father of Jesus Christ on the other hand, is to be
confirmed.

But how came that bizarre Marcionite interpretation of 2,18, which can ill
be deduced from the passage mentioned by Tertullian, into being? The
remarkable thing is that Tertullian does not contradict Marcion's argument
with a reference to the wording of the preceding text, which hardly dlows
such an interpretation (i.e. to apply 2,18 to God), but that he only does so with
a few (quite poor) theologica remarks about John the Baptist as.o.
Consequently, we'll have to assume that Tertullian, too, al in al accepted the
version of the text used by Marcion for his argument, and that he, in his
(Marcionite) text of Gal read something different from what we today are used
to read in the canonical text, something that fell victim to the scissors of a
editor reworking Gaatians. What that text was like, we can only suspect. On
the other hand, the text quoted by Tertullian with its odd interpretation of 2,18,
gives us some piece of information to enable us to start an attempt to at least
approximately reconstruct the way of reasoning in the Marcionite text of
Galatians. Obvioudly, the sentence quoted by Tertullian, seems to have been
the last part of a tripartite argument, two parts of which, the last one and the
first, have been conserved in the canonica text whereas only the (though
decisive) one in the middle is|ost:

We might assume that the Marcionite Paul asked Peter — in perfect
agreement with the canonical text— why he, though he himsdf living in the
way of the gentiles, forced the gentiles to live like Jews (2,14). Y et, obvioudy
the Marcionite text differed in a crucia place from the Catholic. Except for the
fundamental statement, in which Paul declared that a man cannot be justified
by works of the Law, but only by faith (regans ex operibus legis iustificari
hominem, sed ex fide), the Marcionites now did not read any longer about the
law, about Christ as an agent of sin a.s.o. (2,15-17), but about the God of the
Law. And what they actudly read in their Gaatians cannot have been quite
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flattering to him. Paul then seems to have added a polemical question to drive
Peter into a corner: If you keep acknowledging the Law —Paul might have said
to Peter —, your God obvioudy is one who rebuilds what [the Law] he
overthrew. Then, the Marcionite Paul seems to have continued the way we
read it in the canonical text as well (2,18): But if | build up again those things
which | tore down, then | prove myself a transgressor (of the overthrown law).
[i.0.w. God then were himself a transgressor of his own law, an odd specimen
of agod!].

The complete thing then, is an aporetical argument, used by the Marcionite
party to revile and reduce ad absurdum the Judaist return to the Law and
consequently to the one and only God of the Law, who was identical with the
Father of Jesus Christ. The return to the Jewish law is nothing but a return to
the god of the law and that again is: turning to a god of arbitrariness, who first
overthrows the law, only to rebuild it afterwards and in doing so to prove
himsalf atransgressor of the law. What a god: that Catholic god!

On the whole, it is quite noticeable that Tertullian, where he discusses the
entire passage (chapter 3 included), dedls with it only in a very summarizing
way and does not quote -but a very few places- the Marcionite text. We'll
have to deduce from this fact, that it obviousy gave him an uneasy fedling
and that he, for good reasons, here preferred to abstain from a (though
announced) detailed refutation.

It's quite possible that v.16 was consarved in the Marcionite text, as
HARNACK assumes based on Marc v.3 negans ex operibus legis iustificari
hominem, sed ex fide. Though one might assume as well that thisis dready an
(inaccurate) quote of 3,11, since Tertullian deals with chapters 2 and 3 within
the same passage (so e.g. VAN MANEN, 467), the fact that immediately
thereafter Tertullian continues quoting v. 18 rather suggests that it is a remnant
(adopted by the editor) of the origina version which was replaced by 15-17.
Remarkably, instead of ¢xw pn the originad verson had aila (sed) and éx
mlotewe instead of S mlotewe. Here again, the difference between the
exclusive concept of faith of the Marcionites and the more conciliatory one of
the Catholic editor comesto light (s.b.)

11. Peculiarities of Language and Problems of Content as Arguments against
the Originality of Passage 2,15-17

What —based on Tertullian 5.3.7+8- has been said in |. about the original
version of passage 2,15-18 and the assumed absence of 15-17 in the origind
Marcionite text, seems to be confirmed by a glance at the position of lines 15-
17 in context. The passage 2,15-17 differs quite clearly in form and content
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from both the preceding and the following part of chapter 2: whereas Paul’s
speech begins and ends in T person singular, 15-17 have 1™ person plural;
whereas the other parts of the speech show passionate emotion, 15-18 isinthe
matter-of-fact rationa lecture style, as found in the well known passages of
the letter to the Romans (3,4.6.31; 6,2.15; 7,7.13; 9,14; 11,1.11). Yet, that
cdm expodtion in 15-17 does not by any means make it al clearer, the ideas
are explained in a broader and more laborious way than in 2,12-14.17-21, and
the essential reasoning is rather buried than elucidated by quotes from the O.T.
Actualy, the connection with the O.T. in 2,16 together with the typicaly
Jewish idea of contrast between Jews and »sinners« from among the Gentiles:
nuelc dpuoer Tovdalol kel ovk € €OVAY auaptwiol (2,15) shows the stronger
Jewish atmosphere of the passage. All this may give some kind of clue, that it
Is the dready wel-known Judaizing Catholic editor, who speaks in 15-17 (to
al of this, cf. VAN MANEN 515-519 as well).

1II. Motive for the Insertion 15-17 and Doctrinal Tendency

With the results of I. in mind, an aequate explanation can be given for the
decision of the Catholic editor on the one hand to shorten the origina text and,
on the other hand to insert his short addition.. Whatever might be assumed to
have been the content of the origina text which was deleted by the editor and
replaced by his insertion: in any case it can't have been confined to some
harsh words about Peter — as shown not only by Tertullian, but also by the
well known passage in the KIT (Hom XVII 14-19ff, s. S. ) —. If our above
mentioned assumption is correct, it contained an invective against the
Catholic-Judaist God from a typically Marcionite point of view, i.e. from the
standpoint of the Marcionite Two-God doctrine. This, of course, hardly
pleased the Catholic editor, whence he probably erased the passages that
expressed Paul’s (Marcionite) standpoint in the most offensive way. Maybe he
thought he was doing the good work of purifying the text of Galatians from a
Marcionite revision. On the other hand, these erasions naturally had caused a
gap that had to be closed. This job then was dealt with by the editor in a rather
poor way, surely one of the reasons why his insertion became one of the
darkest and most incomprehensible phrases in Galatians (O’ NEILL, 42: »The
attempts to show the connection between verse 17, the preceding verses, and
the following verse are legion«). Trying to directly connect verse 14 with 17
(= replace the erasure of the 2° part of the tripartite argument. -see above),
the editor seems to have been lead by two particular intentions. @) to write
nothing that might till point in any way at the fact that the conflict between
Paul and Peter was about something different from a quarrel about the
inconstantia Petri (cf. Tertullian) b) to invert the point of the Pauline-
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Marcionite statement, i.e. God as transgressor of his own Law, and to apply
what origindly was said about God to Peter, or to anyone returning to the
Law. The question remains, however, in how far this second task has been
achieved successfully: does not the original skopos still show through the odd
way of articulating in 2,18 el yap @ katéAvoe TadTo TOALY OLKOSOU®D,
TopePatny éuovtor ouvviotavw ? About a human being it can surely be said
that he observes or does not observe the Law — but can he tear it down or
build it up again? Surely, no one but God (or Christ, cf. Mt 5,17) can annul
the Law.

Furthermore, the editor took the opportunity to explain @) that Law and Faith
by no means needed to be considered as conradictory b) that the Pauline motto
,judtification through faith and not by works of the law’ had been in harmony
aready with the O.T. , and c) that there was no legitimation whatsoever for the
reproach: Christ an agent of sinl, which was time and again brought forward
by the Jewish sde. Concerning @), the remarkable difference in wording
between the Marcionite text of 2, 16 as given by Tertullian and the canonica
text has aready been drawn attention to. Instead of the (probably original)
aire (Tertullian: sed), the editor writes éoxv un, and by so doing suggests, that
of course aman cannot be justified by works alone. (against SCHLIER, who 92,
A.6 states: »Eav un ... introduces an exclusive contrast «, —because then, the
text would have aAi). Instead of ék miotewe (€x: 16b, 3.2.5; smply miotewc:
3,2.5.11.12.14), he writes 6w mlotewe ‘Inood Xpiotod. All this, and likewise
the peculiar and much discussed €ic Xprotov "Incodv émiotetooucr shows the
difference between the (Marcionite) exclusive doctrine of faith and the
editor’s view which reconciles faith and the law. In his opinion, Christ had
certainly not come to abolish, but to fulfill the law, cf. Mt 5,17: Mn voplonte
0TL HABov kataAbool TOV vouor m| TolLg Tpodnteg: odk HABov kataAdool
QAL TATPGOWL.

17. Gal 2,20
#30) 2,20 GYOPAOOVTOG e > cor
AYOTNONVTOC e
Did V,22
#31) 2,20 — Kol TepadOrTog €quToV LTEP EUoD. nlq
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#30) Marcionite/Original Text

Rufin offers Dial V,22 the elsawhere not evidenced: »qui redemit me« (cf.
HARNACK, 72*; NESTLE-ALAND, in loco.). This seems to be the Marcionite
variant and the original version aswell. Marcion could have kept dyammoovtog

ue without reservation — to the Catholic editor, however, dyopooartoc ue was
suspect since it is reminiscent of Marcionism (HARNACK 118; 132f; cf. | Cor
6,29; 7,23)): he just had to change 3 characters in order not to give the
Marcionite Theory of Redemption any opportunity of appearing on the scene.

431)

Possibly the editor for the same reason added kol mapadovtog €xvtor LTEP
¢uov, a phrase which in spite of the absence of the concept of sin (typical for
the editor) reminds of 1,4, tod &0vtoc €xvTOV VTEP TV GUAPTLOY MUKV,

18. Gal 3, 6-9

#32) 3,6-9 - 6-9 cor
Jerome, CommGal (PL 26 [1845] 352A, 2-4)

Textual Evidence

Origenes in Jer. CommGal (PL 26 [1845] 352A, 2-4): »Ab hoc loco usque ad
eum, ubi scribitur: ‘Qui ex fide sunt, benedicentur cum fideli Abraham’ (v.9),
Marcion de suo apostolo erasit«. Tertullian, too, omits 69 (cf. HILGENFELD
440; according to HARNACK, 72*, however, Tertullian had some keyword of
the origind text 5,9 in mind, since he wrote: »Proinde si in lege maledictio
est, in fide vero benedictio«; S. below).

Marcionite/Original Text

The evidence for the absence of this passage in the Marcionite Apostolus
(especially Origen) is quite strong, so that it can be consdered as a fact:
HILGENFELD, 440: »lll, 69 was missing, as Jerome in his discussion of the
passage explicitly says, and his witness cannot be refuted by any means, since
it is fully confirmed by Tertullian«. Consequently, only the problem of which
Isthe original text remains. did Marcion shorten it or did the

Catholics enlarge it? — Usudly, the former is assumed and scholars think that
Marcion shortened the text for tendentious reasons, i.e. that its connection
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with the O.T. (Abraham) didn't fit in with his doctrine. Y &t, the text might just
as well have been enlarged by the Catholic party for the opposite tendentious
motives, i.e. to connect Paul’s preaching of his gospel with O.T. history. As
shown by VAN MANEN, the question actualy can only be answered by means
of literary critical criteria. These reveal two facts:

a) The text contans particularities of language. 2 hapaxlegomena
mpoidodoa (cf. Apg 2,25.31); tpocunyyerloato (V. 8);

b) between 3,6 and the preceding verses there is no connection: 3,6 gives no
answer to the question asked in 3,5; LIETZMANN, 240: »The step from an
appeal to persona experience to reasoning by means of bible texts is mediated
by nothing but the embarrassed filler kabwe«; cf. SCHLIER 127; STECK 51f. 2-5
talks about, »what experience taught about faith being of greater value than
works of the law«. (VAN MANEN, 469); on the other hand, not until v.10 we
again have reflections about the value of faith and the worthlessness of the
law; considering further that, in spite of yap in v. 10 this verse does not
contain anything that might be seen as substantiating the preceding verse, one
will have to agree with VAN MANEN, who felt the part in between to be an
dien dement with its reference to Abraham and the discusson of his
importance for a faithful Christian. According to VAN MANEN, the passage
was inserted by an editor, who wanted to recommend Galatians to the Catholic
Christians of his time. In VAN MANEN’S opinion, the passage is a concession
to the Jewish-Christian reader (among the Catholics), to whom Abraham was
of essential importance and who used O.T. texts as evidence for the truth of
Chistianity. To me this seems to be correct. There are two more noticeable
points:

1) the contents of Ga 3,69 ae to a large extent identica with the
exposition about Abraham as the father of faith in Rom 4,1-25: on Gal 3,6
(Habakuk quote) cf. Rom 4,3; 4,9; on Ga 3,7 (men of faith as sons of
Abraham) cf. 4,11-12 (Abraham as father of the men of faith); on Ga 3,8-9
(fulfilment of the promise) Rom 4,16-17. Obvioudy, here the same editor as
in Rom 4,1-25 is at work. Since in Rom 41-25 he had already in great detall
explained his ideas about Abraham’s importance as father of the men of faith,
he thought it not to be necessary to say more here. He considersit to be
sufficient to remind his Jewish-Christian readers of the essential ideas of the
passage by means of afew key words;

2) apart from Rom 4,1-25, Ga 3,6-9 reminds of corresponding expositions
in the work of Justin. In Did 1194 the Catholic Christian Justin tells his
Jewish interlocutor why the Christians must be considered to be the very
people of the promise:
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»For this (Chrigianity) is that nation which God of old promised to Abraham ... For as
he believed the voice of God, and it was imputed to him for righteousness, in like manner
we having believed God's voice spoken by the apostles of Chrigt, and promulgated to us by
the prophets, have renounced even to death dl the things of the world. Accordingly, He
promises to him a nation of similar faith (cf. Gal 3,7: 6tL ol € mloTewg, ovToL vLLOL €loLy
"ABpaap), God-fearing, righteous, and delighting the Father; but it is not you, “in whom is
no faith.'«

This passage in Justin shows two things

1. that the Abraham typology is a genuine Catholic theologumenon, and

2. that this theologumenon was of outstanding importance for the nascent
Church that began to emancipate herself from the Jewish synagogue in which
it was rooted. By using it to make herself the legitimate successor of God's
people in the O.T. to which the old promise applied, she acquired the rich
gpiritual and literary heritage of Isradl which she (unlike Marcion) did not
want to do without. By holding to the O.T. heritage, she surely made it
possible for many believers coming from the synagogue to keep to a large
extent their previous identity. On the other hand, however, this was a clear
rejection of the old Isreal, which now would be considered to be repudiated by
God («... s0... it is hot you) for as long as it kept to its old traditions or was
not prepared to go the way offered by the Church. What is sad by SCHOEPSIn
his book on Paul, 258, about the outline of Sacred History in Rom 9-11
applies to the Abraham typology as well, namely that here, too »in a quite
arbitrary way and to the detriment of the Jewish people, .... Israel’s history is
typologized as prefiguring the nascent Church« (cf. especialy SCHOEPS 247f).

The close doctrina relationship between the Abraham typology in Ga 3,6-9
and Justin’s statements quoted above tells us where we have to look for the
editor of 69: in the same menta milieu of mid 2" century to which aso the
Catholic Chrigtian Justin belongs. Perhaps the remark of the radical theologian
RASCHKE in his Der Rémerbrief des Markion nach Epiphanius, 129, will be
confirmed one
day: that we have to take into account the possibility that it was »a mind cast
in the same mould as Justin’ s«, maybe even Justin himsalf who «out of the
Gnostic [better: Marcionite] Paul produced the Catholic Paul of the Epistles «.

19. Gal 3,10-12

#33) 3,10-12 Mabete dtL O OLkaloc €k cor
TLoTewe (NoetaL: 6ooL yop LTO

vopov, vTo kotapay etoly: 12. ‘0 &¢
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Townoog adte (NoeToL €V adTOLG
>10-12
Epiph Pan 42.11.8 (120,7) 42.12.3 (156,2-9) [Marc 5.3.8]

Textual Evidence

Epiph Pan 42.12.3 (156,2-9): Mafete 810TL 0 SLkalog €k mLoTewg (MoeToL
0ooL yap UTO Vopov, LTO Ketapay eloly: ‘O 8¢ Tonong adte (NoeTaL €v
avtoic Pan. 42.13.3 puabete O0tL 6 dikalog €k TioTewg (NOoETo EAEYXOC . TO
HoOeTe OTL O Olkelog €k Tiotewe (Noetol | KoL TO UTO KOTEPOV €LoL..
Tertullian Marc 5.3.8: »ut iam ex fidei libertate iustificetur homo, non ex legis
servitute, quia iustus ex fide vivit. Quod si prophetes Abacuc praenuntiavit,
habes et apostolum prophetas confirmantem, sicut et Christus«

Reconstruction of the Marcionite Version of 3,10-12

a) To reconstruct the Marcionite text Harnack 72* starts from the above
guoted scholion of Epiphanius and concludes: »Thus, according to him, lines
10b, 11a and 12a were absent: the connection to the OT (yéypamtal) is a
remote one, the rearrangement, too, is acceptable«. Harnack does not attach
much value to Tertullian’s »free way of reporting«. At most, he is prepared to
conclude from it »that 11a (though rearranged) was not absent all the samex.

b) Whereas HARNACK in his reconstruction of the Marcionite text arrives a
a»minimum solution« because he starts from the assumption that after all, the
Marcionite text be identical with the wording of the quote from Epiphanias
HILGENFELD and VOLKMAR favoured the »maximum solution«. Since they
started from the basic assumption that Epiphanius did not aways quote
Marcionite text in full, they thought that lines 10-12 had to be re-completed.
Thus, in their opinion, the essential difference of the Marcionite variant only
consisted of the second half of v. 11 with the preceding pafete ktA. being put
in front. By doing so, Marcion had tried to »establish an acceptable connection
with v.5« (HILGENFELD, 440).

c) VAN MANEN takes a middle course. He, too, for his reconstruction of the
Marcionite verson of 3,10-12 starts from the Epiphanius quote; including
Tertullian (discarded by HARNACK) he arrives t:

MabBete 0tL O Sikalog €k TLoTewg (Noetal: 600L yop ULTO VOWOV, LTO
KoTapoy €loLy: 0Tl ETLKaTapatog TiG 0C 00K EUUEVEL TAOL TOLS YEYPULULEVOLS
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) ~ ’ ~ ’ ~ ~ ) ’ 5 \ ~ ¢ \
€V T PLPAlw tod vopov Tob ToLfioal ovTE” €V VOUW OULOELG dikotobte ‘O &€
oo ahTe (NoetaL €V adTOLC.

Contrary to HARNACK, VAN MANEN considers not only 11a, but 10b, too, to
be Marcionite. Yet he thinks the quote from Dtn 27,26 had not been
introduced with yéypamtar (corresponding to the quote from Hab 2,4 which
wasn't introduced with yéypantal ether).

Surely, dl attempts to reconstruct which include more than the Epiphanius
guote (HILGENFELD, VOLKMAR, VAN MANEN) may be methodically justified
in as far as they are based on the observation that Epiphanius often quotes the
Marcionite text but partialy. On the other hand, al concepts of a longer
Marcionite text can’'t of course be but quite hypothetical. In my opinion, it is
improbable to the highest degree that the Marcionite text —as thought VAN
MANEN— should have contained two quotes from the OT(Hab 2,4 and Dtn
27,26) in one and the same verse (v.10). Best of al, one would side with
HARNACK who for his reconstruction only used Epiphanius (but was prepared
to follow Tertullian in not discarding v. 114).

The Original Text

Of course, the question whether the Marcionite or the canonica text is the
origina one, gets different answers from the above mentioned scholars. While
HARNACK, HILGENFELD and VOLKMAR share the traditiona view and

favour the canonical text, VAN MANEN tried to demonstrate that Marcion had
kept the origina text and that the canonical text be the work of a Catholic
editor enlarging the Marcionite text. As one of his pieces of evidence he draws
atention to the sentence 3, 10, which is introduced with padete, and,
concerning contents and form, is connected very well with the exposition that
was interrupted in 3,5

a) the correspondence of podelv and pabete ktA. shows that 3,10 is the
immediate continuation Of the exposition started in 3,1-5 and interrupted by 6-
9,

b) on the other hand it is comprehensible that the Catholic editor had to erase
uobete ktA., since the origina coherence of thought had been destroyed by the
inserted lines;

c) likewise comprehensible from the viewpoint of a Catholic editor is the
reason why the canonical text in 3,10 is about those that live ¢ €pywr vopov
and the Marcionite passage, as given by Epiphanius, talks about those that are
uTo vopov. That Catholic editor by this modification wanted to mitigate the
rigidity of the origind vo vépov in 3,10a
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So, according to VAN MANEN, 473, »the development of the canonical text out
of Marcion’s ... can be explained quite well, the reverse not at al«.

Though VAN MANEN’ s attempt to reconstruct the Marcionite text has to be
evauated critically —as shown above—, his arguments for the originaity of the
Marcionite or againgt the canonical text should be considered. In my opinion,
there is one decisve argument in favour of the greater origindity of the
Marcionite text. Since aready 3,6-9 has been found out to be a disrupting
addition which interrupts an otherwise coherent context, the Marcionite text
given by Epiphanius offers a much more sensible continuation of the line of
tought as established in 3,1-5 than does the canonical text. This is true, as
shown by VAN MANEN, for both contents and form (s. the correspondence of
3,2 T00T0 povov BEAw podely ad’ vpdr and pabete, 3,10).

HILGENFELD’S assumption, Marcion had in so doing (i.e. by modificating
the origina text) made an effort to construct a »tolerable connection with
v.5« is @ least correct in as far as the Marcionite text actualy is coherent,
whereas the canonical text of 3,1-10 in its present form, distorted by 69, is
totally devoid of coherence —and for this very reason can hardly be original.

20. Gal 3,13

#34) 3,13 — YéYpOTTOL nq
Marc 5.3.10; Epiph. Pan 42,11,8 (120,9)

Textual Evidence

Tertullian, Marc 5.3.10: »Neque enim quia creator pronuntiavit: Maledictus
omnis in ligno suspensus, ideo videbitur alterius dei esse Christus et idcirco a
creatore iam tunc in lege maledictus«. Pan 42.8.1 (103,26-28): diaotpépwr T0
70D dmootodod PNTov, 0Tl XPLOTOC TUAC EENYOpacey €k ThC Katapog Tod
VOUOU YEVOUEVOG DTIEP MUAY Katope, Kol dnowy: €l fuey adtod, odk &v To
coavtod fyopacer Pan 42.11.8 (120,9) = 42.12.3 (156,13): émLkatapatog Tig o
kpepapevog €mi Evdov. — Megeth (Did 1,27): TTadiog Aéyer,” Ot XpLotog
nuag €nyopaoe’ — Jerome on 3,13: »Subrepit in hoc loco Marcion de
potestate creatoris, quem sanguinarium, crudelem infamat et iudicem,
asserens nos redemptos esse per Christum, qui alterius boni dei filius sit«.
VAN MANEN, 473, has drawn attention to the remarkable fact that neither by
Tertullian nor by Epiphanius the quote from the OT was introduced with
véypartal. From this he rightly concluded that the term was absent in the
Marcionite text — corresponding to the absence of the same word in Ga
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3,10. Moreover, Tertullian’s context shows that in Marcion's opinion, the
statement Maledictus omnis in ligno suspensus was uttered by the Creator
God (thought of little by Marcion) — and consequently was hardly considered
to be taken from authorative Scripture.

There is no way to decide which of the variants is the more origina one,
since both Marcion and some Catholic editor might have been tendentiously
interested in either the erasure or the addition of yéypoartot.

21. Gal 3,14

#35) 3,14 eAaPoper odv Ty €bAoylay cor
10D TYeduatog dLa THG TLOTEWC
> Ty elg o €6vn 1) edAoylo Tod
"ABpaop yévntar év Xprot® Inood, v v
émoyyerlay tod mreduatog AoBwuer
due thg TloTewc.
Marc 5.3.11
Cf. Clabeaux #8) App A: ebloylov for émayyediay

Textual Evidence

Marc 5.3.11: »Accepimus (oder: accipimus, M) igitur benedictionem
spiritalem per fidem, inquit, ex qua scilicet vivit iustus, secundum
creatoremq.; €0roylay instead of émayyeriov is further given evidence by
Ambst, s. NESTLE-ALAND to 3,24

Reconstructing the Marcionite Text,

most scholars rightly assume that Tertullian cites the Marcionite text
accurately. HILGENFELD bemerkt, 441: »Suredly, he did not omit ether
Abraham'’s benediction or the prophecy €noyyeiie) on the coming of the
Spirit accidentally, since he would not by any means have have done without
such weapons againgt the enemy of the patriarchs and the prophets. We can
only assume that Marcion had really erased the topics mentioned (as in 3,6-9
the righteousness by faith and the benediction Abraham’s) and consequently
the complete verse had read: €éiofoper odv Ty edioylav Tod TMreluatog SLi
Tfic Tlotewc. By the way, the absence Abraham’s and consequently of the
first half of 3,14 is confirmed (and the absence of 3,6-9) indirectly by the fact
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that Tertullian has knowledge of only one mentioning of the OT archpatriarch
by Marcion; s. the commentary to Gal 4,22, where, according to Tertullian V ,4
Marcion through dropping his prey (= mentioning Abraham) had removed his
mask and shown himsalf to be a thief.

The Question: Which is the Original Text?

is often much too rashly answered in favour of the canonical version.
Thereagaing, the Dutch radica critic VAN MANEN has shown that quite a few
arguments rather speak for the greater originaity of the Marcionite variant
VAN MANEN, in support of his thesis, points out that the exposition opened
with padete is succinctly brought to its end in the Marcionite text whereas the
canonical text, with its twofold {ve and a sudden change from 3¢ p. sing.
yévnral to 1% p. plur. AdBwpwy contains problems of style. Accordingto VAN
MANEN, though Marcion might have had a plausble reason to omit 14a
because Abraham is mentioned there, and to change émayyeAlor into edioyloy
because of its OT reminiscence, but, why would he a the same time have
changed Tva Adfwpwy into éiafouer odv? And why did some orthodox
referents (Ambst) keep reading cOdoyiav instead of émayyeAilar? According to
VAN MANEN, the same Catholic editor may be responsible for both the
insertions 3,14 aand 3,6-9.

VAN MANEN’S argumentation for the greater origindity of the Marcionite
text is plausible. Apart from the stilistic problems, drawn attention to by VAN
MANEN, it's above dl an analysis of contents that shows that the first half of
3,14 can hardly have belonged to the the origina text. The chain of proof that
takes up the question of 3,5 (The Spirit supplied by the Law or by Faith?) ends
with the statement that the Christian receives the gift of the Spirit through
fath. A repeated linking of this idea with the topic of Abraham —which
dready in 3,69 interrupted the context—, seems put on. Up to then, the
important thing was to prevent a return to the Law by emphasizing faith and
not the Law as the condition sine qua non to receive the Spirit. Hence the
linkage of this idea to the topic of Abraham is undoubtably of secondary
interest and obviously intended i.a. to produce a connexion to the now
following digression on Abraham (3,15-3,25).

To these careful considerations of VAN MANEN'’S, ZAHN, 500 writes: » D*
G d g Ambgt, too, have evioyiav instead of emayyeiiov. This means that
Marc. did not create this variant but had found it. Consequently, Van Manen’'s
considerations S. 474 are unfounded.« Theoretically it's not impossible that
Marcion had found the variant evioyiav for emayyeiiav. Agang it, in my
opinion, isthe fact that Marcion’s variant shows a clear contrast to the
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Cathalic doctrine of the promise (based on the OT). The reason for the broad
spreading of Marcionite variants in Latin manuscripts, recently observed by
CLABEAUX as wdl, might be that this group of manuscripts was closer to the
origina Marcionitetext than to the later Catholic one..

22. Gal 3,15-25

#36) 3,15-25 -15-25 cor
Marc 5.3.11

Textual Evidence

Tertullian, Marc 5.3.11: »Sed et cum adicit: Omnes enim filii estis fidei,
ostenditur quid supra haeretica industria eraserit, mentionem scilicet
Abrahae, qua nos apostolus filios Abrahae per fidem affirmat, secundum
quam mentionem hic quoque filios fidei notavit«.

Context of Marc 5.3.11

Discussing v. 26, Tertullian seems to defend the thesis that Marcion had dealt
with it very cardesdy, since otherwise he wouldn’t have kept the viol tfig
motewg, applied by Tertullian to the sons of Abraham, who are mentioned
before. Tertullian, starting from the extant 3,26 combined with the absence of
3,15-25, thinks he now can draw the conclusion that the preceding passage
had been avictim of Marcion’s scissors or, i.0.w. of the spongia Marcionis. —
On principle, Tertullian's methodical way is correct, as VAN MANEN noticed.
Questionable though is, whether the premises his argument is based on are
correct. That the »sons of faith« (v. 26) have to be applied to the »sons of
Abraham’'s faith« is by no means sdf-evident to the degree Tertullian
supposes it to be. Moreover, we have to take into account that there is no
coherence of thought between 3,15-25 and 3,26, neither is

there a »development« of thought (LIETZMANN, 241), but — as shown below
— adiscontinuity of form and content.

The Reconstruction of the Marcionite Text

Is relatively easy. Without doubt, the Marcionite edition of Paul’s epistles did
not contain the passage.. HARNACK, 73*: »The longish exposition about the
covenant, Abraham and the Law were absent«. As we have seen, the evidence
Is clearly provided by Tertullian who switches immediately over from 3,14 to
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3,26 (s.above) and ironically refers to the haeretica industria which he blames
for the omission of the passage 3,15-25. A little later, Tertullian comes back to
it where he quotes verses 3,15-16 from his non-Marcionite edition of
Gaatians and exclams (V,4): »Erubescat spongia Marcionis! Nis quod es
abundanti retracto quae abstulit, cum vaidius gt illum ex his revinci quae
servavit«.

Which is the Original Text?

Though a mgority of scholars agree with Tertullian that for the absence of
3,15-25 the spongia Marcionis be responsble, an accurate literary critical
examination of the passage shows that al clues hint at a later interpolation of
the Abraham-passage. The following arguments should be taken into account
for adecision on the question, which one is the origina text:

1. The context is disrupted between 3,25 and 26. Form, i.e. grammar, shows
the gap 25-26 by the sudden change from 1st p. plural (»But now that faith has
come, we are no longer under a custodian «) to the 2" p. pl. (»for in Christ
Jesus you are al sons of God, through faith«). A difficulty of content, so far
hardly noticed, follows from the fact that being sons through faith (v. 26) not
necessarily needs to be seen as contradictory to being under a custodian (S.
B.BAUER, Ga 47, as wdl: »there is no interrelation, not a word about
iImmature heirs before, no deduction, that only needed a finishing touch).
SCHLIER, 171, sees it as a didocation of the metaphor: »One sees how the
metaphor gets dislocated because of the topic. For it is precisely the sons who
are under the pedagogue they are entrusted to by thelr fathersc. Some exegetes
try to dissolve the tension by making the sons into »mature« sons (ALTHAUS,
31). Yet, nothing like that is in the text. On the contrary, the interrelation gets
clearer by far, if, together with Marcion we read v.26 subsequent to v. 14,
where the topic of receiving the Spirit through faith is dealt with. As shown
by comparing with Rom 8,14, v. 14.26 is a genuine Pauline idea: those with
faith are made into sons by receiving the Spirit.

2. The passage 3,15-25 contains a series of particularities of language:

Hapaxlegomena, terms and grammar constructions that occur only here:

opwe, V. 15, put in front (s. BL.-D. 450,2; SCHLIER, 143; JEREMIAS, ZNW
52, 1961, 127f), dsawhere only in the likewise interpolated passage | Cor
14,7,

kupodv, V.15, (= to make legdly vaid, to ratify) esewhere only in Il Cor
2,8, where, however, it is not used in this particular sense (= decide);

emdLataocoeadut, V. 15, (= to add a clause to a testament, jur. term. tech. cf.
O. EGER, ZNW 18, 1918, 92f.) hapaxlegomenon;
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éppednoav, V.16, aor. pass. of A¢yw esewhere only in the interpolated
passage Rom 9,12 and 26;

mpokupody, V.17, (confirm before) and axkvpodv v. 17, (to invaidate) only
here (cf. Mt 15,6; Mk 7,13)

mapaPoorg, V. 19, (= transgression) esewhere only in the interpolated
passages Rom 2,23; 4,15; 5,14 (cf. | Tim 2,14; Hebr 2,2; 9,15).

xapwv +gen., v. 19, in a particular sense (= because of ) elsewhere only Eph
3,1.14 (I Tim5,14; Tit 1,5.11).

uealtng, v. 19.20, (= mediator) only here (cf. Tit 2,5; Hebr 8,6; 9,15; 12,24);

ouykietewy, v.22.23, elsawhere only in the interpolated passage Rom 11,23;

dpoupelr, V. 23, esewhere only in the interpolated passages Il Cor 11,32
and Phil 4,7,

3. Between 3,15-25 and both the preceding and the subsequent text (apart
from what has been discarded as an interpolation) there is a great difference of
style. The author of 15-25 constructs his argumentation in a very diffuse way,
a fact that caused great problems of how to interpret it; s. the relevant
commentaries. In this context, LIETZMANN, 242, taks about Paul’s »mental
leaps« and draws attention to the missing connection of ideas between v. 15
und v. 16. Then again, in v.17, follows »another secondary idea — though one
leading away from the following context — which appears in the construction
of the sentence as the main idea and thusly makes it more difficult to grasp the
development of the argument« (LIETZMANN 243). With v. 19 LIETZMANN, 244,
feels compelled to either »assume a rather complicated thought, expressed in
highly vague manner, as proved by the plethora of constrained attempts to
explain it (SIEFFERT S. 209ff.) or an »error or a careless mistake by Paul«. In
respect of content, too, v. 15ff., the so clumsily developed allegory appears to
fal. Following LIETZMANN, SCHOEPS, 189, Ann. 5 remarks. »That this entire
alegory, taken from rabbinic lega terminology, is mideading, because God
has been made into a legator and the promise to Abraham into a legal
testament, has dready often been noticed«. As a whole, the entire
argumentation in the passage 3,15-25 gives the impression of great clumsiness
of style and thought, something we would hardly put in charge of the -where
language is a stake- highly competent author of the letter, who, e.g. in the
passage 3,1-14 of the original letter, gives proof of the fact that he writesin a
brilliant style, and isableto arguein a clear and trenchant way.

4. Doctrinal Tensions

The passage 15-25 clearly shows a tendency to relativize or revoke the so
trenchantly expressed exposition about justification through faith alone (10-
14). The author of 15-25 tries to show that the Law, too, which in 10-14 was
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only seen as a curse (3,10.13), were of some vaue in the History of
Salvation.,

In principle, this attempt to water down the original statements might have
come from the author of 10-14. On the other hand, VAN MANEN, 476f,
remarks that 15-25 cannot be seen by any criterion as only a supplementation
or an explanation of 10-14, but that it rather contradicts that passage to some
degree:

»Frg, without any reserve, the doctrine is that faith done a al times is the bass of
judification 6 dlkalog €k mlotewg (Moetat-«. Concerning the Law it sad sad: »v vouw
obdele Sukatodtal, V. 11 ... it's impossble to fulfill dl its [the law's] commandments.
Nevertheless, by its nature it has to demand absolute obedience from al tose who want to
live up to its commandments. It has to curse anybody who does not observe what it has
dipulated, v.10. It can nether give nor lend life, except if what cannot be fulfilled be
fulfilled, 6 mowoog bt (Moetar év adtolc, V. 12. SO, to be under the Law isto live under
the curse v.10; whence we can rightly spesk of the curse of the Law, from which Chrig has
redeemed us, XpLotog Huag €Enyopaoer €k The ketdpag tod vouov, V. 13. — On the other
hand, in 1525 we learn, ... that fath had not been a dl times the only bass of
judtification. Though not explicitly expressed, it is tacitly given to understand that before the
appearance of faith, mpo tod 8¢ €ABelv v mlotwy, V. 23, progress had been possible
through the Law. It had the function of a pedagogue ... Though it could not offer mankind
the best, Life and righteousness, €L yop €506m vopog 0 dvvapevog (wotolfioat, dVTwe €k
vouov | v v 1) Sikaoolvm, v.21; it neither was a hostile power, but rather akind helper,
who, until the coming of Christ helped them to domedticate their desres and prevented
them from transgressing , mopafaoecwr yapLy mpooetédn, v.19«. According to VAN MANEN,
we here once more hear the »Catholic editor pouring water into the pure wine, which was
too drong in the opinion of many Jewish thinking people He complies with ther
reservations as best he can. He annulates the crass contrast of Law and Faith which sees the
former as a curse and the latter as a benediction«.

Whereas in VAN MANEN’S opinion, the doctrina bias of the passage 15-25
were a catholisizing one, adressng Christians of Jewish origin, quite a few
scholars think differently. Based on mpooeteon in Gal 3,19 ZAHN thought
himsalf able to » sense ataste of Marcion’s, or a least Valentine' s doctrine«
(cf. SCHLIER, 151, A. 4). Smilarly, the idea of Angels as mediators of the Law,
expressed in 19-20, is suspected by many exegetes to show a spiritual
closeness to Gnosis and Marcionism. SCHOEPS, 190: »Admittedly this theory
Is not unknown elsewhere in the NT (Acts 7,38; Hebr 2,2). But the inferences,
that were later taken from it in a Pauline spirit, are egregious. ... Simon Magus
(Iren. adv. haer. 1,23,3), then Cerinth (according to Pseudo-Dionysius), Cerdo
and most blatantly Marcion ssimply put the Creator-God among the angels of
Ga 3,19.. As is generally known, one of these lawgiving angels was then
identified by Marcion as Jahwe, the God of Israel, degraded to the status of a
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demiurge«. While ScHOEPS obviously starts from the assumption that Paul’s
ideas might have affected Gnostics and Marcionites SCHLIER, 158, sees Paull
himsdlf aready »on the way to a Gnostic understanding of the Law«. With a
great many examples SCHLIER shows that there is a series of parallelsto 19-20
in Gnosis. Eventudly, the English O'NEILL, 52, goes even further then
SCHLIER: in his opinion, Paul in that passage does not take up Gnostic idess,
but, on the contrary, lines 19.20 are a Gloss, inserted by an editor with a close
afinity to Marcionism or Gnosis.

The scholars mentioned above mostly overlook that Gal 3,19-20, in spite of
its quite obvious relationship with Gnosis or Marcionism, differs from them in
one decisive point. Impossibly the sentence 6 8¢ 6ecoc €ic éotiy, 3,20, which
presupposes a clear declaration of adherence to (Jewish/Jewish
Christian/Catholic) monotheism, could have been spoken by a Gnostic or
Marcionite. Yet, therewith the entire reasoning of 3,19-20, based on the
presupposition that God is one only, is not possble in a gnostic/marcionite
sense. All in dl, we can draw the conclusion that VAN MANEN has quite
rightly described the doctrinal bias in passage 15-25. The tendency is not —
in spite of 19-20 — one of polemical intensified emphasis on the theses of 10-
14, but of their attenuation and moderation.

Conclusion: for the reasons mentioned above, we can say that the question
which is the origind text, can definitely be answered in favour of the
Marcionite text.

23. Gal 3,26
#37) 3,26 — Beod cor
Marc 5.3.11
Cf. Clabeaux #9) App A (vlol €ote tfic Tlotewe > viol Beod €ote L ThC TLOTEWC)
#38) 3,26 — 8L cor
Marc 5.3.11
#39) 3,26 —¢év Xproty ‘Inood cor
Marc 5.3.11 Clem Alex

Textual Evidence

Tertullian V,3: »Sed aum adicit: Omnes enim filii estis fidei, ostenditur quid
supra haeretica industria eraserit, mentionem scilicet Abrahae, qua nos
apostolus filios Abrahae per fidem affirmat, secundum quam mentionem hic
quoque filios fidei notavit ..«. (t0 the entire context s. the preceding note);
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Hilarius, Hom. in Psalm 91, p. 345 of the Vienna edition; possibly Clemens
Alex.: mavteg yap viol €ote dua The mlotewg év Xprote ‘Inood (S. below).

Reconstruction of the Marcionite Text:

Though the variant: movtec yop viol 8eod €ote thc mloTewe iSunambiguoudy
testified by Tertullian as being Marcionite and is considered as such by the
majority of critics, HARNACK, 51*, 73*, refuses to acknowledge the fact: he
declares Tertullian’s text to be »incorrect«: »... it is quite out of the question
that Marcion should have modificated the origina text arbitrarily, for it is one
of his main doctrines that we have become ‘sons of the Good God’ through
faith. Why then would he have replaced it by ‘sons of faith’? On the other
hand, the variant can quite easlly be explaned as a dip of the pen
(dittography) in Latin: ‘filii fide’ instead of filii dei’; after that, of course, ‘per
fidem' got lost. Consequently, the text used by Tertullian was a Latin
trandation; this conclusion is inevitable«. HARNACK assumes mavteg yop viol
Bcod €ote SL Th¢ Tlotewe to be the Marcionite variant. — Against HARNACK,
the rdiability of the Marcionite text quoted by Tertullian need not be doubted
a al, for the very fact done that gill in the same sentence (no more quoted
by HARNACK, 73*) the expression filii fidei comes back (and cf. the following
sentence: »et hic filios fidei«; HILGENFELD, 441)! Moreover, the explanation
for Tetullian's error given by HARNACK (dittographie) is based on the
contestable assumption, that Tertullian quote from a Latin translation of the
Marcionite Apostolus. Though HARNACK’s question, for what doctrinal motive
Marcion would have changed »sons of God« in »sons of faith« is a legitimate
one, his conclusion, however, (since Marcion had no doctrinal reasons to
change, Tertullian must have quoted erroneously) is not compeling, sinceit is
not the only possible one. Even if Marcion had not modificated the text —
because, as nicely shown by HARNACK, he had no reasons for a correction —,
Tertullian need not necessarily have read him (Marcion) erroneously, the
more so as the repeated filii fidei shows, that he had read and understood him
perfectly well. If so, we have to expect that the text was modificated by the
Catholic party (s. below). Consequently, one will have to sde with the
majority of critics and ackowledge mavtec yap viol 6cod éote Thic mlotewg toO
be the Marcionite text of 3,26. Findly, againg HARNACK, there is the evidence
in Hilarius and Clement of Alexandria. Both of them seem to unintentionaly
guote the Marcionite text, the former word for word, the latter in a way that
there is an unmistakable reminiscence of the Marcionite text in his quote (the
absence of the word 6eod).

In his search for the origina version of the text of Galatians, O'NEILL, 54,
comes very close to the Marcionite variant by erasing 6eod, tfic and ev
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Xprote ‘Inood: » can see no reason why either 6eod or év Xpirotg 'Inood
would be omitted by Marcion or the other referents, but every reason why they
would, amost inevitably, have been added to an origind text which read
Tovte yap viol Oeod éote Ou TR mlotewc«. To be consistent, O'NEILL
should have omitted é.¢:, too, sSince Marcion had no more reason for its erasure
than he had for the other parts. Thusy, O'NEILL stops hafway with his
method of resolution.

Which is the Original Text?

After careful consideration, the Marcionite text given by Tertullian turns out
to be the origind one. As aready shown in the preceding annotation, 3,26 is
linked extremdy wel to (the likewise original) passage 10-14 in respect of
function and content.

Cf. Van Manen, 480: »The argumentation [10-14] ended with the statement: ‘therefore,

we (redeemed from the curse of the Law by Christ) have received the blessing of the Spirit
through fath.” The development of a new chan of thought, which a the same time has to
secure the correctness of the last given datement, takes it up and darts with  the
afirmetion: ‘you are dl (free from the curse of the Law and having received the blessing of
the Spirit) sons of faith.’ «
Moreover, VAN MANEN (as wel as HARNACK, s. above) rightly asks the
guestion why Marcion — provided the forgery of the text of the Pauline
epistles was his work, as the majority of scholars suppose — should have
changed the text in this place, since there is no (doctrina) explanation for his
doing so. That's why for VAN MANEN the conclusion isinevitable, that for this
modification not Marcion, but the often mentioned Catholic editor is
responsible. He felt uneasy about the sharp contrast of »sons of faith« and
»30ns of the Law« and therefore changed the former into »sons of God,
skilfully abrogating that way the antagonism —abhorred by Catholics- of vouoc
and miotic. — In my opinion, VAN MANEN’'S arguments for the greater
originality of the Marcionite text are convincing.

24. Gal 3,27-4,2

#40) 3,27-4,2 —3,27-28 nq
Marc 5.3.12u.5.4.1
#41) 3,27-4,2 —3,29-4,2 cor

Marc5.3.12u.5.4.1
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#42) 3,27-4,2 [€TL] kata GvBpwTor Aéyw: cor
> o0twe Kol MUELS
Marc5.3.12u.54.1

Textual Evidence

After quoting and commenting 3,26 (5.3.12), Tertullian follows up 5.4.1 with
4.2: »Sub eadem Abrahae mentione, dum ipso sensu revincatur, Adhuc, inquit,
secundum hominem dico, dum essemus parvuli, sub elementis mundi eramus
positi, ad deserviendum eis«; in Marc 3.4 and 12 Tertullian quotes Gal 3,27:
»Quodsi Emmanuel Nobiscum deus est, deus autem nobiscum Christus est, qui
etiam in nobis est (quotquot enim in Christum tincti estis, Christum induistis),
tam proprius es Christus in significatione nominis, quod est Nobiscum deus,
quam in sono nominis, quod est Emmanuel«.

The Context of Marc 3.12.4

Starting point of the passage is the Emmanue-prophecy of Isa. 7,14.
According to Marcion, the OT place shows that the Christ prophesied by
Isaiah, cannot be identical with the Christ whose arrival the Christians looked
back on, since the latter had born another name and had never been engaged in
warlike enterprises, ether. Thereagainst Tertullian tries to show that in
Hebrew the name Emmanuel meant »God with us« (Nobiscum deus); yet,
since Christ, too, = »God with us« @obiscum Christus est, even in nobis
(follows a reference to Ga 3,27), Isaiah’'s OT Emmanuel needs must be a
prophecy of (the NT) Christ. — Ancther interesting remark of Tertullian’s is
that even among the Marcionites there be Jews (invenies apud Hebraeos
Chrisianos, immo e Marcionitas, Emmanuelem nominare, cum
volunt dicere Nobiscum deus; )!

Reconstruction of the Marcionite Text

The Discussion (HARNACK, HAHN, HILGENFELD, VAN MANEN): Tertullian’'s
guote (5.4.1) seems to show that there was a gap between 4,2 and 3,26 and
that 4,2 immediately followed 3,26. Nevertheless HARNACK, 73* assumes:
»for 27-29 ... there is no evidence, yet they’ll hardly have been absent«; for
ape tod "APpacy omépua €oté, though, the argument seems not to be seen as
valid; no more than HARNACK, 74*, wants to put up with the absence of 4,1-2:
»1.2 ... are not testified to, but surely they were not missing and there was no
reason for a correction «. In a remark he substantiates: »lV 1.2 cannot have
been absent, since the Marcionite variant of v. 3 requires them«. Likewise
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ZAHN, 500: » etL katoe avBtwmov Aeyw imperatively requires that aready
before, even immediately before, he had given an example or alegory, taken
from natural human conditions, which is 4,1ff.« ZAHN thusly opposes HAHN
(HILGENFELDT, Zetschrift fur historische Theologie, 1885, p. 442) and VAN
MANEN, S. below. HILGENFELD, 442, too, notices that Tertullian skates over
v.27.28, but at the same time he draws attention to the fact that Tertullian »had
dready (adv. M. 11l 17 [Sic! but he probably meant 12]) dealt with« v. 27, and
concludes that one »can assume the absence of v. 29 only because Tertullian,
who had just reprimanded the omission of a mentio Abrahae, impossibly could
have overlooked this one«. Subsequently, HILGENFELD opposes HAHN, 142,
who doubted the presence of 4,1-2 , too. In HILGENFELD’ S opinion adhuc =
€tL, quoted by Tertullian, imperatively presupposes the preceding verses,
»because ¢t. refers to something preceding which was described in a
figurative way only«, 442. — For the same reason as HILGENFELD'S, VAN
MANEN, 481ff, thinks that v. 29 (reference to Abraham) did not occur in the
Marcionite canon and was added by the same hand, that inserted the passage
15-25. — Against HILGENFELD, VAN MANEN gave an afirmative answer to
the question asked by HAHN, whether 4,3 immediately followed 3,26. VAN
MANEN in principle agrees with HILGENFELD in as far as indeed not everything
that is not discussed by Tertullian needs must have been absent in Marcion (s.
ALAND, Text, 180, too: »bewildered one sees in quite a few apparati critici
Marcion mentioned as evidence, e.g. for an omission, for the only reason that
Harnack does not mention evidence for the place in question«). Against
HILGENFELD’S reference to adhuc, quoted by Tertullian, which »refers to
something preceding «, namely 4,1-2, VAN MANEN has two objections; 1.
adhuc need not be a quote, it might have ensued from the context of Marc
5.4.1; it neednot mean anything else but: »Moreover, he [Marcion] said«;’ 2.

ZAHN, 500, declares this to be an erroneous trandation: » Manen' s desperate attempts
to exape here ae exhilading. Ascribing to the powerful rhetor Tertullian the
linguistic competence of a 1% grade grammar school pupil, Manen S. 482 verbatim
declares, the words adhuc inquit may mean: ill (i.e. he keegps on) he says (i.e
Marcion in his Apostolos) ,1 spesk’ etc. Those that might think this blooper a bit much
are conciliated by the remark that, if adhuc (et\) actudly beonged to Mrc. “text of the
gpodle, it referred to the ‘sons of faith’ in 3,267; this were a ,figurative expresson
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yet, should Tertullian have read it nevertheless, it does not necessarily refer to
4,1-2, but might just as well to 3,26 and the viol tfic mlotewe there mentioned,
who were to be seen not less figuratively than the kAnpovopog Vo €mLtpomoug
Kol 0LKOVOUOUG.

In VAN MANEN’S opinion, 27-29, too, is supposed to have been absent in
Marcion. He does not see HILGENFELD'S reference to Marc 3.12 as evidentid,
gnce in this place Tertullian might be quoting from the Catholic edition of the
Pauline epistles. Moreover, 3,29 contained the typical doctrine of the Catholic
editor. The mention of kAnpovoduog, referring back to — the undisputably
interpolated — v. 3,29, be another argument against the originality of 4,1.
Concerning 3,27-28, the reference to baptism in 3,27 be a much better
substantiation for the viol 6ecod than for the viol tfic Tlotewe. »The latter have
not become so because they were baptized and had put on Christ, but because
they, redeemed from the Law by Christ, had received the blessing of the Spirit
from God; s. 3,13.14; 4,5.6«, 483.

Gal 3, 29: A survey of the discussion on passage 3,27-4,2 shows that an
overal consensus is limited to v. 29: a scholars acknowledge that because of
the mention of Abraham (cf. Tertullian V,4), this verse cannot have occcurred
in the Marcionite Apostolikon. There can indeed be no doubt that this verse
was missing in the Marcionite version of the epistle to the Gaatians. This
insght is something like an »Archimedian crucia point« which will help us —
as can be seen below— solve the problem of the existence of 4,1-2 in the
Marcionite text .

just like the one in 4,1f. Asif kato avbpwmor meant ‘figurativeé or as if ,sons of fath
were a concept taken from natural human conditions! «

— 1) For the use of adhuc as »moreover « or »in addition«, there are a lot of instances in
Latin (s. Georges, Ausfihrliches Lateinisch-Deutsches Handworterbuch,  14. Aufl. Bd.
. 119.) — 2 The datement that ét. »refers to something preceding expressed
figuraivey«, is not VAN MANEN’S, but HILGENFELDT'S. 3) »sons of faith« can just as
well be interpreted as »an expresson teken from naturd human conditions« as the
figure un adukog 0 Bedg 6 emdépwy thHr Opyn used katk dvbpwmor in Rom 3,5. By
the way, form and ahmosphere of ZAHN'S »refutation« may then spesk for
themsdlves.
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Was 3,27-28 extant in the Marcionite Text? Aganst HAHN's and VAN
MANEN’s erasure of 27-28, v. 27 is quoted in Tertullian’'s Marc 3.1.2,4. There
is reasonable doubt, however, whether the quote is actualy taken from the
Marcionite text, since Tertullian here has not yet engaged in the controversy
with Marcion (=> in Marc 4.6.) about the correct interpretation of the Pauline
letters (and the Gospel). Not until then the basic assumption will be that he is
going to defeat Marcion with the latter’ s own weapons, i.e. with his own texts
of the Pauline epistles (or of the Gospel) (Marc 4.6). Because there is no
textual evidence, the question can be settled only by literary-critical means.
Such a critical investigation shows that 27-28 and 3,26 are but extremely
loosely connected. The entire thought has »only an external and accidental
connection with those of the context«, and one does not really understand,
»how Paul comes to it here«; see as well VAN MANEN’s reasoning, who took
27-28 for an explication of (editorial) viol 6eov. Concerning contents, 27-28
shows, as has often been noticed, unmistakable reminiscence of Rom und |
Cor: v. 27 »straight out seems to be composed out of 2 verses of the epistle to
the Romans «, namely Rom 6,3 (6ooL €Bantiodnuer eig Xpiotov ‘Inocodv, eig
Tov Bavator adtod ERumtiobnuer = ool yap €l XpLotov éBamtiodnte) and
Rom 13,14 gvdioncbe tov kipLov ‘Incodv Xpiotov), STECK 62; likewise v,
28 has a manifest reminiscence of | Cor 12,13 (kal y&p €V €vi Tredpatt HUELS
TOVTEC €l¢ ev odue EBumtiodnuer, elte Tovdalol €lte “EAlnvec elte SodAoL
€lte érelBepol) —the three places were extant in Marcion, too. Taking
together both observations, al this might be an argument for 27-28 not being
extant in the origind (= Marcionite) text but instead being an enlargement by
a later editor (orientated towards Rom 6,3, Rom 13,14 and | Cor 13,12).
Admittedly, the possbility of 27-28 occurring nevertheless in the Marcionite
apostolicon (because of Tertullian Marc 3.12) cannot be excluded completely.

Was 4,1-2 extant in the Marcionite Text? That 4,1 is connected to the
kAnpovopor oOf v. 3,29 (missing in Marcion, s. above) by the keyword
kAnpovopoc, might be considered as a firgt indication that 4,1 (and the
connected verse 4,2), too, were missing in the Marcionite text of the letter to
the Gdatians. Not only are lines 4,1-2 dispensable for an understanding of
4,3ff (against HILGENFELD); quite a few contradictions and problems of
coherence caused by 4,1-2 now preceding 4,3ff, even disappear:

Often e.g. the fact remains unnoticed that lines 4,1.2 differ from 4,3 ff in
contents and that the idea developed in 4,1-2 changes to a considerable degree
from 4,3.4 on. While in 4,1-2 the entire chain of thought is determined by the
concepts of the kAnpovopog and the contrast: immature — mature, from4,3 on
the central thought is quite a different one: now it's no longer about the xeir,
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but now the focus is on the subjection of humankind under the power of the
elements and its liberation by Christ; the resulting contrast is not: immature —
mature, but slave — son (by recelving the quality of being son).
The decisive difference —dready drawn attention to by B. BAUER, 48,—
between those two chains of thought is— above dl
that in 4,1-2 »the heirs are acknowledged to be children even while
still minors«, whereas in 4,3ff they only become children and receive
the qudity of being children through Chrigt.?
Another point of differenceis

that the heir as a child only has the appearance of a dave in Gal 4,1-
2, whilethe vimiow, of 4,3, are in fact daves.

O'NEILL, 56, too, draws attention to this difference — obvioudy following
BAUER,: »In verses 1:3 [O'NEILL considers 4,1-2 and v. 3 — wrongly — as

® Looking a the context, Bauer rightly remarks ,... there is no coherence, nothing hed

been said about minors as hers, no deduction before to bring into focus... We won't
ask him [the compilator] to dedl with the fact —but rather forget it as he does- that up to
here being child as a benefit was opposed to the subordinate status that preceded faith—
i.e well dlow him to pretend anf think as if up to here, too, the antagonism had only
been about a different value of the children. \We will further forgive, that the metaphor
of the heir, who as a minor is under a custodian, is quite inappropriate, snce God is the
Father who does not pass away. Finaly though, the compilator gets confused and gives
himsdf away to a degree tha we can't hdp him any more and his work crashes
entirdy. Whereas namey this new deduction begins presupposing the hers, even
when 4ill minors, to be children, a the end of the argument (v.5 — 7), they only
become children and receive the status of being children through Christ. And when a
the end of this deduction they become children, receive tha atus, the antagonism of
maturity and minority is no longer thought of, — what's even more: their devation to
the status of heirs in v.7 is sad to be but an afteraffect of the devetion to ther new
datus as children. In short, the concluson of this deduction denies its introduction,
doesn't know anything about it and the entire thing has long ago decomposed while the
compilator dill bdieves himsdf to be fully coherent. His confuson even grows to a
degree that, the very moment he has declared the status of children (v.5) to be a
present, he declares this present (v.6), which moreover he describes in changing
unclear ways, to be the necessary aftereffect of the fact that the recaivers of the present
be children from the outset ."
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belonging together; but this can be dispensed with here] the her is held in
subjection while he is a minor and is little different from a dave adthough lord
of al. On the appointed day he becomes free. In verses 4-7 a dave is
ransomed and adopted as a son. He is redlly a dave, not as good as a dave,
because verse 7 explicitly states that only after adoption does he become heir.
In verses 1-3 the endaved man was aways heir, despite his bondage«. — To
illustrate;

As long as the heir As long as we

ist a child, were children,

he is no better than a slave we were slaves of the elements
until the date set by the father. until our adoption as sons.

All this said, it has become clear that verses 4,1-2 cannot belong to the
following passage 4,3ff and therefore will certainly not have been part of the
Marcionite version, in which 3,29 was missing anyway. The entire passage
4,1-2 obvioudy seems not to have had any other function than to introduce
4,3ff, rather badly used by the editor to lead from his sarting-point, the
keyword kAnpovopor in 3,29, to 4,3. He overlooked the fact that his
expositions, intended to lead to 4,3ff, were hardly compatible with the
metaphor used there and in principle belonged to a completely different
context. By the inserted ovtwe kol muelg a context is but very forcibly
established — and it misses the mark i.a. because after such an introduction, a
reeder generally expects not another alegory but its explanation or
application.

25. Gal 4,4
#43) Ga 4,4 — YEVOUEVOV €K YUVOLKOG, YEVOUEVOV cor
UTO VOUOV
Marc 5.4.2
Textual Evidence

Tertullian 5.4.2: »Cum autem evenit impleri tempus misit deus filium suum«.
The Reconstruction of the Marcionite Text

Is relatively smple for Ga 4,4. There is a consensus of all scholars that the
words yevopevor €k yuvalkOg, yevouevov DO vopor were missng in
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Marcion's edition. The fact is unambiguoudy confirmed by Tertullian. He
surely would not have omitted the words that showed Christ’s genuine human
nature 10 be true and that therefore could be used as an excellent argument
aganst Marcion's docetism, if then he had found them in Marcion.
HILGENFELD, 442: »This omission alows us to draw with absolute certainty
the conclusion that those words were missing in Marcion«. — More difficult
than the question for the content of the Marcionite text is the question:

Which of the two Texts is the Original one?

A great mgjority of scholars generaly contented themselves in this context
with a reference to Marcion's docetism and antinomism. Marcion was a
docetist, consequently it was in his interest to shorten the Catholic text and to
delete the being born of woman and likewise Christ being under the Law,
which to him as an antinomist wasn't convenient either. That it might have
been in the equaly great interest of a 2" century Catholic Christian to
»catholisize« controversia and disputed Paul by modifications of texts and
doctrinal additions or corrections and in so doing to take him away from the
grasp of the detested heretics, was generally completely left out of
consideration. Not so, however, VAN MANEN, who —as we have seen time and
agan— in his thoroughgoing work on Marcion's Galatians, made quite a
number of observations that give good reasons for a revison of the
conventional opinion. According to VAN MANEN, the following speak for
Marcion as the one having conserved the origina text:

1) the doctrinal aspect of these statements which by no means intended to
accidentally mention some historical facts, but were used to refute two widely
spread opinions: 1. that Jesus had not really been a human being 2. that he had
not been under the Law as a Jew by birth. Since -so VAN MANEN- one can
hardly assume Paul having fought hereses — e.g. docetism — which came up
only much later, yevduevor ék yuvaikde needs must have been inserted later,
and at that by a 2™ century Catholic editor;

2) for reasons of content it is, according to VAN MANEN, equdly hardly
possible that after 3,10-14 the author still could have considered Christ as
vevouevor LTO vouov, for: »There he had stated: ro be under the Law is to be
under the curse, v.10; Christ redeemed us from the curse of the Law by
becoming a curse for us which did not occur by his being born under the Law
but by hanging from a tree, v.15 [sic! but here v.14 will have been intended)]
l.o.w., Christ, when dying on the cross, was not under the Law. Had he then
still been under the Law, he —aready under the curse or cursed himself before
becoming a curse on the cross— wouldn't have been able to redeem others
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from the curse of the Law«. Findly, according to VAN MANEN, the editor
gives himsdlf away

3) by the form of his statement. Already Theodoretos remarked to 4,4: ovk
elmev: améotelder adTov YEVeoBuL €K YUVOLKOG, GAAML: YEVOUEVOV €K YUVOLKOG
améotelrer. Referring to the aorist of yevouevor, VAN MANEN asks to the
point: »Was Christ then there, in heaven, ‘born of woman, born under the
law’? That's how it reads there,..«.. And that’swhy for VAN MANEN, the form
Is explicable only if one assumesiit to be alater insertion.

Among VAN MANEN’S observations, especiadly the last one mentioned is
worth to be taken into account, since 1) — because of today’s general early
dating of Gnoss —, and 2) — because of the problems with Pauline
Christology and with his interpretation of the Law — will hardly be
acknowledged generdly. 3), on the other hand, clearly shows how the later
interpolater gives himsaf away by a clumsy construction in respect of
language: by the addition of yevouevov ék yuvvaikdg, yevouevor LTO VOpoV
(participle aor.; added for practica reasons with the intention of doctrina
clarification), he gives the impression (surely not intended) as if Christ had
been born before he was sent on his mission by God. One can keep to this
nonsense if, a priori excluding the possibility of an interpolation, one states
against grammar rule, »that part. aor. does not here designate occurrences that
precede the main action but concomitant ones, follows from the meaning of
¢tameaterrer, which forbids to understand it as a mission or task given only
after the entrance into the world and the subordination under the Law «
(RIENECKER, 201).

26. Gal 4,6
#44) Gd 4,6 €0UEY > €0T€ incor
Marc 5.4.4
#45) Gd 4,6 améoTELAEY > EEQTECTEAEY niq
#46) Gd 4,6 —0 6eog cor
Marc 5.4.4; B, 1739 sa
#47) Gd 4,6 — 10D viod cor
Marc 5.4.4, P 46
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Textual Evidence

Marc 5.4.4: »ltaque ut certum esset nos filios dei esse, misit spiritum suum in
corda nostra, clamantem: Abba pater«.

Reconstruction of theMarcionite Text

HILGENFELD and HARNACK doubted whether Tertullian in this place quoted
the Marcionite text correcty; HARNACK, 74*: »obvioudy a the beginning
quoting in a free way«; accordingly HARNACK reconstructs: ote (?) 6¢ eote
viol, €améatelder 6 Beog TOV VIOV ahToD €ig TG Kapdlag HUAY kpalov: ofpu
o matnp. Concerning the absent tod viod HILGENFELD, says 442: » inv. 6
Tertullian omits tod viod: and it will be difficult to decide whether he just
shortens the quote or whether these words were really absent«. — For the first
part of the quote (ltaque ut certum esset nos filios dei esse), one will certainly
have to assume a less accurate way of quoting. Questionable however is
whether this assumption is valid for the second part as well, and, if so, whether
Marcion in agreement with the Catholic text read 6 6coc and tod viov. We
have to take into account that 6 6eoc, missng in Marcion, is absent in
Vaticanus, in 1739, and in the Sahidic trandation as well. Additionaly, VAN
MANEN draws attention to the fact that the idea of the Spirit of the Son of God
(i.,e. not of God himsdf) is unique in Galatians, VAN MANEN refers to
3,2.5.14; 5,18.22.25 and asks, 486: »Does it make sense that God first sends
his Son and then the Spirit of his Son?«. — Since in my opinion the references
mentioned give no proof we'll not see VAN MANEN’'S hint as a decisve
argument. We might, however, take into account Rom 8,14, too, where the
quality of being son is closaly connected to receiving the Spirit of God (»For
al who are led by the Spirit of God are sons of God «), but in Romans, too,
there is the identification: God's Spirit = Christ’s Spirit (8,9). — All in dl,
based on the textual evidence I'm inclined to assume that the Marcionite text
did neither contain 0 6eo¢ nor tod viov. In my opinion, in 3,6 there is no
evidence to be found for the Marcionite text to be more origind than the
Catholic version.

27. Gal 4,7

#48) Gal 4,7 — doTe oVKETL €l 60DAOC GAAL LLOG cor

€l 8¢ LLOg, Kol KANPOVOUog Sui Beod.
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Textual Evidence

4,7 is not quoted in any place, be it by Tertullian or another referent to the
Marcionite text.

Reconstruction of the Marcionite Text

Though HARNACK, 75*, notices that there is no evidence for v. 7 he
presupposes —without substantiation- its presence in the Marcionite version:
»will not have been missng«. Anybody wishing to get more than just
assumptions has to decide according to criteria of textual criticism. Its results
are the following:

1. Contrary to the preceding verse, the author of 4,7 no longer uses 2" pers.
plur. (“OtL 8¢ &ote viot), but 2 p. sing. (1); cf. VAN MANEN 486. SCHLIER,
199, too, notices. »Surprisingly, the conclusion is again expressed in 29 p.
sing....« According to SCHLIER, by this the conclusion gets »more persond
importance. The matter is of great concern to everybody individually«. Taking
into account criteria of textua aiticism, one will, however, get a conclusions
quite different from SCHLIER’S.

2. There is a close connection with passage 4, 1-2, identified above as the
work of an editor (and with the Abraham-passages, 3,6-9. 15-25, that
concerning contents have a strong affinity to the kAnpovéuoc-topic and are
secondary interpolations as well); cf. VAN MANEN 486.

Those two observations necessarily result in 4,7, too, being an editoria
interpolation. Obvioudly in this place, the editor intends to connect 4,3-6 with
4,1-2 and consequently with his favourite topic, the k Anpovopog -question.

28. Gal 4,8

#49) Gal 4,8 El obv tol¢ Tf ¢diloeL cor
oboLY Beolc Sovievete
> GAAL TOTE pev o0k €ldoteg Beov
¢dovievonte tolg poel un odoLy Beolc:

Marc 5.4.5

Cf. Clabeaux, #4), App B (- 6ecolc¢ €dovietoante)
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Textual Evidence

Marc 5.4.5: »Post has itaque divitias non erat revertendum ad infirma et
mendica elementa. Elementa autem apud Romanos quoque etiam primae
litterae solent dici. Non ergo per mundialium elementorum derogationem a
deo eorum avertere cupiebat, etsi dicendo supra, Si ergo his qui non natura
sunt dei servitis, physicae, id est naturalis, superstitionis elementa pro deo
habentis suggillabat errorem, nec sic tamen elementorum deum taxans«.

The Context of the Quote in Tertullian

Agang Marcion, Tertullian first had brought together Gal 4,7: misit spiritum
suum in corda nostra, clamantem: Abba pater, with the OT prophecy of the
Spirit by the prophet Joel 2,28, in order to demonstrate that for Paul, too, the
God of the OT (the Marcionite demiurge) is identical with the one of the New
Covenant. »Now, from whom comes this grace, «he asks,» but from Him who
proclaimed the promise thereof? Who is (our) Father, but He who is aso our
Maker? Cuius gratia, nisi cuius et promissio gratiae? Quis pater, nisi qui et
factor?« — Therefore, after such affluence (of grace of the NT), Tertullian
goes on, they should not have returned to weak and beggarly elements. Post
has itaque divitias non erat revertendum ad infirma et mendica elementa. TO
understand the term elementa as here used, Tertullian reminds of the usage in
Latin, where elementa can stand for primae litterae, i.e. for the rudiments of
learning: elementa autem apud Romanos quoque etiam primae litterae solent
dici. Later then he — and even some of our modern exegetes —
correspondingly applies this to the Jewish Religion of the Law being the
elementary basis of the New Covenant. He thus opposes explicitly the
Marcionite interpretation of this place, as shown by the following sentence:
Obvioudy, the Marcionites had asserted that the term doBevfi kol TTwya
otorxelee had been chosen by Paul as a disparaging way of designating
creation or the power of the Creator-God to be otouxeio with the only
intention to turn humanity away from the God of these elements. Non ergo per
mundialium elementorum derogationem a deo eorum avertere cupiebat. This
means, the Marcionites had not interpreted the Gaatians turning to the
otoLyelo— as did Tertullian — as areturn to the origins of Jewish observance
of the Law, but as a return to the detested Creator-God and his powers.
Tertullian concedes some plausability for this opinion, since “the apostle had
said just before: Howbelt, then, ye serve them which by nature are no gods, he
censured the error of that physical or natural superstition which holds the
elements to be god; but a the God of those elements [the Creator-God] he
amed not in this censure.: etsi dicendo supra, Si ergo his qui natura sunt dei
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servitis, physicae, id est naturalis, superstitionis elementa pro deo habentis
suggillabat errorem, nec sic tamen elementorum deum taxans.

Reconstruction

HARNACK reconstructs: »Ei obv (yvévteg Bedv, uairov de yvwobévteg OO
Bcov), tol¢ Tf dloeL oloL Beolg SovAcheTe, TRC EMLOTPEGETE TAALY €Tl T
G00evT| Kal TTWYG oToLYELw, OlC TaALY dvwdey dovAclely Bérete; (beginning
not certain, the end not explicitly evidenced)«. — Though there further is
evidence for his qui non natura sunt dei asv.l., HARNACK’S conclusion is
correct. Most probably toic ¢ioel ovolr 6Oeolc was in the Marcionite text
(against HILGENFELD, 442, VAN MANEN, 486). While the existence of other
gods is implicitly presupposed in the Marcionite text, the Catholic editor
apparently intends to exclude this entirely.

CoucHoup, 17f, aout the Catholic editor: ,,In respect of doctrine he is a monotheist of
the Jewish variety and in gtrict oppogtion to Marcion's theses, that digtinguish the Creator-
God from the Stranger-God. He asserts that the Creator-God, the God of the OT, the God of
the Chrigtians is one and the same God and that there is no other one in the entire universe,

Admittedly, he has overlooked —maybe negligently—- some places, as there ae
2 Cor. 1V, 4: ;the god of this world', who is another god than God, and 1 Cor. VIII, 5: ,as
indeed there are many gods. But he does not bear Paul to say to the Gaatians (IV, 8):. ,if
you are in bondage to the gods that are in nature, toic év tf) ¢pioeL oloL Beolg’. He corrects.
,Formerly you were in bondage to gods that by nature are no gods, toic ¢uoer [18] un
olow Beoic’, avery akward trick where pioel isamost bare of meaning.*’

When searching for the original text, the greater clarity and precison of the
Marcionite text attracts attention. Because of aiie a the beginning of the
sentence, the Catholic text is more difficult to understand, for it is not quite
clear what aAAx refersto. SCHLIER, 201, appliesit »to éia Beod, put at the end
for emphasis. ‘But then you did not know God’ «. There is, however, a much
smpler and less forcible explanation for this peculiar aAlq, if one assumes that
we have here an interpolation of an editor looking back at his own insertion of

® PAUL-LOUIS COUCHOUD: The First Edition of the Paulina, 1930. ( = La premiére édition de Saint Paul) -

translated by Frans-Joris Fabri, www.radikalkritik.de
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v. 7 and wanting to avoid a repetition of i &¢. The conclusion then would be
that in this place, too, the Marcionite variant be the more origina one.

29. Gal 4,10

#50) Gal 4,10 + kol oaPPota, WC oL, nq
kel Selmvo koot kol vnoTelog
Kol MUépag Leyadog

Marc 5.4.6

Textual Evidence

Marc 5.4.6. »Sed quae velit intellegi elementa, primas scilicet litteras legis,
ipse declarat. Dies observatis et menses et tempora et annos, et sabbata ut
opinor et coenas puras et ieiunia et dies magnos. Cessare enim ab his quoque,
sicut et circumcisione, oportebat ex decretis creatoris, qui et per Esaiam,
Neomenias vestras et sabbata et diem magnum non sustinebo, ieiunium et
ferias et cerimonias vestras odit anima mea, et per Amos, Odi, reieci
cerimonias vestras, et non odorabor in frequentiis vestris, item per Osee,
Avertam universas iocunditates eius et cerimonias eius et sabbata et
neomenias eius et omnes frequentias eius«.

Reconstruction

The phrase introduced by Tertullian with et sabbata, is -by a mgority of
scholars- seen as an addition of Tertullian’s. The inserted ut opinor might
indeed suggest this. Against this, VAN MANEN, 487, following RONSCH, 445,
tried to show that we here have the wording of the Marcionite verson of
Galatians. As pieces of evidence, e mentions the emphasized ipse declarat
and the fact that Tertullian eagerly uses references to Isa. 1,14; Amos 5,21
and Hos 2,11 to prove that not only Marcion’s God, but the God of the OT,
too, condemned the observance of the specia religious dates. The argument is
plausble and — if correct — would be another piece of circumstantia
evidence for the Marcionite text to be older than the Catholic version. It will
hardly be assumed that it was Marcion who enlarged the text, since there are
no reasons for his doing so. One may assume, though, that a Catholic editor
shortened the text, because he was disgusted by the polemics it contained
against the Sabbath and other Jewish dates.
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30. Gal 4,23
#51) Ga 4,23 — pev cor
Marc 5.4.8
Clabeaux #10) App A4
#52) Gd 4,23 + 11i¢ cor
Harnack

Textual Evidence

Marc 5.4.8: »sed qui ex ancilla carnaliter natus est, qui vero ex libera per
repromissionem«. Moreover: p* B f vg Pdl.

CLABEAUX has the variant without pev in his list of secure pre-Marcionite
readings and rightly marks it correct. »The word pev should be stricken from
this verse in any modern edition of the Greek New Testament. The reading
without is the lectio difficilior (sed non sine sensu). The lack of pev presentsa
striking asyndeton, especidly since &¢ is present in the second half of the
verse. A horror asyndeti would be the motive for the addition of pev« (86).
Before CLABEAUX, VAN MANEN in his reconstruction of the origind text of
Galatians had dready deleted pev as not belonging to it, VAN MANEN, 488,
531.

31. Gal 4,25-30

#53) Gal 4,24 +elg Ty ovwaywyny TOV cor
"Tovdalwy katd, [tOV] vouov
yevvaow el Sovelav,
uLe 6¢ DTepaVW Toong apyAc yervdouw,
[kal] Suvapewe, [kol] éovolog Kol TowTOg
OVOUaTOC OVOUNOREVOU, 0D LOVOV Ev
TG al@VL TOUTw GAAY Kol €V T¢) WeALovTL:
NTLC €0TLY PNTNP MUY > €l¢ dovielow
yevv@dow, YTig éotiv ‘Ayap.

Marc 5.4.8 Epiph Schol 2 Orig in Jerome on 4,24

cf. Clabeaux #11) App B + Eph 1,21

#54) Gal 4,25-30 — 25-30 (except 1itig €otiv pntnp nuov-V.26) cor
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Marc 5.4.8 Epiph Schol 2 Orig in Jerome on 4,24
cf. Clabeaux #12) App A (do not add, V. 26)

Textual Evidence

Tertullian, 5.4.8: »Sed ut furibus solet aliquid excidere de praeda in indicium,
ita credo et Marcionem novissimam Abrahae mentionem dereliquisse, nulla
magis auferenda, etsi ex parte convertit. Si enim Abraham duos liberos habuit,
unum ex ancilla et alium ex libera, sed qui ex ancilla carnaliter natus est, qui
vero ex libera per repromissionem: quae sunt allegorica, id est aliud
portendentia: haec sunt enim duo testamenta, sive duae ostensiones, sicut
invenimus interpretatum, unum a monte Sina in synagogam ludaeorum
secundum legem generans in servitutem, aliud super omnem principatum
generans, vim, dominationem, et omne nomen quod nominatur, non tantum in
hoc aevo sed in futuro, quae est mater nostra, in quam repromisimus sanctam
ecclesiam, ideoque adicit, Propter quod, fratres, non sumus ancillae filii sed
liberae, utique manifestavit et Christianismi generositatem in filio Abrahae ex
libera nato allegoriae habere sacramentum, sicut et ludaismi servitutem
legalem in filio ancillae, atque ita eius dei esse utramque dispositionem apud
quem invenimus utriusque dispositionis delineationem«. Epiphanius, Schol 2;
0 6¢ €k TR €levbépac O TR emayyeilag; Origenes in Jerome on 4,24:
»Marcion (et Manichaeus) hunc locum, in quo dixit apostolus ‘Quae sunt
allegorica’ et cetera quae secuntur, de codice suo tollere noluerunt, putantes
adversus nos relinqui, quod scilicet lex aliter sit intelligenda, quam scripta
Sit«.

CLABEAUX, 3. Ephrem Syrus, Commentarii in Epistolas d. Pauli; cf. ZAHN,
Der Brief des Paulus an die Galater, 298.

Harnack’s Attempt at Reconstruction

In his reconstruction of the Marcionite text HARNAcCK 76* first follows the
version given by Tertullian and trand ates:

24 Htwd ot GAAyopolueva quae sunt allegorica, [id est aliud
adtal ydp elow ol 8lo émdeiéerc,  portendentia:] haec sunt enim duo
(Evdelkelc), plo pev 4mod dpouc testamenta, [sive duae

Swa, el Ty oweywyhy Tov ostensiones, Sicut invenimus
"TovSaiwy Kot TOV VOOV yevvQoo — ihterpretatum,] unum a monte
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el¢ doviela, Sina in synagogam ludaeorum
secundum legem generans in
servitutem,

26 &AAn 6 Lmepdve Thone apyfic aliud super omnem principatum

veLvdow, kel SUVdpewe, Kol generans, vim, dominationem, et

Eovolac kol TavTdC OvopeToC omne nomen quod nominatur, non

dvopalopévou ob pérov év 16 tantum in hoc aevo sed in futuro,

i@Vl ToUTR GAAL Kol &V TG quae est mater nostra, in quam

wEAoVTL €ic v (av?) repromisimus sanctam ecclesiam;
emnyyeLAapedo ayloay ekkAnolay,
NTLC €0TLY PNTNP MUQV.

Yet, HARNACK is sceptical about the wording of the Marcionite text as given
by Tertullian; his scepticism particularly arises from the passage in which
there seems to be a quote of Eph 1,21; since according to HARNACK, Marcion
nowhere else had taken the liberty »of such a modification of the text with a
transfer of a place in one letter to another one (Ephes. 1,21),« HARNACK
cannot »free himsalf from the suspicion..., that the ... text given asin Tert.
after al is not to be ascribed to M. himsalf«. HILGENFELD, too, thinks that v.
24 in Marcion did not read differently from our canonica text. Especialy eic
My ouvaywyny tev Tovdelwy were nothing but an explanatory comment of
Tertullian’s.

Van Manen’s Attempt at Reconstruction

Like HILGENFELD and HARNACK, VAN MANEN, 489ff, states that the phrases
id est aliud portenda and consequently sive duae ostensiones, sicut invenimus
interpretatum -connected with the former- are Tertullian’s. Contrary to
HARNACK, however, VAN MANEN considers in quam repromisimus sanctam
ecclesiam 10 be an addition by Tertullian as well. Concerning the wording of
the other citations from Marcion’s text by Tertullian, especially the quote from
Ephesians, VAN MANEN thinks that HARNACK's and HILGENFELD’ s skepticism
against the Marcionite &xt as given by Tertullian be groundless. VAN MANEN
points out that as a rule, Tertullian's comments and explanations are indicated
as such. Thudy, in VAN MANEN’s opinion, the Marcionite text immediately
after Yuwa in agreement with the quote in Tertullian read eic v ocuvvaywyny
TV Tovdolwy KTA..

GTLV €0TLY GAANYOpOUWeva: abTaL yop  quae sunt allegorica, [id est aliud
elow Vo SLaBfiket, pulo uev 4mo 6pouc  portendentia:] haec sunt enim
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SWaE, €l¢ TV ouvaywyny Tov duo testamenta, [sive duae
"Tovdalwy Katé VOOV €ilg SovAeloy ostensiones, sicut invenimus
YEVVQOL, interpretatum, |

L 8¢ LTep Taooy SuvaoTelow unum a monte Sina in synagogam
(S0vapLY, KUPLOTNTO Kol ToY OVOu Iudaeorum secundum legem
ovopalouévou, ob povov €V T¢ aldvL generans in servitutem,aliud
TOUTW GAAL KoL €V TQ HEALOVTL) super omnem principatum
YEVVQROW, NTLS €0TLY PNTNP MUOV: generans, vim,

dominationem, et omne nomen
quod nominatur, non tantum in
hoc aevo sed in futuro, quae est
mater nostra, [ In quam
repromisimus sanctam
ecclesiam, |

Presumptive Wording

In my opinion, HARNACK’strandation — in addition to his sticking to in quam
repromisimus sanctam ecclesiam, which surely is an addition or a comment of
Tertullian’s— is not convincing in the following places:

1. Instead of trandating testamenta by émideléeic Or éudeiéec (S. Rom
3,25; Phl 1,28), the term diubfkar, better corresponding to the NT
linguistic usage, should have been used (cf. Rom. 9:4; 11:27; | Cor
11:25; 1l Cor 3,6.14: Gdl. 3,15.17; Eph. 2:12 Heb. 7:22; 8,6 etc.)®.

HARNACK has explained his argument in great detail, 52f*: Marcion had altered the text, , because he didn’t
want to allow two Covenants being mentioned here, as if there be a formal relationship between the acts of
the Creator-God and those of the Good God, (in Luk. 22,20, too, M. erased the word ,new’ with ,Covenant’
because he did not know two Covenants), but only two , verifications' “. HARNCKS's explanation is attractive.
But, — independent of the question whether it was Marcion or the Catholic editor who changed the text — we
have to draw attention to Il Cor 3,6: kewvfig Suedrkng, o0 ypoypatog GAAG Tveldpatog, Where Marcion's
version, even according to HARNACK, isidentical with the Catholic one. Should we not here as well —if we
accept HARNACK' S argument — expect a modification or an erasure (likewise 11 Cor 3,14)? On the other hand,
it's a striking feature that an accumulation of the S.a8Mknc—notion occurs in the very passages which in our
view belong to a Catholic edition: Rom 9,4; 11,27; Gal 3,15.17; probably | Cor 11,25 as well (Eph 2,12 isa
particularly difficult problem). All inall, it's quite difficult here to arrive at a conclusion.
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2. Instead of @&AAn 6¢ (in HARNACK’S numeration v. 26) uwx 6¢ should
have been chosen to get a correct connection with pio pev of the firgt
half of the phrase.

VAN MANEN’S trandation, in my opinion, is not quite correct in the
following places: 1. He does not keep the order of words of secundum legem
generans in servitutem: instead of ket [tov] vopov yevviow el dovielov
VAN MANEN trandates kot vopov ei¢ Sovielav yevvdow. The question,
whether before vopov there was a definite article (HARNACK) or whether there
was not (VAN MANEN), can, in my opinion, not be settled, since Latin has no
definite articles. — Likewise the order of words in aliud super omnem
principatum generans should have been kept: s. correctly HARNACK. —
Whether in the Greek trandation of super omnem principatum generans, vim,
dominationem the first two terms — asin Eph 1,21 — should be connected by
kel (See HARNACK) can i.m.o. not be decided on.

2. The trandation of the quote 1,21 from Ephesians does not accurately take
into account the wording of its corresponding place: therefore vmepavw
instead of Umep.

|.m.o., the Marcionite text might have read:

ATV €0TLY GAANYOpOUpeve: adtal Yap  quae sunt allegorica, [id est aliud

elow 800 SLabfjkaL, ple pev 4mo portendentia:] haec sunt enim duo
0poug LV, €L TNV OLVAYWYTY TV testamenta, [sive duae stensiones,
"Tovdolwy katd [TOV] vOpov yevv@dow sicut invenimus interpretatum,]
elc dovAelow, unum a monte Sina in synagogam
Iudaeorum secundum legem
Hie d€ DTEpavw Taong apxfc Yevwdow,  generans in servitutem,
[kol] Suvapeng, [kal] €Eovolag Kl aliud super omnem principatum
TWTOG OVOUXTOS OVOUOUEVOL, O generans, vim, dominationem, et
HOVOV €V T¢) al@VL TOUTw GAAL Kol €V omne nomen quod nominatur, non
TG PEALOVTL: tantum in hoc aevo sed in futuro,
fitig €otlv prTnp QY- quae est mater nostra, [in quam

repromisimus sanctam
ecclesiam, |

Discussing the question: Which is the Original Version?

one will with great certainty have to favour the Marcionite variant when
taking into account the following criteria:
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1. Inv. 24 there is a rupture of syntax: As noticed aready by LIETZMANN in
his commentary, 251, »the interpretation beginning with pux ..... is not
continued in this formk (cf. VAN MANEN, too). Corresponding to 4,24 o pev,
one would expect pwx &e. Yet only the Marcionite variant (if only Tertullian’s
unum-aliud istrandated correctly) hasalogica link with that puo pev.

2. Between passage 25-30 (suspect of being an insertion) and the other parts
of the letter differences and particularities of language can be found: in 4,25
and 26 the author talks about 1) vov (25) or 1| &vw Tepovoainu (26). Instead,
in 1,17.18, 2,1 the origina author uses the term — predominant in LXX (s.
BAUER, Worterbuch, Sp. 737) —'Tepoooiuvpa. Xvotolyev (= »to havethe same
cipher - character« (LIETZMANN, at the place), or »to be in the same
sequence«, ThW VI, 669); 4,25, is a hapaxlegomenon.

3. IN V. 25.26 there is a rupture of thought. In v. 26; the Jerusalem above, n
avw Tepovoainu, is called ‘our Mother’. This is uncomprehensible, because
the context is just not about a present institution we aready belong to. The
contrast developed in 25.26 is between 1 viv and 1 avw ’‘TepovoaAnu, the
former indicating a present, the latter a future (eschatologica) insttution. But
so the latter hardly can be said to be the »Mother« of those in faith. Obvioudy
the editor in a further eschatological interpretation of the Sara-Hagar typos
(4,22) (attached to 4,24) lost touch with the original skopos of 4,22ff and is
now hardly able to connect these lines with the original ntig €otiv pnmp
nuv. Faith done, miotig, (which after al that has been discussed, is the only
possible referent), can be said to be — now — and not only in a future world
— »our Mother.

4. Whereas the author in 4,26 uses 1. pers. pl. (tig €otiv pntnp MUGY),in
4,28 2. pers. pl. is used @uelc &€, adeAdol, kate Toook €mouyyeilug TekVa
¢até); in 4,31 symptomaticlly 1. pers. pl. reappears (.0, adeidol, odk €oucv
ToLdlokng Tékve GAAL Thg €AcuBépac). Cf. O'NEILL 63.

5. In respect of the quoted phrase, the conclusion 4,31 does not appear to be
compelling and rather seems to refer backwards to 4,26. From the O.T. quotes
neither follows that the »Jerusalem abovex be free, nor that it be our Mother.
Cf. VAN MANEN, who — in contrast to the canonical text, in which a series of
problems arise — cannot detect contradictions in the Marcionite version:

»0One after the other the two metaphors are explained and then the concluson from the
reference to the Law, beginning in v.22, is summarized in short form. What Scripture says
about Ismad and Isaac, must be explained alegoricaly. We have two metaphors, of which
one refers to the Law, the other to Faith, in this letter opposed to the Law. The latter begins
on mount Sina and ends with the synagogue of the Jews. It produces davery. Faith, on the
contrary, devates its sons above dl imaginable powers; it dlows them to be entirdy free,
not only in the present time, but in the future as well. Faith, miotig, isour Mother. That's
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why we, findly returning to the word of the Law, -which the argument was dl about- are
not sons of the dave but of the free woman. Van Manen therefore congders it a
reasonable concluson, »that the frequently mentioned Catholic editor of our letter thought
the praise of faith at the expense of the Law too anti-Jewish for his intended readers; that he
therefore shortened it condderably; that he tried to turn the metaphors to the fore to another
direction, v.25,26; that he tried to support what he thought to have sad wel by means of a
few quotes, v.27, 30; that he carefully enabled Jewish minded Christians to find consolation
in the idea that they were and remained children of the promise, kot Towdk, V.28«.

32. Gal 5,1

#55) Gal 5,1 N ErevBeple > ThH EdevBepla cor
Marc 5.4.9
#5), Appendix B, Clabeaux: | for tf

Textual Evidence

Marc 5.4.9: »Qua libertate Christus nos manumisit, nonne eum constituit
manumissorem qui fuit dominus?« Tert Marc 5.4.9: »Et merito. Non decebat
Manumissos rursus iugo servitutis, id est legis adstringi, iam psamo
adimpeto...«

All scholars acknowledge that here Tertullian correctly gives the wording of
the Marcionite text.

The question, however, whether the Marcionite text is the more origind
one, gets different answers. While HILGENFELD, HARNACK i.a. don't even deal
with the problem, VAN MANEN, 492-493, after thoroughly comparing the
variants, arrives at an answer to the positive: in his opinion, the Marcionite
variant fits the context of the entire letter better, consequently the canonica
text is easer to be explained out of the Marcionite than the other way round.
» For freedom Christ has set us free; stand fast therefore, and do not
submitagain to a yoke of davery’ is perfectly compatible with the ideas that
Christ redeemed us from the curse of the Law, 3,11; that Christians are called
sons of the free woman, in contrast to the sons of the dave, that are under the
Law and were born kata oapke i.6. kate vopov eic dovielav, and areinthe
davery of the Law, 4,23-31; and that therefore there is a sharp antagonism
between on the one hand the Law and on the other hand the Gospel or Faith or
Freedom. Stand fast for freedom, that consequently means as well: turn your
back on the Law«.

www.Radikakritik.de — Berlin 2003




Hermann Detering: The Original Version of the Epistle to the Galatians. Explanations. Seite 80

According to VAN MANEN, the sharp opposition of Law and Freedom,
indicated in 5,1, could easily be weakened by splitting up the verse in two
parts. that way the importance of redemption through Christ was to be reduced
and antinomist consequences excluded.

In my opinion, there is another piece of circumstantia evidence for VAN
MANEN’S assumption to be correct: the peculiar use of the word otrkewy,
elsawhere in Paul’s letters only occurring in Il Thess 2,15 (an interpolated
passage as well). Whereas otrikelv in Rom 5,2; 14,4; [I Cor 15,1] 16,13; Il Cor
1,24; Phil 1,27; 4,1; | Thess 3,8 appears as otrkeLy év, itishere asin |l Thess
2,15, used in the absolute (ScHLIER 230). Such a use of the word seems to be
derived from the language of the Septuagint, which usudly trandates the
(likewise absolute) Hebraic 2y~ (= to stand, e.g. before God; cf. Ex 14,13:
»Fear not, stand firm, and see the salvation of the LORD, which he will work
for you today«) by otrkewv. Since we have frequently noticed a Jewish
synagogua tint in the language of the Catholic editor, (LXX-influx), the
peculiar use of the term otnkeLr seemsto give away his hand.

33. Gal 5,3.4

#56) Ga 5,3 LaPTOPOMKL O TOALY cor
OTL GUOPWTOC TEPLTETUNUEVOC
ODELAETNC €0TLY OAOV TOV VOUOV TANPGONL.
> paptUpopaL d¢ ToALY
TOVTL GUYOPWTR TEPLTELVOUEV® OTL
opeLAétng €otiv GAov TOV VooV ToLfioul.
Marc 5.4.9; Epiphanius Pan 42.11.8 (120,11f) = Pan 42.12.3 (156,21f)
#57) Ga 5,4 KOTEPYELTE TO ONPUELOV THC SOLACLOG incor

> katnpyndnte amo XpLotod

Textual Evidence

Epiphanius Pan 42.11.8 (120,11f) = Pan 42.12.3 (156,21f): &t the second place
mepLtetunuévoc; (HARNACK  77%). poptopodel 8¢  maAy OtL  arBpwmog
TEPLTETUNUEVOG ODELAETNC €OTLY OAOV TOV VOUOV TANPKONL.

HARNACK, 77*, HILGENFELD, 443, and VAN MANEN, 493f, consider the text
as quoted by Epiphanius the authentic Marcionite variant..
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VAN MANEN is the only one to discuss the question, whether the Marcionite
text or the canonical, i.e. the Catholic text is the origina one. In his opinion,
the Marcionite text, in which we have a perfect tense (nepitetunuévoc) instead
of a present (mepitepropevoc) and a nominative (Gvdpwmoc) instead of the
dative (movtL avBpwny) is the older one. According to VAN MANEN, the
reason for a modification probably was that later the Catholic side transferred
what Paul had said concerning those that had been circumcised (perfect), to
those, who were going to have themselves circumcised (the then present). Y,
origindly only the already circumcised could have been intended. VAN
MANEN, 493: »The surgery [i.e. circumcision] then did not take so much time
as to enable people to fulfill the entire Law in the meantimex.

Another noteworthy peculiarity of the Catholic text is peptipopat with
personal dative. This form is not found elsewhere in »Paul«; (Sio-)uaptvpopot
with dative, on the contrary, sometimes occurs in Luke, eg. in Acts (15,8;
20,26). This again, i.e. the style of the Septuaginta, reminds us of the Catholic
editor .

Findly, VAN MANEN draws attention to a statement of Tertullian’s, which
might suggest that Marcion’'s Paul had said something else which then fell
victim to the editor’s scissors. 5.4 reads. »De servitute igitur exemptos ipsam
servitutis notam eradere perseverabat, circumcisionem«. Based on this quote
in this context, VAN MANEN assumes that Marcion’s Paul required those that
had been circumcised to reverse the mark of circumcision. VAN MANEN
thinks, the origind text might have read katnpyeite 10 onuetov Th¢ GovAeLag
instead of katnpynénte amo Xprotod. That's an appealing — though highly
Insecurel— assumption.

34. Gal 5,6

#58) Ga 5,6 —év yop XpLot® ‘Incod olte nq
TEPLTOUT TL Loy Vel olite akpoPuotin

VAN MANEN QA TLOTLG O’ Gyomng €VEPYOUREVT.

VAN MANEN, 523, had assumed 5,6 to be a Cathalic insertion. His argument
for that assumption is quite comprehensible, though there is no textud
evidence to back it (but s. below) — which iswhy VAN MANEN only adduces
it in Abschnitt 1l (Wijzigingen, die niet door getuigen zijn gestaafd =
Modifications not supported by textual evidence). After 52-5 had
emphaticaly shown that circimcison and faith are by no means compatible
(evan peritemnhsge( Cristoj umalj ouvden wvfeh,sel), 5,6 is quite a
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surprise for any reader. Those that might object with the argument that 5,6 did
not at all adress uncircumcised Gentile Christians that only now wanted to be
circumcised or had just been circumcised, but rather (since birth) circumcised
Jewish Christians, would have to take into account that there is nowhere a hint
a such a digtinction in the text itsdf— and that the origina author most
probably didn’t have it in mind. The repetition of the particle gar, (used
dready in 55) is clumsy style, the more so, since there is nothing in the
sentence that could be interpreted as a substantiation of what was said in 5,5.

A serious objection, however, against VAN MANEN’S conjecture might be
the fact that Tertullian in Marc 5.4.10-11 seemsto alude twice to Ga 5,6:

Denique si circumcisionem ab alio deo veniens excludebat, cur etiam
praeputiationem negat quicquam valere in Christo, sicut et circumcisionem?

. Et in nomine eius nationes credunt, illius fidei quam dicendo per
dilectionem perfici sic quoque creatoris ostendit.

Though Tertullian’s reference is a weighty argument against VAN MANEN'S
assumption of 5,6 to be the work of an editor, we have, in defense of VAN
MANEN, to draw attention to the fact that -as has been proved- Tertullianin
other places as well deviates from his fundamenta principle, namely to fight
Marcion with his own weapons, i.e. with his own recension of the Paulina (cf.
the annotations to Ga 2,2: Tertullian’s »quote« ne in vacuum tot annis
cucurrisset aut curreret) — be it because the edition of the Marcionite
Apostolus used by Tertullian aready contained some Catholic revisions, or be
It because he had more or less frequently to deviate from his methodical basis
for polemical (i.e. tendentious) reasons,

35. Gal 5,9

#59) Ga 5,9 dolol > (upot cor
Epiph Pan 42.11.8 (120,13f) = 42.12.3 (157,1f)
Clabeaux #14) App A (cor)

Textual Evidence

Epiphanius Pan 42.11.8 (120,13f) = 42.12.3 (157,1f): avti tod pikpe (Oun
0Aov 10" pUpape (upol €molnoe SoAol.

From HILGENFELD, 443, to CLABEAUX, 86, 152 scholars time and agan
expressed their doubts whether the variant ool (to forge) instead of (upot
(to sour), evidenced as Marcionite by Epiphanius (but occurring elsewhere,
too : D*; Goth Bas Congt; lat; Lcf), realy be a modification by Marcion, or
whether contrariwise the Catholic text be the secondary one. We might indeed
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have here a later harmonizing with | Cor 5,6 ( o0k otdate Ot pikpe (Uun
oiov 10 ¢vpapa Cupol;). Why an ordinary transcriber should have changed
Cuwot Into dorol is quite difficult to explain. Moreover, the unmistakably
negative doiol is better integrated in the context than the ambivalent (upot
and might have been replaced by the later editor because of its wry overtone
(VAN MANEN, 495).

36. Gal 5,14

#60) 5,14 [ev] Vuly memAnpwral cor
> &y vl AOyw TETANPWTEL

Marc 5.4.12; Epiph Pan 42.11.8 (120,15f) = 42.12.3 (157,9f)

Clabeaux #15) App A (incor)

#61) 5,14 — €V Q) cor
Marc 5.4.12 Epiph Schol 5
Clabeaux #17) App A (incor)

Textual Evidence

Marc 54.12 : »Tota enim, inquit, lex in vobis adimpleta est: Diliges
proximum tuum tamquam te«. Epiphanius, Pan 42.11.8 (120,15f) = 42.12.3
(157,9f): 6 yop maC VOUOC DMLV TMETANPWTHL: GYRTNOELS TOV TANGLOV 00U (G
OEQUTOV.

Context

Shortly before, Tertullian had cited Gal 5,10 — qui autem turbat vos, iudicium
feret; Paul threatens those that trouble the communities with God's
judgement. Polemically he asks by which God (@ quo deo?) this judgement
could possibly be pronounced? Surely not by Marcion’s optimus deus Since
that God does not judge (non iudicat). But neither would the creator (= God of
the Jews) condemn a maintainer of circumcision. Since (according to
Marcion) there be no other to execute judgement, only he, who had
determined on the cessation of the law, would be able to condemn the
defenders of the law, and what, if he adso affirmed the law in that portion of it
where it ought (to be permanent)? Tertullian then cites the Marcionite version
of 5,16: »Tota enim, inquit, lex in vobis adimpleta est: Diliges proximum tuum
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tamquam te«. Then he he rgects the (apparently Marcionite) interpretation of
the quote as if Paul had intended to say the Law had been fulfilled (adimpleta)
and it no longer had to be fulfilled (ron adimplenda est). If this were implied,
Paul wouldn't have a the same time given the commandment to love one's
neighbour as onesdlf. Tertullian does not interpret this commandment as a
dispendium, but as a compendium of the lex creatoris. Therefore ‘we must
evermore continue to observe this commandment’ (Sed perseverandum erit
semper in isto praecepto).

Reconstruction

Based on the quotes from Epiphanius und Tertullian, it is generaly assumed
that Marcion in 5,14 omitted ¢év ¢évi Aoyw (#60) and read (¢v) vuiv instead.

Not settled is the question whether the phrases év vl A0yw and év té (the
latter used to introduce the quote) were erased in the Marcionite edition or
inserted in a Catholic recension.

HARNACK, 78*, assumes that the the canonical Catholic text shows the
original verson and as to the genesis of the Marcionite text he sees the
following dternative: »Had év evl A0yw accidentally been dropped after év
Uty in an old Marcionite issue and had the error dipped into Tert. and Epiph.
that way? Or was it M. who wrote év utv (and év evi Adyw) contrasting it in
thought with: ‘Not in the Jews? That’s much more probable«.

VAN MANEN, on the contrary, considers the Marcionite text origina since,
In his opinion, the canonical version contains problems of content and
language. The author, having preached in 5,3 that his fellow-believers were
not obliged to »fulfill the entire Law«, would contradict himself by reinstating
the lex Creatoris of old in 5,14 (in the sense of Tertullian's compendium).
»Fulfillment« of the Law, as the author understood the term, meant »fill, add
what is still missing «— just like in the origina usage of the word. By no
means the author had intended to summarize al stipulations of the Law in one
short commandment (compendium), his intention had been to show — in
defense of his strong request of those called to freedom to be each others
servants—, by which new Law the old commandments had been fulfilled.

In my opinion, VAN MANEN best of al does justice to both context and
linguistic findings. Moreover, his explanation results in a reatively easy
comprehension of the genealogy of the other variants:

1. The addition of év evl A6yw is explained by the intention of a Catholic
editor to take the antinomist sting out of the sentence and to interpret the
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fulfillment of the Law as its summary, i.e. as compendium in Tetullian’'s
sense.

2. To make that result even more explicit, ev t¢ was later added.
CLABEUX, 152, recognizes #60), #61) as (pre-) Marcionite variant.

37. Gal 5,20.24

#62) 5,20 eldwroratploL, pappakelol > nq

eldwroratple, papuokelo
Epiph Pan 42.12.3 (157,17-21)

#63) 5,20 €pelg, CRroL >¢€pig, (Rrog nlq
Clabeaux #7) App B: €peLc > €pLc

Clabeaux #8) App B: {fidoL > {RAog

#)64 5,20 dovor > pBovoL nlq
#)65 5,24 Xprotod > Xprotod ' Inood cor

Epiph Pan 42,11,8 (121,1f) = 42,12,3 (158,22f)
and P 46 DFG 0122c M latt sy — cf. Harnack 78*

To 5,21 cf. CLABEAUX #10) App B(+ kal after kabwg).

Textual Evidence

In his Panarion 42.12.3 (157,17-21) Epiphanius knows of some other variants,
apart from those mentioned above, but they are estimated not to be of much
worth (s. below), eg.: eldwioratplat, dappakelal instead of eldwroratple,
dopuakele; dovol instead of poovor —but differently Pan 42.11.8 (120, 17-
21): eldwroratple, dopuakeln, povor— Appendix B, CLABEAUX #9: do not
add ¢povo. after poovol).

Reconstruction

Whether Epiphanius in Ga 5,20 accurately cites the Marcionite text is a
controversia issue. In the other places, the quotes from the Marcionite text

seem to be correct. In my opinion, however, the question whether the latter or
the canonical variant is the more authentic one, cannot be answered.
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38. Gal 6,6

#66) 6,6 —&v oL ayedolg niq
Origin Jer., CommGal (PL 26 [1845] 429B, 11-15)

Textual Evidence

Jer, CommGal (PL 26 [1845] 429B, 11-15). Marcion hunc locum ita
interpretatus est, ut putaret fideles et catechumenos simul orare debere et
magistrum communicare in oratione discipulis, illo vel maxime elatus, quod
sequatur in omnibus bonis.

Reconstruction

Whereas most scholars assume that Marcionite and canonicd verson were
identical in this place, VAN MANEN, based on the quote from Origen in
Jerome, thinks Marcion did not have év maow dyabolc. His reasoning:
kowvwrely (»take part ik | Tim 5,26; | Petr 4,13; 11 Joh 11) be not kowvodv
(= »share sth with so0.«). The origind author had not had in mind a
community of property, but a spiritual companionship of the catechumen and
his teacher. After having given the general rule in 6,4 and 5 that everybody
should be able to stand on their own two feet, the author now formulates an
exception of that rule: »Let him who is taught the word, live in companionship
with him who teaches.« In this context there was no room for év maowv
ayabolc, which interprets or could possibly interpret this companionship as
one of joint property.

If VAN MANEN were right (his deliberations cannot be smply dismissed
entirely), in this place, too, the Marcionite text would be the authentic one.

39. Gal 6,7

#67) Gal 6,7 "o nq
Marc 5.4.14
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Textual Evidence

Marc 5.4.14: »Erratis, deus non deridetur. Atquin derideri potest Marcionis,
qui nec irasci novit nec ulcisci. Quod quod enim severit homo, hoc et metet«.

The variant mAavao8e 1S commonly acknowledged to be the Marcionite one.

VAN MANEN is the only one © discuss the question whether it —an not the
canonica variant- might be the origina verson. VAN MANEN’S opinion is that
the Marcionite variant harmonize better with the »terse, harsh tone« of
(origind) Paul, and therefore might »very well be the more origina one«. My
miavaodte be awatered down form. The editor had intended to ater the text into
»a genera admonition Catholic Christians could take advantage of«. —
Though there is some degree of probability in these considerations, they are,
on the other hand, i.m.o., not absolutely compelling.

40. Gal 6,9.10
#68) Ga 6,9 —KoLp® yop Ldlw Beplooper un cor
EKAuOperoL
#69) Ga 6,10 kel > "Apa odv cor
#70) Gal 6,10 Kalp@ 8¢ L8lw Beploopev cor
> TpO¢ TAVTAC, HOALOTH O¢
Marc 5.14.14-15 TPOC TOLC Olkeloug THg TLOTEWC.
Textual Evidence

Marc 5.4.14-15. »Bonum autem facientes non fatigemur, et Dum habemus
tempus, operemur bonum ... Tempore autem suo metemus«.

Reconstruction

Though obvioudy Tertullian accurately cites the wording of the passage,
HARNACK in his recongtruction, 79*, rearranges it, very likely just adopting
the Catholic variant:
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HARNACK 79* TERTULLIAN MARC 5.4.14+15
6,9 10 6¢ koAOV TOLODVTEC W) 14 Bonum autem facientes non
EYKOKDEY fatigemur

KeLp® Yop L8Lw Gepioopa}:>< et Dum habemus tempus, operemur
bonum ...

6,10 w¢ €xoper katpov, épyalwuede 15 Tempore autem suo metemus.
T0 Gy0O0V

Va\ MANEN’ s reconstruction, 500, on the other hand, follows Tertullian:

VAN MANEN TERTULLIAN MARC 5.4.14:

6,9 10 6¢ koAOV TOLODVTEC W) Bonum autem facientes non
EYKOKDEY fatigemur

6,10 kol W¢ KoLpov €XOUEV, et Dum habemus tempus,

epyol Wpueda o dyodov: operemur bonum ...

Kelp@ 6¢ 1oLy Beploopev. 15. Tempore autem suo metemus.

VAN MANEN’S reconstruction and his trandation to the Greek are to be
preferred, since they are the more accuarate ones.

The Question which is the Original Variant

must be settled by means of criteria of language/style and of contents.
Problems and tensions appear in the canonical text —not to be found in the the
Marcionite verson-, that provide a clue as for it being secondary compared
with the latter:

1. un ékivouevor (v. 9) comes unmotivated and is a hapaxlegomenon in the
Corpus Paulinum (in the NT elsawhere only Mt 15,32, Mk 8,3, Hebr 12,3.5);
cf. SCHLIER, 278;
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2. in the canonica text the hint a the harvest is anticipated and doesn’t
make sense until the end of the passage, i.e. inv. 10.

For the reasons mentioned, VAN MANEN, 500, i.m.o. rightly considers the
Marcionite variant to be the more original one.

41. Gal 6,13

#71) Ga 6,13 TEPLTEUVOUEVOL > TEPLTETUNLEVOL cor
Epiph Pan 42.11.8 (121, 3) = 42.12.3 (159,3f)
= #11) Clabeaux, App B (»cor«)

Textual Evidence

Epiphanius reads Gal 5,3 as mepitetunuévog (= perfect; see the annotation);
but in Gal 6,13 he has, with the mgority of referring manuscripts (Pan 42.11.8
(121, 3) = 42.12.3 (159,3f) ) mepLrepvidpevol (= aorist).

Reconstruction and Evaluation

Whereas HARNACK, CLABEAUX and NESTLE-ALAND® favour this variant
(based above all on some more important referring manuscripts), VAN MANEN,
500, because of Gal 5,3, assumes an erroneous reading by Epiphanius and an
origind mepLtetunuévoL (perfect) in Marcion. — The question, what Marcion
read in this place, is not answerable i.m.o., and consequently neither is the
guestion, which was the authentic version.

42. Gal 6,15-16

#72) Gd 6,15-16 ~15-16 niq
[Marc 5.4.15]

Textual Evidence

Marc 5.4.15: »Sed et mihi, famulo creatoris, mundus crucifixus est, non tamen
deus mundi, et ego mundo, non tamen deo mundi. Mundum enim quantum ad
conversationem eius posuit, cui renuntiando mutuo transfigimur et invicem
morimur. Persecutores vocat Christi. Cum vero adicit stigmata Christi in
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corpore suo gestare se (utique corporalia competunt), iam non putativam, sed
veram et solidam carnem professus est Christi, cuius stigmata corporalia
ostendit.«

As shown by this quote, Tertullian apparently did not know Ga 6,15-16. In
Tertullian’s text, the (tendentious) quoting and interpreting of verse 14 are
followed by the remark that Paul (at the end of his letter) adresses the
persecutores (»Persecutores vocat Christi«), which —what way ever the
remark may be interpreted— (cf. Harnack 79*) cannot but refer to the content
of 6,17.

There is no evidence in the other referring manuscripts either for Marcion
knowing of verses 15-16.

The Original Version

That 6,15-16 be indeed an addition to the origind (Marcionite) text, is backed
up by the fact that the content of 6,15 does not match the preceding text.
Tendency and nature of the interpolation remind of 5,6. Like in that place the
sentence is connected by means of the particle yap, though there is nothing in
it that could be seen as substantiating the preceding phrase. Concerning
contents, the liberal attitude about circumcision, al of a sudden shown in 6,15,
Is not well comprehensible in the context of the overal polemica nature of
the letter, as e.g. the disapprova of circumcision (5,2f) or the harsh atack of
512. 6,15 — like dready 5,6 — probably is an adaptation and a combination of
|Cor 7,29/11Cor 5,17. Since we can assume | Cor 7,19 to be the work of a
Catholic editor, we have subsequently to assume that the same editor tried to
variegate his own text in 6,15 (but did so in a very clumsy way). Be it as it
may, 6,15 is uncomprehensible without | Cor 7,19/11 Cor 5,17.—If 6,15 isan
addition, verse 16, too needs must be editoria, since it is directly connected
with the preceding verse. In any case, the fundamental rule the author of the
verse is speaking about, cannot be derived from 6,14, it rather refers to 6,15
and the there expressed maxim.

6,17, on the other hand, follows 6,14 quite smoothly. The picture of the
apostle crucified together with Jesus Christ and the mention of the otiyporta.
(caused by the cross) go together quite well.

O'NEILL, too, in his »Recovery of Paul’s Letter to the Galaiansk, 71-72, considers 6,16
to be editorid because of its contents. »The phrase ‘Isradl od God' is a tell-tde sgn that the
words printed a the head of his note are a gloss. The implication is that there is a fase
Israel as well as a true Isradl, and that they are two organized entities ...The gloss was added
a a time when the Church and Isradl were sharply digtinguished, when Jews who believed
could not longer reman within Israel because they could not recite the Test Benediction.«
Most appeding is O'Neill's ddiberation: »Perhaps, indeed, the gloss is a ddiberate
gppropriation of another of the Benedictions, the nineteenth, which runs in the Babylonian
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recension, ‘Give peace, happiness, and blessng, grace, loving kindness, and mercy upon us
and upon dl Israd your people..” The gloss reflects an age when the Curch, made up of
Gentiles an Jews, saw itsef asthetrue Isradl, and this was an age much later than Paul’ s.«

The assumption that 6,16 reminds of the 19th Benediction of the Babylonian
recenson of the Amidah (= prayer of the eighteen benedictions), is widdy
acknowledged; e.g. SCHLIER, 283: »Very likely the apostle was thinking of the
19" benediction of the Amidah.«

Since the Amidah is usually dated not until late I™* or earldy 2 century CE, a
dating of our gloss —in agreement with O’NEILL— to the 2™ century is nothing
but a reasonable assumption. It cannot be excluded with absolute certainty,
however, that the Amidah be dependent on earlier traditions.

43.Gal 6,17

#73) Gal 6,17 100 Xprotod >1od 'Incod niq
Marc 5.4.16 — againg: Did V,22

Textual Evidence

Tertullian Marc 5.4.2.; »Persecutores vocat Christi. Cum vero adicit stigmata
Christi in corpore suo gestare se (utique corporalia competunt), iam non
putativam. sed veram et solidam carnem professus est Christi, cuius stigmata
corporalia ostendit«.

HARNACK’S and VAN MANEN’S Reconstructions; Which Version is the
Original?

HARNACK, 79*, has instead of tod Aoimod the variant tv & ailwv. In his
opinion, Tertullian, too, read tGv 8 aiiwyr »... and understood those dAlol
to be Christ’s enemies (‘ From among the others, namely Christ’s persecutors,
let no man trouble me' )« HARNACK thudy can explain, how Tertullian arrives
a his extraordinary statement »Persecutores vocat Christi. AS 10 TV 6
airwr, Harnack assumes that it is derived from the Latin trandation of tod
AoLmouv = »de ceterisc. —HARNACK'S deliberations may be correct. But then
we neverthdess have to keep in mind that tov & aiiwr came into the text
through the Latin trandation of tod Aoitmod , and that by all means the latter
variant might already have been Marcionite. In any case, »Persecutores vocat
Christi« is a misunderstanding of Tertullian's —if the text at this place did not
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contain a passage which later fell victim to an editors scissors (a possibility
never to be excluded once and for all).

Furthermore, HARNACK. 79*, without giving reasons, a this place follows
Tertullian, i.e. instead of 'Incov he reads XpLotod.

Likewise VAN MANEN, 500f, with the argument that the Marcionite variant
otiyuate Tod Xprotod be more origina than the Catholic one because at this
place it's not the signs of the passion of Jesus —hardly to be found on Paul—
but the signs of the gpostle’' s passion that were meant. The latter demonstrated
that he belonged to Christ »as stigmata on daves or soldiers demonstrate
whose property or warriors they are«. The modification be probably intended
to remind —against docetic heretics— of the doctrine that Jesus had not
simulated his suffering on the cross, but that his had been a passion in ared
human body. If VAN MANEN’S argument were correct, we would still have to
ask the question how Tertullian in that quote, in spite of al those
considerations, can use stigmata Christi as evidence for an antidocetic opinion
of the apostle. On the other hand, it cannot be denied that otlypate t0d ‘Incod
be more clearly antidocetic than otiypate tod Xprotod. So, after al, alater
editor might have hanged tod Xptotod into tod 'Incod  with the intention of
giving the text a more markedly antidocetic turn.™

Apart from al such deliberations (which, however just as well might have
ingpired Marcion to alter the text out of his contrasting doctrina interest), we
have i.m.o. to point out above al the fact that the name ‘Jesus’ does nowhere
in Galatians occur in absolute, but only in conjunctions like Christ Jesus or
Jesus Christ: 1,1; 1,3; 1,21; 1,24; (2,16); 3,1; (3,14); (3,26); 3,28; 4,14; (5,6);
(5,24); 6,14; 6,17; 6,18.

11

According to ZAHN, 504, VAN MANEN »occupies himsdf with futile consderations
whether the Catholic Incov or the Marcionite Xpiotov be the origind verson« It's a
fact very much to be deplored, that the great scholar had nothing more to say to the
subject!
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