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Preface

This monograph is a revision and significant expansion of my 2009 Ph.D. disser-
tation at the University of Edinburgh entitled “Towards a New Reconstruction
of the Text of Marcion’s Gospel: History of Research, Sources, Methodology,
and the Testimony of Tertullian.” I would like to express appreciation, espe-
cially to my primary supervisor Larry Hurtado and my secondary supervisor
Paul Foster, but also to my internal examiner Paul Parvis and external exam-
iner Ulrich Schmid, for the way in which they shaped and honed my initial
work on the text of Marcion’s Gospel. I am also thankful for my fellow Ph.D.
students in Edinburgh, in particular my NT colleague Chris Keith and church
history colleague Sebastian Moll, for their stimulating conversations about
early Christianity and their encouragement of this project. Finally, I am grate-
ful to Bart D. Ehrman and Eldon Jay Epp for accepting this work in their series
New Testament Tools, Studies and Documents and to E.J. Brill for publishing it.



Abbreviations

This volume uses the standard abbreviations found in Patrick H. Alexander
et al., The sBL Handbook of Style For Ancient Near Eastern, Biblical, and Early
Christian Studies (Peabody: Hendrickson, 1999), supplemented by Siegfried
M. Schwertner, Internationales Abkiirzungsverzeichnis fiir Theologie und
Grenzgebiete (2d ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1992). In addition, the following abbre-
viations are employed:

Adam.

ANatG
CCERChs
CEA
ECTT

FN

FR

IGNTP

JSSSup
OECS
NTTRU
STA

Pseudo-Origen Adamantius Dialogue (IIEPI THX EIX ®EON OPOHY
HIXTEQY).

Aus Natur und Geisteswelt

Cahiers du Cercle Ernest-Renan [Cahier hors-série]

Collection des études Augustiniennes

Eastern Christian Texts in Translation

Filologia Neotestamentaria

Fortnightly Review

The Gospel According to St. Luke (ed. American and British Com-
mittees of the International Greek New Testament Project; 2 vols.;
The New Testament in Greek 3; Oxford: Clarendon, 1984-1987).
Journal of Semitic Studies Supplement

Oxford Early Christian Studies

New Testament Textual Research Update

Studia et Testimonia Antiqua

The following sigla, employed by Sources chrétiennes for the manuscripts and
editions of Tertullian’s Adversus Marcionem, are also utilized:

M
F
X
G
R1

Ra
R3
0
3
Y

Codex Montepessulanus

Codex Florentinus Magliabechianus

Codex Luxemburgensis

Codex Gorziensis

Beati Rhenani edition princeps, Basileae, 1521
Beati Rhenani edition princeps, Basileae, 1528
Beati Rhenani edition princeps, Basileae, 1539
consensus codicum M F X et Rhenani editionum
consensus codicum F X et Rhenani editionum
consensus codicum FX



CHAPTER 1

Introduction

Any serious study of the NT text and canon in the second century must at
some point interact with Marcion’s Scriptures, i.e., his EYAITTEAION and
ATTOXTOAIKON, his one Gospel and ten Pauline letters.! More specifically,
Marcion’s Gospel plays an especially important role in the discussions con-
cerning the state, use, transmission, and collection of the canonical Gospels
in the second century.? As such, there are several elements of contemporary
research that are directly dependent upon our knowledge of Marcion’s Gospel
text. First, and most obviously, the on-going debate concerning the relation-
ship between and relative priority of Marcion’s Gospel and Luke can only take
place based on some conception of the Gospel that Marcion utilized. Second,
the related question of the existence of redactional stages of Luke, including
debates about the existence of some type of Ur-Lukas, is also directly related
to scholarly knowledge of Marcion’s text. Third, since Marcion’s Gospel rep-
resents a text that is clearly in some manner related to Luke and prior to the
middle of the second century, Marcion’s Gospel figures prominently within

1 Elements of this introduction appeared in summary form in Dieter T. Roth, “Marcion’s
Gospel: Relevance, Contested Issues, and Reconstruction,” ExpTim 121 (2010): 287-94 and
idem, “Marcion and the Early Text of the New Testament,” in The Early Text of the New
Testament (ed. Charles E. Hill and Michael J. Kruger; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012),
302-3.

2 Frangois Bovon observes, “An understanding of the life and fate of the Gospels during the
second century is decisive for a better knowledge not only of the patristic period, but also of
the text of the Gospels themselves,” and that “from a New Testament point of view, the quar-
rel between Marcion and Tertullian over the Gospel of Luke is extremely relevant” (“Studies
in Luke-Acts: Retrospect and Prospect,” HTR 85 [1992]: 176, 177).

3 In this work, whenever reference is made to “Luke” without qualification it refers to canoni-
cal Luke. At the same time, however, references to passages in Marcion’s Gospel or the attes-
tation to a passage in Marcion’s Gospel in a source are made in the form, e.g., “Luke 3:1.” This
nomenclature is used out of convenience in order to indicate “the verse in Marcion’s Gospel
that corresponds to the verse in Luke 31" and does not presuppose either that the reading
of canonical Luke 3:1 was that of Marcion’s Gospel or that the reading in Marcion’s Gospel is
necessarily derived from the reading in Luke’s Gospel. In addition, out of convenience lan-
guage of the “omission” of a passage in Marcion’s Gospel is occasionally used; however, this
is to be understood as synonymous with the passage “being attested as not present” and not
necessarily reflecting the view that Marcion excised something from Luke.

© KONINKLIJKE BRILL NV, LEIDEN, 2015 DOI 10.1163/9789004282377_002



2 CHAPTER 1

scholarly inquiries into the textual history of Luke.* Finally, understanding
Marcion’s place and role in the history of the formation of the Fourfold Gospel
could be advanced with a firmer basis for evaluating whether the content and
readings of his text reflect a historical context prior or subsequent to the exis-
tence of this collection.

Over the past ninety years the trajectory of most scholarly work on Marcion
andMarcion’stexts hasbeensetbythe monumental work of Adolf von Harnack.
Despite its tremendous value, shortcomings in Harnack’s reconstructed text of
the Marcionite Scriptures, as well as advances in critical methodology, textual
criticism, and patristic studies have led to the recognition that new reconstruc-
tions of Marcion’s Scriptures are a scholarly desideratum. For example, Barbara

4 J.K.Elliott advocates that “we ought to work more systematically on the writings of Marcion
and Irenaeus to learn what they can reveal about the Biblical texts and specifically the New
Testament text-types which they were using and quoting” (“The New Testament Text in the
Second Century: A Challenge for the Twenty-First Century,” NTTRU 8 [2000]: 12). The neces-
sity for further work on this question can clearly be seen in the varied, if not diametrically
opposed opinions, expressed, e.g., by Adolf von Harnack, who concluded that apart from
tendentious alterations Marcion’s Gospel was “ein reiner W [Western] Text” (Marcion:
Das Evangelium vom fremden Gott: Eine Monographie zur Geschichte der Grundlegung der
katholischen Kirche [2d ed.; TU 45; Leipzig: ].C. Hinrichs, 1924], 242%) and Barbara Aland, who

’n

more recently stated: “Certainly the basic text was not the ‘Western’” (“Marcion-Marcionites-
Marcionism” in Encyclopedia of the Early Church, [ed. by Angelo Di Berardino; trans. Adrian
Walford; 2 vols.; Cambridge: James Clarke & Co., 1992], 1:523). I have reflected further on this
question in Roth, “Marcion and the Early Text,” 302—-12.

5 The 1st edition of Marcion: Das Evangelium vom fremden Gott: Eine Monographie zur
Geschichte der Grundlegung der katholischen Kirche was published in 1921 and the 2d edition
in 1924. Hereafter Marcion! refers to the 1st ed. and Marcion to the 2d ed. In the preface to
Marcion und seine kirchengeschichtliche Wirkung: Marcion and His Impact on Church History
(ed. Gerhard May, Katharina Greschat, and Martin Meiser; TU 150; Berlin: de Gruyter, 2002), v,
May and Greschat observe, “Das Erscheinen von Harnacks Buch hatte, weil er das Thema nah-
ezu erschopfend zu behandeln schien, die Marcionforschung zeitweilig fast zum Stillstand
gebracht. Seit dem Zweiten Weltkrieg ist das Interesse an Marcion zunehmend gewachsen.”
Harnack is still invaluable for Marcion studies, and some truth remains in Helmut Koester’s
statement “All further research is based on Harnack’s work” (History and Literature of Early
Christianity [vol. 2 of Introduction to the New Testament; trans. Helmut Koster; Philadelphia:
Fortress, 1982], 329). At the same time, scholars are advancing beyond Harnack’s portrait of
Marcion. Cf, e.g.,, David L. Balas, “Marcion Revisited: A ‘Post-Harnack’ Perspective,” in Texts
and Testaments: Critical Essays on the Bible and Early Church Fathers (ed. W. Eugene March;
San Antonio: Trinity University Press, 1980), 95-108; Gerhard May, “Marcion ohne Harnack,”
in May, Greschat, and Meiser (eds.), Marcion und seine kirchengeschichtliche Wirkung, 1-7;
and Sebastian Moll, The Arch-Heretic Marcion (WUNT 250; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2010).
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Aland expresses the sentiment, “Wichtiges Forschungsdesiderat ist eine neue
Gesamtrekonstruktion der marcionitischen Bibel.”® Confirming Aland’s view
is Gerhard May’s comment “die Aufgabe der Rekonstruktion von Markions
Bibel [ist] bis heute nicht befriedigend gelost”” as well as Karlmann Beyschlag’s
contention that the reconstruction of Marcion’s Scriptures “die Hauptaufgabe
der heutigen Marcionforschung bildet.”

Inrecognition of thislacuna, recent monographs arising from doctoral disser-
tations have focused on critically establishing Marcion’s Apostolikon and have
brought much light to this “half” of Marcion’s canon.® Unfortunately, the most
recent works engaging the text of Marcion’s Euangelion by David S. Williams
and Kenji Tsutsui, and to some extent Joseph B. Tyson and Matthias Klinghardt,
have not been nearly as helpful and are quite limited in their usefulness for
critically reconstructing Marcion’s Gospel text or drawing any firm conclusions

6 BarbaraAland, “Marcion (ca. 85-160)/Marcioniten,” TRE 22:1 (1992): 9o. Kurt and Barbara Aland
had previously expressed the sentiment: “Although past generations have produced a whole
range of studies on the text of the New Testament used by various Church Fathers, there is
not one of them which would not be worth doing over, beginning with Marcion and continu-
ing with Justin and Irenaeus. For Marcion, Adolf Harnack’s collection would still be the basis,
but it could be improved and developed throughout” (The Text of the New Testament [trans.
Erroll F. Rhodes; 2d ed.; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1989], 172). Similar thoughts are expressed
by J. Neville Birdsall, “The Western Text in the Second Century,” in Gospe! Traditions in the
Second Century: Origins, Recensions, Text, and Transmission (ed. William L. Petersen; CJAn
3; Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1989), 9—10; Matthias Klinghardt, “Markion
vs. Lukas: Pladoyer fiir die Wiederaufnahme eines alten Falles,” NTs 52 (2006): 491; and Gilles
Quispel, “Marcion and the Text of the New Testament,” vc 52 (1998): 349.

7 Gerhard May, “Markion in seiner Zeit” in Gerhard May: Markion: Gesammelte Aufsditze
(ed. Katharina Greschat and Martin Meiser; VIEG 68; Mainz: Philipp von Zabern, 2005), 8.
Although appearing here for the first time in print, May noted that the article was written in
1992. Cf. also Gerhard May, “Marcion in Contemporary Views: Results and Open Questions,”
SecCent 6 (1987-1988): 133. Martin Hengel expressed a similar sentiment with his contention
that one of several pressing questions for NT textual criticism is “Wie sah der ‘gereinigte’ Text
Marcions wirklich aus?” (“Aufgaben der neutestamentlichen Wissenschaft,” NTs 40 [1994]:
342).

8 Karlmann Beyschlag, “Marcion von Sinope,” in Alte Kirche 1 (vol. 1 of Gestalten der
Kirchengeschichte, ed. Martin Greschat; Stuttgart: W. Kohlhammer, 1984), 71.

9 Cf. especially Ulrich Schmid, Marcion und sein Apostolos: Rekonstruktion und historische
Einordnung der marcionitischen Paulusbriefausgabe (ANTF 25; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1995). An
attempt to reconstruct part of the pre-Marcion Pauline text was set forth in John J. Clabeaux,
A Lost Edition of the Letters of Paul: A Reassessment of the Text of the Pauline Corpus Attested by
Marcion (cBQMS 21; Washington, D.c.: The Catholic Biblical Association of America, 1989).
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concerning that text.!® This regrettable reality is due either to the works
ultimately focusing on issues other than the reconstruction of Marcion’s
Gospel text or to problematic approaches employed in their studies when
they do consider elements related to such a reconstruction. Thus, a need for
a new, critically and methodologically controlled reconstruction of Marcion’s
Euangelion remains.

Before offering an actual reconstruction of Marcion’s Gospel, several pre-
liminary issues must be addressed. First, it is important to bear in mind what,
precisely, is being attempted in this study. Drawing upon recent developments
in NT textual criticism, there is no attempt here to reconstruct any supposed
“original text” of Marcion’s Gospel.!! Rather, | am attempting to provide the most
accurate possible reconstruction of Marcion’s Gospel based upon the attesta-
tion of the sources that contain the evidence for readings found in it. In other
words, this reconstruction seeks to offer the best attainable text for Marcion’s
Gospel according to the sources. For this reason, before actually attempting to
reconstruct this attested text, it is necessary to consider the sources themselves
and especially the methodology employed in utilizing those sources. These
important issues are initially addressed in chapter three, where an overview of
the data found in the sources is provided along with the methodology used in
this study, and continued in the introductory sections to the chapters devoted
to (a) particular source(s).

10 Cf. David S. Williams, “Marcion’s Gospel: Reconsidered” (M.A. thesis, The University of
Georgia,1982), with the mostsalient aspects of his thesis found in his article “Reconsidering
Marcion’s Gospel,” JBL 108 (1989): 477—96; Kenji Tsutsui, “Das Evangelium Marcions:
Ein neuer Versuch der Textrekonstruktion,” A7Br 18 (1992): 67-132; Joseph B. Tyson,
Marcion and Luke-Acts: A Defining Struggle (Columbia: University of South Carolina
Press, 2006); and Klinghardt, “Markion vs. Lukas,” 484—513. The reasons for this negative
evaluation are discussed in greater detail below. For brief comments on Jason Beduhn’s
monograph that appeared as this volume was in the final stages of editing, cf. chapter 2,
n.197. Other planned or forthcoming works are referenced in chapter 2, n. 200.

11 For the challenges involved with the term “original text” in NT textual criticism, cf. Eldon
J. Epp, “The Multivalence of the Term ‘Original Text’ in New Testament Textual Criticism,”
HTR 92 (1999): 245-81 and Michael W. Holmes, “From ‘Original Text’ to ‘Initial Text": The
Traditional Goal of New Testament Textual Criticism in Contemporary Discussion,” in
The Text of the New Testament in Contemporary Research: Essays on the Status Quaestionis
(ed. Bart D. Ehrman and Michael W. Holmes; 2d ed.; NTTSD 42; Leiden: E. J. Brill, 2013),
637-88. On the nature and goal of NT textual criticism, cf. also Eldon ]J. Epp, “Textual
Criticism and New Testament Interpretation,” in Method & Meaning: Essays on New
Testament Interpretation in Honor of Harold W. Attridge (ed. Andrew B. McGowan and
Kent Harold Richards; SBLRBS 67; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2011), 79—84.
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Second, this overview of the sources reveals the large amount of data that
must be analyzed for a full reconstruction of Marcion’s Gospel text. The data
include 438 verses referenced by Tertullian; 114 verses for which readings are
attested, along with pericopes and verses attested as omitted, in Epiphanius’s
Panarion; 75 verses to be considered in the Pseudo-Origen Adamantius Dialogue
(also referred to as ITept Tijs eig Bedv 6pbiis Tiotews or De recta in deum fide); and
33 verses from ten other sources. The rather large size of this data set perhaps
can be best appreciated by means of a comparison with the data available for
Marcion’s Apostolikon. Ulrich Schmid’s work on the epistles revealed the need
to analyze 260 citations and allusions in Tertullian, 40 scholia in Epiphanius,
35 citations in the Adamantius Dialogue, 9 citations in Origen, and 7 citations
in Jerome in order to offer a reconstruction of those texts.!? Thus, there are
nearly twice as many data for Marcion’s Gospel text that must be sifted before a
new reconstruction of this document can be attempted, a task to which chap-
ters three through eight are devoted.

Third, before either of the above two issues can be discussed, a consider-
ation of the history of previous studies of Marcion’s Gospel is, from several
vantage points, absolutely essential.!® The strengths, and particularly the

12 Cf. Schmid, Marcion und sein Apostolos, 15130, 210-35, 237—39, and 240—42.

13 Previous overviews of research on Marcion’s Gospel in works focusing on his Euangelion
can be found in August Hahn, Das Evangelium Marcions in seiner urspriinglichen Gestalt,
nebst dem vollstindigsten Beweise dargestellt, dafs es nicht selbststindig, sondern ein ver-
stiimmeltes und verfilschtes Lukas-Evangelium war, den Freunden des Neuen Testaments
und den Kritikern insbesondere, namentlich Herrn Hofrath, Ritter und Professor Dr.
Eichhorn zur strengen Priifung vorgelegt (Konigsberg: Universitidts Buchhandlung, 1823),
245-83; Albrecht Ritschl, Das Evangelium Marcions und das kanonische Evangelium des
Lucas (Tibingen: Osiander’sche Buchhandlung, 1846), 5—20; Adolf Hilgenfeld, Kritische
Untersuchungen iiber die Evangelien Justin’s, der Clementinischen Homilien und Marcion’s:
ein Beitrag zur Geschichte der dltesten Evangelien-Literatur (Halle: C.A. Schwetschke,
1850), 391-94; Gustav Volckmar, Das Evangelium Marcions: Text und Kritik mit Riicksicht
auf die Evangelien des Mrtyrers Justin, der Clementinen und der apostolischen Viiter: Eine
Revision der neuern Untersuchungen nach den Quellen selbst zur Textesbestimmung und
Erkldrung des Lucas-Evangeliums (Leipzig: Weidmann, 1852), 1—24; Adolf von Harnack,
Adolf Harnack, Marcion: der moderne Gliubige des 2. Jahrhunderts, der erste Reformator,
die Dorpater Preisschrift (18;0): kritische Edition des handschriftlichen Exemplars mit einem
Anhang (ed. Friedemann Steck; TU 149; Berlin: de Gruyter, 2003), 121-26. Though help-
ful in some respects, the more recent summaries by John Knox, Marcion and the New
Testament: An Essay in the Early History of the Canon (Chicago: The University of Chicago
Press, 1942), 78—83; Williams, “Marcion’s Gospel: Reconsidered,” 3-14; R. Joseph Hoffmann,
Marcion: On the Restitution of Christianity, An Essay on the Development of Radical Paulinist
Theology in the Second Century (AAR.AS 46; Chico, Calif,; Scholars, 1984), xi—xiii; Tyson,
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weaknesses, of the methods employed in previous attempts to reconstruct
Marcion’s Gospel must be highlighted as part of the rationale for attempting
a new reconstruction. Further, an accurate overview of the full range of prior
work has become particularly necessary since there has been no extensive his-
tory of research in works dealing with Marcion’s Gospel in nearly 150 years.1#
Finally, since several flaws in earlier studies are due to a lack of an accurate
understanding of the status quaestionis at various points in the history of
research on Marcion’s Gospel, it is only by engaging previous scholarship on
Marcion’s Gospel that one can hope to avoid such errors.!> Therefore, the ensu-
ing chapter is devoted to the history of research, not only to make available a
comprehensive survey for contemporary scholarship engaged in various ques-
tions relating to Marcion and to his Gospel, but also to provide the proper con-
text in which a new reconstruction of Marcion’s Gospel must be undertaken.

Marcion and Luke-Acts, 83—85; and Matthias Klinghardt, “The Marcionite Gospel and the
Synoptic Problem: A New Suggestion,” NovT 50 (2008): 5—7 and idem, “Markion vs. Lukas,”
485—91, must be used with caution due to some significant inaccuracies (cf. n. 15).

14  Inmanyways Harnack’s recently rediscovered Dorpater Preisschrift (1870) was the last work
to provide extensive interaction with previous scholarship on Marcion’s Gospel, even if
brief summaries have occasionally appeared more recently (cf. Judith Lieu, “Marcion and
the Synoptic Problem,” in New Studies in the Synoptic Problem: Oxford Conference, April
2008: Essays in honour of Christopher M. Tuckett [ed. Christopher M. Tuckett, et al.; BEThL
239; Leuven: Peeters, 2011], 741-44). Significant, though not exhaustive, bibliographies of
works dealing with Marcion more generally can be found in May, Greschat, and Meiser
(eds.), Marcion und seine kirchengeschichtliche Wirkung, 313—22 and especially Harnack,
Marcion: Lévangile du Dieu étranger: Contribution a Uhistoire de la foundation de U'Eglise
catholique (trans. Bernard Lauret; Patrimoines christianisme; Paris: Cerf, 2003), 488-561.

15  Perhaps the most obvious example of this phenomenon are the several significant omis-
sions, misunderstandings, and mischaracterizations of the mid-nineteenth century
research in Germany as presented in recent, shorter discussions of the history of research
on Marcion’s Gospel. On this issue in particular cf. Dieter T. Roth, “Marcion’s Gospel and
Luke: The History of Research in Current Debate,” /BL 127 (2008): 513—27. In addition,
problems with Tsutsui’s methodology (discussed below in chapter 2.8) are directly related
to his lack of engagement with the most recent works dealing with the reconstruction of
Marcion’s Scriptures.



CHAPTER 2

History of Research

2.1 Ancient Witnesses

As background to the following discussion it is important to note that there are
no extant manuscripts of any of Marcion’s works and all that is known about
his Gospel is found in the writings of his adversaries. The church fathers agreed
that Marcion’s Gospel was simply a mutilated version of Luke;! however, none
of these fathers had an interest in merely compiling or setting forth the dif-
ferences between the texts.2 For example, Tertullian and Epiphanius both
indicated that they were interacting with Marcion’s Gospel in order to refute
him on the basis of his own scripture, and were therefore primarily interested
in the content of Marcion’s text to the extent that it could be used against
him.? Similarly, in the Adamantius Dialogue the claims and comments of the
Marcionites Megethius and Marcus, including “citations” from their Gospel,
are presented in the context of being refuted by their orthodox opponent.*

1 This fact has been recognized throughout the history of research. Cf,, among the more
prominent of Marcion’s opponents: Irenaeus, Haer. 1.27.2 (similarly, 1.27.4, 3.11.7, 31212,
and 3.4.4); Tertullian, Marc. 11.4-5 and 4.2—6, Praescr. 38; and Epiphanius, Pan. 42.9.1
(similarly, 42.10.2 and 42.11.3). Hippolytus’s comment apparently calling Marcion’s Gospel
“Mark” in Haer. 7.30.1 is generally recognized as an error (cf. Harnack, Marcion, 240*n1). It
should be noted, however, that Tertullian, e.g., also attested that Marcion’s disciples continu-
ally reshaped their Gospel, which would mean that it was not a static text (cf. Marc. 4.5.7).
The same claim is made in the Adamantius Dialogue concerning ongoing alterations in the
Apostolikon (cf. Adam. 96,48 [2.18]). For references to the critical editions of ancient sources
used in this work, cf. the notes in chapter 3.

2 Tertullian only rarely made explicit reference to variations in Marcion’s Gospel from Luke
(cf,, e.g., Marc. 4.22.16; 4.25.14; 4.29.13; and 4.38.7), though Epiphanius’s list of 78 scholia on
Marcion’s Gospel do sometimes explicitly comment on what Marcion mapéxoe or dméxope
(cf. Pan. 42.11.6). In these, and all such statements, however, it is important to remember, as
Lieu helpfully puts it, “the New Testament that provides a context for Marcion’s activity is the
New Testament as they [Marcion’s opponents] knew it” (“Marcion and the New Testament,”
in Method & Meaning: Essays on New Testament Interpretation in Honor of Harold W. Attridge
[ed. Andrew B. McGowan and Kent Harold Richards; SBLRBS 67; Atlanta: Society of Biblical
Literature, 2011], 402).

3 Cf. Tertullian, Marc. 4.1.2 and Epiphanius, Pan. 42.10.1-3.

4 Cf,e.g, Adam. 22,5-8 (110); 26,20—21 (112); 32,5-6 (1.15); and 36,14 (1.17).

© KONINKLIJKE BRILL NV, LEIDEN, 2015 DOI 10.1163/9789004282377_003



8 CHAPTER 2
2.2 Questioning the Ancient Consensus

The first attempts to reassemble Marcion’s text came in the context of chal-
lenges to the traditional view that Marcion had edited Luke to create his
Gospel. As early as 1689 Richard Simon raised questions about the reliability of
some elements in Tertullian’s testimony concerning Marcion’s Gospel,® though
it is generally agreed that ].S. Semler was the first scholar to question the con-
sensus of the early church that Marcion had mutilated Luke. He initially did
so in the notes to his 1776 German translation of Simon’s Histoire critique du
texte du Nouveau Testament, but addressed the issue more expansively several
years later in the preface of another translated volume.® Following Semler,
J.E.C. Loeffler and Heinrich Corrodi supported the rejection of the traditional
position, and in the ensuing decades several other scholars, with their own
nuances, followed this new line of thinking.” At the beginning of the nine-

5 Cf. Richard Simon, Histoire critique du texte du Nouveau Testament, ou lon établit la verité
des actes sur lesquels la religion Chrétienne est fondée (Rotterdam: Reiner Leers, 1689), 127—
28. A major component in Simon’s discounting the value of Tertullian’s testimony was that
Tertullian, despite stating that Marcion mutilated Luke, appears to accuse him of excising
passages found in Matthew. For discussion of this issue cf. Dieter T. Roth, “Matthean Texts
and Tertullian’s Accusations in Adversus Marcionem,” JTS 59 (2008): 580—97 as well as the brief
comments in Lieu, “Marcion and the Synoptic Problem,” 737-38.

6 Cf. Richard Simon, Richard Simons Kritische Historie des Textes des neuen Testaments (trans.
Heinrich Matthias August Cramer; preface and notes by D. Johann Salomon Semler; Halle:
Bey J.J. Gebauers Witwe und Joh. Jacob Gebauer, 1776) and Thomas Townson, Abhandlungen
iiber die vier Evangelien: Erster Theil mit vielen Zusdtzen und einer Vorrede iiber Markions
Evangelium von D. Joh. Salomo Semler (trans. Joh. Salomo Semler; Leipzig: Weygandschen
Buchhandlung, 1783), preface of 62 unnumbered pages. Semler had also addressed the issue
in his Paraphrasis Epistolae ad Galatas cum prolegomenis, notis, et varietate lectionis latinae
(Halle: Carol Hermann Hemmerde, 1779), 13—18.

7 Cf. Heinrich Corrodi, Versuch einer Beleuchtung der Geschichte des jiidischen und christlichen
Bibelkanons (2 vols.; Halle: Curts Witwe, 1792), esp. 2:169—73; Josias F.C. Loeffler, “‘Marcionem
Paulli epistolas et Lucae evangelium adulterasse dubitatur,” ComTh 1 (1794): 180—218; Johann
Adrian Bolton, Der Bericht des Lukas von Jesu dem Messia: Uebersetzt und mit Anmerkungen
begleitet (Altona: Johann Heinrich Kaven, 1796), xx11-xL; Johann E.C. Schmidt, “Ueber das
dchte Evangelium des Lucas, eine Vermuthung,” MRP 5 (1796): 468—520 [where Schmidt advo-
cated that Marcion’s Gospel was the original Luke] and idem, Handbuch der christlichen
Kirchengeschichte (7 vols.; 2d ed.; Giessen: Georg Friedrich Heyer, 1824-1834), 1:257-63, 383
[where Schmidt changed his position to contend that Marcion’s Gospel and Luke were redac-
tionally related (p. 262) or perhaps that Marcion’s Gospel was based on Matthew (p. 383)];
Leonhard Bertholdt, Historisch-kritische Einleitung in simmtliche kanonische und apokry-
phische Schriften des alten und neuen Testaments (5 vols.; Erlangen: Johann Jacob Palm, 1813),
31293-95; Johann K.L. Gieseler, Historisch-kritischer Versuch iiber die Entstehung und die



HISTORY OF RESEARCH 9

teenth century J.G. Eichhorn provided an extended discussion on the issue
and a summary of the various objections that had been entered against the
traditional viewpoint.8

2.3 Reaffirming the Traditional Position

Although some scholars had previously objected to the conclusions of these
critics, it was the studies by August Hahn and Hermann Olshausen that, for
a few decades at least, reestablished the traditional position that Marcion
had in fact edited Luke to create his Gospel.l® Hahn’s work was particularly
important in that he provided the first attempt to present comprehensively
Marcion’s Gospel as reconstructed from the available sources. Even those
who disagreed with his conclusions recognized his important contribution

[riihesten Schicksale der schriftlichen Evangelien (Leipzig: Wilhelm Engelmann, 1818), 22—25

[N.B., Hahn's arguments convinced Gieseler to change his position; cf. Gieseler, LeArbuch
der Kirchengeschichte (4 vols.; 4th ed.; Bonn: Adolph Marcus, 1844), 1:194]; and Friedrich
Schleiermacher, Einleitung ins neue Testament: Aus Schleiermacher’s handschriftlichen
Nachlasse und nachgeschriebenen Vorlesungen, mit einer Vorrede von Dr. Friedrich Liicke
(vol. 8 of Friedrich Schleiermacher’s simmtliche Werke: Erste Abtheilung, Zur Theologie; ed.
G. Wolde; Berlin: G. Reimer, 1845), 64—65, 197—98, and 214-15 [Schleiermacher’s Einleitung
is based on lectures he delivered in 1829 and 1831/1832]. One of the earliest references to
Loeffler’s dissertation in support of the rejection of the traditional position in an English
language publication is found in Marsh’s notes to Johann David Michaelis, Introduction
to the New Testament: Translated from the Fourth Edition of the German and Considerably
Augmented with Notes and a Dissertation on the Origin and Composition of the Three First
Gospels (trans. Herbert Marsh; 4 vols.; London: F. & C. Rivington, 1793-1801), 3:2.159—60.

8 Johann Gottfried Eichhorn, Einleitung in das Neue Testament (5 vols.; Leipzig: Weidmann,
1804), 1:40—78. Cf. also his slightly expanded handling of the issue in Einleitung in das Neue
Testament (2d ed. of vol. 1; Leipzig: Weidmann, 1820), 1:43—84.

9 Cf, e.g., Gottlob Christian Storr, Ueber den Zweck der evangelischen Geschichte und der
Briefe Johannis (Tiibingen: J.F. Heerbrandt, 1786), 254—65 [his discussion is found unal-
tered and on the same pagesin the 2d ed. of 1810]; Michael Arneth, Ueber die Bekanntschaft
Marcions mit unserem Canon des neuen Bundes, und insbesondere tiber das Evangelium
desselben (Linz: C. Haslinger, 1809), esp. 41; John Leonhard Hug, An Introduction to the
Writings of the New Testament (trans. Daniel Guildford Wait; 2 vols.; London: C. & J.
Rivington, 1827), 1:72—74 [the translation is of the original 1808 German edition]; and
Peter Alois Gratz, Kritische Untersuchungen tiber Marcions Evangelium (Tiibingen: C.F.
Osianderschen Buchhandlung, 1818), esp. 83.

10 Cf. Hahn, Das Evangelium Marcions and Hermann Olshausen, Die Echtheit der vier canon-
ischen Evangelien aus der Geschichte der zwei ersten Jahrhunderte erwiesen (Konigsberg:
Aug. Wilh. Unzer., 1823), 104—215, 358-77.
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in correcting Eichhorn’s over-reliance on Epiphanius!! and for the first time
more sufficiently compiling the data for reconstructing Marcion’s Gospel.}2
Nevertheless, David Schulz’s critical review revealed the major problems with
the text offered by Hahn: (1) The citations found embedded in the discourses
of the sources were usually assumed to be completely accurate quotations, and
(2) Passages of Luke over which Tertullian passes in silence were considered
present or absent in Marcion’s text based on assumptions of whether the pas-
sage would have agreed with or contradicted Marcion’s teaching.!® These prob-
lems played a prominent role in the 1840s when the debate about Marcion’s
Gospel was reignited and then raged with considerable furor into the 1850s.

2.4 The Prolific (and Problematic) Period of the 1840s and 1850s'*

2.41  FC. Albert Schwegler (1843)
Schwegler’s 1843 review of the 4th edition of WM.L. de Wette’s Lehrbuch
der historisch-kritischen Einleitung in die kanonischen Biicher des Neuen

11 Cf, e.g., David Schulz, review of J.G. Eichhorn, Einleitung in das Neue Testament and
W.M.L. de Wette, Lehrbuch der historisch-kritischen Einleitung in die kanonischen Biicher
des Neuen Testaments, TSK 2 (1829): 588.

12 Albrecht Ritschl, who in 1846 strongly argued against Hahn’s conclusions, stated that it is
he “deren Verdienst es ist, auf eine vollstindig gentigende Art die Data zur Herstellung des
Marcionitischen Textes zusammengestellt zu haben” (Ritschl, Das Evangelium Marcions,
15-16). Hahn provided a continuous Greek text of Marcion’s Gospel in Ioannis Caroli
Thilo, Codex apocryphus Novi Testamenti: e libris editis et manuscriptis, maxime gallica-
nis, germanicis et italicis, collectus, recensitus notisque et prolegomenis illustratus (Leipzig:
Frid. Christ. Guilielmi Vogel, 1832), 1:401-86 [though printed as vol. 1, it appears that it
was the only volume published]. Cf. James Hamlyn Hill, The Gospel of the Lord: An Early
Version which was Circulated by Marcion of Sinope as the Original Gospel (Guernsey: John
Whitehead/T.M. Bichard, 1891; repr. New York: AMs, 1980) for an English translation based
primarily on this text.

13 David Schulz, “Review of Eichhorn and de Wette,” 591. Cf. also G. Fr. Franck, “Ueber das
Evangelium Marcion’s und sein Verhéltnis zum Lukas-Evangelium,” sk 28 (1855): 299 and
Harnack, Marcion, 177%—78%.

14  Thework on Marcion’s Gospel during this time period is also discussed in Roth, “Marcion’s
Gospel and Luke,” 514—21. Though there is overlap with this article in both the material
and discussion, certain details provided in my article are not repeated here, and some
of the focus on methodology here does not appear in my article. Many of the following
debates were located within a larger discussion concerning the Synoptic Problem as dis-
cussed in, e.g., R.H. Fuller, “Baur versus Hilgenfeld: A Forgotten Chapter in the Debate on
the Synoptic Problem,” NTs 24 (1978): 355-70.
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Testaments marked the beginning of the most intense period of investigation
of Marcion’s Gospel in the modern eral!> Schwegler believed that the
theory that Marcion had edited Luke based on his theological proclivities
was completely untenable.!® Therefore, Schwegler concluded that Marcion’s
Gospel was “eine iltere, unabhingige, in paulinischen Kreisen fortgepflanzte
Evangelienschrift,” because even though such a text is not attested by any other
ancient witnesses it “verwickelt sich aber wenigstens nicht in so zahlreiche,
unauflosliche Widerspriiche und Schwierigkeiten, wie die Hypothese vom
verstiimmelten Lukas.”?”

2.4.2  Albrecht Ritschl (1846)
Albrecht Ritschl advanced this line of thought in his 1846 work Das Evangelium
Marcions und das kanonische Evangelium des Lucas.'® In the preface he set
forth the thesis of his monograph: “dass das Evangelium Marcions nicht eine
Verstimmlung des Evangeliums des Lucas, sondern der Grundstamm dessel-
ben ist.”’9 Therefore, Ritschl contended that one ultimately should conclude
that Luke has added that which was missing in Marcion’s Gospel rather than
conclude that Marcion excised anything from Luke.20

Methodologically, Ritschl proposed that the evaluation of Marcion’s Gospel
be based upon a criterion of connection (Zusammenhang), which assumed
that redactional activity, because it introduces foreign material, can be rec-
ognized as destructive of the original connection in or between pericopes.?!
Though the other scholars involved in the debates during this era expressed
some reservations about this criterion, overall they tended to be disposed
favorably to Ritschl’s approach and continued to invoke it in the discussions.?2
Despite the support of other scholars, however, Ritschl’s criterion must
ultimately be viewed as a failed attempt for objectivity in reconstructing

15 F.C. Albert Schwegler, review of WM.L. de Wette, LeArbuch der historisch-kritischen
Einleitung in die kanonischen Biicher des Neuen Testaments, 4th ed., Thjb(T) 2 (1843): 544~
90. An only slightly edited repetition of the arguments presented in this review appeared
in idem, Das nachapostolische Zeitalter in den Hauptmomenten seiner Entwicklung (2 vols.;
Tiibingen: Ludwig Friedrich Fues., 1846), 1:260-84.

16 Schwegler, “Review of de Wette Lehrbuch,” 577.

17 Ibid, 590.

18  Reference to this work was made in chapter 1, n. 13.

19 Ritschl, Das Evangelium Marcions, v.

20  Cf. ibid,, 73-130. The final sections of the work contain a comparison of Marcion’s text
with that of Justin Martyr (pp. 130—51) and deal with Marcion’s Apostolikon (pp. 151-71).

21 Ibid., vi, 56.

22 Cf. the discussions below of Baur, Hilgenfeld, and Volckmar.
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Marcion’s Gospel. First, in his 1846 work Ritschl offered two examples from the
Synoptic Gospels of how his criterion provided objective and assured results.
The only problem is that the examples were used to prove that Mark was writ-
ten subsequent to Matthew and Luke, a position that Ritschl embraced at the
time, but had rejected by 1851.23 Given that Ritschl himself no longer would
have been convinced by his own examples a few years later, one may rightly
question just how useful or objective Ritschl’s criterion really was. Second, in
1855, G.Fr. Franck published a particularly devastating critique in which he
observed that not only is the criterion rather subjective, but also that the idea
underlying it is fundamentally flawed. A lack of connection would more likely
be the case in an original text rather than a text that had been redacted, pre-
cisely because a redactor often smoothes and improves the flow and connec-
tion of pericopes in a work.24

2.4.3 FC. Baur (1846-1847)

Shortly after Ritschl’s work appeared, F.C. Baur built on Ritschl’s thesis in com-
ments on Marcion that were printed in identical form in two publications,
an article and a book.25 Despite the occasional critical remark concerning
the manner in which Ritschl had applied his methodology,?¢ Baur generally

23  Ritschl’s examples were Mark 9:5-6 where Peter’s response is said to have come from Matt
17:6 and Mark 12:34 where Jesus’ words are thought to have been inserted into Luke 20:20—
39 before v. 40 (Das Evangelium Marcions, 57-58). Ritschl embraced Markan priority in his
article “Uber den gegenwirtigen Stand der Kritik der synoptischen Evangelien,” ThJb(T)
10 (1851): 480—538. In the fifth of seven observations on the debates concerning Marcion’s
Gospel Eduard Reuss stated “Das System von einem vor-marcionitischen Ur-Lucas und
nach-marcionitischen kanonischen steht und féllt mit der Behauptung dass Marcus den
letztern ausgeschrieben habe” (Die Geschichte der heiligen Schriften Neuen Testaments
[4th ed.; Braunschweig: C.A. Schwetschke & Sohn (M. Bruhn), 1864], 245). Although he
may have overstated the point, it is true that the view of the order of and relationship
between the Synoptic Gospels is not unrelated to the debates concerning Marcion’s
Gospel.

24  Franck, “Ueber das Evangelium Marcion’s,” 305-6, 311, and 351. This point was already
made in a general way by Volckmar, “Ueber das Lukas-Evangelium nach seinem Verhéltnis
zu Marcion und seinem dogmatischen Charakter, mit besonderer Beziehung auf die kri-
tischen Untersuchungen F. Ch. Baur’s und A. Ritschl's)” Th/b(T) 9 (1850): 123 and was reit-
erated by Theodor Zahn in Geschichte des neutestamentlichen Kanons (2 vols. Erlangen:
Andreas Deichert, 1888-1892), 1:683.

25  F.C.Baur, “Der Ursprung und Charakter des Lukas-Evangeliums,” Th/b(T) 5 (1846): 459-93
and idem, Kritische Untersuchungen iiber die kanonischen Evangelien, ihr Verhdltnis zu ein-
ander, ihren Charakter und Ursprung (Tibingen: Ludw. Fr. Fues., 1847), 397—427.

26  Cf. Baur, Kritische Untersuchungen, 398—401.



HISTORY OF RESEARCH 13

embraced Ritschl’s work and agreed that Ritschl’s criterion demonstrated that
Marcion’s text was original and Luke’s text secondary. In fact, Baur concluded
that Marcion’s Gospel was merely the text Marcion had at hand and that all
the differences between it and Luke can only be seen as interpolations by a
later hand.??

2.4.4  Gustav Volckmar and Adolf Hilgenfeld (1850)
The position of Ritschl and Baur was challenged in 1850 by Gustav Volckmar and
Adolf Hilgenfeld.?8 The thesis of Volckmar’s article was that Schwegler, Ritschl,
and Baur, despite rightly criticizing the erroneous and prejudicial elements
in earlier studies, were wrong in their view that Luke is “eine vermehrte und
corrupte oder vielmehr ‘katholisirte’ Ausgabe” of Marcion’s Gospel.?? In part
one of his article Volckmar gave attention to the opening sections to Marcion’s
Gospel and concluded “dass der Text des Marcion weit entfernt die Grundlage
fiir unser Lukas-Evangelium zu sein, gerade von der Eigenthiimlichkeit dieses
abhéngig ist.”3% Though Volckmar believed that based on this section alone
the fundamental relationship between Marcion’s Gospel and Luke had been
revealed,® he continued in part two of his article to discuss additional pas-
sages that he believed essentially, though with a few exceptions, served to con-
firm his point.32

At the same time, though disagreeing with Ritschl’s conclusions on the rela-
tionship between Marcion’s Gospel and Luke and noting potential pitfalls in

27  Ibid,, 404, 424.

28  Volckmar, “Ueber das Lukas-Evangelium,” 110-38 and 185-235 and Hilgenfeld, Kritische
Untersuchungen, 395—475. Prior to the appearance of these two works, D. Harting sought
explicitly to vindicate the patristic view in Quaestionem de Marcione Lucani Evangelii, ut

fertur, adulteratore, collatis Hahnii, Ritschelii aliorumque sententiis, novo examini submisit
(Utrecht: Paddenburg, 1849). For comments on Harting’s work cf. Johannes Friedrich
Bleek, An Introduction to the New Testament (trans. by William Urwick from the 2d ed;
2 vols,; Clark’s Foreign Theological Library 4th series, 24; Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1864),

1:145.
29  Volckmar, “Ueber das Lukas-Evangelium,” 116.
30  Ibid., 138.
31 Ibid.

32 Inpart two, Volckmar discussed Luke 11:29—-35; 11:49—51; 12:6—7; 13:28—30; 13:31—35; 16:16-18;
20:1-19; 21:18; 20:27-39; 19:28—44; 8:19—21 [N.B., the citation is incorrectly given as “XI11, 19
ff” on p. 195 of the article]; 24:25-27; 10:22; 4:38—39; 7:29—35; and 19:9. Yet, Volckmar also
considered Luke 13:1-9 to have been added after Marcion; 12:6—7 and 21:18 possibly to be
later additions; and the reading in Marcion’s Gospel in 8:20 potentially to preserve an
original reading (ibid., 187, 191-92, 200, 208).
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the application of Ritschl’'s method, Volckmar nevertheless was largely sympa-
thetic with Ritschl’s methodology.33 Volckmar was aware of the way in which
the arguments concerning the inclusion or omission of a passage in Marcion’s
text often invoked problematic or circular reasoning,3* and so he commended
Ritschl by stating that it is to his credit that

er [Ritschl] zum ersten Mal den Marciontext nicht blos nach den angege-
benen Liicken, sondern nach dem, was er [Marcion] stehen gelassen hat,
in seinem Zusammenhang betrachtet hat.3>

Hilgenfeld entered the debate concerning Marcion’s Gospel in the third sec-
tion of his larger work on Justin and Clement. He began by working through a
new reconstruction of Marcion’s text since he was dissatisfied with the efforts
of both Hahn and Ritschl. He rightly criticized those texts as having been sig-
nificantly influenced by preconceived notions of the relationship between
Marcion’s Gospel and Luke, particularly as it related to passages concern-
ing which the sources are silent.36 Despite this recognition and his attempts
to avoid the same pitfalls, Hilgenfeld nevertheless was not able completely to
steer clear of the same types of problems.3” Hilgenfeld ultimately came to the
conclusion that though Marcion did edit and omit elements of Luke, and that
in general, therefore, Luke is to be seen as the original document, there are nev-
ertheless original elements in Marcion’s Gospel.38 Hilgenfeld thus set forth the
view that Marcion knew and edited the Gospel according to Luke, but also that
Luke received its present form after an additional, though minimal, redaction.3®

33 Ibid., 123—24.

34 Cf. the critical comments in ibid., 121.

35  Ibid. 124.

36  Hilgenfeld observed that whether a passage on which the sources were silent was
viewed as present or absent in Marcion’s text was strongly influenced by whether one
held the “mutilation” or “Ur-Lukas” hypothesis concerning Marcion’s Gospel (Kritische
Untersuchungen, 394). Hilgenfeld’s reconstruction with comments is found on pp.
398-442.

37  Cf. the criticisms in Volckmar, Das Evangelium Marcions, 20—21.

38  Hilgenfeld, Kritische Untersuchungen, 456, 471-74. Hilgenfeld argued that verses or peri-
copes whose absence is original include Luke 5:39, 13:1-5, and 19:18. In addition, verses in
Marcion’s text that contain original readings include Luke 10:22, 11:2, 13:28, 1617, and 1819
(ibid., 469-71).

39  Ibid., 474.
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2.4.5 FE.C. Baur and Albrecht Ritschl (1851)

The impact of the work of Hilgenfeld and Volckmar was felt immediately, evi-
denced by two facts in particular. First, both Baur and Ritschl promptly revis-
ited the issue of Marcion’s Gospel in 1851.4° Second, and more importantly, in
these publications both scholars altered their previous position, Baur through
revision and Ritschl through retraction.

Baur now admitted that Marcion, because of his theological system, altered
numerous passages in the Gospel that he had before him in order to create the
text we now call Marcion’s Gospel.#! He was also convinced, however, that this
reality could not account for all the differences one sees between Marcion’s
Gospel and Luke and that Marcion’s Gospel often preserved original readings,
either in the absence of verses or in the wording of verses.*> Most significant
among these was Baur’s new contention that Luke 4:16—-30 and the entirety of
chapters1and 2 were not originally part of Luke but only added after Marcion.*3
Thus, Baur’s conclusion now became that Marcion’s Gospel was an older ver-
sion of Luke from which Marcion excised and to which Luke added.#*

Ritschl’s reaction to the works of Hilgenfeld and Volckmar was rather differ-
ent. At the outset of the section on Luke in his article addressing the current
state of Synoptic Gospels scholarship, Ritschl wrote,

Die von mir vorgetragene Hypothese, dass nicht Marcion das Evangelium
Lukas gedndert habe, sondern dass sein Evangelium eine Vorstufe des
kanonischen Lukas sei, sehe ich als durch Volckmar und Hilgenfeld wid-
erlegt an.4

Ritschl continued by observing that Hilgenfeld’s arguments had not returned
the discussion to the traditional view since Hilgenfeld had argued that
Luke received its present form after Marcion, and Baur’s arguments carried

40 F.C. Baur, Das Markusevangelium nach seinem Ursprung und Charakter, nebst einem
Anhang iiber das Evangelium Marcion’s (Tibingen: Ludw. Friedr. Fues., 1851), 191-226 and
Ritschl, “Uber den gegenwirtigen Stand,” 528-33.

41 Baur, Das Markusevangelium, 191. According to Baur, examples of passages that Marcion
changed can be found in Luke 8:9; 10:21, 25; 12:8-9; 11:29, 32, 49-52; 13:31-35; 18:31-34;
20:37—38; 21:21—-22; 22:30; 22:35—38; 24:25, 27, 32, 44, 45; 22:16; 15:11-32; 20:9—18; 18:37; 19:9
(ibid., 192-95).

42 Baur listed these passages as Luke 1-2; 4:16—30; 5:39; 10:22; 12:6, 7; 13:1-5; 16:17; 19:28—46;
21218; and possibly 11:30-32, 49-51; 13:28—35; 22:30 (ibid., 224).

43  Ibid., 21214, 219.

44  Ibid,, 225.

45  Ritschl, “Uber den gegenwirtigen Stand,” 528—29.
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Hilgenfeld’s work further by positing a more radical revision by the same
author who wrote the book of Acts.#6 Ritschl himself, however, was not con-
vinced by either of these positions, and explicitly disagreed with Baur’s new
analysis of Luke 4 in Marcion’s Gospel and with Baur’s contention that the first
two chapters of Luke were added to Luke after Marcion by the final redactor
of the canonical Gospel.47 A letter from Baur to Ritschl dated 1. February 1851
highlighted the irony of these now divergent opinions, as Baur wrote, “Ich bin,
wie Sie [Ritschl] sehen, ein weit treuerer Anhédnger Ihrer Ansicht [from 1846],
als Sie selbst.8

2.4.6  Gustav Volckmar (1852)

With Baur and Ritschl having altered their previous views, albeit in different
ways, Volckmar decided to devote a book-length study to Marcion’s Gospel,
which appeared in 1852.49 In the preface Volckmar indicated that his views had
in no small way diverged from earlier perspectives, including his own,*° and at
the end of his work he came to the conclusion that both the earlier views of
Ritschl and Baur, as well as Hilgenfeld’s and his own “mediating position” were
to be rejected.5! In fact, Volckmar concluded that not only is “our” Luke histori-
cally to be seen as the one used by Marcion and only shortened and changed
by his particular Tendenz,52 but also that

Die geschichtliche Ansicht also kann, was die Integritit oder Vollstandigkeit
unseres Lucas-Evangliums betrifft, nicht mehr von Vermittlung reden
sondern so weit die iltere Ansicht, die der Kirchenviter und der
Apologetik als villig bestitigt erklaren [emphasis original].53

46  Ibid.

47  Ibid., 529-33.

48  Quoted in Otto Ritschl, Albrecht Ritschls Leben (2 vols.; Freiburg: Mohr [Siebeck], 1892),
1181

49  Reference to this work was made in chapter 1, n. 13.

50  Volckmar, Das Evangelium Marcions, vi.

51  Ibid,, 255-56.

52  Volckmar reaffirmed this view in Die Evangelien: Oder Marcus und die Synopsis der kan-
onischen und ausserkanonischen Evangelien nach dem dltesten Text mit historisch-exeget-
ischem Commentar (Leipzig: Fues’s Verlag [R. Resiland], 1870). In this work he dated Luke
to 95-105 C.E. and explicitly stated, “Dem Markion von 138 ist er vorangegangen” (ibid.,
653). In addition he referred to Marcionites excising chapters 1 and 2 from Luke because
they were deemed to be unacceptable (ibid., 8-9).

53  Volckmar, Das Evangelium Marcions, 255-56. Karl Reinhold K6stlin came to a similar con-
clusion in 1853 when he argued that though there may be some instances where Marcion’s
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Perhaps most telling is Volckmar’s comment that he now believed the view of
the church fathers to have been confirmed in its entirety.>*

Once again, however, Volckmar in his analysis remained sympathetic to
Ritschl’s criterion, stating “der innere Zusammenhang allein ist es, der die
Haupt-Entscheidung dariiber geben kann, welches dieser beiden Lucas-
Evangelien dem andern zu Grunde liegt [emphasis original].”>® In addition,
Volckmar did not hesitate, in certain instances, to make definite decisions
concerning the presence or absence of passages on which the sources are
silent.56 On the other hand, and more positively, it is worth noting that in this
volume Volckmar paid greater attention to the qualities and characteristics of
the sources involved in reconstructing Marcion’s Gospel, even if Volckmar’s
analysis did not extend beyond those works or chapters of works by Tertullian,
Epiphanius, and the Adamantius Dialogue that are directed against Marcion.>”

2.4.7  Adolf Hilgenfeld (1853)

In 1853 Hilgenfeld offered a second contribution to the discussion in an arti-
cle interacting primarily, though not exclusively, with Volckmar’s 1852 work.58
Hilgenfeld makes no new contribution to issues of methodology, though he
did recognize the value of Volckmar’s consideration of the sources involved in

text might, or in fact does, preserve the original reading, in general the arguments pre-
sented by Baur and/or Hilgenfeld for the originality of readings in Marcion’s Gospel
cannot be sustained (Der Ursprung und die Komposition der synoptischen Evangelien
[Stuttgart: Carl Micken, 1853], 302—9).

54  Volckmar went on to explain that he wrote “so weit” as it relates to the view of the church
fathers because in the codices of Luke corrupt readings are present and that from a text-
critical standpoint Marcion’s text provides original readings in Luke 10:21, 22; 11:2; 12:38;
17:2; and 18118. It is also possible that Marcion’s text has variant readings in Luke 6:17; 12:32;
1712; and 23:2 (Volckmar, Das Evangelium Marcions, 256-57). Yet, Volckmar explained
these variants in Luke as harmonizing moves towards Matthew or the oT and stated,
“Eine specifisch anti-marcionitische Tendenz zeigt sich dabei nirgends ausschliesslich
[emphasis original]” (ibid., 257). A few years later Franck argued that even these readings
in Marcion’s Gospel were not original (“Ueber das Evangelium Marcion’s,” 353-59).

55  Volckmar, Das Evangelium Marcions, 18. Volckmar did attempt to guard against a sim-
plistic use of this criterion by noting that both Luke and Marcion’s Gospel are secondary
to “dem urspriinglichen [Gospel], welches auf diesem Gebiet fragelos am reinsten bei
Matthdus oder Marcus oder bei beiden zusammen vorliegt.” Therefore, the real issue is
where “die Idee der secundéren Verdnderung rein und klar vorliegt” (ibid.).

56  Cf. ibid., 113—21

57  Cf.ibid., 28-54.

58  Adolf Hilgenfeld, “Das Marcionitische Evangelium und seine neueste Bearbeitung,
Thjb(T) 12 (1853): 192—244.
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the debate.5® The thrust of the article, however, is found elsewhere. Hilgenfeld
began by making a few observations on the recent publications of Baur, Ritschl,
and Volckmar as well as summarizing his own 1850 position.6° As Hilgenfeld
re-engaged numerous arguments in the section “Die urspriingliche Elemente
des marcionitischen Evangeliums,”6! he concluded that concerning the origi-
nality of Marcion’s text

Mit voller Sicherheit rechne ich hierher das fehlen von v, 39, die Textform
X, 21. 22. in allem Wesentlichen, ferner x111, 28. Xv1, 17., auch trage ich
kein Bedenken, Xv111, 19 unter diesen Gesichtspunkt zu stellen.62

Clearly such a minimal conception of originality in Marcion’s Gospel would
lead to a quite different understanding of the source text of Marcion’s Gospel
than the perspective held by Baur where, for example, the entirety of Luke 1
and 2 was believed to have been missing.

It is important to recognize that in the midst of this fascinating and com-
plex discussion an incredible amount was written about the text of Marcion’s
Gospel and its relationship to Luke, while comparatively little attention was
devoted to the lingering methodological problems with Ritschl’s criterion of
Zusammenhang, scholarly discussions’ continued use of assumptions about
Marcion’s theological tendency when reconstructing Marcion’s Gospel, and
the questionable practice of drawing conclusions based on the silence of the
sources. For this reason, despite the voluminous output of publications during
the span of slightly more than a decade, significant shortcomings still existed
in the quest to establish the text of Marcion’s Gospel along critical lines.

2.5 The Latter Half of the 19th Century

Three scholars in particular were important in the continuing discussion of
Marcion and his Gospel following the intense debates discussed above: William
Sanday, Hajo Uden Meyboom, and Theodor Zahn. Sanday first addressed
the issue of Marcion’s Gospel as a rejoinder to the view advanced in Walter
Richard Cassels’s anonymously published Supernatural Religion in an article

59  Ibid., 196-97.

60  Ibid., 192—95.

61 Ibid., 211—43.

62  Ibid, 242. A few sentences later Hilgenfeld adds, “Maglich is es, dass hierher auch xxi11,
2. zu rechnen ist” (ibid.).
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that appeared in Fortnightly Review, an article which he subsequently revised
and included in his The Gospels in the Second Century.® Specifically, Sanday
sought to refute the idea that Marcion’s Gospel was not based on Luke and
observed that much of the controversy in Germany revolved around whether
Marcion’s text could or could not be explained as arising out of his dogmatic
system.%* Sanday went on to state that though he believed the dogmatic argu-
ment points to the traditional view, this argument should not be pressed too
far for he

should be tempted to say that the almost exclusive and certainly exces-
sive use of arguments derived from the history of dogma was the prime
fallacy which lies at the root of the Tiibingen criticism.%>

Thus, Sanday offered a new methodological approach based on style and
diction through which he clearly demonstrated that the style and vocabu-
lary of the passages omitted by Marcion matched the style and vocabulary of

63  William Sanday, “Marcion’s Gospel,” Fr 23 (1875): 855—75 and idem, The Gospels in the
Second Century: An Examination of the Critical Part of a Work Entitled ‘Supernatural
Religion’ (London: MacMillan & Co., 1876), 204—37. The latter work included an appen-
dix (pp. 362—72) in which Sanday set forth Marcion’s text of Luke 5 as attested in the
sources and concluded, “Of course the remainder of the evidence [from Luke’s Gospel]
can easily be produced if necessary, but I do not think it will long remain in doubt that
our present St. Luke was really the foundation of the Gospel that Marcion used” (ibid.,
372). Sanday’s arguments convinced Cassels to change his position on the relationship
between Marcion’s Gospel and Luke in the edition of his work appearing subsequent
to Sanday’s critiques (cf. Supernatural Religion: An Inquiry into the Reality of Divine
Revelation [3 vols.; complete ed.; London: Longmans, Green & Co., 1879], wiii; 6 previous
editions of this work were printed between 1874 and 1879 by Longmans, Green, and Co.
in London and a later popular edition was printed in 1903 and 1905 by Watts & Co. in
London). To my knowledge, the first attempt to provide an extensive reconstruction of
Marcion’s Gospel in English appeared in S. Baring-Gould, The Lost and Hostile Gospels:
An Essay on the Toledoth Jeschu, and the Petrine and Pauline Gospels of the First Three
Centuries of which Fragments Remain (London: Williams & Northgate, 1874), 248-55.
Other early reconstructions in English scholarship are found in A.H. Charteris, Canonicity:
A Collection of Early Testimonies to the Canonical Books of the New Testament based on
Kirchhoffer’s ‘Quellensammlung’ (Edinburgh: William Blackwood & Sons, 1880), 393—408
and Charles B. Waite, History of the Christian Religion (Chicago: C.V. Waite, 1881), 243-51.
These reconstructions, however, did not advance the discussion beyond the point where
the German critics of the mid-nineteenth had carried it.

64  Sanday, The Gospels in the Second Century, 218.

65 Ibid., 221.
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the passages that Marcion retained.56 On the basis of this argument, Sanday
concluded,

We may assume, then, that there is definite proof that the Gospel used by
Marcion presupposes our present St. Luke, in its complete form, as it has
been handed down to us.%”

Sanday’s argument largely held sway in English-speaking scholarship until the
work of John Knox,%® who rightly pointed out that Sanday’s entire examina-
tion was made without reference to Marcion’s actual text and seems to have
assumed that pericopes in Marcion’s Gospel and Luke appeared in the same
form. Therefore, all Sanday really proved was the “linguistic homogeneity of
our Gospel of Luke, a matter which has never been in doubt, and the evidence
has no necessary relevance for Marcion’s Gospel."®® Nevertheless, Sanday
did point out to subsequent scholarship the importance of moving beyond a
purely theological evaluation of Marcion’s Gospel.”°

In his Marcion en de Marcioniten, Meyboom devoted one heading of his sec-
tion on Marcion’s canon to a discussion of Marcion’s Gospel.”! Here Meyboom

66  Cf.ibid., 223-30.

67  Ibid., 230.

68  Indicative are the comments of F. Crawford Burkitt who commented that a discussion of
Marcion’s Bible would, thirty or forty years ago, have been at the center of interest in a lec-
ture on Marcion as at that time a general belief was current in critical circles that Marcion’s
Gospel might be the original and Luke a later interpolated version. With reference to the
linguistic evidence marshaled by Sanday, among other points, Burkitt stated “The asser-
tions of Tertullian and Epiphanius have been fully vindicated, and Marcion’s Gospel has
sunk into a mere curiosity of literature” (The Gospel History and its Transmission [3d ed.;
Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1911], 314).

69  John Knox, “On the Vocabulary of Marcion’s Gospel,” JBL 58 (1939): 195. Cf. also the discus-
sion in idem, Marcion and the New Testament, 88—92 and idem, “Marcion’s Gospel and
the Synoptic Problem,” in Jesus, the Gospels, and the Church: Essays in Honor of William R.
Farmer (ed. E.P. Sanders; Macon: Mercer University Press, 1987), 27.

70  Unfortunately, however, as will become apparent in the following discussion, it would
take another century for the first reconstruction of Marcion’s Scriptures consciously seek-
ing to avoid theologically justified readings to appear.

71 Meyboom, Marcion en de Marcionieten (Leiden: P. Engels & Zoon, 1888), 125—64. Also men-
tioning Marcion’s Gospel and briefly considering its opening in comparison with Luke 4
is Hermann Usener, Das Weihnachtsfest (Bonn: M. Cohen & Sohn, 1889; 3d ed.; Bonn:
H. Bouvier, 1969), 83—88. He too, however, did not pursue the question further, though felt
confident that he had demonstrated “dass das evangelium Markions mit nichten aus dem
kanonischen des Lucas durch willkiirliche verstimmelungen und dnderungen abgeleitet
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summarized the evidence of Epiphanius and provided a list of the sections of
Luke that Tertullian passed over in silence in his refutation of Marcion.”? Zahn,
however, correctly observed that Meyboom, in his interaction with Marcion’s
Scriptures, essentially relied on Hilgenfeld’s work on the Apostolikon and
Volckmar’s work on the Euangelion without attempting to evaluate or advance
their results.” In fact, Meyboom justified his not delving more deeply into the
text of Marcion’s Gospel because “We are not here dealing with textual criti-
cism, but with the character and history of Marcionism.””#

Zahn, on the other hand, devoted large sections of his Geschichte des
neutestamentlichen Kanons to Marcion and the reconstruction of Marcion’s
Scriptures.” A key motivation for his work is found in that after briefly sum-
marizing the debate between Ritschl, Baur, Volckmar, and Hilgenfeld, Zahn
observed that a clear and complete presentation of Marcion’s Scriptures was
still lacking.”® He therefore offered a new reconstruction of Marcion’s Gospel
(aswell as his Apostolikon) along with an analysis of Marcion and his Scriptures.
Zahn not only concluded that Marcion possessed and edited Luke and that the
conclusion of the church fathers “sich allseitig bestitigt [hat],” but also that
Marcion knew and interacted with all four of the canonical Gospels.”

For his reconstructions, Zahn embraced a rather positive evaluation of the
reliability of the sources for reconstructing Marcion’s text.”® He observed that
it was not simply his use and understanding of the sources that commended
his reconstruction;”® rather, he stated that it is above all that he, in his own
words, “eine grundsitzlich andere Stellung zu den Quellen einnehme, als
meine Vorginger."80 First, Zahn wished to avoid, and rightly so, the endless
previous debates about passages supposedly missing in Marcion based on the
silence of Tertullian or Epiphanius. Zahn commented that this type of dis-
cussion is “eine divinatorische Kritik ohne alle historische Unterlage, solange

war, sondern vielmehr unser Lucas eine erweiternde und von willkiir nicht freie umbil-
dung der gemeinsamen vorlage darstellt” (pp. 88-89).

72 Meyboom, Marcion, 128—42 and 153—56.

73 Zahn, Geschichte, 2:449—50n2.

74  Meyboom, Marcion, 150 [my translation].

75  Cf. Zahn, Geschichte, 1:585-718 and 2:409—529.

76  Ibid,, 1:631 (cf. 2:449-55).

77  Cf. especially ibid., 1:664, 67378, 681, and 713. The citation is from 1:717.

78  For Zahn's discussion of the sources cf. ibid., 1:599—613 and 2:409—49.

79  That Zahn felt that previous scholars had not fully or properly used the sources, nor yet
had access to critical and corrected editions of the sources is clear from his comments in
Geschichte, 2:450-51.

8o  Ibid, 2:451.
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nicht bewiesen ist, daf8 das betreffende wirklich bei Mrc. gefehlt hat.”8! Second,
Zahn provided a series of examples demonstrating that previous scholars far
too often allowed a bias in favor of the canonical text, as opposed to the attes-
tation of the sources, to govern the reconstruction of Marcion’s text, an error
Zahn desired to avoid.82

Nevertheless, as helpful as these methodological observations are, some
ambiguity remains when one compares Zahn’s discussion of Marcion’s Gospel
in the first volume of his Geschichte des neutestamentlichen Kanons with the
actual reconstruction of Marcion’s text in the second volume. In the recon-
structed text of Marcion’s Gospel that he offered, Zahn, to his great credit,
sought to differentiate between unattested passages and passages attested as
omitted in the sources.83 At the same time, when Zahn discussed Marcion’s
Gospel and its relationship to the canonical Gospels, he argued that, given the
weaknesses of Ritschl’s criterion of connection, a more certain proof is pro-
vided by the examination of whether the differences between Marcion’s text
and Luke are better explained as a result of Marcion’s or a Catholic redactor’s
theological proclivities.3* Even though Zahn went on to employ this criterion
primarily for readings or omissions attested in the sources8® and recognized
that not all differences between Marcion’s Gospel and Luke can or should be
explained on the basis of Marcion’s theology,3¢ he also inappropriately used
the criterion to “create evidence” for alterations or omissions in Marcion’s
Gospel.8”

Therefore, despite Harnack’s evaluation that Zahn had not only set the
proper principles in place for research of Marcion’s Gospel, but also com-
pleted the work with such diligence and care that every subsequent examina-
tion can only revise and extend his conclusions,?® a methodological problem

81  Ibid.

82  Ibid., 2:451-54.

83  Zahn noted, “In runde Klammern () setzte ich diejenigen Stiicke, deren Vorhandensein
bei Mrc. weder durch positive Nachrichten noch durch sichere Schliissse aus den
Nachrichten iiber andere Stiicke verbiirgt ist. In eckige Klammern [ | setzte ich diejenigen
Stiicke, deren Abwesenheit von Mrc/s NT in ebensolcher Weise bezeugt ist” (ibid., 2:454).

84 Ibid., 1:684.

85  Ibid., 1:684—704.

86  Zahn clearly denied the idea that “alle nachweisbaren oder wahrscheinlichen
Unterschiede zwischen beiden Biichern in der Dogmatik begriindet sind” (ibid., 1:704).

87  (Cf, e.g, his discussion of Luke 22:39—46 (ibid., 1:686-87). Further examples are found on
pp. 706—7. The problematic nature of such arguments is discussed further in the evalua-
tion of Harnack’s methodology below.

88 Harnack, Marcion, 41*.
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remained. Harnack’s contention that it is primarily because Zahn’s format left
much to be desired, and that advances in textual criticism and knowledge of
the sources necessitated a revisiting the reconstruction of Marcion’s Gospel,
did not yet address the more serious issue concerning the continued use of
Marcion’s theology in approaching the readings or omission in his texts.8°
Nevertheless, two points are quite clear: (1) Zahn, as May observed, “[hat] mit
seiner Wiederherstellung des markionitischen Kanons die &ltere Forschung
auf diesem Gebiet {iberholt”° and (2) Zahn robustly reaffirmed the traditional
position of the church fathers concerning the relationship between Marcion’s
Gospel and Luke.

2.6 The Early 20th Century and Adolf von Harnack

Zahn's reconstruction was employed by Hermann Freiherr von Soden in his
text-critical work on the NT.9! Von Soden viewed Marcion’s Gospel as with-
out doubt a mutilated copy of Luke®? and concluded that Marcion’s text “als
Ganzes bezeugt. .. dafd schon um 140 in Kleinasien oder Rom Lukas im I-H-K-
Text gelesen wurde.”?3 This second conclusion was contested by August Pott
who contended that Marcion actually had a “Western” text before him and
that many of the readings previously considered as tendentious were in real-
ity merely “Western” readings.?* Pott’s view was supported a few years later by
Harnack’s work on Marcion.%%

89  Ibid., 41%—42*. Harnack’s discussion of Zahn’s problematic evaluation of the Adamantius
Dialogue as a source is found in ibid., 56*~63*.

9o  May, “Ein dchter Protestant. Markion in der Sicht August Neanders,” in Greschat and
Meiser (eds.), Gerhard May: Markion: Gesammelte Aufsditze, 6.

91 Hermann Freiherr von Soden, Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments in ihrer dltesten ereich-
baren Textgestalt (2 vols.; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1911-1913), 1:2.1624.

92  Ibid.

93  Ibid, 1:2.1629.

94  August Pott, Der Text des Neuen Testaments nach seiner geschichtlichen Entwickelung (2d
ed.; ANatG 134; Leipzig: B.G. Teubner, 1919) and idem, “De textu evangeliorum in saeculo
secundo,” Mnemosyne 48 (1920): 267—309 and 33865, esp. 348-65.

95  Pott and Harnack, however, did not come to the same conclusion concerning the
“Western” text and which readings in Marcion’s text were reflecting original “Western”
readings and which were reflecting harmonizations to Mark/Matthew. Cf. August Pott,
“Marcions Evangelientext,” ZkG 42 (1923): 202—23 and Harnack, Marcion, v, 243*. Also,
Heinrich Vogels remained unconvinced that Marcion had a “Western” text or that
Marcion was not responsible for numerous stylistic changes and alterations now attested
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Zahn's work remained the benchmark for Marcion’s Gospel only until
Harnack’s Marcion: Das Evangelium vom fremden Gott appeared, which
eclipsed all previous work on Marcion’s texts. The text of Marcion’s Gospel as
reconstructed by Harnack, with its continuous text and copious documenta-
tion, quickly became the standard reference for subsequent scholarship.?¢
Before commenting on Harnack’s reconstruction, it is worth noting that he
made several points concerning the text of Marcion’s Gospel. First, in the com-
ments following his recontruction, Harnack stated

Daf$ das Evangelium Marcions nichts anderes ist als was das altkirchliche
Urteil von ihm behauptet hat, ndmlich ein verfilschter Lukas, dariiber
braucht kein Wort mehr verloren zu werden.%?

Second, Marcion’s Greek and Latin text of Luke is a “pure” “Western” text when
considered apart from Marcion’s alterations.?® Third, Marcion’s Gospel text
reveals a strong influence of Matthew and Mark, both in readings that are else-
where attested in the “Western” textual tradition and in otherwise unattested
readings.?® Following this observation Harnack noted that he considered it
highly unlikely that Marcion himself was responsible for these harmonizations
and that therefore Marcion possessed a text that had already been harmonized
to Matthew and Mark.1%0 Yet, he did not pursue the import of this fact other
than simply to observe in a footnote that it is of great significance for the his-
tory of the canon.!®! Fourth, Harnack saw very minimal influence of Marcion’s
text on the Catholic text.!92 And finally, Harnack agreed that Marcion knew
Matthew, Mark, and John; consciously rejected them; and provided a rationale
for that rejection in his Antitheses.!03

As has already been noted, Harnack’s entire work on Marcion exerted a
tremendous influence on subsequent scholarship and the same is true for his

in the “Western” text (Review of Adolf von Harnack, Marcion: Das Evangelium vom frem-
den Gott, TRev 3/4 [1922]: 58).

96 For Harnack’s discussion of the omissions, corrections, possible additions, and method
employed by Marcion cf. Marcion, 52—73. For his reconstructed text of Marcion’s
Euangelion cf. ibid., 183%—240%.

97  Ibid,, 240*.

98  Ibid., 242" (cf. p. 73).

99  Ibid., 243*

100 Ibid. (cf. p. 43).

101 Ibid,, 243%*n2.

102 Ibid, 247%.

103 Ibid,, 40—42, 249*.
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reconstruction of the text and discussion of the sources of Marcion’s Gospel.104
The reliability of a source or reading, however, is often merely asserted rather
than demonstrated. For example, Harnack simply averred that nearly every
page of Tertullian’s work reveals that his reproduction of Marcion’s text is reli-
able and that in nearly every instance it is possible to identify precise quo-
tations from mere references to Marcion’s text.1%% Yet, at no point are any
arguments advanced for how one can know that these assertions, apparently
self-evident to Harnack, are correct. Even if these assertions are granted, a
more important question remained unanswered, namely, how is one to evalu-
ate just how accurate a “reliable” citation or allusion is? Despite these issues,
it cannot be denied that Harnack utilized nearly every available source in his
offered reconstruction.

Also important in Harnack’s methodological contribution is his observa-
tion that it is rather unfortunate that for a large number of passages it remains
unclear whether Marcion excised them or whether they were simply passed
over by his opponents. Harnack indicated that he, apart from a few instances,
avoided the types of extended considerations and speculations on this issue
characteristic of previous scholars.l%6 Related to the shift away from specu-
lating concerning Marcion’s omissions is Harnack’s argument that for under-
standing Marcion’s thought and theology what he left in the text is much more
important than his omissions and corrections.!®” Harnack was absolutely
right that focus must first and foremost be placed upon attested readings of
Marcion’s text, and that only on the basis of that text can an understanding
of Marcion and his theology be advanced. Unfortunately, when one turns to
Harnack’s reconstructed text, there is evidence that, on occasion, Marcion’s
perceived theology was still affecting the reading offered.

Therefore, the tremendous value of Harnack’s work notwithstanding, it is
important to note that two major methodological weaknesses limit the ulti-
mate value of Harnack’s reconstruction. First, despite his cautioning about
applying the criterion of “Marcionite tendency” in reconstructing Marcion’s
Gospel, Harnack could not quite bring himself to embrace a consistent critical
posture towards the sources. Thus, he did not fully recognize, as Schmid puts
it, “When one of our sources doesn't cite or evoke [sic] a passage or a phrase,

104 The sources are discussed in ibid., 41*~67%, 177*-83*.
105 Ibid, 45%.

106 Ibid., 65n1.

107 Ibid,, 66.
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it simply means that it doesn't cite or evoke [sic] it."'%8 Schmid’s observation
rightly leads to the conclusion,

Arguments e silentio, creating positive evidence out of a lack of evidence,
should not be allowed, even if the alleged omission would match sup-
posed theological preferences of Marcion.!09

And vyet, at several points Harnack is guilty of precisely such a “creation
of evidence.10 Several examples illustrating this problem can be found in
Harnack’s reconstruction of Marcion’s Gospel, including his discussion of Luke
5:39, 9:56, 22:43, 24:12, and 24:40. Luke 5:39, 22:43, 24:12, and 24:40 all involve
instances where the Marcionite text is unattested in the sources, but Harnack
believed Marcion excised the passages for dogmatic reasons.'! Although
Schmid discussed only Luke 5:39 in his article, his evaluation of Harnack’s view
is applicable to all four of these verses: “This is simply creating positive evi-
dence (in this very case positive negative evidence) out of no evidence at all."2

108  Ulrich Schmid, “How Can We Access Second Century Gospel Texts? The Cases of Marcion
and Tatian,” in The New Testament Text in Early Christianity: Proceedings of the Lille col-
loquium, July 2000 / Le texte du Nouveau Testament au début du christianisme: Actes du
colloque de Lille, juillet 2000 (ed. Christian-B. Amphoux and ]. Keith Elliott; HTB 6;
Lausanne: Editions du Zébre, 2003), 142.

109 Ibid, 142. Several decades earlier, Leon E. Wright had already noted that concerning allu-
sions or omissions in the sources for Marcion’s Gospel, “the argument from silence is pre-
cariously invoked under such circumstances of transmission” (Alterations of the Words of
Jesus: As Quoted in the Literature of the Second Century [Harvard Historical Monographs 25;
Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1952], 128). Ekkehard Muehlenberg similarly noted,
“We are not furnished any list of omissions [by Tertullian] so that the argumentum e
silentio cannot be admitted” (“Marcion’s Jealous God,” in Disciplina Nostra: Essays in
Memory of Robert F. Evans [PatMS$ 6; Cambridge, Mass.; Philadelphia Patristic Foundation,
1979], 98).

110 Inaddition, a related problem is the application of the criterion as an explanation for the
motivation of attested Marcionite readings, especially in discussions concerning “original”
readings. This point was already made by G. Zuntz in critical comments concerning some
of the passages in First Corinthians where Harnack posited a tendenzidse Zufiigung or a
Tendenzdnderung (The Text of the Epistles: A Disquisition upon the Corpus Paulinum: The
Schweich Lectures of the British Academy 1946 [London: Oxford University Press, 1953],
229, 233).

111 Harnack, Marcion, 190%, 234%, 238%, 239*, and the summary comments on 247*. Luke 9:56
involves an unattested element that Harnack believed was added to the text by Marcion
(Marcion, 190%; cf. the discussion in chapter 5.41).

112 Schmid, “How Can We Access?,” 143. The problematic nature of invoking Marcion’s Gospel
as attesting the omission of Luke 24:12 was already noted by Frans Neirynck, “Lc. XX1v
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A second methodological problem arises out of the realization that although
Harnack had a tremendous knowledge of the sources for the text of Marcion’s
Gospel, he did not give enough attention to the use of Scripture in those sources
more broadly. In order to avoid repetition of analysis provided in later chap-
ters, no examples of this problem will be provided here. At numerous points in
the ensuing analysis, however, it will be seen that Harnack’s lack of interaction
with multiple citations of a text casts doubt upon his reconstruction.

Finally, in addition to these methodological problems, there is also a prob-
lem related to textual criticism that affected Harnack’s reconstruction of
Marcion’s Gospel. In both the first and second editions of Marcion, Harnack
indicated that he used Tischendorf’s text and apparatus for the comparison of
Marcion’s reconstructed text with the manuscript tradition.!!® Concerning this
reference point, Pott observed,

V. Harnack hat leider das ganze Material v. Sodens ignoriert; hitte er es
beachtet, so wiirde er an sehr vielen Stellen nicht geurteilt haben, daf die
Lesart “unbezeugt” oder “allein” stehend sei.l!*

Harnack granted Pott’s point and admitted that the Tischendorf apparatus
was insufficient; however, he stated that he “aus verschiedenen Griinden mit
dem Soden’schen Apparat nicht zu arbeiten vermag.”'"® Though Harnack con-
tended that not much was lost as a result of his exclusive use of Tischendorf, it
seems quite evident that the most precise knowledge of Marcion’s text would
seek to utilize all available data in the manuscript tradition.!16

Thus, despite the tremendous contributions by Zahn and Harnack, it is clear
that May rightly observed, “Die Wiederherstellungsversuche von Theodor Zahn
(1892) und Harnack sind nicht kritisch und nicht methodisch streng genug.””
C.S.C. Williams correctly noted,

12: Les témoins du text occidental,” in Miscellanea Neotestamentica I (ed. T. Baarda, A.F.J.
Klijn, and W.C. van Unnik; NovTSup 47; Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1978), 52. Cf. also the discussion
in Roth, “Marcion and the Early Text,” 310-11.

113 Harnack, Marcion', 223* and Marcion, 243*.

114 Pott, “Marcions Evangelientext,” 204.

115 Harnack, Marcion, 243*n3.

116  The insufficient nature of Harnack’s apparatus was brought up again after the appearance
of the second edition in a review by Heinrich Vogels, where he listed nearly 150 verses
where the textual evidence was deficient (Review of Adolf von Harnack, Marcion: Das
Evangelium vom fremden Gott, TRev 12 [1925]: 442—46). Harnack defended himself against
what Vogels termed a “Siindenkatalog” in “Verwahrung,” T2z 5 (1926): 119—20.

117 May, “Markion in seiner Zeit,” 8. Klinghardt expresses a similar sentiment writing,
“Harnacks Rekonstruktion, die lange Zeit als mafigeblich galt, [ist] weithin zu grofiziigig
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The difficulty . .. remains of determining how far we have the exact words
of Marcion preserved in the Latin or Greek quotations of Tertullian or
Epiphanius, which they cited in evidence against him,

but not quite accurately stated, “Harnack’s reconstructed text of Marcion is
probably as accurate a text as modern scholarship can provide.”8

2.7 Post-Harnack Studies up to 1980

Even though it would be seventy years before another complete reconstruction
of Marcion’s Gospel was attempted, numerous elements addressed in other
studies on Marcion and his Gospel after Harnack bear some significance for
reconstructing Marcion’s text. Certain of these studies are particularly relevant
for methodological issues in approaching Marcion’s Gospel. Almost a decade
after Harnack’s monumental monograph, Robert Smith Wilson published, to
my knowledge, the first full-length treatment of Marcion in English entitled
Marcion: A Study of a Second-Century Heretic.'® Wilson discussed some of the
characteristics of Marcion’s Gospel concluding “the tendency of Marcion’s
Gospel is to omit, and the omissions are more frequent in the late parts than in

und von den inhaltlichen Vorgaben abhingig, um tauglich zu sein” (“Markion vs. Lukas,”
492). Joél Delobel also discusses both problematic reconstructions and their uncritical
use by subsequent scholars in text-critical analyses in “Extra-Canonical Sayings of Jesus:
Marcion and Some ‘Non-received’ Logia,” in Gospel Traditions in the Second Century:
Origins, Recensions, Text, and Transmission (ed. William L. Petersen; CJAn 3; Notre Dame:
University of Notre Dame Press, 1989), 105-16.

118 C.S.C. Williams, Alterations to the Text of the Synoptic Gospel and Acts (Oxford: Basil
Blackwell, 1951), 11.

119 Robert Smith Wilson, Marcion: A Study of a Second-Century Heretic (London: James Clarke,
1932). Before Wilson'’s work, Hermann Raschke published an article (“Marcion und sein
Evangelium,” NThT 12 [1923]: 28—44) and a book (Die Werkstatt des Markusevangelisten—
eine neue Evangelientheorie [Jena: Eugen Diederichs, 1924]), in which he argued that
Mark was actually Marcion’s Gospel and even that Marcion’s “Partei” was “der Urheber
des Markusevangeliums” (“Marcion und sein Evangelium,” 44 and Die Werkstatt, 43).
Raschke’s work rightly received very little notice; however, despite his speculative and
ultimately erroneous views (cf. Harnack, Marcion, 240*m and Wilson, Marcion: A Study,
136n*), he did offer some valid criticism of Harnack’s methodological stance towards the
sources (“Marcion und sein Evangelium,” 28, 43). After Wilson’s work, Auguste Hollard
published a short book Deux hérétiques: Marcion et Montan (Paris: Editions de la Nouvelle

“

Revue Critique, 1935) in which he simply stated that Marcion’s Gospel “nest autre que

celui de Luc,” though in an excised, edited, and interpolated form (p. 26).
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the early.20 Nevertheless, Wilson also stated that even when every difference
between Marcion’s Gospel and Luke that can be ascribed to Marcion’s theol-
ogy is so ascribed, a “residuum” remains that is difficult to explain and suggests
that Marcion’s text contained variant readings.!?! In addition, although noting
that to attempt to answer the question of the type of text that Marcion had was
beyond the scope of his work,'?2 Wilson did reiterate several of Harnack’s con-
clusions. Wilson agreed that Marcion’s text evidenced a “Western” character
and that it had some influence on both this and the general textual tradition.!?3
In addition, he stated “It is not improbable that Marcion was using a text of
Luke that had been corrupted by assimilation to Matthew and Mark,” and was
more explicit in the implication of this fact than Harnack was, concluding,

By the time of Marcion the three Gospels had already circulated so long
together that scribes had begun to be influenced in their copying of one
by their habitual use of the others.124

In 1936, Paul-Louis Couchoud reasserted Baur’s 1847 position in an article enti-
tled “Is Marcion’s Gospel One of the Synoptics?”125> He recognized the merits
of Harnack’s work on Marcion’s Gospel, though also pointing out that it was
“not perfect” and was influenced by Harnack’s own convictions.?6 Couchoud
concluded that Marcion’s Gospel was very similar to Streeter’s and Taylor’s
Proto-Luke!?” and that a methodical comparison of the Gospels of Marcion
and Luke would reveal the former as original, and the latter as corrected and

120  Wilson, Marcion: A Study, 138.

121 Ibid, 139—40. Examples of such readings provided by Wilson are Luke 7:24-26; 9:54;12:8—9
and 15:10 vs. 16:22, 22:36, and 24:23; 18:19; 22:49—51; 23:34, 43; and 24:48 (ibid., 140).

122 Ibid., 141.

123 Ibid, 144—49. Wilson noted, however, that simply because Marcion’s text is of a “Western”
character it does not mean that Marcion prepared his text in Rome, as Harnack con-
cluded. “The type of text does not decide the place, and we must be content to admit that
we do not know where Marcion prepared his New Testament” (ibid., 150).

124 Ibid,, 142.

125 Paul-Louis Couchoud, “Is Marcion’s Gospel One of the Synoptics?,” HibJ 34 (1936): 265-77.

126 Ibid,, 265.

127 Ibid,, 271. For Streeter’s and Taylor’s views cf. Burnett Hillman Streeter, The Four Gospels:
A Study of Origins, Treating of the Manuscript Tradition, Sources, Authorship, and Dates
(London: MacMillan, 1924; 2d ed.; London: MacMillan, 1930) and Vincent Taylor, Behind
the Third Gospel: A Study of the Proto-Luke Hypothesis (Oxford: Clarendon, 1926).
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considerably amplified.!?® An immediate response to Couchoud’s article was
offered by Alfred Loisy who resoundingly criticized Couchoud’s assumptions
and reasserted the dependence of Marcion on Luke.1?9

As the subtitle to John Knox’s work Marcion and the New Testament: An Essay
in the Early History of the Canon®° indicates, he was primarily concerned with
Marcion and the NT canon and not with the text of Marcion’s Gospel. Even the
chapters focusing specifically on Marcion’s Gospel and its relationship to Luke
are said to be “particularly tentative in character and presume only to reopen
a question which, in my judgment, has been prematurely closed.”3! That ques-
tion is the relationship of Marcion’s Gospel to Luke, which Knox answered
in sharp contrast to Sanday, Zahn, and Harnack. Knox advocated a position
almost identical to that of the later Baur in arguing that a separate Gospel
“—the Gospel which was the basis of both Marcion’s Gospel and the later
canonical Gospel of Luke—preceded the making of Luke-Acts [emphasis

128 Couchoud, “Is Marcion’s Gospel,” 271. Couchoud believed that all three Synoptic Gospels
were composed in the middle of the second century, stating that they were composed
“roughly between A.D. 135 and 145" (ibid., 276). In 1931, Couchoud, in a paper at a con-
ference of {'Union Rationaliste, had already argued that the Synoptics were written after
Marcion (cf. Georges Ory, “Paul-Louis Couchoud,” cCER n2 [1979]: 161-63). In another
work on Christian origins, Couchoud provided a translation of Marcion’s Gospel, along
with notes designed to function as a Marcionite commentary to the text (The Creation
of Christ: An Outline of the Beginnings of Christianity [trans. C. Bradlaugh Bonner; 2 vols.;
London: Watts & Co., 1939], 2:321—423). This translation, however, did not advance the
scholarly discussion. For example, for details concerning Marcion’s text Couchoud sim-
ply referred the reader to Harnack (ibid., 319). In addition, Couchoud’s text is marked by
some idiosyncrasies as he uncritically incorporated testimony from every source, listed
by Couchoud “in order of importance” as Tertullian, the Dialogue of Adamantios (Greek),
Rufinus’ Latin translation of the dialogues, Epiphanius, Irenaeus, Hippolytus, Clemens
Alexandrinus, Origen, Hegemonius, Ephrem, Chrysostom, Isidore of Pelusium, Esnik of
Kolb, and Jerome (ibid., 319—20). The curious placement of the “Dialogue of Adamantios”
and its translation as second and third in the list may be explained by Couchoud’s
belief that “the Dialogue of Adamantios alone gives direct Marcionite matter” (ibid.,
321). Georges Ory continued arguing along the lines of Couchoud’s theses concerning
Marcion and his Gospel in “Marcion et Luc: Interpolés par des Esséniens?,” CCER 50 (1966 ):
56—66 and Marcion (CCERChs; Paris: Cercle Ernest-Renan, 1980).

129 Alfred Loisy, “Marcion’s Gospel: A Reply,” HibJ 34 (1936): 378-87. Even Knox, who, as can
be seen below, certainly did not affirm the traditional position, agreed that Couchoud’s
“effort to identify Marcion’s Gospel with Streeter’s ‘Proto-Luke’...cannot be convinc-
ing because of the large Markan element the Gospel of Marcion evidently contained”
(Marcion and the New Testament, 106—7).

130 Reference to this work was made in chapter, n. 13.

131 Knox, Marcion and the New Testament, vii.
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original].”32 Concerning the text of Marcion’s Gospel, Knox provided a table
of Marcionite, non-Marcionite, and uncertain passages as compared to Luke,
though he admitted that his classification, and indeed any such list, could claim
only approximate correctness.!33 Nevertheless, Knox used the classification of
this table for his arguments against the view that Marcion mutilated Luke to
create his Gospel. In fact, although the grouping of verses into these categories
provided a helpful overview of the broad shape of Marcion’s Gospels, all of
Knox’s specific discussion of verses and vocabulary in the text was, by his own
admission, completely reliant upon Harnack’s reconstruction.!3*

Important for methodological considerations is that after correctly noting
the problematic manner in which Sanday had advanced his argument based
on vocabulary and style,'35 Knox presented his own arguments that Marcion’s
Gospel, in fact, contains minimal Lukan vocabulary and style.!36 Some forty

132 Ibid,, 130. Knox also believed that the Gospel from which Marcion derived his Gospel
“almost certainly” did not contain the first two chapters of canonical Luke (ibid., 111).

133 Ibid, 85n23. The reason for this conclusion is that “Although the verses known to have
been missing from Marcion’s Gospel (‘B’ in the table) can be designated with considerable
precision, it is often not possible to know whether other pericopes should be classified
under ‘A’ [Marcionite] or ‘C’ [uncertain]. Only when we are explicitly told by an ancient
writer that Marcion did not have a pericope or a verse have we included it under ‘B. When
all our sources are silent about a pericope, we have included it under ‘C’ But when an
ancient witness, presumably with a copy of Marcion’s Gospel open before him, quotes
the text of a Lukan pericope, even though only a few words of it, we have assumed
that the whole pericope was there is some form. But obviously it is precarious to count
verses on the basis of such an assumption. There is no doubt that many verses I have
placed under ‘A’ should fall under ‘C.” (ibid.).

134 Ibid, 48. Cf. ibid., 94 where Knox stated that he drew the data for his arguments from “the
recovered text of Marcion’s Gospel as Harnack has assembled it.”

135 Cf. the discussion above under 2.5.

136  Knox, Marcion and the New Testament, 92—99. Robert M. Grant’s comments on Marcion’s
Gospel seem, at least in part, to have been motivated by Knox’s study. In an appendix
to his The Letter and the Spirit, Grant contests Knox’s conclusions and attempts “to show
that Marcion presumably corrected the Gospel of Luke in the light of his own peculiar
doctrines. He did not possess an ‘original Gospel’ and his philology is only a weapon
for his theology” (The Letter and the Spirit [London: s.P.C.K., 1957], 15; cf. also idem,
“Marcion and the Critical Method,” in From Jesus to Paul: Studies in Honour of Francis
Wright Beare [ ed. Peter Richardson and John C. Hurd; Waterloo: Wilfrid Laurier University
Press, 1984], 213). Later, however, Grant stated: “My own argument that the ‘changes’ corre-
spond with Marcion’s theology and prove that he was an editor is not convincing because
conceivably Marcion relied on his ‘proto-Luke’ and did not create it” (Heresy and Criticism:
The Search for Authenticity in Early Christian Literature [Louisville: Westminster/John
Knox, 1993], 43; cf. also idem, “Marcion, Gospel of” in 4BD, 4:520). Nevertheless, Grant
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years later, however, Knox, though reaffirming his view that the author of Luke
enlarged Marcion’s Gospel or one very similar to it,'3” admitted that in his ear-
lier discussion of the vocabulary and style of Marcion’s Gospel he may have
pushed the point too far. He stated,

I think now that I should have been content with this demonstration
[that Sanday’s proof was inadequate] and should not have attempted
to build any positive argument for Marcion’s priority on so meager and
uncertain a basis as the recoverable text of his Gospel provides (that is,
in its detail).138

Given Knox’s distancing himself from his own argument, the specifics will not
be discussed here, though it is important to note that the argument from style
and vocabulary, until Marcion’s text is more critically established, had been
shown to be of minimal usefulness.

Knox also argued that the possibility of the final author of Luke adding to a
shorter Gospel quite similar to Marcion’s,

assumes something of the aspect of likelihood, however, when we observe
the relation of the Gospel of Marcion to the peculiarly Lukan elements
in Luke, on the one hand, and to the common Synoptic elements, on the
other.139

Based on his table of Marcionite, non-Marcionite, and uncertain readings,!4°
Knox observed,

Of the verses which [sic] there is positive evidence to show did not
belong to Marcion, 79.7 per cent are peculiar to Luke. Of all the verses

still finds it “unlikely” that Marcion relied on an earlier document that he happened to
discover and is at a loss to explain how such “certainty” could have arisen on the part of
many “modern scholars to reject the unanimous consensus of early patristic writers that
Marcion edited the Gospel of Luke” for “there is nothing irrational about either the edito-
rial process or the patristic claim” (Heresy and Criticism, 34, 46).

137 Knox, “Marcion’s Gospel,” 26.

138 Ibid., 27-28n6. With this statement it appears that Knox, at least at this point, had rec-
ognized the validity of objections raised by E.C. Blackman, Marcion and His Influence
(London: S.P.C.K,, 1948; repr.,, Eugene, Oreg.: Wipf & Stock, 2004), 38-41 and Leland
Edward Wilshire, “Was Canonical Luke Written in the Second Century?—A Continuing
Discussion,” NTS 20 (1974): 246-53.

139 Knox, Marcion and the New Testament, 106.

140 Cf.n.133.
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of Luke which are peculiar to Luke, 39 per cent are known to be missing
in Marcion, whereas of verses of Luke paralleled in Matthew or Mark or
both, only 10 per cent are known to be missing from Marcion [emphasis
original].14!

Much more recently Tyson also employed this argument in his recent attempt
to revitalize Knox’s views, once again relying on Harnack’s reconstruction of
Marcion’s Gospel and creating tables like those of Knox.1#2 Although there are
slight differences in the numbers due to Tyson’s occasionally different evalu-
ation about certain Lukan pericopes, the results are quite similar.!*® Tyson
states, “About 12 percent of Lukan material with synoptic parallels is probably
absent from Marcion’s Gospel. But 41-43 percent of Lukan Sondergut material
is omitted.”#* Tyson continues his argument with a discussion of the reasons
why he believes the infancy narratives were later additions as was most of Luke
24.1%5 He then recalculates the statistics in the comparison of Marcion’s Gospel
and Luke using only Luke 3—23. In this comparison

the rate of omission, although still about 12 percent for material with
synoptic parallels, is only about 22 percent for material peculiar to Luke.
Although there is still a difference to be noted, the difference is about
half of what we saw in tables1and 2 [using Luke 1—24 as a comparison].”146

Even though Tyson does not wish to press the point too far,*” he does stress
the conclusion:

Whatever text lies behind the Gospel of Marcion and canonical Luke,
it almost certainly did not contain the birth narratives or the preface, and it

141 Knox, Marcion and the New Testament, 108.

142  Tyson, Marcion and Luke-Acts, 86. Tyson'’s tables are provided on p. 87.

143 Ibid,, 86. Tyson, unlike Knox, also provides a second table based on the number of words
in the verses and not only the verses themselves. In an appendix containing Knox’s data,
Tyson reiterates the occasional variance in classifying material (ibid., 133).

144 Ibid,, 87.

145 Ibid,, 9o, 101. The entire discussion is found on pp. go—109. On pp. 109-16 Tyson dis-
cusses the Lukan preface arguing that it “may plausibly be read as introducing a text that
responds to ‘heretical’ challenges, especially those of the Marcionites” (ibid., 116).

146 Ibid., 7.

147 Tyson notes, “None of these observations is sufficient to compel the conclusion that Luke
3—23 was the exact text that Marcion and the author of canonical Luke used” (ibid., 119).
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probably had only a trace of the resurrection account that now appears in
canonical Luke [emphasis original].148

Of course, if one holds this view, the fact that a comparison of Marcion’s
Gospel with Luke 3—23 yields a less radical re-working of Lukan material may
seem impressive. Tyson seems to have overlooked, however, that his analy-
sis may just as easily be used for the contrary position. If the content of the
opening chapters of Luke could especially be used against Marcion, the con-
tent of these chapters would necessarily have been inimical to Marcion if ini-
tially present. In fact, Tyson has shown that the majority of Lukan Sondergut
material omitted by Marcion is found at the beginning and the end of Luke,
and one could contend that there is no easier place to omit material than in
the opening or closing of the Gospel. With two “strokes” Marcion may have
eliminated a vast amount of material offensive to him and peculiar to Luke and
then re-worked Luke 3—23 where, incidentally, Tyson believes, “it is not diffi-
cult to account for his [Marcion’s] omissions from the text.”1*° Ironically there-
fore, Tyson’s figures could serve to weaken Knox’s initial argument if one does
not hold to the idea that Luke 1—2 and 24 were later additions to the Gospel.
Regardless of these issues, the point to be emphasized is that the significance
of Marcion’s exclusion of Lukan Sondergut is largely determined by an a priori
view of the extent of Marcion’s source text. In other words, the significance
of the statistics offered by Knox and Tyson are dependent on factors exter-
nal to the readings found in Marcion’s Gospel. Thus, it seems that Knox and
Tyson have engaged in an interesting exercise, but one that ultimately does not
serve to advance the understanding of Marcion’s Gospel text or its relationship
to Luke.

Despite Knox and Tyson’s arguments based on vocabulary, style, and “gen-
eral content” ultimately not providing a better understanding of the text of
Marcion’s Gospel, Knox did emphasize an important methodological point
made above in the criticism of Harnack’s methodology. Knox noted that con-
cerning the verses he classified as “uncertain,” i.e., verses concerning which the
sources are silent, it is precarious to contend that the verses either belonged or
did not belong to Marcion’s text based on doctrinal considerations: “The argu-

148 1Ibid.

149 Ibid, 7. From a slightly different perspective Grant questioned Knox’s statistics by argu-
ing “if we count sections rather than verses the figure is reduced to fifty per cent [from
nearly eighty per cent of verses not found in Marcion being Lukan Sondergut]. Was
Marcion concerned with words and phrases or with ideas?” (The Letter and the Spirit, 116).
Of course, though Grant apparently intends his question to be rhetorical, the answer to it
actually determines whether his percentage or that of Knox is viewed as more convincing.
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ment from the silence of Epiphanius and Tertullian is.. . . unreliable.”’5° On this
point Knox was absolutely correct.

In 1948 E.C. Blackman’s work on Marcion appeared,'>! which Knox, though
not agreeing with all of Blackman’s conclusions, noted was “the most valuable
book on Marcion since the appearance of Harnack’s work a quarter of a cen-
tury ago.”152 Although the work was at numerous points critical of Harnack’s
study because of what Blackman perceived was an overestimation of Marcion’s
religious significance and impact on catholic Christianity,'53 Blackman fully
agreed with and followed Harnack’s reconstruction of Marcion’s Gospel.
Blackman also agreed with Harnack’s conclusions that Marcion altered Luke
and that the copy of Luke that he possessed was a “Western text.”'54 Although
he simply utilized Harnack’s reconstructed text, Blackman’s helpful contri-
bution to the discussion was his examination of the influence of Marcion’s
Gospel on the Old Latin versions.!5% His conclusion, based on the evidence as
marshaled by Harnack, was,

The influence of Marcion on Catholic texts was on the whole greater than
Harnack allowed, but it was nevertheless, very limited. The more palpa-
ble Marcionite alterations did not insinuate themselves.!56

In his discussion of Marcion’s Scriptures, Blackman indicated “The Marcionite
Gospel and Apostle have been carefully restored by Harnack. ... Nothing more

150 Knox, Marcion and the New Testament, 109.

151 Reference to this work was made in n. 138.

152 John Knox, review of Edwin Cyril Blackman, Marcion and His Influence, cH 19 (1950): 295.

153 Blackman ventured “to protest that Harnack estimated too highly the significance
of the great second-century nonconformist” (Marcion and His Influence, x). The issue of
Marcion’s determinative influence on the canon was taken up especially by Hans von
Campenhausen, The Formation of the Christian Bible (trans. J.A. Baker; Philadelphia:
Fortress, 1972), 148-67. For critiques of the Harnack/Campenhausen view cf. Bruce M.
Metzger, The Canon of the New Testament: Its Origen, Development, and Significance
(Oxford: Clarendon, 1987), 97-99 and especially John Barton, Holy Writings, Sacred Text:
The Canon in Early Christianity (Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 1997), 35-62 and
idem, “Marcion Revisited” in The Canon Debate (ed. Lee Martin McDonald and James A.
Sanders; Peabody: Hendrickson, 2002), 341-54.

154 Cf. Blackman, Marcion and His Influence, 45-52.

155 Cf. especially the discussion in appendix 7 “Did Marcion’s Text Influence the Old Latin?”
in ibid., 128-68.

156  Ibid,, 60. The passages where Blackman saw Marcion’s influence in the oL tradition are
Luke 10:21, 25; 11:290-32, 42;13:28; 16:12; 21:27, 32; 23:2, 5; 24212 and possibly 5:39; 6:35; 17:10b;
23:344a; and 24:6 (ibid.).
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remains to be done except a revision of the critical apparatus.”>” Despite rec-
ognizing that one often cannot draw a firm conclusion concerning Marcion’s
text from Tertullian’s silence and reminding the reader that Marcion was
not completely consistent in his alterations of his texts,'8 this evaluation of
Harnack’s text is too naive. In Blackman'’s discussion of the texts that evidence
“the most striking of Marcion’s omissions and alterations”>? it should first be
noted that he included comments on nine verses from Marcion’s Apostolikon
that Schmid has shown to be somewhat dubiously attributed to Marcion.160
Since Blackman discussed only twenty examples from Paul’s letters, question-
able examples encompass nearly half of the total number. It is noteworthy
that in each of these cases Blackman focused on the theological reason for the
change or omission, which may well have led him to agree prematurely with
Harnack’s readings.

Second, in his discussion of readings in Marcion’s Gospel the same problem
is evidenced. For example, Blackman stated,

Luke 22:20 lacked xawy) before Siaf#iy. The ‘old’ covenant was made by
the God of the Old Testament, whereas Marcion’s God had made no pre-
vious covenant with men.16!

This reading is based entirely on an allusion by Tertullian, and it appears that a
theological consideration is the primary motivation in accepting this reading.!62
Apparently, the weaknesses of Harnack’s methodology were here perpetuated.
Blackman nevertheless made a crucial observation noting,

it is difficult always to be certain that the variant reading really stood in
Marcion’s text; the sources, Tertullian, Adamantius, or Epiphanius may
have quoted incorrectly.!63

157 Ibid,, 43—44.

158 Ibid,, 47.

159 Ibid.

160 Included are 1 Cor 3117, 15:3; Rom 1218, 11:33; and Phil 2:7 (cf., respectively, Schmid, Marcion
und sein Apostolos, 80-81; 193-94; 63; 64; 76). Blackman also commented on readings
attested solely in the Adamantius Dialogue, which Schmid argues cannot be used as a reli-
able independent source for Marcion’s text (cf. Schmid, Marcion und sein Apostolos, 236).
These verses are 1 Cor 15:20, 2 Cor 2:15; Rom 6:9; and Eph [Laodiceans] 4:6 (cf. Blackman,
Marcion and His Influence, 44—45).

161 Blackman, Marcion and His Influence, 46.

162  See the discussion in chapter 5.90.

163  Blackman, Marcion and His Influence, 51.
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He did not, however, suggest any methodological steps that could be taken to
aid in evaluating the accuracy of the sources. That step was left for a later gen-
eration of scholars to take.

2.8 1980 to Present

In 1982, David Salter Williams submitted an M.A. thesis at the University of
Georgia entitled “Marcion’s Gospel: Reconsidered.”¢* In his thesis Williams
did not seek to reconstruct Marcion’s Gospel, a point that has been subse-
quently overlooked, but rather to challenge the view that Marcion used Luke
as the text base for his Gospel.1%> Williams points out that his examination of
the question and advocating the “non-traditional” position differs from other
studies claiming the independence of Marcion’s Gospel in that they were
“largely concerned with theological issues, while we will be involved almost
exclusively with textual considerations.”¢¢ For this emphasis Williams is to be
commended, as well as for his attempt to develop a rigorous methodology in
approaching the sources for readings in Marcion’s Gospel.

At the same time, however, his method must ultimately be regarded as too
restrictive and geared towards negative results, for his work is designed to
negate a view of Marcion’s text, not to reconstruct Marcion’s text. Although
such an approach to Marcion’s Gospel is not inherently invalid, and Williams

164 Both the thesis and subsequent JBL article were referenced in chapter 1, n. 10.

165 In his M.A. thesis Williams writes, “It is not our intention to attempt to reconstruct the
original text of MG. We seek only to question the traditional view’s strict identification of
Marcion’s text base with the canonical Gospel of Luke” (“Marcion’s Gospel: Reconsidered,”
24). Both Schmid and Andrew Gregory, however, appear to classify Williams’s work as a
“reconstruction.” On the one hand, Schmid groups Williams’s and Tsutsui’s work together
under the heading “Rekonstrucktionsversuche der marcionitischen Evangelienschrift”
(Marcion und sein Apostolos, 23). On the other hand, Gregory states, “Williams’ recon-
struction is methodologically much more rigorous and its results much more radical
[emphasis added]” (The Reception of Luke and Acts in the Period before Irenaeus [WUNT
2.169; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2003], 178). Schmid admits he was not able to consult
Williams’s M.A. thesis, and Gregory does not mention it, but even so, in Williams’s jBL
article, which Schmid and Gregory do cite, Williams nowhere indicates his objective is
to reconstruct Marcion’s Gospel. In fact, Williams only writes that he intends to call into
question the position that Marcion’s Gospel “represents simply a systematic abbreviation
of the canonical Gospel of Luke,” and that “the safest and surest procedure in approach-
ing Marcion’s Gospel is to limit study to what I shall call ‘explicit correlated readings’”
(“Reconsidering Marcion’s Gospel,” 478, 481).

166  Williams, “Marcion’s Gospel: Reconsidered,” 14.
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is rightly skeptical about the validity of invoking Marcion’s theology in consid-
ering readings in Marcion’s text,!7 there are, nevertheless, several difficulties
in the method Williams employed in his work. The methodological problems
begin with Williams restricting his examination to what he calls “explicit cor-
related readings,” i.e., readings attested in both Tertullian and Epiphanius as a
“direct quote.”8 Schmid points out that although Williams employs a “meth-
odisch kontrollierbarer Ausgangspunkt,”6° he also observes,

Diese methodisch sehr restriktive Rekonstruktion erlaubt fast nur
negative Schlufifolgerungen im Blick auf die Vorlage des marcioniti-
schen Evangeliums und auch im Blick auf die anzunehmende marcioni-
tische Bearbeitung desselben.170

Two specific questions Schmid sets forth highlighting the weakness of such
a restrictive methodology are “ob es nicht noch andere methodisch kontrol-
lierbare Verfahren gibt, die auch die Zeugnisse, die nur eine der Quellen bietet,
erschlieflen helfen” and “ob die etwas mechanisch anmutende Identifizierung
von direkten Zitaten durch ein einleitendes Verbum dicendi wirklich zuverlas-
sige Resultate ermoglicht.”*"!

Furthermore, Williams has chosen to consider only the evidence provided
by Tertullian and Epiphanius, thus completely ignoring the Adamantius
Dialogue and any other sources. In his M.A. thesis Williams simply states,

167 Williams states that though theologically based alteration by Marcion is possible, his
study suggests “that we are either less familiar with Marcion’s theology and/or editorial
goals than has been previously thought, or he may have transmitted his text with greater
fidelity than has been supposed” (“Reconsidering Marcion’s Gospel,” 483).

168  Ibid., 481. Williams offers this criterion because of six challenges he perceives in examin-
ing Marcion’s Gospel (listed in ibid., 478-80) and provides a list of these readings in an
appendix to the article (ibid., 483-96; see also Williams, “Marcion’s Gospel: Reconsidered,”
25-60).

169  Schmid, Marcion und sein Apostolos, 24.

170 Ibid, 23. See the comments above concerning the significance of Williams’s concern
only to disprove a position for issues pertaining to methodology. Tyson, though agreeing
with Williams’s conclusion, also notes, “Williams’s appendix may be useful as a kind of
check list, but it cannot be regarded as an adequate reconstruction of Marcion’s Gospel”
(Marcion and Luke-Acts, 42). Lieu is more dismissive, stating that Williams’s approach is
“too niggardly .. ., yielding little of substantive value” (“Marcion’s Gospel and the Synoptic
Problem,” 735).

171 Schmid, Marcion und sein Apostolos, 24.
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Because of the doubts which surround the Dialogue and our need to use
only the surest readings possible, we shall exclude this work from further
consideration here.172

Though Williams is absolutely correct in pointing out doubts and challenges
concerning the Adamantius Dialogue, it is problematic to draw definitive con-
clusions concerning Marcion’s Gospel while entirely excluding some sources
from the discussion.”® In addition, when Williams interacts with the two
sources he does consult, he simply compares the readings as found in the text,
making no attempt to examine the citations within the context of the cita-
tion tendencies or proclivities of either Tertullian or Epiphanius, to determine
whether a difference in the citation could be explained or even resolved by
what may be termed a “characteristic change” by either writer.!”* Of course,
the possibility remains that differences in a given citation cannot be explained
along these lines, but without considering this option, any conclusion, such as
the idea that of the twenty-three “explicit correlated readings” only five “allow
us to be reasonably sure of the wording of Marcion’s Gospel,”'”> seems to be
premature. At the same time, however, Tyson highlights the importance of
Williams’s work by stating,

172 Williams, “Marcion’s Gospel: Reconsidered,” 16.

173 It is one thing to offer tentative conclusions pending further research on other sources
and quite another to embrace a methodology that a priori excludes sources. Concerning
the Adamantius Dialogue, its problematic nature as a source has also been highlighted
by others, a fact clearly demonstrated in summary form by Schmid, Marcion und sein
Apostolos, 236. At the same time, however, the final element in Schmid’s seven-point sum-
mary evaluation of the dialogue on this page should not be overlooked, namely, that the
Adamantius Dialogue can be utilized as a source when it agrees with Tertullian and/or
Epiphanius. In this way the Adamantius Dialogue, for all its problems as a source, can still
provide possible corroborative evidence for readings and thus cannot simply be ignored.
These issues are discussed further below in the introduction to chapter 7.

174 Clabeaux observes, “In the discussion of these criteria [used to reconstruct pre-Marcion-
ite readings] it should have become clear how important a knowledge of the style and
tendencies of a church father is for evaluating the reliability of biblical citations” (A Lost
Edition, 39). This point is valid not only in considering Marcion’s text but also in compar-
ing readings between church fathers. Peter Head criticizes Williams for exaggerating “the
problems associated with the evidence of Epiphanius and Tertullian, since variations in
patristic quotations occur regularly, for example in gospel citations: this does mean care
must be exercised, but it doesn’t mean that the testimony of ancient authors can be disre-
garded” (“The Foreign God and the Sudden Christ: Theology and Christology in Marcion’s
Gospel Redaction,” TynBul 44 [1993]: 316n40).

175 Williams, “Reconsidering Marcion’s Gospel,” 481.



40 CHAPTER 2

Critiques by Williams and others remind us that an examination of
Harnack’s suggestions about the actual wording of individual verses
requires special caution. Each case should be questioned, and the basis
of his suggested wording reexamined.!76

I would simply add that this re-examination should and must begin with a
comprehensive examination of the sources and the citation habits of the
church fathers who provided them.

Hoffmann’s 1984 study on Marcion,'”” in which he states that he “tried to
avoid approaching Marcion on the basis of Harnack’s conclusions,” took a very
skeptical stance over and against the patristic sources, and he therefore notes

the amount of patristic evidence that I have felt able to credit is much
less than Harnack put forward; accordingly, there has been no attempt to
reproduce the text of Marcion’s Gospel.178

Nevertheless, this fact does not keep Hoffmann from using his thesis of a sig-
nificantly earlier date for Marcion and his conviction of the relative lateness of
the Lukan corpus to argue that because of these points it “makes it probable
that Marcion’s evangelion was an Urlukas, and without question an abbrevi-
ated version of the Third Gospel."” Hoffmann’s study appears to be another
case where a particular conviction arises from historical assumptions external
to Marcion’s Gospel itself.

In 1992, Kenji Tsutsui offered a new reconstruction of the entirety of
Marcion’s Gospel, the first to appear since Harnack.!80 Tsutsui notes, “Wenn
auch Harnacks Name ewig leben wird, so ist seine Rekonstruktion des Textes
Marcions doch kein Heiligtum.”8! Regardless of how one is inclined to evalu-
ate his first assertion, he is certainly correct in his second. Tsutsui provides the
text in three rows: the top row is Tertullian’s Latin text, the second row con-
tains the references of Epiphanius and the Adamantius Dialogue, and the third
row contains text-critical comments and discussion of the contents of the first

176  Tyson, Marcion and Luke-Acts, 43.

177 Reference to this work was made in chapter 1, n. 13.

178 Hoffmann, Marcion, xv.

179 Ibid, 133-34. Hoffmann’s attempt to revise the dates, understanding, and context of
Marcion has generally been met with skepticism or outright rejection. See the particu-
larly critical reviews by C.P. Bammel, j7s 39 (1988): 227—32 and Gerhard May, “Ein neues
Markionbild?,” TRu 51 (1986): 405-13.

180 Reference to this work was made in chapter 1, n. 10.

181 Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 68.
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two rows.182 Tsutsui’s reconstructed text does differ from that of Harnack’s in
several places;!83 however, because of methodological shortcomings, Tsutsui’s
offered text cannot be said to have advanced scholarly knowledge of Marcion’s
text significantly beyond Harnack.

Although Tsutsui, unlike Williams, seeks to incorporate multiple witnesses
in a complete reconstruction of Marcion’s Euangelion, Schmid rightly points
out, “Eine ausgefithrte Quellenkritik oder Uberlegungen zum Charakter der
Quellen und zur methodisch kontrollierten Riickgewinnung des marcion-
itischen Textes wird allerdings kaum vorgenommen.”84 For example, Tsutsui
simply asserts

In bezug [sic] auf Tertullian ist es ferner beachtenswert, daf8 er oft den
Text Marcions in direkter Rede (z.B. “dicit, ..., “dicens,...", “adicit, ...,
“inquit,...") oder in einem unabhingigen Satz (worin oft das Subjekt
bzw., das Verb in 1./2. Person beibehalten ist) wiedergibt. Dieser Bericht,
der im folgenden ‘direktes Zitat' genannt und in der Textangabe fett
gedruckt (wie: fett) wird, ist von besonderer Zuverléssigkeit und kann

ausfiihrlicher als die sonstigen behandelt werden.!8>

Schmid observes that this rather unsophisticated approach to Tertullian’s cita-
tions “muf} in methodischer Hinsicht als ein Zuriickgehen hinter ein schon
erreichtes ProblembewufStsein gewertet werden.”'8¢ That this evaluation of
Tsutsui’s methodology is not unfairly leveled was already confirmed before

182 Ibid,, 70.

183  Tsutsui helpfully summarizes the verses where his text differs from that of Harnack’s
(ibid., 68n4).

184  Schmid, Marcion und sein Apostolos, 24—25. Similarly, in his introduction to Tertullian,
Contre Marcion: Tome 1v (critical text by Claudio Moreschini; trans. René Braun; sc 456;
Paris: Cerf, 2000) Braun observes that in Tsutsui’s reconstruction “l'auteur s'attache au
seul latin de notre livre Iv comme source principale pour reconstituer I'évangile mar-
cionite, mais selon nous, sans tenir compte suffisamment de la pratique de T[ertullien]
comme citateur” (29—30). Similarly, Klinghardt states that the same negative evaluation
he made of Harnack’s reconstruction (see n. 117) “gilt auch fiir K. Tsutsui” (Klinghardt,
“Markion vs. Lucas,” 492n32).

185  Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 70. Braun provides several examples where Tsutsui unsatisfacto-
rily applied his own method in René Braun et al., eds., Chronica Tertullianea et Cyprianea
1975-1994: Bibliographie critique de la premiére littérature latine chrétienne (CEA 157; Paris:
Institut d’Etudes Augustiniennes, 1999), 491.

186  Schmid, Marcion und sein Apostolos, 25. Lieu also laments that Tsutsui’s article “unfortu-
nately is not easily accessible and is marred by the lack of clear methodology” (“Marcion’s
Gospel and the Synoptic Problem,” 732).
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Schmid’s study by the work of Clabeaux in his examination of Tertullian as a
witness to the text of Marcion’s Pauline corpus.'®” It is unfortunate that Tsutsui
makes no reference to Clabeaux’s study, and therefore, may not even have been
aware of the problematic nature of his assertion.

Since the work of Tsutsui, Ulrich Schmid has published two articles deal-
ing with Marcion’s Gospel. In the first he addresses the questions of whether
Marcion knew the Fourfold Gospel collection and why Marcion chose Luke
as the foundation for his text.!®8 In the second he addresses methodological
issues in reconstructing Marcion’s Gospel text that have already been seen to
figure importantly in one of the above discussions concerning methodology.!8?

Interestingly, however, several recent studies have once again challenged
the view that Marcion’s Gospel is a reworking of Luke. Tyson’s work, which
appeared in 2006, was already discussed in some detail in conjunction with
Knox’s study above, and it simply can be noted here that Tyson has drawn on
both Hoffmann'’s earlier dating of Marcion’s life and work and Knox’s theo-
ries to argue that Luke is “the end of a rather long process of composition.”°°
A pre-Marcionite Gospel (beginning with Luke 31, already containing mate-
rial from Mark and Q, containing a brief resurrection narrative, and dating
to 70—90 C.E.) was re-worked by Marcion around 115-120 C.E., and again re-
worked by the author of Luke, who had as one of his purposes the refutation of
Marcionism, around 120-125 C.E.19!

Matthias Klinghardt, in a publication which appeared in 2006 as well,
also relies heavily on Knox’s work, and he explicitly states that in his article
he will renew Knox’s thesis.'®? Klinghardt’s recognition of the inadequacy
of Harnack’s reconstruction of Marcion’s Gospel and the challenges that
confront any new attempt to reconstruct this text leads him to focus on the
general scope (Umfang) of Marcion’s Gospel.!93 He directs most of his atten-
tion to the beginning of Marcion’s Gospel and of Luke as he formulates his

187 See Clabeaux, A Lost Edition, 20—22, 40—49.

188 Ulrich Schmid, “Marcions Evangelium und die neutestamentlichen Evangelien:
Riickfragen zur Geschichte und Kanonisierung der Evangelieniiberlieferung,” in Marcion
und seine kirchengeschichtliche Wirkung: Marcion and His Impact on Church History (ed.
Gerhard May, Katharina Greschat, and Martin Meiser; TU 150; Berlin: de Gruyter, 2002),
69-77.

189  Schmid, “How Can We Access,” 39—50. See the citations referenced by nn. 108 and 109.

190 Tyson, Marcion and Luke-Acts, 119.

191 Ibid., 119—2o0.

192 Klinghardt, “Markion vs. Lukas,” 491.

193 For Klinghardt’s criticism of Harnack’s text see n. 117. The entirety of Klinghardt’s discus-
sion is found in ibid., 491-94.
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argument that Luke’s opening chapters are secondary and that the author of
Luke, for his chapter four, has re-worked the Marcionite text.!%* In addition,
Klinghardt interprets the Lukan prologue as “antimarkionitisch.”%5 Not sur-
prisingly, Klinghardt concludes “Markion hat das kanonische Lk-Evangelium
nicht verstiimmelt. Vielmehr stellt Lk eine redaktionelle Erweiterung des
ilteren Evangeliums dar, das auch Markion benutzt hatte.”196

Most recently, Jason David Beduhn has entered the discussion concerning
the relationship between canonical Luke and Marcion’s Gospel with his own
set of arguments for Marcion not having redacted Luke.'®” He rightly notes

194 Ibid, 499.

195 Ibid, 508. The entire discussion of the prologue is found on pp. 500-508.

196 Ibid, 512. Cf. also Klinghardt, “ ‘Gesetz’ bei Markion und Lukas” in Das Gesetz im friihen
Judentum und im Neuen Testament: Festschrift fiir Christoph Burchard zum 75. Geburtstag
(ed. Dieter Sdnger and Matthias Konradt; NTOA 57; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
2006), 99-128. Klinghardt’s view has recently been criticized by Christopher M. Hays,
“Marcion vs. Luke: A Response to the Plddoyer of Matthias Klinghardt,” zvw g9 (2008):
213—-32; Moll, The Arch-Heretic, 89—-102; and Michael Wolter, Das Lukasevangelium (HNT
5; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2008), 2—3. Cf. also the comments and cautions in Lieu,
“Marcion and the Synoptic Problem,” 744—51.

197 Cf. Jason David Beduhn, “The Myth of Marcion as Redactor: The Evidence of ‘Marcion’s’
Gospel Against an Assumed Marcionite Redaction,” ASEs 29 (2012): 21-48. In this article,
Beduhn refers to a forthcoming monograph entitled The First New Testament: Marcion’s
Second Century Scriptural Canon which appeared at the end of 2013 as The First New
Testament: Marcion’s Scriptural Canon (Salem, Oreg.: Polebridge, 2013). Unfortunately,
this book appeared as the present volume was essentially already in press. For this rea-
son, though occasional reference to the book in a few instances was still possible, exten-
sive interaction was precluded. Beduhn offers an English text of Marcion’s Gospel on pp.
99-127 with notes to the text found on pp. 128-200. The notes provide opportunity for
future discussion and comparison with my own work; however, the reconstruction is
rather less helpful. Despite a large-print, bold proclamation at the top of the rear cover,
“The earliest version of the New Testament now in English for the first time!” and a similar
statement in the introduction, “this First New Testament has never been published in
English, nor for that matter in any modern language” (First New Testament, 4), this claim
is untrue for Marcion’s Gospel as at least five previous English versions are known to me
(cf. nn. 12, 63, and 128 above). In fact, Hill's extensive English translation of Marcion’s
Gospel, published in 1891 (cf. above n. 12), has been available for nearly 125 years. In addi-
tion, BeDuhn rightly notes the challenges of the precise reconstruction of Marcion’s
texts, but this leads him to state that the goal of his work is to offer an opportunity “to
read this first Christian Bible as a whole in its general sweep of themes and teachings,
and in this way appreciate its distinctive message and its place in the early develop-
ment of Christianity, while the challenge of pursuing the exact Greek text continues into
the future” (First New Testament, 9). It seems to me, however, that most of this “general
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many of the challenges discussed above concerning the evidence for Marcion’s
Gospel and recognizes the problems with both “maximalist” and “minimalist”
reconstructions of Marcion’s Gospel text.198 Ultimately, Beduhn finds the posi-
tion contending for “an independent derivation of Marcion’s text and canoni-
cal Luke from a common proto-gospel” to best account for the evidence as he
sees it.199

At this point it is clear that a long, complex, and at times convoluted his-
tory of research has attended the scholarship on Marcion’s Gospel.2°0 As was
mentioned prior to this survey, the only way truly to move forward in the
discussion is to revisit the content and readings of Marcion’s Gospel. Knox
appropriately noted,

sweep” has been available for a long time. Though Beduhn’s English text rightly avoids
reconstructing unattested pericopes often found in Hill’s text, most of these passages are
also listed as “doubtful” or “not cited in Fathers” in a table at the end of Hill's translation
(Hill, Gospel of the Lord, 62—63). Though Beduhn helpfully uses ellipses within verses and
does not include unattested verses within attested pericopes and thus most certainly is
an improvement upon previous English texts, in my estimation it is precisely the more
detailed reconstruction as attempted here that is the necessary work at present, even
though such work may well continue into the future.

198 Beduhn, “The Myth of Marcion as Redactor,” 28—36 and 2g9n2:2.

199 Beduhn, “The Myth of Marcion as Redactor,” 35. Prior to Beduhn’s work, an even more
provocative and radical thesis had been advanced by Markus Vinzent in his recent mono-
graph Christ’s Resurrection in Early Christianity and the Making of the New Testament
(Farnham: Ashgate, 2011). In this work Vinzent not only affirms that “Marcion neither
found, nor used, nor edited the Gospel, but produced it in his Roman classroom” (p. 86)
but also that Marcion’s Gospel “was rewritten and broadened, published in versions to
which were attached the names Mark, Matthew, John and Luke” (p. 4). To my knowl-
edge, no scholar has yet followed Vinzent in this view and his work has elicited critical
review articles by James Carleton Paget, “Marcion and the Resurrection: Some Thoughts
on a Recent Book,” JSNT 35 (2012): 74-102 and Judith Lieu, “The Enduring Legacy of Pan-
Marcionism,” JEH 64 (2013): 557—61.

200 Itisalso worth noting, that scholarship on Marcion and his Gospel is ongoing as Matthias
Klinghardt plans to publish a monograph length study of Marcion, as does Judith Lieu.
The latter, as already mentioned in several notes above, has briefly addressed various ele-
ments of scholarship on Marcion and his texts in “Marcion and the Synoptic Problem,”
731-51 and “Marcion and the New Testament,” 399—416. Markus Vinzent has indicated
that he intends to offer a volume entitled Marcion and the Dating of the Synoptic Gospels
on the relationship of Marcion’s Gospel to the canonical Gospels.
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The raising of that question... confronts us with one of the most intri-
cate problems of the whole intricate field of the textual criticism of the
New Testament.20!

Indeed, the challenges to reconstructing Marcion’s Gospel have often been
noted.292 Therefore, any renewed attempt to reconstruct Marcion’s Gospel
from the sources is inextricably linked with methodological questions concern-
ing one’s approach to the sources. Up to this point, the discussion has largely
focused on the shortcomings of previous studies, even if areas where scholar-
ship has advanced have also been noted. At the same time, the crucial need
for providing a positive contribution to the understanding of the sources for
Marcion’s Gospel and to methodological considerations has become evident.
It is to that endeavor that the following chapters are devoted.

201 Knox, Marcion and the New Testament, 46.

202 Cf, e.g,n.168 for reference to Williams'’s list of challenges as well as David Laird Dungan, A
History of the Synoptic Problem: The Canon, the Text, the Composition, and the Interpretation
of the Gospels (ABRL; New York: Doubleday, 1999), 416-17n71 and Klinghardt, “Markion vs.
Lukas,” 491-92.



CHAPTER 3

Sources and Methodology

3.1 The Extant Sources

It is an unfortunate reality that no new source texts for the reconstruction of
Marcion’s Gospel have come to light since Harnack’s tome on Marcion.! The
most important sources remain Tertullian’s Adversus Marcionem, especially
book four; the Panarion (Adversus haereses) of Epiphanius, especially sec-
tion forty-two and the seventy-eight oyéAia and €eyyol concerning Marcion’s
Gospel; and the Pseudo-Origen Adamantius Dialogue, especially books one
and two, where Adamantius debates the Marcionites Megethius and Marcus.?
Apart from these sources, Harnack rightly noted, “Die Ausbeute, welche die
Angaben anderer Zeugen gewidhren (von Hippolyt und Origenes an bis zum
Armenier Esnik), ist nicht grof3.”® It is important, however, not to confuse hav-
ing no new sources with having no new knowledge of the sources, even if the
limitations of working with ancient texts will never be completely overcome.*
For instance, it is undeniable that since Harnack’s work, important new edi-
tions and studies of the sources relevant for reconstructing Marcion’s Gospel

1 Claire Clivaz, “The Angel and the Sweat Like ‘Drops of Blood’ (Lk 22:43-44): PS° and f3,” HTR
98 (2005): 429—32 has cautiously suggested that P69 is a fragment of Marcion’s redaction of
Luke. In my estimation, however, this view cannot be accepted as it rests entirely on an argu-
ment from silence; the verses Clivaz considers are unattested for Marcion’s Gospel.

2 May observes, “Die griechischen und lateinischen Quellen zu Marcion liegen schon im 19.
Jarhundert fast vollstédndig bereit” (“Marcion ohne Harnack,” 5).

3 Harnack, Marcion, 177*. At the same time, however, even if these sources provide minimal
insight into the text of Marcion’s Gospel, some of these sources are valuable for the history
of Marcionism and its opponents. For instance, Han J.W. Drijvers has noted, “Polemic with
Marcion is...a distinguishing mark of all Syrian theology in its different forms from the
very beginning of Syriac literature forward” (“Facts and Problems in Early Syriac-Speaking
Christianity,” SecCent 2 [1982]: 174).

4 Thus, Lieuis, on the one hand, correct in noting, e.g,, “unfortunately, the value of Epiphanius’s
evidence for a detailed reconstruction of Marcion’s Gospel and Apostolikon is vitiated by
the corrupt state of the text transmitted; indeed, some of these problems may already have
been present when he incorporated it into his account of the Marcionites” (“Marcion and the
New Testament,” 401). At the same time, there is still a place, as discussed in chapter one, for
reconstructing Marcion’s Gospel on the basis of the evidence found in the sources that we
have, in the state in which we have them.
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have appeared. These advances are noted and briefly discussed in the respective
ensuing chapters devoted to analyzing the data found in the various sources.?

3.2 The Attestation of Marcion’s Gospel

A significant challenge in attempting to gain an overview of Marcion’s Gospel
as attested in the extant sources is that to my knowledge no comprehensive list
of the verses and the reference(s) in the sources has even been compiled.® This
observation remains true even for the list of passages in Knox’s work, which
provides an often helpful general overview.” It is important to remember that
Knox’s list of Lukan verses present, absent, or unattested in Marcion’s text is
based on Harnack’s reconstruction and not the sources, and that Knox allowed
the mention of only a few words of a Lukan pericope in a source to lead to the
inclusion of the entire pericope in the “attested” list.®

In order to provide a more detailed picture of Marcion’s Gospel, the follow-
ing tables apply a rigorous standard: only the specific verses whose content is
at least partially mentioned by a source are included in the list of attested pas-
sages. Of course, there are occasions when a source, particularly Epiphanius,
provides a reference apparently intended to indicate that a pericope was pres-
ent in Marcion'’s text through a general reference including xai té €&fig or by
referring to an opening, medial, and closing verse.® It may well be that in such
cases Marcion’s text included the entire pericope; yet, the reality remains that
not every verse of the pericope is attested.! In addition, generally only those

5 It can already be highlighted here that Schmid’s study of the citation habits found in the
three primary sources for Marcion’s texts (Tertullian, Epiphanius, and the Adamantius
Dialogue) comprises the majority of his work on Marcion’s Apostolikon. He has identi-
fied numerous trends in citations of Marcion’s text that also must be considered when
reconstructing Marcion’s Gospel. (cf. Schmid, Marcion und sein Apostolos, 35—235). The
examinations of Clabeaux, though smaller in scope, are also helpful (cf. A Lost Edition,
40-49, 57-69).

6 This is not to say that no resource exists for finding sources that provide testimony con-

cerning a particular verse since Harnack provided an apparatus to his reconstruction of

Marcion’s Gospel that contains references to nearly all the relevant sources (cf. Marcion,

183%—240"). It is difficult, however, to gain an overview of the whole of Marcion’s Gospel

and the testimony concerning it by perusing the apparatus.

Knox's list contains only references to the verses with no mention of the sources.

Knox himself was aware of this latter weakness (cf. chapter 2, n. 133).

© o 3

Cf. Pan. 42.11.4, 42.11.5, and 42.11.6 in scholia 5, 59, 64, and probably 38.
10  Slightly different is the case when an omission is noted in this manner, since even though
an attestation of the presence of a pericope does not necessarily attest to the presence,
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passages with the greatest likelihood of having come from Marcion’s text are
included. For example, concerning the Adamantius Dialogue Harnack rec-
ognized that it remains unclear at numerous points whether citations arose
from Marcion’s text.!! Though Marcionite readings may appear in citations not
identified as arising from Marcion’s text or not made by Megethius or Marcus,
they can be identified as such only if they corroborate an already established
Marcionite reading from another source.!? Thus, I have chosen to err on the
side of caution concerning the citations included in the table below and have
placed questionable citations in the Adamantius Dialogue in square brack-
ets. Overall, the data are intended, as much as possible, to reveal not simply
the broad strokes, but the specific verses on which the sources comment or
are silent.

Concerning the tables themselves, the first two, respectively, list verses that
are attested in one of two ways: (1) the content, or part of the content, of a
verse is attested as present or (2) the content of a verse is attested as not pres-
ent. The latter phenomenon appears almost exclusively in the testimony of
Epiphanius; however, in nearly every instance, Epiphanius’s explicit indication
of an omission in Marcion’s text corresponds with the silence of Tertullian.
Thus, the Tertullian column of table two contains references in brackets with

and certainly not to the wording, of every verse in the pericope, a reference to the omis-
sion of a passage from one verse up to another necessarily indicates that the intervening
verses were absent.

11 Cf. Harnack, Marcion, 181*. Kenji Tsutsui is of the opinion, “Es ist...davon aus-
zugehen, dafy die antimarkionitische Auseinandersetzung iiber das Evangelium im
Adamantiosdialog urspriinglich auf der Basis des markionitischen Textes gefithrt wurde”
(Die Auseinandersetzung mit den Markioniten im Adamantios-Dialog: Ein Kommentar zu
den Biichern I1-11 [PTS 55; Berlin: de Gruyter, 2004], 93). This claim, however, is based on
Tsutsui’s view that the first two books of the Adamantius Dialogue draw from one source
dating to the second century (cf. the discussion in the introduction to chapter 6 below).
When considering the content of the dialogue itself, in a later discussion concerning
whether the words oi8ag 811 mnyyeidw éx tod Apetépov edaryyehiov Setxvivar are spoken in
the Adamantius Dialogue by either Megethius or Adamantius, Tsutsui admits that hav-
ing Megethius utter them (the position taken by Tsutsui) creates an inconsistency since
“Adamantios eigentlich nicht versprochen hat, seine Behauptung aus den Schriften des
Megethios. .. zu begriinden” (ibid., 179), even if Adamantius does at times indicate that
he is using Marcion’s Scriptures. In general, a statement such as that of Tim Carter that “it
is apparent that Adamantius was comparing his own Gospel text with that of Marcion”
assumes far too much (“Marcion’s Christology and its Possible Influence on Codex Bezae,”
JTS 61 [2010]: 554).

12 For further discussion concerning the testimony of the Adamantius Dialogue to Marcion’s
Gospel, cf. chapter 7.
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the indication “tacitus” in order to indicate those instances when Tertullian

silently passes over verses that Epiphanius states were missing. The third table

lists the “unattested” verses, in other words, the verses concerning which all

sources are silent. Finally, for ease of reference the chapter and verse numbers

are taken from Luke. As noted in the opening chapter of this monograph, this

is a heuristic utilization of the Lukan chapter and verse divisions that is not

intended to express any definitive view on the relationship between Luke and
Marcion’s Gospel.

3.21  Attested Verses (Present)

Versein  Tertullian'® Epiphanius'# Adamantius Other(s)

Luke Dialogue™

311 Mare. 4.7.1 Pan. 42.11.5 Adam. 64,14-15 Irenaeus, Haer.
(2.3);98,2—3 1.27.2; 4.6.216
(2.18); 102,22—23
(2.19)

13 Section numbers are taken from Contre Marcion (critical text by Claudio Moreschini;

14

15

16

trans. René Braun; 5 vols.; SC 365, 368, 399, 456, 483; Paris: Cerf, 1990—2004).

Section numbers are taken from Epiphanius (ed. Karl Holl; 3 vols.; Ges 25, 31, 37; Leipzig:
J.C. Hinrichs, 1915-1933; 2d ed. of vol. 2, ed. Jiirgen Dummer, Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1980
and 2d ed. of vol. 3, ed. Jiirgen Dummer, Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1985). In the references
to Pan. 42.11.6, the number in parentheses refers to the scholia. The scholia are repeated in
the same order in Pan. 42.11.17, each followed by an elenchus. When, in an elenchus (&\.),
areference is made to a verse other than the one(s) found in the corresponding scholia, it
is noted in the table.

References to the Adamantius Dialogue give both the page and line number from the
W.H. van de Sande Bakhuyzen edition of the Greek text in Pseudo-Origen, Der Dialog
des Adamantius: IIEPI THX EI¥ ®EON OPOHYX IIXTEQX (GCS 4; Leipzig: ].C. Hinrichs,
1901) and the divisions in C.P. Caspari’s edition of Rufinus’s Latin translation of the text
in Kirchenhistorische Anecdote: Nebst neuen Ausgaben patristischer und kirchlich-mittel-
altlicher Schriften: I. Lateinische Schriften: Die Texte und die Anmerkungen (Oslo: Malling,
1883), 1-129. Caspari’s divisions are given in parentheses. Not included in this table are the
questionable instances when the Marcionites cite verses not found in Luke: in the case of
Markus, the altered version of Matt 517 in Adam. 88,33 (2.15), John 13:34 in 90,4 (2.16), and
John 15:19 in 108,32 (2.20), and in the case of Megethius, Matt 12:29 in 124,2—4 (3.7).
Section numbers are taken from the Norbert Brox edition Irendus von Lyon: Epideixis,
Adversus Haereses/Darlegung der apostolischen Verkiindigung, Gegen die Hdresien (5 vols.;
FC 8; Freiburg: Herder, 1993-2001).
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TABLE (cont.)
Versein  Tertullian Epiphanius Adamantius Other(s)

Luke

Dialogue

Hippolytus, Haer.
73157

(Pseudo-)Ephrem,
An Exposition of the
Gospel 118

17

18

Section numbers are taken from the Miroslav Marcovich edition Hippolytus: Refutatio
Omnium Haeresium (PTS 25; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1986).

Section numbers are taken from the George A. Egan edition Saint Ephrem: An Exposition
of the Gospel (csco 291; Leuven: Peeters, 1968). For an overview of the debate con-
cerning the authorship and unity of this work cf. David D. Bundy, “Criteria for Being
in Communione in the Early Syrian Church,” Aug 25 (1985): 602—3; idem, “Marcion and
the Marcionites in Early Syriac Apologetics,” Mus 101 (1988): 26—27; and idem, “The Anti-
Marcionite Commentary on the Lucan Parables (Pseudo-Ephrem A): Images in Tension,”
Mus 103 (1990): 12—-14. Egan maintains that the work is by Ephrem (cf. George A. Egan,
“A Re-consideration of the Authenticity of Ephrem’s ‘An Exposition of the Gospel}” in
Kyriakon: Festschrift Johannes Quasten [ed. Patrick Granfield and Josef A. Jungmann;
2 vols.; Miinster: Aschendorff, 1970], 1:128-34), but even if this likely is not the case
(cf. B. Outtier, “Une explication de I'évangile attribuée 4 Saint Ephrem. A propos d’'une édi-
tion récente,” ParOr1[1970]: 397—401), Egan is absolutely correct in noting that the author
makes no statement that he intends to use Marcion’s text in his refutation and in only
two places makes any comment about the relationship between a citation and Marcion’s
Gospel (An Analysis of the Biblical Quotations of Ephrem in “An Exposition of the Gospel”
(Armenian Version) [CSCO 443; Leuven: Peeters, 1983], 42). Only one of these statements
involves a passage from Luke (Luke 5:34), which is also the only other place evidence
from An Exposition of the Gospel is listed in this table. Beduhn has once again taken up
the position that the first section of the treatise (“Pseudo-Ephrem A,” i.e., An Exposition
of the Gospel 1-76) is using Marcion’s own Gospel in its refutation of Marcion’s teaching
and “thus offers a potentially valuable check on our sources for the Evangelion, both as
regards the inclusion or exclusion of certain passages known from Luke, and for their par-
ticular wording” (The First New Testament, 40). I am not persuaded, however, of this view.
The opening sections of the treatise are concerned with refuting Marcion’s view that the
gospel/faith “is not manifested, nor are there thoughts concerning it, nor does it resemble
anything” (the translation is that of George A. Egan in Saint Ephrem: An Exposition of the
Gospel [cSCO 292; Leuven: Peeters, 1968], 1). The text continues, “How much Marcion lied
I will show, for he speaks not from the true foundation. The Lord says in his Gospels, that
faith in various matters is like everything whatever is of this world. He says in this manner
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Versein  Tertullian Epiphanius Adamantius Other(s)
Luke Dialogue
4:16 Marc. 4.8.2 Ephrem,

Commentary on the

Diatessaron 11.23'9

4:23

Mare. 4.8.2 Ephrem,
Commentary on the

Diatessaron 11.23

19

that it is like a building, wine, a garment, fire, seeds, a kingdom, silver, a talent, a plant,
a grain of mustard-seed, and leaven” (ibid., 1—2; for the author’s approach and argument,
cf. also E. Preuschen, “Eine altkirchliche antimarcionitische Schrift unter dem Namen
Ephrims,” zvw 12 [1911]: 246, 268). In sections 1-51, these elements are illustrated through
parables or teachings from the Gospel (though in a variant order as “mustard-seed” and
“leaven” are found between “kingdom” and “silver”). Though Beduhn insists that these
illustrations “are drawn exclusively from Luke,” the citation of the “leaven” is clearly the
reading of Matt 13:33 and “plant” is illustrated with a citation of Mark 12:1. Though there
are Lukan parallels for these verses, the wording is not Lukan. In addition, though in sec-
tions 52—67, where the church as sheep is discussed, Luke 15:4; 12:32; and 10:3 are cited, in
the final sections 6876, in the discussion of the church as a bridge, no Gospel citation
is offered. Furthermore, Beduhn’s statement “Ps.-Eph A never cites a passage from Luke
known from other witnesses to have been absent from the Evangelion” (The First Gospel,
340n69) is problematic given that the “plant” illustration cites the Markan parallel to Luke
20:9, which is part of a parable explicitly stated as omitted by Epiphanius. In addition,
“Pseudo-Ephrem A” illustrates “building” (Luke 6:47—48) and “seeds” (Luke 8:5-8a, 12-15)
with entire passages elsewhere unattested for Marcion’s text, and refers to otherwise
unattested verses in “mustard-seed” (Luke 1318), “silver” (Luke 19:12), and “talent” (Luke
19:16-18). The view, therefore, that this treatise does not simply evidence knowledge of
the Marcionite teaching but is actually based on Marcion’s Gospel text seems unlikely.
Section numbers are taken from Ephrem de Nisebe: Commentaire de l‘évangile concordant
ou diatessaron: Traduit du syriaque et de larménien (trans. Louis Leloir; SC 121; Paris: Cerf,
1966). The same divisions are used in the works presenting only the Syriac text (cf. Saint
Ephrem: Commentaire de évangile concordant: Texte Syriaque [Manuscript Chester Beatty
709] [ed. and trans. Louis Leloir; cBM 8; Dublin: Hodges Figgis & Co., 1963] and Saint
Ephrem’s Commentary on Tatian’s Diatessaron: An English Translation of Chester Beatty
Syriac Ms 709 with Introduction and Notes [trans. Carmel McCarthy; JSSSup 2; Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1993]). Though Drijvers has noted, “Ephraem did not deal with
Marcion’s Bible, or with the amputation and changing on purpose of Luke’s Gospel and
St. Paul’s letters” (“Marcionism in Syria: Principles, Problems, Polemics,” SecCent 6 [1987—
1988]:167), Ephrem did make clear reference to Marcionite utilization and interpretation
of passages, which attest their presence in Marcion’s Gospel.
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CHAPTER 3

TABLE (cont.)

Versein  Tertullian Epiphanius Adamantius Other(s)

Luke

Dialogue

4:2720

Mare. 4.35.6 Pan. 42.11.6(48)

4:29

Mare. 4.8.2 Ephrem,
Commentary on the

Diatessaron 11.23

Jerome, Jo. hier. 34

4:30

Marc. 4.8.3 Jerome, Jo. hier. 34

4:3122

Marc.4.7.1,2,4,5,6,7 Adam. 102,22—23 Irenaeus, Haer.
(2.19) 1.27.2
Origen, Ex libro
Origenis in
Epistolam ad
Titum?3

Hippolytus, Haer.
7.31.6

[An anonymous
Syriac manuscript
preserved in the
British Museum
(cod. Add. 17215
fol. 30)]%*

20

21

22

23

24

Both Tertullian and Epiphanius attest the presence of this verse in the pericope of the
cleansing of the ten lepers (Luke 17:11-19).

Section numbers are taken from the J.-L. Feiertag edition S. Hieronymi Presbyteri Opera:
Opera 111, Opera Polemica 2: Contra Iohannem (cCSL 79A; Turnhout: Brepols, 1999).

On the basis of the order in which Tertullian addressed the elements in Marcion’s Gospel
(cf. on this point, chapter 5, 1n. 2) and as an implication of the statement in the Adamantius
Dialogue, it would appear that 4:31-35 preceded the pericope found in 4:16-30.

This reference is found in Origenes opera omnia (ed. Carol Henric Eduard Lommatzsch;
25 vols,; Berlin: Haude & Spener, 1831-1848), 5:286.

For brief comments on this fragment and the various views concerning its authenticity,
cf. Riemer Roukema, “The Good Samaritan in Ancient Christianity,” vc 58 (2004): 57-58.
Further discussion in chapter 8.4.
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Versein  Tertullian Epiphanius Adamantius Other(s)

Luke Dialogue

4:32 Marc. 4.7.7,8

4:34 Marc. 4.7.9, 10, 12

4:35 Marc. 4.7.13

4:40 Marc. 4.8.4

4:41 Marc. 4.8.5

4:42 Mare. 4.8.9, 10

4:43 Marc. 4.8.10

5:2 Marc. 4.9.1

5:9 Marc. 4.9.1

5:10 Marc. 4.9.1

5:11 Mare. 4.9.2

5:12 Marc. 4.9.3 Pan.42.11.17(¥\.1)

5:13 Marc. 4.9.4,7 Pan. 42.11.17(8\. 1)

5:14 Marec. 4.9.9, 10 Pan. 42.11.6(1)

5:17 Marc. 4.10.1

5:1825 Marc. 4.10.1

5:20 Marc. 4.10.13, 14

5:21 Marc. 4.10.1, 13

5:2426 Marc. 4.10.1,13 Pan. 42.11.6(2)

5:26 Mare. 4.10.1

5:27 Marc. 4.11.1

5:30 Marc. 4.11.2

5:31 Marc. 4.11.1

25 In Ephrem, Commentary on the Diatessaron 5.21, after commenting on Jesus’ statement
“your sins are forgiven you,” Ephrem references a Marcionite view that since the paralytic
committed sin through his body he was punished through the body. It is difficult to know
what, if any, particular verse is being referenced.

26  Harnack referenced Acta Archelai 44 on this verse and noted that according to this text

“deren Antithesen wahrscheinlich Marcionitische sind, hat sich das an einem Sabbat
abgespielt” (Marcion, 189%). Even if Harnack is correct on the Marcionite character of
the antitheses, a position more recently discussed and defended by Jason BeDuhn,
“Biblical Antitheses, Adda, and the Acts of Archelaus,” in Frontiers of Faith: The Christian
Encounter with Manichaeism in the Acts of Archelaus (ed. Jason BeDuhn and Paul Mirecki;
NHS 61; Leiden: E. J. Brill, 2007), 13642, it is difficult on this basis to posit any insight into
the reading of Marcion’s Gospel.
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TABLE (cont.)

Versein  Tertullian Epiphanius Adamantius Other(s)

Luke Dialogue

5:33 Marc. 4.11.5 Ephrem, Hymns
Against Heresies,
47.4%7

5:34 Marc. 4.11.6 Ephrem, Hymns
Against Heresies,
47.4
(Pseudo-)Ephrem,
An Exposition of the
Gospel 64

5:35 Marc. 4.11.6

5:36 Marc. 4.11.9, 10 Pan. 42.2.1%8 Adam. 90,8— Philastrius,

9.22—23 (2.16) Diversarum

hereseon liber
45.2%

5:37 Mare. 4.11.9, 10 Pan. 42.2.1 Ephrem Hymns
against Heresies
44.6—7

5:38 [Adam. 90,5—7

(2.16)]

6:1 Marc. 4.12.1, 5

6:2 Marc. 4.12.1, 5

6:3 Marec. 4.12.5 Pan. 42.11.6(21)

6:4 Marec. 4.12.5 Pan. 42.11.6(21)

6:530 Marc. 4.12.11;16.5  Pan. 42.11.6(3)

27  Section numbers are taken from the Edmund Beck edition and translation Des Heiligen

28

29

30

Ephraem des Syrers Hymnen Contra Haereses (CSCO 169, 170; Leuven: L. Durbecq, 1957).
Luke 5:36—37 are referenced in Epiphanius’s introductory material to Marcion as
Marcion’s confrontation with the elders in Rome. It is not entirely clear whether one is to
understand Marcion having phrased the question based on his own Gospel text.

Section numbers are taken from the Friderich Marx edition Sancti Filastrii Episcopi
Brixiensis: Diversarum Hereseon Liber (CSEL 38; Vienna: F. Tempsky, 1898).

The precise location of this verse in Marcion’s Gospel is uncertain. Cf. the discussion in
chapter 4, n. 61.
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Versein  Tertullian Epiphanius Adamantius Other(s)

Luke Dialogue

6:6 Marec. 4.12.11, 14

6:7 Marc. 4.12.9

6:8 [Adam. 36,14

(117)]
6:9 Marc. 4.12.11
6:12 Marc. 4.13.1
6:13 Marc. 4.13.4
6:1431 Marc. 4.13.6
6:16 Marc. 2.28.2 Pan. 42.11.6(4)
6:17 Marc. 4.13.7 Pan. 42.11.6(4)
6:19 Pan. 42.11.6(5)
6:20 Marc. 4.14.1, 9,13 Pan. 42.11.6(5) Eznik, De deo 40532
6:21 Marc. 4.14.9,11, 13
6:22 Marc. 4.14.14
6:23 Marc. 4.15.1 Pan. 42.11.6(6)
6:24 Mare. 415.3,9 Eznik, De deo 405
6:25 Marc. 4.15.13
6:26 Marc. 4.15.14
6:27 Marc. 4.16.1 Adam. 26,20-21
(1.12); 88,26
(2.15)

6:28 Marc. 4.16.1 Adam. 26,20-21
(1.12)

31 The comments by Robert A. Pretty in his translation of the Adamantius Dialogue imply
that Megethius’s statement in Adam. 10,7-8 (1.5) indicates that Luke 6:14-16 was not pres-
ent in Marcion’s Gospel (Adamantius: Dialogue on the True Faith in God: De Recta in Deum
Fide [trans. with commentary Robert A. Pretty; ed. Garry W. Trompf; Gnostica 1; Leuven:
Peeters, 1997], 42n26). This view, however, seems to misunderstand the reference to ta
dvépata Tadta that are not written in the Gospel as referring to the twelve apostles rather
than to Mark and Luke as indicated by the context. The Latin makes the point explicit
with the statement nomina ista inter discipulos Christi scripta non sunt.

32 Section numbers are taken from A Treatise on God Written in Armenian by Eznik of Kolb

(flourit c.430—c.450): An English Translation, with Introduction and Notes (trans. Monica J.
Blanchard and Robin Darling Young; ECTT; Leuven: Peeters, 1998).
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TABLE (cont.)

Versein  Tertullian Epiphanius Adamantius Other(s)
Luke Dialogue
6:29 Marc. 4.16.2, 6 Adam. 32,5-6
(1.15); 38,2—3
(1.18)
6:30a Marc. 4.16.8
6:31 Marc. 4.16.13, 16
6:34a Marc. 4.17.1
6:35b Marc. 4.17.5,6
6:36 Marc. 4.17.8
6:37 Marc. 4.17.9
6:38 Marc. 4.17.9 Adam. 32,17-18
(1.15);66,32—-33
(25)
6:39 Marc. 4.17.12
6:40 Marc. 4.17.12
6:41 Marc. 4.17.12
6:42 Marc. 4.17.12
6:43 Marc. 4.17.12 Adam. 56,14-16;  Origen, Princ.

58,11-13 (1.28)  2.5.43%8

Hippolytus, Haer.
10.19.3

Pseudo-Tertullian,
Adversus omnes

haereses, 6.234

Philastrius,
Diversarum

hereseon liber 45.2

33 Section numbers are taken from the Paul Koetschau edition Origenes Werke: Fiinfter Band:
De principiis (GCs 22; Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs, 1913).

34  Section numbers are taken from the E. Kroymann edition in Quinti Septimi Florentis
Tertulliani Opera (2 vols.; cCSL 1, 2; Turnhout: Brepols, 1954), 2:1399—410.
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Versein  Tertullian Epiphanius Adamantius Other(s)
Luke Dialogue
6:45 Marc. 4.17.12 [Adam. 58,18—20 Origen, Princ. 2.5.4
(1.28)]
6:46 Marc. 4.17.13, 14
7:2 Marc. 4.18.1
7:9 Marc. 4.18.1 Pan. 42.11.6(7)
7:12 Marc. 4.18.2
7:14 Marc. 4.18.2
7:15 Marc. 4.18.2
7:16 Marc. 4.18.2
7:18 Marc. 4.18.4
7:19 Marc. 4.18.5, 6,7 Adam. 50,12—14
(1.26)
7:20 Marc. 4.18.6
7:2235 Marc. 4.18.6 Eznik, De deo 358
7:23 Marc. 4.18.8 Pan. 42.11.6(8) Ephrem, Against
Marcion 1,
xxxix/8636
7:24 Marc. 4.18.7,8
7:26 Marc. 4.18.7
7:27 Marc. 4.18.4,7,8 Pan. 42.11.6(9) Adam. 98,11-13
(2.18)
7:28 Marc. 4.18.8
7:36 Pan. 42.11.6(10

7:37 Marc. 4.18.9 Pan. 42.11.6(10

7:38 Marc. 4.18.9 Pan. 42.11.6(10

7:44 Pan. 42.11.6(11

7:45 Pan. 42.11.6

11

=R R R
—_— ===

7:46 Pan. 42.11.6

7:47 Marc. 4.18.9

35  The abbreviated citation of Matt 11:5-6 (//Luke 7:22—23) by Adamantius (Adam. 52,5-8
[1.26]) in his response to Megethius’s reference to Matt 11:2—3 (//Luke 7:19) (Adam. 50,12—
14 [1.26]) gives no indication of being relevant for Marcion’s Gospel.

36  Thistextisfoundinvol. 2 of S. Ephraim’s Prose Refutations of Mani, Marcion, and Bardaisan
(ed. and trans. C. W. Mitchell, A. A. Bevan, and F. C. Burkitt; 2 vols.; London: Williams &
Norgate, 1912-1921). Roman numerals refer to the page number of the English translation
and Arabic numerals to the Syriac text.
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TABLE (cont.)

Versein  Tertullian Epiphanius Adamantius Other(s)

Luke Dialogue

7:48 Marc. 4.18.9

7:50 Marc. 4.18.9

8:2 Marc. 4.19.1

8:3 Marc. 4.19.1

8:4 Marc. 4.19.2

8:8 Marc. 4.19.2

8:16 Marc. 4.19.5

8:17 Marc. 4.19.5

8:18 Marc. 4.19.3, 4

8:20 Mare. 4.19.7 Pan. 42.11.6(12) Ephrem,

Commentary on the
Diatessaron 11.9

8:2137 Marc. 4.19.6, 10, 11

8:22 Mare. 4.20.2, 3

8:23 Marc. 4.20.3 Pan. 42.11.6(13)

8:24 Marc. 4.20.3 Pan. 42.11.6(13)

8:25 Marc. 4.20.1

8:2738 Marc. 4.20.4

8:2839 Marc. 4.20.5

8:30 Marec. 4.20.4 Adam. 36,20 (1.17)

8:31 Marc. 4.20.6

8:32 Marc. 4.20.7

37  Epiphanius referenced Luke 8:21 in Pan. 42.11.17 (). 12); however, it is not clear that he is
here referring to Marcion’s Gospel.

38  Epiphanius referenced Luke 8:27—33 in Pan. 42.11.17 (£\. 24); however, it is not clear that he
is here referring to Marcion’s Gospel. Epiphanius incorporated the reference into his argu-
ment against Marcion’s view of the soul, an argument introduced by Marcion’s supposed
teaching that those who eat flesh are subject to judgment, as they also would be for eating
souls. After referring to Luke 8, Epiphanius offered a hypothetical answer that Marcion
could make, an answer that Epiphanius refuted with a reference to the raising of Lazarus
in John 1. The entire discussion seems to be a construction by Epiphanius without refer-
ence to Marcion’s Gospel text.

39  The conflated citation of Matt 8:29 and Luke 8:28 by Adamantius in Adam. 34,2021 (1.16)

has no claim to reflecting Marcion’s Gospel.
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Versein  Tertullian Epiphanius Adamantius Other(s)

Luke Dialogue

8:42b Pan. 42.11.6(14)

8:43 Mare. 4.20.8 Pan. 42.11.6(14)

8:44 Marec. 4.20.8, 13 Pan. 42.11.6(14)

8:45 Mare. 4.20.8 Pan. 42.11.6(14)

8:46 Marc. 4.20.8 Pan. 42.11.6(14)

8:48 Marc. 4.20.9

9:1 Adam. 82,2—4
(2.12)

9:2 Mare. 4.21.1 Adam. 82,45
(2.12)

9:3 Marec. 4.21.1 [Adam. 22,79
(1.10)]

9:5 Marc. 4.21.1

9:6 Adam. 82,6—7
(2.12)

9:7 Marc. 4.21.2

9:8 Marec. 4.21.2

9:12 Marc. 4.21.3

9:13 Marc. 4.21.3

9:14 Marec. 4.21.3

9:16 Pan. 42.11.6(15) [Adam. 108,25~
26 (2.20)]*0

9:17 Marc. 4.21.4

9:18 Adam. 84,1—2
(2.13)

9:19 Adam. 84,2—4
(213)

9:20 Marc. 4.21.6 Adam. 84,45
(213)

9:21 Marc. 4.21.6

40  Zahn, Geschichte, 2:466, Harnack, Marcion, 200*, and 1GNTP refer to the Adamantius
Dialogue passage as reflecting (a version of) Marcion’s Gospel. Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” go,
however, lists only the Epiphanius reference.
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TABLE (cont.)
Versein  Tertullian Epiphanius Adamantius Other(s)
Luke Dialogue
9:22 Marec. 4.21.7 Pan. 42.11.6(16)  [Adam. 198,1—4
(512)]"
9:24 Marec. 4.21.9, 10
9:26a Marc. 4.21.10, 12
9:28 Mare. 4.22.1,7 Pan. 42.11.17 Ephrem, Against
(&N 63)42 Marcion I xxxix/87
9:29 Marc. 4.22.13
9:30 Marc. 4.22.1,2, 3,12 Pan. 42.11.6(17); Ephrem, Against
42.11.17 (A. 63) Marcion 1 xxxix/87
Ephrem,
Commentary on the
Diatessaron 14.9
9:31a Marc. 4.22.12 Pan. 42.11.6(17); Ephrem, Against
42.11.17 (§A. 63) Marcion 1
xxxix—x1/87-89
9:32 Marc. 4.22.16 Ephrem, Against
Marcion I'xlii/91
9:33 Marec. 4.22.4, 16
9:34 Marc. 4.22.7,13
9:35 Marc. 4.22.1, 8,10,  Pan. 42.11.6(18) Ephrem, Against
12 Marcion 1
xlii—xliii/93-95
Ephrem,
Commentary on the
Diatessaron 14.9
9:40 Pan. 42.11.6(19)

41

42

Zahn, Geschichte, 2:466 rejected this verse as having been drawn from Marcion’s Gospel.

Harnack, Marcion, 201*—2* noted Zahn'’s rejection but remained noncommittal. Tsutsui,

“Evangelium,” 92 seems to assume the citation is attesting Marcion’s text.

Though it is not entirely clear that Marcion’s text is in view, Epiphanius makes reference

to this and several following verses in elenchus 63. Cf. also n. 66 below.
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Versein  Tertullian Epiphanius Adamantius Other(s)

Luke Dialogue

9:41 Marc. 4.23.1, 2 Pan. 42.11.6(19)

9:44 Pan. 42.11.6(20)

9:46 Marc. 4.23.4

9:47 Marec. 4.23.4

9:48 Marc. 4.23.4

9:54 Marc. 4.23.7

9:55 Marc. 4.23.7

9:57 Marc. 4.23.9

9:58 Marc. 4.23.9

9:59 Marc. 4.23.10

9:60 Marc. 4.23.10 Clement of
Alexandria, Strom.
3.4.25.3%3

9:61 Marc. 4.23.11

9:62 Marc. 4.23.11

10:1%4* Marc. 4.24.1, 2

10:4 Marc. 4.24.2, 3

105 Marc. 4.24.4

10:7 Marc. 4.24.5

10:8 Marc. 4.24.7

10:9 Marec. 4.24.6

10:10 Marc. 4.24.7

10:11 Marec. 4.24.7

10:16 Marc. 4.24.8

10:19 Marc. 4.24.9, 12

43 Section numbers are taken from the Stdhlin, Friichtel, and Treu edition Clemens
Alexandrinus: Zweiter Band: Stromata Buch 1-vI (4th ed.; Gcs; Berlin: Akademie-Verlag,
1985).

44  Zahn, Geschichte, 2:468 rightly rejected Adam. 10,413 (1.5) and 80,30 (2.12) as evidence
for Marcion’s Gospel. Harnack, Marcion, 205* noted the reading “seventy-two” (cf. also
Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 95), but apparently also did not consider it to be attesting a reading
in Marcion’s text. For brief comments on the passages, cf. Tsutsui, Auseinandersetzung,
129-30, 241.
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TABLE (cont.)

Versein  Tertullian Epiphanius Adamantius Other(s)

Luke Dialogue

10:214% Marc. 4.25.1, 3 Pan. 42.11.6(22)

10:2246 Marec. 4.25.7, 10 Adam. 44,1—2 [Irenaeus, Haer.

(1.23) 4.6.1]

Eznik, De deo 392

10:23 Marc. 4.25.12

10:24 Marc. 4.25.12

10:25 Marc. 4.25.15,18 Pan. 42.11.6(23)

10:26 Pan. 42.11.6(23)

10:27 Marc. 4.25.15 Pan. 42.11.6(23)

10:28 Pan. 42.11.6(23)

11:1 Marc. 4.26.1

11:2 Marc. 4.26.3, 4

11:3 Marc. 4.26.4 Origen, Fragment
180%7

11:4 Marec. 4.26.4

11:5 Marc. 4.26.8 Pan. 42.11.6(24)

11:7 Marec. 4.26.8

11:8 Marc. 4.26.9

11:9 Marec. 4.26.5, 6 Pan. 42.11.6(24)

45 Zahn, Geschichte, 2:469; Harnack, Marcion, 206*; and BDF §64(3) all refer to a citation

46

47

of Luke 10:21 in the Pseudo-Clementine Hom. 18.15.1 as evidencing Marcionite readings.
James R. Royse, however, rightly notes “the quotation there can hardly be genuinely
Marcion, since we also find xai tig yi#js, which Marcion omitted” (Scribal Habits in Early
Greek New Testament Papyri [NTTSD 36; Leiden: E. . Brill, 2008], 128). Referring to the text
as a “Marcionitisch-katholischen Mischtext” (Harnack, Marcion, 206*) reveals just how
tenuous any data drawn from the passage is. For further comment on the homilies more
generally, cf. n. 55 below.

Though there is no attestation of Marcion’s text, John Chrysostom, Hom. Matt. 38 referred
to and rejected Marcion’s interpretation of no one knowing the Father except the Son.
The number of this fragment is taken from Origenes Werke: Neunter Band: Die Homilien
zu Lukas in der Ubersetzung des Hieronymus und die griechischen Reste der Homilien und des
Lukas-Kommentars (ed. Max Rauer; 2d ed.; GCs 49; Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1959), 302.
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Versein  Tertullian Epiphanius Adamantius Other(s)
Luke Dialogue
11:11 Marc. 4.26.10 Pan. 42.11.6(24) Adam.110,3—4
(2.20)
11:12 Mare. 4.26.10 Pan. 42.11.6(24) Adam.110,4-5
(2.20)
11:13 Mare. 4.26.10 Pan. 42.11.6(24) Adam.110,5-6
(2.20)
11:14 Marc. 4.26.11
11:15 Marec. 4.26.11
11:18 Marec. 4.26.11
11:19 Marec. 4.26.11
11:20 Marc. 4.26.11
11:21 Marc. 4.26.12
11:22 Marc. 4.26.12
11:27 Marc. 4.26.13 Ephrem,
Commentary on the
Diatessaron 11.9
11:28 Marc. 4.26.13
11:29 Marc. 4.27.1 Pan. 42.11.6(25)
11:33 Marec. 4.27.1
11:37 Marec. 4.27.2
11:38 Marc. 4.27.2
11:39 Marc. 4.27.2,6
11:40 Marc. 4.27.2
11:41 Marc. 4.27.3, 6
11:42 Marc. 4.27.4,6 Pan. 42.11.6(26)
11:43 Marc. 4.27.5
11:46 Marc. 4.27.6
11:47 Marc. 4.27.8 Pan. 42.11.6(27)
11:48 Marc. 4.27.8
11:5248 Marec. 4.27.9; 28.2 [Adam. 68,3

(2.5)]

48

In the notes to the series of “Woes” in Luke 11, Harnack commented “Auf das ‘Wehe’

im Ev. M.s spielt auch Ephraem an (51. Lied gegen die Ketzer c. 5)” (Marcion, 211%). In

Hymn 51, however, Ephrem makes a reference to “blessed” and “woe,” indicating that the

passage in view is more likely Luke 6:20—26 (cf. also Beck, Hymnen Contra Haereses, 174n1

of the translation). In either case no element of the text, apart from the “woe” is attested

in the Hymn.
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TABLE (cont.)

Versein  Tertullian Epiphanius Adamantius Other(s)

Luke Dialogue

12:1 Marec. 4.28.1

12:2 Marc. 4.28.2

12:3 Marc. 4.28.2

12:4 Marc. 4.28.3, 4 Pan. 42.11.6(29)

12:5 Marc. 4.28.3 Pan. 42.11.6(29)

12:8 Marc. 4.28.4 Pan. 42.11.6(30)

12:9 Marc. 4.28.4 Adam. 32,20-21
(1.15); 66,33-35
(2.5)

12:10 Marc. 4.28.6

12:11 Marc. 4.28.8

12:12 Marc. 4.28.8

12:13 Marc. 4.28.9

12:14 Marc. 4.28.9, 10

12:16 Marc. 4.28.11

12:19 Marec. 4.28.11

12:20 Marec. 4.28.11

12:22 Marc. 4.29.1

12:23 Marc. 4.29.1

12:24 Marc. 4.29.1

12:27 Marec. 4.29.1

12:2849 Marc. 4.29.1, 3

12:30 Mare. 4.29.3 Pan. 42.11.6(32)

12:31 Mare. 4.29.5 Pan. 42.11.6(33)

12:32 Pan. 42.11.6(34)

12:35 Marc. 4.29.6

12:36 Marec. 4.29.6

12:37 Marec. 4.29.6

12:38 Pan. 42.11.6(35)

12:39 Marc. 4.29.7

12:40 Marc. 4.29.7, 8

49  On Tertullian’s allusion to Luke 12:28a in Marc. 4.29.1 and Epiphanius attesting its omis-

sion, cf. the comments in chapter 4.4.64.
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Versein  Tertullian Epiphanius Adamantius Other(s)
Luke Dialogue
12:41 Marc. 4.29.9
12:42 Marc. 4.29.9
12:43 Marc. 4.29.9
12:44 Marec. 4.29.9
12:45 Marc. 4.29.9
12:46 Marc. 4.29.9, 10,11 Pan. 42.11.6(36) Adam. 24,9-12
(1.10)
12:47 Marec. 4.29.11 Adam.112,10-11
(2.21)
12:48 Marec. 4.29.11 Adam.112,11-12
(2.21)
12:49a Marc. 4.29.12, 13 Adam. 68,2 (2.5)
12:51 Marc. 4.29.14 Adam. 68,1 (2.5)
12:53 Marc. 4.29.14
12:56 Marc. 4.29.15
12:57 Marc. 4.29.15, 16
12:58 Mare. 4.29.16 Pan. 42.11.6(37)
12:59 Marc. 4.29.16
13:14 Marc. 4.30.1
13:15 Marc. 4.30.1
13:16 Pan. 42.11.6(39)
13:19 Mare. 4.30.1, 2
13:20 Marec. 4.30.3
13:21 Marec. 4.30.3
13:25 Marc. 4.30.4
13:26 Marc. 4.30.4
13:27 Marc. 4.30.4 [Adam. 28,10—
11.18 (1.12);
Adam. 44,15—
16.30 (1.23)]
13:2850 Marc. 4.30.4, 5 Pan. 42.11.6(40);
42.11.17(#\. 56)5!
50  The citations of either the parallel Matt 8:2; 2213; or 25:30 by Adamantius in Adam.
28,26-27 (1.13) and Adam. 112,19—21 (2.21) do not offer an attestation of Marcion’s Gospel.
51 In this elenchus Epiphanius cites part of 13:28 but also implies that the entire parable in

vv. 25—28 was present in Marcion’s text.
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TABLE (cont.)

Versein  Tertullian Epiphanius Adamantius Other(s)

Luke Dialogue

14:12 Marc. 4.31.1

14:14 Marc. 4.31.1

14:16 Marc. 4.31.2

14:17 Marc. 4.31.3

14:18 Marc. 4.31.4

14:19 Marc. 4.31.4

14:20 Marc. 4.31.4

14:21 Mare. 4.31.5, 6

14:22 Marc. 4.31.6

14:23 Marc. 4.31.6

14:24 Marc. 4.31.6

15:3 Marc. 4.32.2

15:4%2 Marec. 4.32.1

155 Marc. 4.32.1

15:6 Marc. 4.32.1

15:7 Marc. 4.32.2

15:8 Marc. 4.32.1

15:9 Marc. 4.32.1

15:10 Marc. 4.32.2

16:2 Marc. 4.33.1

16:4 Marc. 4.33.1

16:5 Marc. 4.33.1

16:6 Marc. 4.33.1

16:7 Marc. 4.33.1

16:9a Marc. 4.33.1

16:11 Marc. 4.33.4

16:12 Marc. 4.33.4

16:13 Marc. 4.33.1, 2 Adam. 56,11-12
(1.28)

52  Even if Adamantius’s allusion to Matt 18:12-14//Luke 15:4—7 in Adam. 4.11 in his reply to

Droserius (presenting the teaching of Valentinus) is original to the dialogue, it is clearly
not a reference to Marcion’s Gospel. Uncertainty concerning the passage’s originality is
due to it only appearing in the Latin text. Cf. the comments of Bakhuyzen (ed.), Dialog,
167 and Pretty (trans.), Adamantius, 14168.
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Versein  Tertullian Epiphanius Adamantius Other(s)

Luke Dialogue

16:14 Marc. 4.33.2

16:15 Marc. 4.33.6

16:16 Marec. 4.33.7 Pan. 42.11.6(43)

16:17 Marc. 4.33.9

16:18 Marc. 4.34.1, 4,9

16:19 Pan. 42.11.6(44) Adam.76,16-17
(2.10)

16:20 Pan. 42.11.6(44) Adam.76,17-18
(2.10)

16:21 Adam. 76,19-21
(2.10)

16:22 Marec. 4.34.10, 11 Pan. 42.11.6(44) Adam. 76,2123
(2.10)

16:23 Marc. 4.34.10, 11, 12 Adam. 76,23-25
(2.10)

16:24 Pan. 42.11.17 Adam. 76,26—29

(&\. 56)53 (2.10)

16:25 Pan. 42.11.6(45) Adam. 76,29-31
(2.10)

16:26 Marc. 4.34.11 Adam. 76,31-34
(2.10)

16:27 Adam. 76,34-35
(2.10)

16:28 Adam. 76,35—
78.2 (2.10)

16:29 Mare. 4.34.10, 17 Pan. 42.11.6(46); Adam. 78,2-3

42.11.17(8\. 59)  (2.10)

16:30 Adam. 78,3-5
(2.10)

16:31 Pan. 42.11.6(46) Adam.78,5-6
(2.10)

17:1 Mare. 4.35.1 Adam. 88,45
(2.15)

53  Epiphanius refers to this verse specifically in an elenchus in which he probably also

implies that the entirety of 16:19-31 was present in Marcion’s text.
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TABLE (cont.)

Versein  Tertullian Epiphanius Adamantius Other(s)
Luke Dialogue
17:254 Marc. 4.35.1

17:3 Marec. 4.35.2

17:4 Marec. 4.35.3

17:11 Marc. 4.35.9

17:12a, b Marc. 4.35.4, 6 Pan. 42.11.6(48)

17:14 Marc. 4.35.4,7,8,10 Pan. 42.11.6(48)

17:15 Marec. 4.35.11

17:16 Mare. 4.35.9

17:17 Marc. 4.35.11

17:18 Marec. 4.35.11

17:19 Marec. 4.35.11

17:20 Marc. 4.35.12

17:21 Marc. 4.35.12

17:22 Pan. 42.11.6(49)

17:25 Marc. 4.35.14

17:26 Marc. 4.35.16

17:28 Marc. 4.35.16

17:32 Marc. 4.35.16

18:1 Marc. 4.36.1

18:2 Marec. 4.36.1

18:3 Marec. 4.36.1

18:5 Marec. 4.36.1

18:7 Marc. 4.36.1

18:10 Marc. 4.36.2

18:11 Marc. 4.36.2

18:12 Marc. 4.36.2

18:13 Marc. 4.36.2

18:14 Marc. 4.36.2

18:16 Adam. 32,26-27

(1.16)

54 It is unlikely that the reference in Adam. 34,47 (1.16), rightly labeled “ein sehr freies

Mischzitat aus Mt 26,24 par. und Mt 18,6 par” by Tsutsui, Auseinandersetzung, 174, is

attesting Marcion’s Gospel.
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Versein  Tertullian Epiphanius Adamantius Other(s)
Luke Dialogue
18:18 Marc. 4.36.4, 6 Pan. 42.11.6(50)  Adam. 92,25-26
(2.17)
18:19%% Marc. 4.36.3, 6 Pan. 42.11.6(50) Adam. 2,18-19 Origen, Princ. 2.5.1,

(1.1); 92,26—27 4
(2.17)

Hippolytus, Haer.

7.31.6

18:20 Marc. 4.36.4, 5,7 Pan. 42.11.6(50) Adam. 92,27-29
(2.17)

18:21 Marc. 4.36.4 Adam. 92,29-30
(2.17)

18:22 Marc. 4.36.4,6,7 Adam. 92,30-32
(2.17)

18:23 Marc. 4.36.5

18:35 Mare. 4.36.9 Pan. 42.11.6(51) Adam. 200,22—24
(5.14)

18:36 Adam. 200,24-25
(514)

18:37 Marec. 4.36.9 Adam. 200,25-26
(5.14)

18:38 Marec. 4.36.9, 11; Pan. 42.11.6(51) Adam. 200,26

37.1; 38.10 (5.14)

55

Along with these other sources, Harnack also noted, “Vielleicht gehort auch Clem. hom.

xv111, 1 hierher, wo wohl Marcion als Simon Magus spricht: u pe Aéye dyadév- 6 yap dyaddg
elg goTw, 6 mamp 6 &v Tolg odpavols” (Marcion, 225%; cf. also Zahn, Geschichte, 2:469). In
addition, IGNTP attests the reading as Marcion ap Clementina. It is entirely possible
that Marcionite and anti-Marcionite material appears in the Homilies, as M. ]. Edwards
observes “Simon is a composite intellectual of that era—a Simon, a Valentinus and
a Marcion” (“The Clementina: A Christian Response to the Pagan Novel,” cQ 42 [1992]:
462; for further discussion cf. A. Salles, “Simon le Magicien ou Marcion?,” vc 12 (1958):
197—224; Dominique C6té, “La fonction littéraire de Simon le Magicien dans les Pseudo-
Clémentines,” LTP 57 [2001]: 513-23; and Annette Yoshiko Reed, “Heresiology in the
(Jewish-)Christian Novel: Narrativized Polemics in the Pseudo-Clementine Homilies," in
Heresy and Self-Definition in Late Antiquity [ed. Eduard Iricinschi and Holger M. Zellentin;
TsAJ 119; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2008], 273—98). It is a bit tenuous, however, to posit that
here Marcion speaks as Simon and that in so doing attests Marcion’s text.
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TABLE (cont.)

Versein  Tertullian Epiphanius Adamantius Other(s)

Luke Dialogue

18:39 Marc. 4.36.9

18:40 Adam. 200,26—28
(5-14)

18:41 Adam. 200,28-29
(5.14)

18:42 Marec. 4.36.10, 12 Pan. 42.11.6(51) Adam. 200,29-30
(5.14)

18:43 Marc. 4.36.12;37.1  Pan. 42.11.6(51)  Adam. 200,30
(514)

19:2 Marc. 4.37.1

19:6 Marc. 4.37.1

19:8 Marec. 4.37.1

19:9 Marc. 4.37.1

19:10 Marc. 4.37.2

19:11 Marc. 4.37.4°6

19:13 Marc. 4.37.4; 39.11

19:22 Marc. 4.37.4

19:23 Marc. 4.37.4

19:26 Marc. 4.37.4

20:1 Marec. 4.38.1

20:4 Marc. 4.38.1, 2

20:5 Marec. 4.38.2

20:6 Marc. 4.38.1

20:7 Marc. 4.38.2

20:8 Marc. 4.38.2

20:19 Pan. 42.11.6(54);

42.11.17(¥\. 53)

20:24 Marc. 4.38.3

20:25 Marc. 4.38.3

20:27 Marec. 4.38.4

20:28 Marec. 4.38.4

20:29 Marec. 4.38.4

56

In Marec. 4.37.4 Tertullian also makes the barest of allusions to the contents of vv. 16—24.
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Versein  Tertullian Epiphanius Adamantius Other(s)
Luke Dialogue
20:30 Marec. 4.38.4
20:31 Marc. 4.38.4
20:33 Marec. 4.38.4
20:34 Marec. 4.38.5, 8
20:35 Marc. 4.38.5,7
20:36 Marc. 4.38.5,7
20:39 Marc. 4.38.9
20:41 Marc. 4.38.10
20:44 Marc. 4.38.10
21:7 Marc. 4.39.13
21:8 Mare. 4.39.1, 2
21:9 Marc. 4.39.3
21:10 Marc. 4.39.3
21:11 Marc. 4.39.3
21:12 Marc. 4.39.4
21:13 Marc. 4.39.4
21:14 Mare. 4.39.6,7
21:15 Marc. 4.39.6, 7
21:16 Marc. 4.39.8
21:17 Marc. 4.39.8
21:19 Marc. 4.39.8
21:20 Marc. 4.39.9
21:25 Marc. 4.39.9
21:26 Marc. 4.39.9
21:27 Marc. 4.39.10
21:28 Marc. 4.39.10, 12
21:29 Mare. 4.39.10, 13, 16
21:30 Marc. 4.39.16
21:31 Mare. 4.39.10, 16
21:32 Marc. 4.39.18
21:33 Marc. 4.39.18
21:34 Marc. 4.39.18
21:35a Marc. 4.39.18
21:37 Marc. 4.39.19
21:38 Marc. 4.39.19
22:1 Marec. 4.40.1

22:3 Marec. 4.40.2
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TABLE (cont.)

Versein  Tertullian Epiphanius Adamantius Other(s)
Luke Dialogue
22:4 Marc. 4.40.2 Pan. 42.11.6(60)
22:5 Marc. 4.40.2
22:8 Pan. 42.11.6(61)
22:14 Pan. 42.11.6(62)
22:15 Marc. 4.40.1, 3 Pan. 42.11.6(62); Eznik, De deo 415
42.11.17(&\. 61)
22:17 [Adam. 108,27
(2.20)]%7
22:19 Marc. 4.40.3, 4 [Adam. 108,27

»

(

.20)]

22:20%8 Marc. 4.40.4, 6

22:22b%°  Marc. 4.41.1

22:33 Marc. 4.41.2
22:34 Marec. 4.41.2
22:41 Pan. 42.11.6(65)
22147 Pan. 42.11.6(66)
22:48 Marc. 4.41.2
22:63 Pan. 42.11.6(68)
22:64 Pan. 42.11.6(68)
22:66 Marc. 4.41.3
22:67 Marc. 4.41.3
22:69 Marc. 4.41.4

57  Tsutsui, Auseinandersetzung, 287 sees a reference to both vv. 17 and 19 in this passage, but
does not comment on whether or not it is attesting Marcion’s Gospel. Harnack stated “Aus
Dial. 11, 20 1483t sich nichts Sicheres schlieflen” but sees vv. 17-18 as unattested and prob-
ably deleted by Marcion (Marcion, 233*). In his earlier work Tsutsui agreed with Harnack
that the verses were probably omitted (“Evangelium,” 123). Though assuming an omission
is problematic, it is not entirely clear that Marcion’s text is in view in the Adamantius
Dialogue.

58  Epiphanius referenced Luke 22:20 in Pan. 42.11.17 (¢A. 61); however, it is not clear that he is
here referring to Marcion’s Gospel. Even if he were, however, his reference to “the truth”
saying petd o dermvijoon Aoy tdde xol t8de, [xal] elrey, To0té dott Tdde xarl Tdde is clearly
an imprecise rendering of the content of the verse.

59  Concerning the reference in Adam. 34,4—7 (116), cf. n. 54 above.
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Versein  Tertullian Epiphanius Adamantius Other(s)
Luke Dialogue
22:70 Marc. 4.41.4, 5; 42.1
22:71 Marc. 4.41.5
23:1 Marc. 4.42.1
23:2 Marc. 4.42.1 Pan. 42.11.6(69,
70)
23:3 Marc. 4.42.1
23:7 Marc. 4.42.3
23:8 Marc. 4.42.3
23:9 Marc. 4.42.3
23:18 Marec. 4.42.4
23:19 Marec. 4.42.4
23:22 Marc. 4.42.4
23:23 Marc. 4.42.4
23:25 Marc. 4.42.4
23:32 Marc. 4.42.4
23:33 Marc. 4.42.4 Pan. 42.11.6(71)
23:3450 Pan. 42.11.6(71) Ephrem,

Commentary on the

Diatessaron 21.3

23:44 Marec. 4.42.5 Ephrem,
Commentary on the

Diatessaron 21.3

Eznik, De deo 358

23:45 Mare. 4.42.5 Pan. 42.11.6(71) Eznik, De deo 358
23:46 Mare. 4.42.6 Pan. 42.11.6(73) [Adam.198,8-12
(5:12)]
23:50 Mare. 4.42.8 Pan. 42.11.6(74) [Adam.198,8-12
(512)]
23:51 Marec. 4.42.8
23:52 Marc. 4.42.7 [Adam. 198,8-12
(5.12)]
23:53 Marec. 4.42.7 Pan. 42.11.6(74) [Adam.198,8-12
(5.12)]

60  Tertullian attests the omission of v. 34b (cf. n. 68 below).
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TABLE (cont.)

Versein  Tertullian Epiphanius Adamantius Other(s)

Luke Dialogue

23:55 Marc. 4.43.1

23:56 Pan. 42.11.6(75)

24:1 Marc. 4.43.1

24:3 Marc. 4.43.2

24:4 Marc. 4.43.2 Pan. 42.11.6(76)

24:5 Pan. 42.11.6(76)

24:6 Marc. 4.43.5 Pan. 42.11.6(76)

24:7 Marc. 4.43.5 Pan. 42.11.6(76)

24:9 Marc. 4.43.2

24:11 Marec. 4.43.3

24:13 Marec. 4.43.3 Pan. 42.11.6(77)

24:15 Marec. 4.43.3 Pan. 42.11.6(77)

24:16 Marc. 4.43.3

2418 Pan. 42.11.6(77)

24:19 Marc. 4.43.3

24:21a Marc. 4.43.3

24:25 Marc. 4.43.4 Pan. 42.11.6(77) [Adam. 198,5-7
(5-12)]

24:26 Pan. 42.11.6(77) [Adam.198,5-7
(5.12)]

24:30 Pan. 42.11.6(77)

24:31 Pan. 42.11.6(77)

24:37 Marec. 4.43.6 [Adam. 178,4—7

(5-3); 198,17-21
(5.12)]
[

24:38 Marec. 4.43.6 Pan. 42.11.6(78)  [Adam. 178,4-7
(5.3); 198,17-21
(5.12)]
24:39 Marc. 4.43.6,7,8 Pan. 42.11.6(78) [Adam.178,4-7
(5.3);198,17—21
(5.12)]
24:41 Marc. 4.43.8
24:42 Eznik, De deo 407
24:43 Eznik, De deo 407

24:47 Marc. 4.43.9
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3.2.2  Attested Verses (Not Present)

Verse(s)in  Tertullian Epiphanius Adam. Other(s)

Luke Dial.

1:1-2:52%0  Mare. 4.7.11 [Marc. Pan. 42.9.1; 42.11.4-5 Origen, Ex libro

4.7.1 tacitus| Origenis in Epistolam

ad Titum
Hippolytus, Haer.
7.31.5
Jerome, Jo. hier. 34

3:21-38 [Marc.4.7.1-6 tacitus]  Pan. 42.11.4-5

4:1-13 Marc. 5.6.762

8:19 [Marc. 4.19.6-7 tacitus] Pan. 42.11.6(12)

9:31b Marc. 4.22.16

11:30-32 [Marc. 4.27.1 tacitus) Pan. 42.11.6(25

11:49-51 [Marc. 4.27.8 tacitus] Pan. 42.11.6(28

12:6 [Marc. 4.28.3 tacitus] Pan. 42.11.6(29
12:28a63 Pan. 42.11.6(31
13:1-9 [Marc. 4.30.1 tacitus Pan. 42.11.6(38

13:29-35 [Marc. 4.31.1 tacitus
15:11-32 [Marc. 4.33.1 tacitus
17:10b [Marc. 4.35.4 tacitus

18:31-33 [Marc. 4.36.8 tacitus

]
]
]
]
17:12¢-13% [Marc. 4.35.4 tacitus] Pan. 42.11.6
]
19:29—46 [Marc. 4.38.1 tacitus]
]

20:9-17 [Marc. 4.38.3 tacitus
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62

63
64

Pan. 42.11.6(41
Pan. 42.11.6

(
(
(
(
(
(
Pan. 42.11.6(42
(
(
Pan. 42.11.6(
Pan. 42.11.6(
(

Pan. 42.11.6

D. Donatien de Bruyne argued that elements in the Prologue to Luke combat Marcion’s
Gospel and the omission of the opening chapters (“Les plus anciens prologues latins des
évangiles,” RBén 40 [1928]: 205). The suggestion is intriguing though ultimately likely incor-
rect in the light of the critique by Jiirgen Regul, Die antimarcionitischen Evangelienprologe
(AGLB 6; Freiburg: Herder, 1969), especially 77-8o.

This passage, though found in Tertullian’s discussion of 1 Cor, clearly reveals that these
verses were not in Marcion’s Gospel.

Cf. n. 49 above.

The inclusion here of Luke 17:12c-13 arises out of a comparison of Tertullian’s and
Epiphanius’s testimony. For discussion cf. chapter 6.4.49.
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TABLE (cont.)
Verse(s)in  Tertullian Epiphanius Adam. Other(s)
Luke Dial.
20:37-38a  [Marc. 4.38.8—9 tacitus] Pan. 42.11.6(56)%°
21:18 [Marc. 4.39.8 tacitus] Pan. 42.11.6(58)
21:21-22 [Marc. 4.39.9 tacitus] Pan. 42.11.6(59)
22:16 [Marc. 4.40.3 tacitus] Pan. 42.11.6(63)%6
22:35-38 [Mare. 4.41.2 tacitus) Pan. 42.11.6(64)%
22:50-51 [Marc. 4.41.3 tacitus) Pan. 42.11.6(67)
23:34b68 Marc. 4.41.4
23:43 [Marc. 4.42.5 tacitus) Pan. 42.11.6(72)
3.2.3  Unattested Verses
Verse(s) in Luke
3:2—20%9 4:14-15 4:17-22 4:24—-26 4:28
4:33 4:36-39 4:44 51 5:4-8
5:15-16 5:19 5:22—23 5:25 5:28-29
5:32 5:39 6:10-11 6:15 6:18
65  Epiphanius also states that these verses were missing in Pan. 42.11.6(57) apparently based

66

67

68

69

on a belief that Jesus made the statement twice (cf. Pan. 42.11.17[é\. 57]).

In Pan. 421117 (A 63) Epiphanius referenced Luke 22:30, elsewhere unattested for
Marcion’s Gospel; however, it is not entirely clear that Epiphanius is here drawing
from Marcion’s Gospel, nor that Epiphanius here indicated that Marcion omitted this
verse, as contended by Volckmar, Das Evangelium Marcions, 32—33n4.

Though Epiphanius cites the beginning of v. 35 followed by xai ta £€7js before referencing
v. 37, the context strongly suggests that v. 36 was also missing.

Though Tertullian explicitly notes the excision of v. 34b and includes a discussion that
assumes its omission throughout, Epiphanius references it in Pan. 42.11.6(71). For a discus-
sion of this issue, cf. chapter 6.4.70.

Even though there is no direct attestation of the omission of these verses, there is an
indirect indication that 3:2-22 was missing as an implication of Tertullian’s comments in

Marec. 4.11.4.
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Verse(s) in Luke

6:30b 6:32—3370 6:34b—35a 6:447 6:47-49

7:1 7:3-8 7:10-11 7:13 7:17

7:21 7:25 7:29-35 7:39-43 7:49

8:1 8:5—7 8:9-15 8:26 8:29

8:33—42a 8:47 8:49-56 9:4 9:9-11

9:15 9:23 9:25 9:26b—27 9:36—39

9:42-43 9:45 9:49-53 9:56 10:2-3

10:6 10:12—-15 10:17-1872 10:20 10:29—42

11:6 11:10 11:16-17 11:23-26 11:34-36

11:44—45 11:53-54 12:7 12:15 12:17-18

12:21 12:25-26 12:29 12:33-34 12:49b—5073

12:52 12:54-55 13:10-13 13:17-18 13:22-24

14:1-11 14:13 14:15 14:25-3574 15:1-2

16:1 16:3 16:8 16:9b—10 17:5—10a

17:23-247° 17:27 17:29-31 17:33-37 18:4

70 The comment by Harnack, Marcion, 194* in his apparatus that an allusion to these verses

71

72

73

74

75

“ist vielleicht in 1v,16 (‘denique hac inconvenientia voluntatis et facti agunt ethnici non-
dum a deo instructi’ [ethnici=auaptwho(]) [zu finden]” is contextually unlikely. Harnack
is surely right when in the main text of his reconstruction he indicated that vv. 32—33 are
“unbezeugt.”

The rather offhand reference at the end of a sentence to Luke 6:44//Matt 12:33 by
Adamantius in Adam. 110,9-10 (2.20) gives no indication of being a reference to a passage
in Marcion’s Gospel.

The citation of Luke 10:18 by Marinus, a Bardasenite, in Adam. 134,5-6 (3.12) has no claim
to having been drawn from Marcion’s Gospel.

In Pan.42.3.9-10, Epiphanius indicated that Marcion used a text to justify multiple bap-
tisms and to argue that he had been cleansed again after his transgression. Epiphanius
then refers to a baptism with which Jesus is to be baptized and a cup which Jesus is to
drink. Though the first reference is found in Luke 12:50, the mentioning of the cup reveals
that Mark 10:38 is more likely in view. It is doubtful that Epiphanius here is accurately
representing an argument by Marcion drawn from Mark.

Epiphanius referenced Luke 14:26 in Pan. 42.11.17 (¢A. 70); however, it is not clear that he is
here drawing from Marcion’s Gospel.

The citation of the parallel Matt 24:27 in Adam. 50,1-3 (1.25) is not an attestation of
Marcion’s Gospel. Though Adamantius introduces the reference with Aéyet 3¢ xal év @
edaryyehiw, the previous reference to Matt 21:7 as a statement found in “the Gospel,” reveals
that, in context, Matthew is in view.
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TABLE (cont.)

Verse(s) in Luke
18:6 18:8-9 18:15 18:17 18:24-3076
18:34 19:1 19:3-5 19:7 19:12
19:14-21 19:24—-25 19:27—28 19:47—48 20:2—3
20:18 20:20—23 20:26 20:32 20:38b
20:40 20:42—43 20:45—47 21:1-6 21:23-24
21:35b—36 22:2 22:6—7 22:0-13 22:18
22:21-22a 22:23-32 22:39—40 22:42—46 22:49
22:52-62 22:65 22:68 23:4—5:2 23:10-17
23:20-21 23:24 23:26-31 23:35—42 23:47-49
23:54 24:2 24:8 24:10 24:1277
24:14 24:17 24:20 24:21b-24 24:27-29
24:32—36 24:40 24:44—46 24:48-53

3.3 The Methodology Employed in this Study

The tables above have attempted to offer a precise and nuanced overview
of the verses or parts of verses that the sources for Marcion’s Gospel attest. At
the same time, however, this insight is not particularly beneficial if, when one
actually begins to attempt to reconstruct Marcion’s Gospel, the methodology
governing the use of any of these sources is not also precise and nuanced.

3.31  Multiple Citations

In setting forth a methodology for reconstructing Marcion’s Gospel, it is impor-
tant to recognize that the usefulness of the sources, and in this case particu-
larly of hostile sources, is limited and that the era of the second century is
notoriously difficult for questions relating to the text of the NT or Marcion’s
Gospel (with its close affinity to Luke).”® May’s observation that it is difficult to

76 In Adam. 210,26-27 (5.18), Adamantius comments that the Savior states ta mop’ dABpcimolg
&3vvarta mapd ¢ @ duvatd (ea, quae apud homines impossibilia sunt, apud deum possi-
bilia sunt) (v. 70). Harnack, Marcion, 226* however, pointed out that it is “unwahrschein-
lich” that this statement arose from Marcion’s text. Cf. also chapter 7.4.17.

77 Concerning this verse, cf. chapter 2, n. n12.

78 A further challenge is that there is no guarantee that the attested text in a source was
actually the “original” reading in Marcion’s Gospel. To reiterate points made earlier in this
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detect Marcion'’s textual corrections because of the loose citations found in the
sources and the fluid nature of the Gospels’ text in the second century clearly
has validity.” Nevertheless, a significantly better understanding of Marcion’s
text than is currently available is possible.

In the light of the history of research presented in chapter two, it may be
observed that despite their value, previous attempts to reconstruct Marcion’s
Gospel ultimately fell short of offering a critically established text. The way
forward has already been shown by Schmid’s work on Marcion’s Apostolikon,
and in many ways the present work embraces his methodology and applies it
to Marcion’s Euangelion.8° The foundational principle of Schmid’s work, and of
the current work, is the recognition that if readings found in Marcion’s Gospel
are to be gleaned from the “citations”®! offered from it by his adversaries “miis-
sen wir das Zitierverhalten unserer Quellen moglichst prézise beschreiben,
und das geschieht am iiberzeugendsten, indem man sdamtliche Bibelzitate in
allen Schriften eines Kirchenvaters untersucht.”82 In other words, in order to be
able to evaluate the testimony that the church fathers offer for readings found
in Marcion’s Gospel, their general handling of texts throughout their corpus,
based on multiple citations, must be understood as precisely as possible.83 As
Barbara Aland has pointed out, such an understanding entails: (1) examining

work, Tertullian, Marc. 4.5.7 and Adam. 96,6-8 (2.8), e.g., both indicate that followers
of Marcion continued to alter his Euangelion and Apostolikon. For this reason, it is obvi-
ous that the only text that can be reconstructed is the text attested in the sources, which
can heuristically be called “Marcion’s Gospel” even if there is no absolute certainty that
all the readings can be traced back to the version of the Gospel that Marcion held in his
hand. Harnack made a similar point in the introductory sections to his reconstructions of
Marcion’s canon (cf. Marcion, 46* and 183%).

79  Cf. May, “Markion in seiner Zeit,” 9.

80  Cf. Schmid, Marcion und sein Apostolos, 26-31, 33—34. Klinghardt observes that Schmid
“fiir die Rekonstruktion des markionitischen Apostolos-Texts methodische Einsichten
gewonnen [hat], die auch fiir die Herstellung des Evangeliums wichtig sind” (“Markion
vs. Lukas,” 492n30). Elements of the following discussion appeared in summary form in
Roth, “Marcion’s Gospel: Relevance, Contested Issues, and Reconstruction,” 291-92.

81 Schmid rightly observes, “Wenn die antimarcionitischen Polemiker versuchen, den
Hiretiker ex his revinci, quae servavit [Tertullian, Marc. 5.4.2], dann muf dies nicht
notwendigerweise bedeuten daf} sie seinen Text auch in jedem Fall wortlich zitieren”
(Marcion und sein Apostolos, 26).

82  Ibid.

83  The beginnings of the recognition of the importance of understanding the manner in
which a church father quotes Marcion’s texts can be found in Wright, Alterations, 128
34 where he discussed eleven readings found in Marcion’s Gospel as reconstructed by
Harnack.
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how a particular author understood a particular passage through studying
the parallel usage of the passage in the author’s corpus, (2) considering how the
author incorporates the citation into his own language and style, and (3) under-
standing citations by Christian writers in their historical contexts and against
the background of contemporary non-Christian stylistic sensibilities, because
influence from that background always remains possible.8* Many helpful
insights concerning the citation habits of the church fathers interacting with
Marcion have already been gained through the work of Clabeaux and Schmid,
and it remains here to build on their work by, whenever possible, examining
every reference from the Gospel according to Luke in the work of a church
father that also appears in his work against Marcion.®5 Only after collecting
and comparing the data—with special attention given to “stereotype, geprégte
Wendungen ein und desselben Textstiickes iiber mehrere Zitate hinweg und
in unterschiedlichen Kontexten (und Schriften) des Kirchenvaters”—can the
value and accuracy of his testimony to Marcion’s Gospel text be assessed and
evaluated.86 Two assumptions underlie the ultimate validity of this approach,

84 Cf. Barbara Aland, “Die Rezeption des neutestamentlichen Textes in den ersten
Jahrhunderten,” in The New Testament in Early Christianity (ed. Jean-Marie Sevrin; BETL
86; Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1989), 38.

85  Although allusions to Luke will not be ignored, in order to evaluate citation habits
primary emphasis will fall on citations and adaptations. For the purposes of this study
“citation” and “adaptation” are understood as defined by Carroll D. Osburn: “Citation. A
verbally exact quotation, whether it corresponds entirely (for very brief instances) or
largely (for longer instances) and whether made from a text or from memory, often having
an introductory formula and always having an explicit or implicit que [sic] to the reader
that it is intended as a deliberate citation. Adaptation. A quotation from a recognizable
text, without an introductory formula, in which much of the lexical and syntactical struc-
ture of the text is preserved and woven unobtrusively into the patristic context, reflect-
ing intent to cite, but which is adapted to the patristic context and/or syntax [emphasis
original]” (The Text of the Apostolos in Epiphanius of Salamis [SBLNTGS 6; Atlanta: Society
of Biblical Literature, 2004], 28). For these definitions Osburn is summarizing the pro-
gression of Fee’s categories and thought (cf. Gordon D. Fee, “The Text of John in Origen
and Cyril of Alexandria: A Contribution to Methodology in the Recovery and Analysis of
Patristic Citations,” Bib 52 [1971]: 357—94 as compared to Bart D. Ehrman, Gordon D. Fee,
and Michael W. Holmes, The Text of the Fourth Gospel in the Writings of Origen [SBLNTGF
3; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1992]). A comprehensive examination of the citation habits
of Tertullian is, of course, beyond the scope of a work focusing on Marcion’s Gospel.
Therefore, in addition to the results of previous studies, I am using the texts most imme-
diately relevant for reconstructing Marcion’s Gospel as a “control group” for examining
Tertullian’s citation habits.

86 Schmid, Marcion und sein Apostolos, 27.
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namely that a church father’s citation habits remain essentially constant, in
the sense that he does not approach citing Marcion’s text radically differently
than his own text, and that Marcion’s text is not the text the church father usu-
ally utilized, and therefore he would not have been influenced by its particular
form in his other writings.8”

It is crucial to recognize that in this approach to reconstructing Marcion’s
Gospel text, Marcion’s theological tendencies will not be invoked in the evalu-
ation of a source’s testimony.®8 Thus, I am consciously embracing and agreeing
with Schmid’s perspective when he wrote,

I would prefer to see appeals to Marcionite tendency banned from any
serious reconstruction of the Marcionite text. We need to first of all
screen our sources for the Marcionite text against themselves in order
to better understand their theological agendas and rhetorical strategies.8?

The following chapters, therefore, devote significant space to “screening a
source against himself” in his use of Luke in order to attempt to ascertain the
reliability of his testimony concerning Marcion’s text.%°

3.3.2  Textual Criticism

It was noted in the history of research that in addition to methodological
problems in Harnack’s reconstruction, he did not avail himself of all the data
available concerning attested readings in the manuscript tradition. In the pres-
ent work, however, every attempt will be made to overcome this weakness.
Attested readings for Marcion’s Gospel will be compared with the manuscript
tradition of Luke and the relevant synoptic parallels as found in the apparatus

87  Once again, these points were already made by Schmid (ibid., 27-28). This study, however,
has the benefit of Schmid already having demonstrated that, e.g., numerous citation hab-
its for Tertullian are found throughout his corpus (cf. chapter 4, n. 22).

88 A necessary consequence of this approach is that there is also next to no discussion of
passages which are passed over in silence. Concretely stated, an initial reconstruction
of Marcion’s Gospel must resist the temptation to draw firm conclusions concerning the
unattested passages listed in table three.

89  Schmid, “How Can We Access?, 149. Klinghardt also laments the use of “Marcion’s
theological tendency” from Tertullian to Harnack in discussions of Marcion’s Gospel
(“Markion vs. Lukas,” 496).

90 At relevant points questions relating to the manuscript evidence for a church father’s
works will also be considered, though for extended discussion the interested reader is
referred to the critical editions.
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of Tischendorf,! von Soden,%2 NA28, and the two Luke volumes edited by the
American and British Committees of the International Greek New Testament
Project.93 In addition, attention will be given not only to whether other manu-
scripts or how many other manuscripts attest a particular reading, but also to
which manuscripts attest the reading.%* In this way, as a particular source’s
testimony is evaluated, evidence in the manuscript tradition, which may at
times increase or decrease the likelihood of a reading in Marcion’s text, will be
kept in view.

91  Constantin Tischendorf, Novum Testamentum Graece: Volumen 1 (8th ed.; Leipzig:
Giesecke & Devrient, 1869).

92 Von Soden, Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments: 11. Teil: Text mit Apparat.

93 TheGospel According to St. Luke (ed. American and British Committees of the International
Greek New Testament Project; 2 vols.; The New Testament in Greek 3; Oxford: Clarendon,
1984-1987). The present study provides an opportunity to observe both of the following
comments by Francois Bovon: “the two volumes are a welcome tool, providing a handy
and comprehensive view of the manuscript evidence for the Gospel of Luke” and “the
apparatus, for all practical purposes, is a permanent source of mistakes for both the author
and the reader” (Studies in Early Christianity [WUNT 161; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2003],
25). Cf. also Carroll D. Osburn’s comment, “For whatever reasons, it is disappointing that
the apparatus, though largely comprehensive and accurate, contains a higher incidence
of inexactitude than is tolerable in a research tool and cannot be trusted, requiring veri-
fication at each point” (review of American and British Committees of the International
Greek New Testament Project [eds.], The New Testament in Greek: The Gospel According
to St. Luke, §JT 43 [1990]: 525—26). One can only hope that the Luke volume of the Editio
Critica Maior will appear sooner rather than later.

94  The principle espoused by Westcott and Hort, “Knowledge of documents should precede
final judgement upon readings” (The New Testament in the Original Greek: Introduction,
Appendix [2d ed. London: MacMillan & Co., 1896], 31) is also valuable when considering
points of contact, or the lack thereof, between Marcion’s Gospel and the textual tradi-
tion. Thus, I am consciously adopting “reasoned,” sometimes called “rational,” eclecti-
cism when considering the evidence from the NT textual tradition. For discussion of this
method cf. Gordon D. Fee, “Rigorous or Reasoned Eclecticism—Which?,” in Studies in New
Testament Language and Text: Essays in Honour of George D. Kilpatrick on the Occasion of
His Sixty-Fifth Birthday (ed. ].K. Elliot; Novrsup 44; Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1976), 174-97; repr,,
Studies in the Theory and Method of New Testament Textual Criticism (ed. Eldon J. Epp and
Gordon D. Fee; Studies and Documents 45; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1993), 124—40. For an
example of how this principle can affect the evaluation of Marcion’s Gospel, cf. below in
chapter g, n. 3.
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Tertullian as a Source: Multiple Citations

This chapter is the first of several dealing concretely with the various sources
attesting verses in Marcion’s Gospel. In the following, a discussion of Tertullian
as a source, including an initial analysis of the testimony that Tertullian pro-
vides for Marcion’s text, precedes the consideration of all those verses found in
Tertullian that are multiply cited by him. In other words, the verses considered
in this chapter allow for comparison and potential elucidation of Tertullian’s
citation habits when evaluating his attestation of readings in Marcion’s Gospel
in that in nearly every instance they are cited in Adversus Marcionem and else-
where in Tertullian’s corpus.

41 Advances in Understanding Tertullian and Adversus Marcionem

Since the publication of Francis Oehler’s 1851-1854 edition of Tertullian’s
works! and the 1906 Emil Kroymann edition of Adversus Marcionem,? a revised
edition of the Kroymann text by Eligius Dekkers3 and a new edition by Claudio
Moreschini# have been published. In addition, a text and English translation of
Adversus Marcionem by Ernest Evans® and a French translation by René Braun

1 Quinti Septimi Florentis Tertulliani Quae Supersunt Omnia (ed. Francis Oehler; 3 vols.; Leipzig:
T.O. Weigel, 1851-1854).

2 Quinti Septimi Florentis Tertulliani Opera (ed. Emil Kroymann; CSEL 47; Vienna: F. Tempsky,
1906), 290—-650.

3 The revised edition of Adversus Marcionem is found in the ccsL volumes, 1:441-726 (cf. chap-
ter 3, n. 34). Helpful studies of the text of Adversus Marcionem that appeared in the interim
include Petrus Corssen, “Tertulliani Adversus Marcionem in librum quartum animadver-
sions,” Mnemosyne 51 (1923): 242—61, 390—411, and Mnemosyne 52 (1924): 225-49; Heinrich
Hoppe, Beitrdge zur Sprache und Kritik Tertullians (SvSL 14; Lund: CW.K. Gleerup, 1932);
and three articles by J.H. Waszink, “Tertullianea,” Mnemosyne 3 (1935-1936): 165-74, “Varia
critica et exegetica,” Mnemosyne 11 (1943): 6877, and “Varia critica et exegetica,” Mnemosyne
13 (1947): 121—29. Also of benefit is J.E.L. van der Geest, Le Christ et lancien testament chez
Tertullien: Recherche terminologique (LCP 22; Nijmegen: Dekker & Van de Vegt, 1972).

4 Tertulliani Adversus Marcionem (ed. Claudio Moreschini; TDSA 35; Milan: Instituto Editoriale
Cisalpino, 1971).

5 Adversus Marcionem (ed. and trans. Ernest Evans; 2 vols.; Oxford: Clarendon, 1972).
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based on an updated critical text by Moreschini® have become available.” More
significantly, several new scriptural indices to Tertullian’s works have improved
on Hermann Roensch’s study of Tertullian’s NT.8 In particular, studies devoted
exclusively to examining the text of Luke in Tertullian, including several arti-
cles and a doctoral dissertation by Merrill Chapin Tenney, are valuable aids
in evaluating the citations of Luke by Tertullian, even if they all must be used
with caution due to both incomplete and inaccurate data.®

Whenever one begins to study Tertullian’s testimony concerning Marcion’s
texts, the question of the language in which he knew the Marcionite Scriptures
immediately arises. Significant scholarly discussion has occurred since
Harnack first proposed that Tertullian was working from a Latin translation
of Marcion’s Apostolikon and Euangelion.!® In a 2009 article, and in agree-
ment with those who have returned to the view that Tertullian used a Greek

6 Contre Marcion (cf. chapter 2, n.184 and chapter 3, n. 13).

7 Helpful overviews of the manuscripts and editions of Adversus Marcionem are found
in Braun (trans.), Contre Marcion, 19—30 and Volker Lukas, Rhetorik und literarischer
‘Kampf”: Tertullians Streitschrift gegen Marcion als Paradigma der Selbstvergewisserung
der Orthodoxie gegeniiber der Hdresie: Eine philologisch-theologische Analyse (EHS.T 859;
Frankfurt: Peter Lang, 2008), 33—35.

8 Cf, e.g, the index in Tertulliani Opera (CCSL 2), 2:1457-93 and especially J. Allenbach
et al, eds., Des origins a Clément d’Alexandrie et Tertullien (vol. 1 of Biblia Patristica: Index
des citations et allusions bibliques dans la literature patristique; Paris: Editions du cen-
tre national de la recherche scientifique, 1975). Roensch’s study is Das Neue Testament
Tertullian’s: Aus den Schriften des Letzteren moglichst vollstindig reconstruiert, mit
Einleitung und Anmerkungen textkritischen und sprachlichen Inhaltes (Leipzig: Fues’s
Verlag [R. Reisland], 1871).

9 Cf. GJ.D. Aalders, “Tertullian’s Quotations from St Luke,” Mnemosyne 5 (1937): 241-82;
A]J.B. Higgins, “The Latin Text of Luke in Marcion and Tertullian,” vc 5 (1951): 1-42;
David S. Williams, “On Tertullian’s Text of Luke,” SecCent 8 (1991): 193—99; and Tenney,
“The Quotations from Luke in Tertullian as Related to the Texts of the Second and Third
Centuries” (Ph.D. diss., Harvard University, 1944). For a discussion of the problems in
these studies, cf. my article referenced below in n. 12.

10  For Harnack’s view and arguments, cf. Marcion, 178*-181*. Ulrich Schmid comments that
Harnack was also the first to posit that Tertullian used a Latin translation of Marcion’s
Apostolikon (cf. Schmid, Marcion und sein Apostolos, 40). In 1914 Harnack still believed
that Tertullian had Greek copies of Marcion’s works (cf. “Tertullians Bibliothek christ-
licher Schriften,” sPaw [1914]: 324). In the following years Harnack’s examination of the
issue apparently led him to contend that Tertullian not only had Marcion’s biblical text
in Latin translation, but that he knew it exclusively in Latin translation (cf. Marcion, 77,
49™n2).
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copy of Marcion’s Apostolikon,” I have defended the view that Tertullian had
a Greek copy and not a Latin translation of Marcion’s Gospel when writing
Adversus Marcionem.!? In that article, I argued that in considering this issue
it is important not only to consider the differences in the Latin terms found
in the attested texts for Marcion’s Gospel and the citation of those same texts
elsewhere in Tertullian’s corpus, but also the similarities.!® Both these similari-
ties and differences must then be compared with readings in extant Old Latin
witnesses. On the one hand, the agreement of Latin terminology between
Marcion’s Gospel and Tertullian’s text against the attested readings in Old
Latin witnesses becomes an argument against Tertullian working from a Latin
copy of Marcion’s Gospel, and, on the other hand, differences in the terminol-
ogy between Marcion’s Gospel and Tertullian’s text, where neither reading is
attested in the extant witnesses, may also confirm that the variation is due
to Tertullian’s own translations rather than his working from a Latin copy of
Marcion’s Gospel. An examination of the 87 Greek terms rendered in verses
attested both for Marcion’s Gospel and elsewhere in Tertullian’s corpus reveals
that Marcion’s Gospel and Tertullian’s text agree in their Latin renderings on
51 occasions, or 59% of the time. Of these 51 agreements, in about one-third
of them the agreement is in renderings that are completely unique or rather
uncommon in the extant Latin textual tradition for that verse. In addition,
when Marcion’s Gospel and Tertullian’s text disagree, 69% of the time one
of their respective renderings is not found within, or only at the periphery of,
the surviving Old Latin textual tradition. It is surely simpler to explain these
phenomena from the perspective that Tertullian himself is largely responsible
for the Latin of Marcion’s text as he translated it ad hoc from the Greek than
to persist in Harnack’s view that Tertullian had a Latin translation of Marcion’s

11 Though Harnack’s position found significant support in the twentieth century, several
scholars have now questioned and challenged his view. Cf,, e.g., Hermann Josef Frede, ed.,
Epistulae ad Ephesios (VL 24/1; Freiburg: Herder, 1962-1964), 30* and idem, ed., Epistulae ad
Philippenses et ad Colossenses (VL 24/2; Freiburg: Herder, 1966-1971), 9; Bonifatius Fischer,
“Das Neue Testament in lateinischer Sprache: Der gegenwirtige Stand seiner Erforschung
und seine Bedeutung fiir die griechische Textgeschichte,” in Die alten Ubersetzungen des
Neuen Testaments, die Kirchenviterzitate und Lektionare: Der gegenwdrtige Stand ihrer
Erforschung und ihre Bedeutung fiir die griechische Textgeschichte (ed. K. Aland; ANTF 5;
Berlin: de Gruyter, 1972), 10-11, 26n73, and 31n88; Clabeaux, A Lost Edition, 49-57; and
Schmid, Marcion und sein Apostolos, 40-59.

12 Cf Dieter T. Roth, “Did Tertullian Possess a Greek Copy or Latin Translation of Marcion’s
Gospel?,” vc 63 (2009): 429—67.

13 This point was also made by Schmid, Marcion und sein Apostolos, 46.
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Gospel when he wrote Adversus Marcionem.}* Undoubtedly, the view that
Tertullian is translating from the Greek rather than copying from a Latin
Vorlage will lead one to view his testimony to Marcion’s Gospel somewhat dif-
ferently than Harnack.!>

4.2 Tertullian’s Testimony Concerning Marcion’s Gospel

4.21  Statistical Analysis of Tertullian’s Testimony

Even a cursory glance at the tables in chapter three reveals that Tertullian’s
testimony is crucial for our knowledge of the text of Marcion’s Gospel. As
already mentioned in the introduction, Tertullian makes reference to 438
verses in Marcion’s Gospel. It is striking that of the 486 verses attested as pres-
ent in this text, 90% of them are attested by Tertullian. When one also takes
into account that Tertullian is the sole witness for 328 verses, comprising 67%
of the total verses attested as present in Marcion’s Gospel, his vital impor-
tance in any attempt to reconstruct Marcion’s text is evident.'® Therefore,
even though the reconstruction of Marcion’s Gospel ultimately requires bring-
ing together the entire extant testimony from all the sources, the obvious first
step is critically establishing Tertullian’s testimony.

4.2.2  Book Four of Adversus Marcionem

The tables in the previous chapter also reveal the rather systematic way in
which Tertullian’s testimony to Marcion’s text is set forth in book 4 of Adversus
Marcionem. In this book, Tertullian continues his refutation of Marcion by
working through Marcion’s Gospel, though also having Marcion’s Antitheses
in view (Marc. 4112, 4.6), in order to refute Marcion on the basis of his own
text.!” With very few exceptions, Tertullian appears to be commenting on the

14  For the full argument cf. the article referenced in n. 12.

15 Cf. also the observations by Schmid, Marcion und sein Apostolos, 40 and 4on31.

16 David C. Parker, e.g,, has recently reiterated that Tertullian is “our chief source for recov-
ering Marcion’s text” (The Living Text of the Gospels [ Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1997, 66).

17 For background information and discussion of the entirety of Adversus Marcionem cf.
Braun (trans.), Contre Marcion I, 7-80; I11, 7—39; IV, 17-49; and V, 15-65; Schmid, Marcion
und sein Apostolos, 35-39; and now especially Lukas, Rhetorik. Prior to Hahn it was occa-
sionally questioned whether Tertullian actually had Marcion’s text in hand; however,
Hahn effectively refuted the notion and convincingly demonstrated that Tertullian was,
as he claimed, refuting Marcion from “the heretic’'s” own Gospel (cf. Hahn, Evangelium
Marcions, 91-105). To my knowledge no persuasive challenge to this view arose in any of
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verses in Marcion’s Gospel in the order in which he found them.!® Even more
significantly, as Tertullian works his way through Marcion’s text there are
indications that he does so without referring to his own text of Luke. Perhaps
the clearest example of this fact is when Tertullian accuses Marcion of having
changed payatpav to Stopeptopéy in Luke 12:51. The difficulty is that pdyatpay is
the reading of Matt 10:34 and, according to IGNTP, never, apart from the 13th-
century minuscule 1242, appears in Luke 12:51.19 If Tertullian were consistently
checking his own text of Luke, it is difficult to imagine how such an error could
have occurred. Tertullian apparently did not consult his own copy of Luke even
when accusing Marcion of making an alteration.20

Finally, as Tertullian draws closer to the conclusion of his work against
Marcion, he discusses fewer pericopes and often employs more general refer-
ences to Marcion’s Gospel. This observation has often been made in scholarly
works and is undoubtedly relevant when attempting to reconstruct readings
in Marcion’s text as the precision with which Tertullian is working clearly
declines towards the end of book four of Adversus Marcionem.!

the subsequent eras of debate on Marcion’s Gospel. On Tertullian’s method of arguing
against Marcion cf. Braun (trans.), Contre Marcion 1v, 26—28 and Lukas, Rhetorik, 215-16.

18  There are instances in which verses within a pericope do not appear to be addressed
in the order in which they appeared in Marcion’s text. Minor examples include Marc.
4.24.1—7 (Luke 10:1-11), 4.26.11 (Luke 11:114—20), 4.29.6 (Luke 12:35-37), 4.37.4 (Luke 19:22—
26), 4.38.1-2 (Luke 20:1-8), and 4.42.7-8 (Luke 23:50-56). More significant are 4.20.1 (Luke
8:22-25), 4.27.1-6 (Luke 11:37-43), and 4.43.2—5 (Luke 24:1-11). The position of Luke 6:5
(4.16.5) may also be an instance of Tertullian altering the order of Marcion’s text; however,
the reading in D complicates the issue (cf. n. 61 below).

19  In Roth, “Marcion’s Gospel: Relevance, Contested Issues, and Reconstruction,” 293 an
error led to the statement that it was “the corrector of the 13th-century minuscule 1242”
and not the original hand which had this reading.

20  Volckmar noted this example to support his contentions that Tertullian not only did not
consult his own text of Luke, but also was most familiar with Matthew, a point to which
I return below (Evangelium Marcions, 30—31). Along similar lines Zahn, Geschichte, 2:471
took issue with the statement of Westcott and Hort in their appendix when they noted,
concerning Tertullian’s comments on the Lord’s Prayer in Adversus Marcionem, “whether
according to his own text, or Marcion’s, or both, is as usual uncertain” (New Testament:
Introduction, Appendix, 60). Cf. also Zahn'’s discussion of Luke 12:51 along with Luke 23:34
where he thinks Tertullian is remembering John 19:23 (Geschichte, 1:604).

21 For Tertullian’s “hastening towards the conclusion,” cf, e.g., Zahn, Geschichte, 1:604—5
and Lukas, Rhetorik, 320, 322. Lieu observes that Tertullian’s “attention to detail decreases
rapidly as the Book progresses” (“Marcion’s Gospel and the Synoptic Problem,” 734).
Concretely, Lieu notes that by the time Tertullian reaches the end of Marcion’s Gospel “he
is becoming increasingly summary, spending less than 150 lines of a recent critical edition
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4.3 Tertullian’s Citation Habits

As already noted, Schmid’s work on Marcion’s Apostolikon has helpfully iden-
tified and established numerous citation habits of Tertullian related to the
shortening of verses, content-created alterations, rhetorical changes, transla-
tional variants, and changes due to the flow of argument.?2 Many of these ten-
dencies also appear in Tertullian’s references to Marcion’s Euangelion, though
just as some citation habits noted by Schmid are more relevant for the epis-
tles, the issue of the presence or absence of influence from synoptic parallels,
irrelevant in Schmid’s study, factors significantly in Tertullian’s citations from
Marcion’s Gospel.

Though Schmid organized his analysis under the various identified citation
habits, for two reasons I have elected to present the verses in canonical order.
First, in this way the layout largely follows the order in which the elements
appear in Tertullian’s work and there is greater ease of reference to the sig-
nificant number of attested verses. Second, and more significantly, numerous
passages evidence several different citation habits shaping the reference, and
the organization of the data by verse rather than by citation habit allows mul-
tiple habits to be discussed simultaneously. One drawback of this approach,
however, is that all the evidence for a particular citation habit is not gathered
together under one heading. For this reason, an overview of a few citation
habits, additional to those demonstrated by Schmid, will be provided in the
following pages.22 In this way, an awareness of the significant issues in evalu-
ating Tertullian’s testimony can be provided before attention is given to the
individual verses.

[Moreschini’s in the sc volume] on Luke 23—-24 compared with 570 lines on Luke 4-5"
(“Marcion and the New Testament,” 411).

22 Cf. Schmid, Marcion und sein Apostolos, 62—105. Schmid also offered sub-categories for
numerous of these headings including, (1) simple omissions, (2) shortening of citations
with multiple elements, (3) omissions in christological titles, (4) simplification of expres-
sion, (5) improvement/non-improvement of readings, (6) Vetus Testamentum in Novo,
(7) alterations due to particular interpretations, (8) rhetorical questions, (9) rearranging
sentences in parallel construction, and (10) verb voice. In addition, Schmid also consid-
ered explicit comments on readings in Marcion’s text and glosses implying readings in
Marcion’s text (cf. ibid., 105-21).

23 Examples are often provided for each identified citation habit, though the full data set is
found only by working through the actual analysis of every verse in this and the following
chapter.
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4.31  Variations in Conjunctions

Tertullian exhibits significant variation in his use of conjunctions in passages
he is citing. The tendency alternately to omit, include, or change a conjunc-
tion is evident in numerous multiply-cited texts. For example, in Luke 6:27
enim is variously attested and unattested, and Tertullian seems to be adding
et into the verse; in Luke 818 the almost universally attested xal may twice
be rendered with autem; in Luke 9:24 he may have used et for 8¢ in Adversus
Marcionem (though the parallel Matt 10:39 reads xaf), but no conjunction
appears in the citation in Scorp. 11.1; in Luke 9:26 Tertullian omits the nearly
uniformly attested opening ydp in every citation and appears to add a medial
et; in Luke 12:2 Tertullian includes the opening autem in Adversus Marcionem,
though twice when he elsewhere cites the parallel Matt 10:26 he does not ren-
der the opening ydp; and in Luke 20:36 Tertullian offers the reference to being
like angels both with and without enim. Therefore, great care needs to be taken
before drawing conclusions concerning conjunctions in Marcion’s text.24

4.3.2  Word Order and Altering the Position of Pronouns

Tertullian’s citations exhibit considerable variation in the rendering of the
word order in biblical citations. For example, Tertullian attests three differ-
ent word orders in his three citations of the phrase “Are you the Son of God?”
attested for Luke 22:70 (Marc. 4.41.4—5). In addition, a particularly prominent
tendency is the fluidity evidenced by Tertullian in his placement of pronouns
in his citations. It is therefore problematic to invest too much confidence in
Tertullian’s word order reflecting that of Marcion’s text.?5 Thus, concern-
ing Tertullian’s testimony to Marcion’s text, regardless of whether Tertullian
was working with a Greek copy or Latin translation of that text, significant
caution needs to be employed before attributing any significance to variant
word order, especially when it involves pronouns. On this point Schmid rightly
observes

Wortstellungsvarianten beim Zeugen Tertullian gelten fiir sich betrachtet
grundsitzlich als nicht signifikant. Lediglich in Verbindung mit weit-
eren charakteristischen Lesarten in einem Vers konnen sie bedeutsam
werden.26

24  The following discussion reveals just how often Harnack, and to some extent Tsutsui,
derived conclusions concerning Marcion’s text from the conjunction attested by Tertullian
in a certain verse.

25  Once again, it is noteworthy how often Harnack relies on Tertullian’s testimony for the
specific ordering of elements in Marcion’s text.

26 Schmid, Marcion und sein Apostolos, 61.



90 CHAPTER 4

4.3.3  Useof Future Tense

It also appears that Tertullian is at times inclined to use the future tense when
interacting with and citing the biblical text. Some examples of this phenom-
enon can be found in Luke 6:22, 10119, 12:20, and 20:35. The same phenomenon
is attested in Tertullian’s citation of the Lxx of Isa 63:9 in Marc. 4.22.11 where
Braun notes, “Le futur ici utilisé permet d’intégrer la citation dans la perspective
qui est celle de T[ertullian]” and Lukas comments “Das Vergangenheitstempus
des Originaltextes wurde hier von Tertullian in ein ‘passenderes’ Futur
ibergefiihrt.”27

4.3.4 General Inclination to Matthean Accounts

For those passages in Luke that have Matthean parallels, Tertullian demon-
strates a general tendency to cite or refer to the Matthean version.?® This ten-
dency is exhibited in two ways. First, Tertullian reveals his greater familiarity
with Matthew through errors that he commits. Luke 12:51 was already discussed
above, and Tertullian’s memory error there is attributable to his familiarity with
the Matthean phrasing.2® Another telling error occurs in Tertullian’s discus-
sion of the beatitude found in Luke 6:20. Though Tertullian in his first citation
correctly writes dei regnum (Marc. 4.14.1) when he shortly thereafter interpo-
lates Isa 61:1—3 with Luke 6:20—22 he slips into the Matthean regnum caelorum
(Marc. 4.14.13).39 Second, apart from errors, in multiply-cited passages numer-
ous instances reveal Tertullian’s tendency to offer the Matthean passage in ref-
erences outside of Adversus Marcionem. A few examples of this occurrence are
found in Luke 6:20 (Matt 5:3), 6:22 (Matt 5:11), and 12:8 (Matt 10:32).

27 Braun (trans.), Contre Marcion, 286n4 and Lukas, Rhetorik, 274m291.

28 This point was already noted and discussed, though in less detail than here, by Volckmar,
Evangelium Markions, 30-31. Of course, this is not to say that Tertullian is never influ-
enced by the Lukan version of an account. Examples of this phenomenon can be found
in Luke 8:18; 12:24, and 21:25-26. One of Aalders’s conclusions in his study on Tertullian’s
quotations from Luke stated “Ter. often quotes from memory and by doing so mixes up
the synoptic gospels” (“Tertullian’s Quotations,” 282). I would simply add that this “mixing
up” often inclines to the Matthean reading, and Aalders himself makes reference to at
least eight instances where Tertullian’s citations of Luke may have come under Matthean
influence (ibid., 260-79).

29  For further comments on this memory slip cf. Roth, “Matthean Texts,” 596-97.

30 A similar phenomenon occurs with Luke 11:15, where in Marc. 4.26.11 Tertullian cites it in
its Lukan form, but when he references the passage again in Marc. 4.28.2 he offers it in one
of its Matthean forms (Matt 12:24). It is also possible that when Tertullian provides a sec-
ond reference to Luke 11:52, the use of nec alios sineret reveals the influence of Matt 23:13.
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The custom of citing from Matthew affects the analysis of Tertullian’s tes-
timony to Marcion’s text in two ways. First, when Tertullian incontrovertibly
attests a Lukan reading, there is a greater likelihood, though far from certainty,
that the phrasing is arising from Marcion’s text. Conversely, when Tertullian
attests a Matthean reading for Marcion’s text, though a harmonization to
Matthew’s Gospel may have been present in Marcion’s text, the possibility of
the phrasing being due to Tertullian’s greater familiarity with Matthew must
always be kept in mind.3!

4-4 Tertullian as a Source: Multiple Citations

The remainder of this chapter begins the analysis of Tertullian’s testimony
concerning the text of Marcion’s Gospel by considering all of the texts with
multiple citations in the works of Tertullian. The vast majority of these mul-
tiple citations involve the citation of the verse in a work other than Adversus
Marcionem; however, at times a multiple citation within the latter also pro-
vides insight into Tertullian’s attestation of Marcion’s text and is therefore
included here. The analysis of readings is conducted with the reconstructions
of Marcion’s Gospel by Harnack and Tsutsui consistently in view.32 At times
the works and views of other scholars who have studied Marcion’s text will
also be referenced.33 The following multiply-cited passages in Tertullian’s cor-
pus formed the basis for establishing the characteristic elements of his citation
habits mentioned above, and the insights gained from these passages subse-
quently undergird the following chapter’s analysis of passages that are not
multiply cited outside of Adversus Marcionem and where multiple references
within Adversus Marcionem do not provide insight into citation habits.

31 It is particularly the occurrence of “unconscious influence” errors, as in the second cita-
tion of Luke 6:20, that belies Zahn’s contention that it is “eine willkiirliche Annahme, er
[Tertullian] habe in seine Ubersetzungen und freie Reproductionen des vor ihm liegen-
den marcionitischen Textes Erinnerungen an den katholischen Text sei es des Lucas oder
des Matthéus einflief}en lassen” (Geschichte, 2:453).

32 Focusing on these two works is fairly self-evident since the former is the current, standard
scholarly text for Marcion and the latter is the most recent attempt to reconstruct the text.

33 The next most frequently invoked work is that of Zahn, who, as noted in chapter 2, pro-
vided the most important reconstruction of Marcion’s Gospel before Harnack. Earlier
works will not be entirely ignored, though the reader interested in details is referred to
the respective works, as well as to the helpful overview found in Harnack, Adolf Harnack:
Marcion: die Dorpater Preisschrift (1870), 146—53.
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4.41  Luke 4:32

4.7.73%—Stupebant autem omnes ad doctrinam eius. Plane. Quoniam, inquit, in
potestate erat sermo eius, . .. | 4.7.8—Alioquin non stuperent, sed horrerent, nec
mirarentur, sed statim aversarentur [if teaching had been against the law and
the prophets] ... | 4131—Adhuc in vigore obstupescebant in doctrina eius; erat
enim docens tamquam virtutem habens.

Though Luke 4:32 is not multiply cited outside of Adversus Marcionem,
the citations in two different contexts provide insight into Marcion’s Gospel.
From Tertullian’s quotation in 4.7.7, Harnack reconstructed Marcion’s text
as eEemhooovto 8¢ mavtes émi ) idorH adtod, 8t év éEouaia v & Adyog adTod.35
According to IGNTP this verse is quite uniform in the manuscript tradition,
though two readings require comment. First, éemAvooovto 3¢ is elsewhere
attested only in ff2, and even Harnack recognized that &¢ instead of xaf is “nicht
sicher.”36 In addition, mdvteg is attested elsewhere only in rl, sa, and Vaticani
Syriaci 268.37 Since there is no compelling reason in Tertullian’s argument for
him to have added the term, however, it may have been present in Marcion’s
text. A confirmation of the overall accuracy of Tertullian’s citation here is that
in 4.13.1, when Tertullian glosses a quotation of Isa 40:9, his recollection of the
content of this passage follows the phrasing of the parallel Matt 7:28-29//
Mark 1:22. Therefore, it seems that Tertullian’s interaction with Marcion’s
Gospel in 4.7.7 may well be governed by the reading in Marcion’s text.

4.4.2  Luke 4:34

4.7.9—Exclamat ibidem spiritus daemonis: Quid nobis et tibi est Iesu? venisti
perdere nos. Scio qui sis, sanctus dei. | 4.710—...at nunc discepto, quomodo
hoc eum vocari cognoverit daemon . . . | 4.712—Nam et praemisit: Quid nobis et
tibi?. .. Nec enim dixit: Quid tibi et nobis? sed: Quid nobis et tibi?... quam iam
videns adicit: Venisti perdere nos. | 5.6.7—. .. lesum autem et secundum nostrum
evangelium diabolus quoque in temptatione cognovit, et secundum commune
instrumentum spiritus nequam sciebat eum sanctum dei esse et lesum vocari et

34  References without the title of a work are to Adversus Marcionem. The divisions and Latin
text are those found in the sc volumes referenced in chapter 3, n. 13.

35  Harnack, Marcion, 184*.

36  Ibid, 185*. The sigla employed for referencing manuscripts are those found in Na28,
pp- 23*-34" (67*—78%), 792—819. The only additional siglum used is “oL” for the Old Latin
version.

37  Inthe NT mdvteg occurs with éxmAoow only in Luke 9:43.
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in perditionem eorum venisse. | Carn. Chr. 22.138—Deleant igitur et testimonia
daemonum filium David proclamantium ad lesum, . .. | Prax. 26.8—. .. hoc [that
he who was born of the virgin is the Son of God] et satanas eum in tempta-
tionibus novit: Si Filius Dei es; hoc et exinde daemonia confitentur: Scimus qui sis,
Filius Dei.3°

4.7.9 contains a quotation of Luke 4:34, and Tertullian’s argument in 4.7.12
reveals that the word order in the question was i Niv xat goi. Tertullian also
attests est before Iesu, though the opening interjection £x and Nalapnvé after
‘Ingod are not attested. Harnack believed the interjection to be missing, but
apparently did not believe éativ to be present.#? The interjection is not attested
in D or any OL manuscript, and it may have been absent in Marcion’s text.* It
is also possible, however, that Tertullian simply omitted the interjection at the
outset of his citation. éotiv is attested in ¢ and 1}, and after nobis in a. Tertullian
does not use est in 4.7.12, and it is unlikely that its presence in 4.7.9 is because
Tertullian saw it in Marcion’s text. Concerning Na{apnvé, Harnack succinctly
stated “Nalopyvé tendenzios gestrichen*? Even though Harnack could be
right, when Tertullian referred to this passage in 5.6.7 he stated that the evil
spirit knew that Jesus simply Iesum vocari.*3 It is noteworthy that immediately
prior to this statement Tertullian refers to the temptation account in Luke
4113 as “according to our Gospel” (secundum nostrum evangelium) but refer-
ences the account of the evil spirit as “according to [our] common document”
(secundum commune instrumentum). Tertullian is apparently content to name
Jesus as “Jesus” and to ascribe this simple designation to both the church’s own
and Marcion’s text. On the other hand, the fact that in 4.8.1—2 (the beginning
of the section discussing Luke 4:16—30) Tertullian states that Marcion’s Christ
ought to have rejected with horror any interaction with Nazareth since it was
associated with the Creator’s Christ may lead one to expect Tertullian to have
made some comment here if Marcion’s text had read "Inoov Nalopnvé.

Tertullian twice (4.7.9, 12) cites the unproblematic 4A9eg dmoAéoat Nuds. For
the final element of the verse Harnack reconstructed ofdo ti €, ¢ dytog tod

38  References to Tertullian’s works other than Adversus Marcionem follow the divisions and
Latin text found in the ccsL volumes referenced in chapter 3, n. 34.

39  Additional allusions to Luke 4:33-34 occur in 4.7.13-14.

40  Harnack, Marcion, 185*.

41 IGNTP indicates that it is also missing in 33, 2766¢, several versions, and a few church
fathers. The interjection does not appear in the parallel Mark 1:24.

42 Harnack, Marcion, 186*.

43 Tertullian here is in the midst of an argument against Marcion’s interpretation of 1 Cor 2:8.
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fe00.44 Tertullian’s curious reference in Prax. 26.8 to a phrase that does not
appear in the Gospels (Scimus qui sis, Filius Dei),*> and his inaccurate reference
to the devils crying out filius David in Carn. Chr. 22.11ends credence to the view
that here the Lukan scio and sanctus dei accurately reflect Marcion’s text.#6 On
the other hand, Harnack appealed to the passage in Adversus Praxean to sup-
port the absence of ce in Marcion’s text. Here, however, precisely the opposite
conclusion should be reached. Tertullian’s citation without the pronoun when
he is not following Marcion’s text may reveal that Tertullian himself is respon-
sible for its omission.#’

4.4.3 Lukesm

4.9.2—Denique relictis nauclis*® secuti sunt eum, ipsum intellegentes, qui
coeperat facere quod edixerat. | Bapt. 12.9—. . . patrem [et] navem et artem qua
vitam sustentabat deservit ...

Tertullian argues that Jesus’ words in Luke 510 were intended to make
Peter and the sons of Zebedee realize that he was fulfilling Jer 16:16, to which
Tertullian then adds the statement from 4.9.2 cited above. That Luke 5:11b lies
behind Tertullian’s comment is clear from the plural nauclis*® as opposed to
the singular navem, which Tertullian uses in Bapt. 12.9, rendering mAolov in
Matt 4:22.50 Tertullian’s focus upon fishermen, and possibly the statement
in Matt 4:22, could explain why, in his allusion here, Tertullian stated that they
left their boats (mentioned in Luke 5:11a) instead of simply mdvta (as found in

44 Harnack, Marcion, 185*.

45  Aalders, “Tertullian’s Quotations,” 262 refers to filius dei as “a licence” of Tertullian’s “pos-
sibly under the influence of Lk. 4,41.”

46  In Prax. 26.8 it appears as though Tertullian has conflated elements of Luke 5:34//Mark
1:24 and Matt 8:29, using the plural verb of Mark 1:24 (plural pronouns are used in all three
passages) and the address of Jesus from Matt 8:29. In Carn. Chr. 22.1 Tertullian has placed
the words of the blind men (Matt 9:27; 20:30) into the mouth of the demons (Matt 8:29).

47  One could contend that both Marcion’s and Tertullian’s texts did not contain the pro-
noun; however, given the fact that in Luke 4:34 only 1654, 1!, and references by Augustine,
Hilary, and Quodvultdeus (according to IGNTP) and in Mark 1:24 no manuscripts (accord-
ing to Tischendorf and von Soden) attest its absence, this view is less likely.

48  For this reading, following M and F against X and R and understood as a doubly apoco-
pated form of navicula, cf. Braun’s comments in Contre Marcion 1v, 114n2.

49  tomlolovisread in Luke 5:11in only two minuscules (472, 1009), along with a few Armenian
and Georgian manuscripts.

50  The use of navicula and navis in these allusions to Luke 5:11 and Matt 4:22 are simply vari-
ant translations of wAolov. Navis is significantly more common in Tertullian, as navicula
is used only here and twice in the singular in Bapt. 12.6—7 in reference to the mAolov in
Matt 8:24.



MULTIPLE CITATIONS 95

Luke 5:11b).5! Harnack offered only dgévtes xorotdnoay adté for Marcion’s text
of Luke 5:11, though mAola should also be considered as attested in 5:11a.52

4.4.4 Luke 5:20-21

4101—. .. qui dicturi erant: Quis dimittet peccata nisi solus deus? | 4.10.13—
Nam cum Iudaei, solummodo hominem eius intuentes, ... merito retractarent
non posse hominem delicta dimittere, sed deum solum, ...| 4.1014—[the Son
of Man] consecutum iudicandi potestatem, ac per eam utique et dimittendi
delicta—qui enim iudicat, et absoluit—, ut scandalo isto discusso per scriptu-
rae recordationem facilius eum agnoscerent ipsum esse filium hominis ex ipsa
peccatorum remissione. Denique nusquam adhuc professus est se filium hominis
quam in isto loco primum in quo primum peccata dimisit, id est in quo primum
iudicavit, dum absolvit. | Bapt. 10.3—Sed neque peccata dimittit neque spiritum
indulget nisi solus deus. | Bapt.12.8—. .. remittuntur tibi peccata. . . | Pud. 21.2—
Quis enim dimittit delicta, ni solus Deus?

Tertullian’s comments in 4.10.13, 14 seem to require Jesus’ words in v. 20,
though no reading can be reconstructed. The brief reference in Bapt. 12.8 that
appears to refer to Luke 5:20//Matt g:2//Mark 2:5 also provides no real point
of comparison for Marcion’s text. Tertullian’s testimony to the final element
in Luke 5:21 occurs twice in 4.10. It is worth noting that in the citation in 4.10.1
there is no reference to the ability (Vvatat) to forgive sins; however, in 4.10.13
this element is attested.53 Its absence in the former citation should not be used
to posit an omission in Marcion’s text as neither the citation of Luke 5:21//Mark
2:7 in Pud. 21.2, nor the apparent allusion to this verse in Bapt. 10.3 contains a
direct reference to the ability or power to forgive sins. In addition, the use of
the future dimittet in 4.10.1 could be due to Tertullian’s citation habit, in spite
of his writing dimittit in Pud. 21.2 and Bapt. 10.3. Thus, Harnack is probably
generally correct in reconstructing SVvortat delvat apaptiog el uy) pévog 6 Bedg.>
It should be noted, though, that the reading dgeiva duaptiog is elsewhere unat-
tested. B, D, and E read apopticag dpeivat and all other witnesses read dgtévat
aupaptiag, as in Mark 2:7. Tertullian also varies the word order in his citations,
and thus no firm decision can be made on whether Marcion read an aorist or
present infinitive or on the order of the elements in his text. In addition, the

51 Thus, Tsutsui’s suggestion that Tertullian is attesting a Marcionite alteration, though per-
haps possible, is unnecessary (“Evangelium,” 78-79).

52 Harnack, Marcion, 188*.

53  Itistherefore not quite correct when IGNTP states “ ‘will forgive’ Marcion ap TE.

54  Harnack, Marcion, 189*.
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omission of the nearly uniformly attested tig must have been an oversight by
Harnack as Tertullian cites it (quis).

4.4.5 Lukes:31

411.1—Atquin [Christ] probavit potius Iudaeos, dicendo medicum sanis non esse
necessarium, sed male habentibus. | Pud. 9.12—Venerat Dominus utique, ut quod
perierat salvum faceret, medicus languentibus magis quam sanis necessarius. |
Res. 9.4—. .. etsi inbecillam [the flesh], sed Medicum non desiderant nisi male
habentes;. ..

That Tertullian likely provides an accurate adaptation of Luke 5:31 can be
seen in the phrase male habentibus, reflecting the Greek ot xaxég éxovteg. The
same adverb plus participle construction is used in Res. 9.4 where Tertullian
citesLuke 5:31//Matt 9a12//Mark 2:17 in the midst of a series of biblical citations.5®
When Tertullian’s argument remains close to the wording of the biblical text
he continues to use male or malus;>6 however, when he is simply referring to
the concept of the text he avoids this rendering, and may be “improving” the
reading, as seen in Pud. 9.12 or in the conclusion to the argument in 4.11.3 (Hoc
similitudo praeiudicat, ab eo magis praestari medicum ad quem pertinent qui
languent).5

4.4.6  Luke 5:36-37

3.15.5—Quomodo denique docet novam plagulam non adsui veteri vestimento,
nec vinum novum veteribus utribus credi, . . . | 4.11.9—Errasti in illa etiam domini
pronuntiatione qua videtur nova et vetera discernere. Inflatus es utribus veteribus
et excerebratus es novo vino, atque ita veteri, id est priori evangelio, pannum hae-
reticae novitatis adsuisti. | 411.10—Nam et vinum novum (s non committit in vet-
eres utres qui et veteres utres habuerit, et novum additamentum nemo inicit veteri
vestimento nisi cui non defuerit et vetus vestimentum. | Or. 11—Oportebat enim
in hac quoque specie novum vinum novis utribus recondi et novam plagulam

55 In Res. 9.4 Tertullian cites from 2 Cor 12:9; Luke 5:31//Matt g:12//Mark 2:17; 1 Cor 12:13;
Luke 19:10; Ezek 18:23; and Deut 32:39. The only difference between Matt g9:12//Mark 2:17
and Luke 5:31 in the phrase under consideration is the use of ioybovteg in the former and
Uytaivovteg in the latter.

56  Tertullian uses this adverb/adjective twice as he continues his argument in 4.11.2.

57  Tertullian also uses langueo to speak of illness in 1.2.2, 4.14.13; An. 24.5; Cor. 8.2; and
Res. 42.14. On male habere and bene habere being the revival of an old literary form cf.
Philip Burton, The Old Latin Gospels: A Study of their Texts and Language (OECS; Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2000), 132—33.
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novo adsui vestimento. | Res. 44.3—Perituris enim peritura creduntur, sicut vet-
eribus utribus novum vinum.

Harnack recognized that this parable “im Wortlaut genau nicht mehr fest-
zustellen [ist],” an assessment with which Tsutsui agrees.>® The parable is
also attested by Epiphanius, Ephrem, Philastrius, and in the Adamantius
Dialogue, which means that here, and whenever there are multiple witnesses
to Marcion’s text, no final conclusion concerning readings in that text can
be made without considering the testimony of those witnesses. Concerning
Tertullian’s testimony, first, in 4.1.9-10, Tertullian twice makes reference to the
wine and then to the patch, which is the order found in Gos. Thom. 47. This
is different from Tertullian’s order in 3.15.5, where the reverse order, found in
the Synoptic Gospels (Matt 9:16-17//Mark 2:21-22//Luke 5:36-37), is followed.
When considering only Tertullian’s testimony, some hesitancy about conclud-
ing that Tertullian definitively attests the reverse order of the elements for
Marcion’s Gospel arises as Tertullian himself chose the variant order—wine
then patch—in Or. 1.1. Second, Tertullian employed a word-play in his accu-
sations leveled against Marcion in 4.11.9 that is suggestive of the underlying
reading. The phrase pannum haereticae novitatis>® seems to play on éniinpa
pdoug dyvagpou (as in Matt 9:16//Mark 2:21) and not on the Lukan éniAnpo dmoé
tpartiov xawod (Luke 5:36).60

4.4.7 Luke 6:5

412.11—. .. dominus sabbati dictus .. .5! | 416.5—...dominus et sabbati et legis
et omnium paternarum dispositionum Christus . .. | Carn. Chr.151—. .. Dominus
est sabbati filius hominis.

58 Harnack, Marcion, 189" and Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 79.

59  There is no real significance in the various renderings of énifnua (plagula, additamen-
tum, and probably pannus) and émBdMw (inicere and adsuere) in Tertullian’s allusions as
they are indicative of not only his own vocabulary variation, but also the large amount of
variation in the OL manuscripts for Matt 9:16-17//Mark 2:21-22//Luke 5:36-37 (cf. Roth,
“Did Tertullian Possess?,” 447—48).

60  Tsutsui also notes Tertullian’s word-play (“Evangelium,” 80).

61 Tertullian makes reference to this verse after citing Luke 6:9. Both Harnack, Marcion, 190*
and Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 81 posit that Luke 6:5 came at this point and not after Luke 6:4 in
Marcion’s text. Given that 6:5 follows 6:10 in D and d, this view is possible. Heinrich Joseph
Vogels argued not only that Marcion was responsible for this relocation but also that
Marcion is responsible for the saying uniquely attested in Luke 6:4 of D, even if that saying
was not present in Tertullian’s and Epiphanius’s copies of Marcion’s Gospel (Evangelium
Palatinum: Studien zur dltesten Geschichte der lateinischen Evangelieniibersetzung [NTA
12.3; Minster: Aschendorffschen Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1926], 97—-98; Hugo Grotius,
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This verse is also cited by Epiphanius. Tertullian twice makes a passing
allusion to Christ being “Lord of the Sabbath,” with the emphasis falling on
Christ being the protector of the Sabbath that belonged to him (4.12.11) or
on Christ being the interpreter of the Sabbath (4.16.5). In Carn. Chr.15.1, when
Tertullian cites the entire statement, Tertullian is responding to Valentinus’s
docetism as he cites numerous passages where Jesus refers to himself as “man”
or “Son of Man.” As the shorter and longer citation are easily explainable due to
the course of Tertullian’s argument, his truncated reference to Luke 6:5 cannot
be used to posit an omission in Marcion’s text.

Annotationes in libros evangeliorum: cum tribus tractatibus & appendice eo spectantibus
[Amsterdam: Ioh. & Cornelium Bleuv, 1641], 674 appears to have been the first to sug-
gest that a Marcionite was responsible for this short pericope. The relevant statement
by Grotius can also be found in J. Duncan M. Derrett, “Luke 6:5D Reexamined,” NovT 37
[1995]: 233n5). Alternatively, Christian-B. Amphoux contended that Marcion evidences a
text that is an intermediary between that of D and the rest of the textual tradition, with
Marcion having omitted the saying in Luke 6:4 of D (“La révision marcionite du ‘Notre
Pere’ de Luc (11, 2-4) et sa place dans l'histoire du texte,” in Recherches sur Uhistoire de la
Bible latine: Colloque organisé a Louvain-la-Neuve pour la promotion de H,J. Frede au doc-
torat honoris causa en théologie le 18 avril 1986 [ed. R. Gryson and P. Bogaert; CRTL 19;
Louvain-la-Neuve: la Faculté de Théologie, 1987], 113-14). Delobel, however, argues that
Tertullian’s text does not permit any of these conclusions and contends that Tertullian
himself is responsible for the delayed allusion to Christ as “Lord of the Sabbath.” Delobel
notes that Tertullian makes reference to dominum sabbati in 412.1 and 4.12.11, thus form-
ing an inclusio (“Extra-Canonical Sayings,” 107-8; cf. idem, “Luke 6, 5 in Codex Bezae: The
Man who Worked on Sabbath,” in A cause de l‘évangile: Etudes sur les Synoptiques et les
Actes: Offerts au P. Jacques Dupont, O.S.B. a l'occasion de son 70¢ anniversaire [LD 123; Paris:
Cerf, 1985], 469—70). Yet, Delobel does not mention that editors of Adversus Marcionem
are not agreed as to whether the reading in 4.12.1 should be deum sabbati or dominum sab-
bati (cf. Braun [trans.], Contre Marcion 1v, 152), though conceptually his argument could
be valid on either reading. It is also noteworthy that just before stating that Christ called
himself “Lord of the Sabbath” (4.12.11) Tertullian is speaking of divine works done for the
soul (drawn from Luke 6:9). In 4.12.14, referring back to Luke 6:1—4, he speaks of Christ
performing a work pro anima of the disciples in feeding them, revealing that Tertullian
has linked the two accounts dealing with the Sabbath and at least raising the possibility
that Tertullian withholds the reference to Christ as “Lord of the Sabbath” for the culmi-
nation of his argument. Finally, this is not the only instance where Tertullian alters the
order in which he discusses verses as part of his argument. Overall, therefore, Tertullian’s
testimony is too ambiguous for a definitive linking of Marcion’s text with the reading of D
in these verses.
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4.4.8 Luke 6:20
4.141—Beati mendici—sic enim exigit interpretatio vocabuli, quod in Graeco
est—quoniam illorum est dei regnum.%? | 4.14.13—. .. beati mendici, quoniam
illorum est regnum caelorum; . .. | Fug. 12.5—Felices itaque pauperes, quia illo-
rum, inquit, est regnum caelorum, qui animam solam in confiscato habent. | Idol.
12.2—Egebo. Sed felices egenos dominus appellat. | Pat. 11.6—. . . Beati pauperes
spiritu, illorum est enim regnum caelorum. | Ux. 2.8.5—Nam si pauperum sunt
regna caelorum, divitum non sunt, . . .63

Luke 6:20 is also attested by Epiphanius and Eznik. Several arguments point
to Tertullian providing an accurate quotation of Marcion’s text of Luke 6:20b
in 4.14.1. First, beati mendici supports the view that Marcion’s text read poxdptot
ol mtwyofi, because even though Tertullian often simply makes reference to “the
poor,” when he clearly cites the Matthean text in Pat. 11.6 he writes beatis pau-
peres spiritu.5* Second, that Marcion also read ¥ factAeio To0 8eod is confirmed
through the recognition that the Matthean reading (Matt 5:3) is the one toward
which Tertullian naturally, and probably unconsciously, inclines. In fact, when
Tertullian interpolates Isa 611—-3 with Luke 6:20-22 in 4.14.13, he slips back
into his regular pattern and writes beati mendici, quoniam illorum est regnum
caelorum. Finally, the accuracy in these two points would tend to indicate that

62 Moreschini follows the reading of M and Kroymann. 8 and the other editors, except
Pamelius and Rigaltus (who read regnum coelorum), read regnum dei.

63  Additional allusions to Luke 6:20 occur in 4.14.9 and 4.15.7. Elements of the discussion of
this verse appeared in summary form in Roth, “Marcion’s Gospel: Relevance, Contested
Issues, and Reconstruction,” 293.

64  Tertullian’s gloss—sic enim exigit interpretatio vocabuli, quod in Graeco est—in 4.14.1 on
the word mendici led Harnack to contend “Hieraus folgt, daf§ Tert. einen Bibeltext, der
‘mendici’ bot, nicht kannte (‘pauperes’ hief3 es allgemein), daf er aber (s. seine Ausfithrung
im folgenden) auf das prézise ‘mendici’ Gewicht legte (um der Weissagung willen) und es
daher hier einfiithrte” (Marcion, 191%). The second half of Harnack’s statement is undoubt-
edly true; yet, Harnack’s belief that Tertullian’s gloss is due to his knowledge, or lack
thereof, of readings in Latin texts is suspect. The gloss is not a justification for one Latin
term as opposed to another, but is used to argue that the Greek requires a term that links
the words of Christ to a litany of Psalms cited in 4.14.3—5. Variation of vocabulary in dif-
ferent contexts is commonplace in Tertullian. In fact, in addition to the lemma mendicus
offered in Adversus Marcionem, Tertullian uses pauper (Fug. 12.8; Pat. 11.6; Ux. 2.8.5) and
egenus (Idol. 12.2) to render the Greek ntwydés. Additionally, Harnack’s attempt to assign
beati to a Latin text of Marcion, a term with which Tertullian is supposedly uncomfort-
able and which he replaces with felices in his own comments, founders on Tertullian’s
own variation between felix (Fug. 12.8; Idol. 12.2) and beatus (Pat. 11.6) in citations of this
verse. This same variation in Tertullian’s works is found for several other beatitudes as
well (cf. Roth, “Did Tertullian Possess?,” 448, 450).
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illorum reveals the presence of the Matthean adtév and not the Lukan Opetépa
in Marcion’s text.> Nevertheless, Tertullian’s citations always offering illorum
means that an unconscious Matthean influence cannot be ruled out entirely.

4.4.9 Luke 6:21
4.14.9—DBeati esurientes, quoniam saturabuntur.% | gq14.11—Beati plorantes,

quia ridebunt. | 41413—... beati qui esuriunt, quoniam saturabuntur;. .. beati
qui plorant, quoniam ridebunt;...| Jejun. 15.6—...qui beatos non saturatos,
sed esurientes et sitientes pronuntiarit, . . . | Pat. 11.7—RBeati, inquit, ﬂentes atque

lugentes. . .. Itaque talibus et advocatio et risus promittitur.5”

In Marc 4.14.9, 11 Tertullian cites the two sayings of Luke 6:21. As was the
case in Luke 6:20, the sayings are not in the Lukan second person, but rather in
third person address (saturabuntur, ridebunt). These third person readings are
also attested in numerous manuscripts, and it is possible that Marcion’s text
contained this textual variant. Once again, however, Matthean influence on
Tertullian cannot be completely excluded from consideration. Secondly, the
vdv in both sayings of the verse in the Greek text is unattested. It may be that
Tertullian has simply omitted this adverb as his argument focuses on the pres-
ence of these promises before the coming of Christ.8 In the reference to Luke
6:25, however, where Tertullian is equally concerned with the teaching of the
Creator before the coming of Christ, Tertullian does include nunc. It is pos-
sible, therefore, that viv was missing in both sayings in Marcion’s text of Luke
6:21, but once again the evidence is not conclusive and Harnack’s “auch hier
fehlt viv” is overstated.®? At the same time, the overall accuracy of the citation
is confirmed by the absence of elements from Matthean beatitudes as the
allusion in Jejun. 15.6 appears to also have Matt 5:6 in the background, and
the allusion in Pat. 11.7 conflates elements of Luke 6:21 and Matt 5:4. Finally, the
participial forms esurientes and plorantes reflect the Greek participles since
when Isa 61:1-3 is interpolated with Luke 6:21 (4.14.13) Tertullian appears to

65 Harnack, Marcion, 191 and Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 82 both believe that the Matthean
reading was present in Marcion’s text.

66  Moreschini’s text reads quoniam, rejecting the readings qui in F and quia in X. Pamelius,
Rigalti, Oehler, and Evans read ipse saturabuntur.

67  Anadditional allusion to Luke 6:21 occurs in 4.14.10, and an additional allusion to Matt 5:4
occurs in Cor. 13.4.

68  According to IGNTP no other witnesses attest the omission of the first viv and very few
attest the omission of the second.

69  Harnack, Marcion, 191*.



MULTIPLE CITATIONS 101

be citing from memory and renders the meaning of the participles with qui
esuriunt and qui plorant.

4.410 Luke 6:22

414.14—Beati eritis, cum vos odio habebunt homines et exprobrabunt, et eicient
nomen vestrum velut nequam’ propter filium hominis. | Fug. 7.1—Felices qui
persecutionem passi fuerint causa nominis mei. | Pat. 8.3—Si linguae amaritudo
maledicto sive convicio eruperit, respice dictum: Cum vos maledixerint gaudete. |
Pat. 11.9—Cum vero: Gaudete et exultate dicit quotiens vos maledicent et perse-

quentur: merces enim vestra plurima in caelo, ...| Scorp. 9.2—. .. beati eritis,
cum vos dedecoraverint et persecuti fuerint et dixerint adversus vos omnia mala
propter me.. ..

Apart from the reference in Adversus Marcionem, Tertullian always refers to
this saying in its Matthean form. Given the absence of the Matthean elements
in the citation of Luke 6:22 here, it is likely that Tertullian reflects the wording of
Marcion’s text. Nevertheless, the quotation in 4.14.14 contains several notable
elements. First, Tertullian begins the citation with beati eritis. Harnack there-
fore reconstructed Marcion’s text as reading £oegfe instead of éote, and noted
that the future form is “sonst unbezeugt.””! This claim, however, is erroneous.”?
According to IGNTP, the future appears in §, most OL manuscripts, the Vulgate,
Ambrose, and Cyprian. At the same time it is notable that in Tertullian’s cita-
tion of Matt 5:11 in Scorp. 9.2, he also writes beati eritis, which, once again, is
attested by a handful of oL manuscripts.” It is possible that both Marcion’s
Gospel and Tertullian’s copy of Matthew contained €oeafe, but it may also be
that Tertullian simply chose to translate éote with a Latin future as he inter-
preted the meaning of the verb “to be” in the only beatitude that has a verb
after poxdpiot. Given that Tertullian elsewhere reveals a propensity to use the
future tense, €0egfe may not be the reading of Marcion’s text. In addition,
the fact that Tertullian continues with simple futures in 4.14.14 does not nec-
essarily mean that Marcion’s text read futures in Greek, even if there is some
manuscript evidence for this reading. Though the future perfect often renders

70  Moreschini’s text reads nequam with M, Rigalti, and Kroymann, rejecting malum in  and
the other editors.

71 Harnack, Marcion, 192*.

72 D. Plooij also noted the error (A Further Study of the Liége Diatessaron [Leiden: E.J. Brill,
1925], 78n1).

73 b, f q,and k, according to Itala.
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aorist subjunctives (as in Scorp. 9.2, Pat. 8.3, and Fug. 7.1), a simple future can
be used, and in any case Tertullian does use simple futures in Pat. 11.9.74

Second, Harnack also believed that Marcion’s text read dudg before the verb
uoéw because of the placement of vos in Tertullian’s citation, again wrongly
stating the reading to be unattested elsewhere.” It is true that Tertullian fol-
lows the Greek word order very closely for the remainder of the citation;”®
however, Tertullian often alters the position of pronouns. It is telling in this
case that Tertullian also places vos before the verb in Pat. 8.3, 1.9 and Scorp.
9.2.77 Thus, Tertullian’s own tendency may be at work, which would preclude
confidently moving dudg forward in Marcion’s text.

Finally, Tertullian’s quotation does not attest the second of the four phrases
in Luke 6:22, namely xat étav dgopicwatv budg. It is possible that the phrase was
missing in Marcion’s text; yet, given that Tertullian could have simply omitted
the phrase or the omission could have come about through parablepsis as a
scribe (or Tertullian) skipped from one xai to the next xai, it should be consid-
ered “unattested” and not “missing,” as is assumed by Harnack.”®

4.411  Luke 6:23

4151—Secundum haec, inquit, faciebant prophetis patres eorum. | Scorp.
9.2—...gaudete et exultate, quoniam merces vestra plurima in caelo: sic enim
faciebant et prophetis patres illorum: . ..

74  JohnThorley, in a comment on the difference between the aorist and present subjunctive
in Greek, notes “The distinction is well drawn out by the Vulgate translation, which in
most instances translates aorist subjunctives in clauses with dv, éav, and étav by a future
perfect and present subjunctives by a present or a simple future. (Latin future perfect
usage was itself not entirely consistent, in that a simple future was often regarded as suf-
ficient, and this doubtless explains the few cases where a simple future is used for the
aorist subjunctive)”
NovT 30 [1988]: 201).

75  Harnack, Marcion, 192*. Again the error was noted by Plooij, Further Study, 78n1 who

(“Subjunctive Aktionsart in New Testament Greek: A Reassessment,”

pointed out that it is the reading found in the Vulgate. It is also found in numerous oL
manuscripts, Ambrose, and Cyprian.

76 Note the order of the verbs, dveidilw and then éxBdMw, against the reverse order in D,
many oL manuscripts, and Cyprian.

77  In Matt 511 vos precedes different verbs in a b ¢ (maledicere), g' (odio habere), and h
(persequor). Tertullian’s dedecorare in Scorp. 9.2 is unattested in the OL manuscripts.

78  Harnack, Marcion, 192*. As noted by Schmid (cf. n. 22 above), it is not at all uncommon
for Tertullian to omit individual elements in multi-element lists. It is interesting that the
related Matthean form contains only three phrases, as opposed to Luke’s four, which
could also have influenced Tertullian’s citation of Luke 6:22.
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Luke 6:23b is also attested by Epiphanius. Both Harnack and Tsutsui pos-
ited the omission of Luke 6:23a by Marcion, but again Tertullian’s silence sim-
ply means that half of the verse is unattested.” The second half of the verse
is multiply cited, though in Scorp. 9.2 the citation is a conflation of Matt 5:12
and Luke 6:23.80 There, sic enim appears to attest the influence of Matt 5:12b
(otwg yap), which would increase the likelihood that secundum haec in 4.15.1
reveals the presence of the Lukan reading of numerous manuscripts, xatd
tadta, in Marcion’s text. In addition, Tertullian including enim in Scorp. 9.2
may indicate that Harnack’s question “Ob ydp mit D a ff2 | Ambros. gefehlt
hat?” could be answered in the affirmative.8! On the other hand, a simple omis-
sion by Tertullian cannot be ruled out. The inclusion of et in Scorp. 9.2,82 but
not in the citation of Marcion’s text, may reinforce that the remainder of the
verse in Marcion’s text read as Harnack reconstructed: émolovv tolg mpogitaig
ol Tatépeg adTAY.83

4.412 Luke 6:25

415.13—Ingerit vae etiam saturatis, quia esurient, etiam ridentibus nunc, quia
lugebunt. ... utique quia saturati estis, . . . utique ploraturi, qui nunc ridetis. Sicut
enim in psalmo: Qui seminant in lacrimis, in laetitia metent, ita in evangelio: Qui
in risu seminant, scilicet ex laetitia, in lacrimis metent. | Jejun. 15.6—. .. qui bea-
tos non saturatos, sed esurientes et sitientes pronuntiarit, . ..

79 Harnack stated “Da Tert. hier genau dem Texte folgt, aber 23a ausléfit, fehlte es, und das
folgt auch aus der Tendenz Marcions” (Marcion, 192*). However, Harnack did not explain
how he determined Tertullian’s accuracy, why such accuracy means Tertullian cannot
skip over elements in Marcion’s text, or what supposed Marcionite tendency is at work in
the omission. Equally unpersuasive is Tsutsui’s impression “Das Fehlen des Satzes scheint
mir an sich wahrscheinlich, und dafiir spricht auch der Parallelismus zwischen vv.22f.
und v.26, der sich durch die Auslassung von v.23a noch deutlicher hervorheben laft”
(“Evangelium,” 82-83).

80 It is possible that this conflation was present in Tertullian’s text of Matthew. However,
though U, b, and c add ot matépeg avt@v at the end of the verse (cf. Na28), k adds fratres
eorum, and sy replaces tolg 7tpo Du@v with ot matépeg adt@v (cf. von Soden), none of these
witnesses reads the Lukan verb motéw instead of the Matthean Siwxw. For this reason it
seems more likely that the conflation is due to Tertullian himself.

81 Harnack, Marcion, 192*. A few additional witnesses to the omission are provided in
IGNTP. Tsutsui agrees that the conjunction was absent in Marcion’s text, but also notes
that its omission was not due to Marcion (“Evangelium,” 83).

82  Attested elsewhere for Luke 6:23 only in the oL manuscripts b, f, and q.

83  Harnack, Marcion!, 173*. In the second edition Harnack placed 0pu@v in parentheses after
adt@v because of the testimony of Epiphanius (Marcion, 192¥).
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Harnack reconstructed this verse odai ol éumemAnauévot, 6Tt TEWATETE, ova of
yeA®vteg viv, 6Tt Tevbnoete.8* Three issues need to be discussed. First, Harnack
did not comment on the absence of Oyiv after both occurrences of odai, but it is
tenuous to assert its absence in Marcion’s text.85 Second, the absence of the first
viv is likely since it is omitted in numerous manuscripts, including A, D, and
all oL manuscripts, and the second viv is included. Finally, both Harnack
and Tsutsui noted the omission of xai xAadoete at the end of Tertullian’s
adaptation.®6 Neither of them noticed, however, that as Tertullian continues
his argument he connects the Gospel text to two OT citations (Is 6513 and
LXX Ps125:5), the second of which clearly includes a reference to this final ele-
ment.87 Thus, whether intentionally or unintentionally, it appears as though
Tertullian withheld reference to weeping/tears in the first instance, but then
drew an explicit parallel involving tears between LxX Ps 125:5 and the Gospel
(4.15.13). Unfortunately, since Tertullian’s allusion in Jejun. 15.6 seems to have
harmonized elements of Luke 6:25 with Matt 5:6 and possibly Luke 6:21, no
further insight into Marcion’s text can be gained on any of these points.

4.413 Luke 6:27—28
4.16.1—Sed vobis dico, inquit, qui auditis. .. Diligite inimicos vestros, et benedic-
ite eos qui vos oderunt, et orate pro eis qui vos calumniantur....Si enim qui
inimici sunt et oderunt et maledicunt et calumniantur fratres appellandi sunt,8
utique et benedici odientes et orari pro calumniatoribus iussit qui eos fratres dep-
utari praecepit. | 416.6—... et non modo non remaledicendi sed etiam benedi-
cendi,...| 4.271...vetat remaledicere, multo magis utique maledicere,...|
An. 35.2—. .. diligite enim inimicos vestros, inquit, et orate pro maledicentibus
vos ... | Pat. 6.5 [sic, 6.6]—. .. Diligite inimicos vestros et maledicentibus benedic-
ite et orate pro persecutoribus vestris ut filii sitis patris vestri caelestis.3?

Luke 6:27—28 is also attested in the Adamantius Dialogue. The reading of
these verses in Tertullian’s citation in 4.16.1 is unattested in the extant evidence

84 Harnack, Marcion, 192*.

85 Though there is some manuscript evidence for the omission, as will be seen in the next
chapter, Tertullian also does not include Opiv in his citation of Luke 6:24. The manuscript
evidence is much stronger for the omission of the second Optv in Luke 6:25.

86 Harnack, Marcion, 192* and Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 83. According to IGNTP the phrase is
missing in X, 158, 179, 213, and [299.

87  Braun (trans.), Contre Marcion 1v, 199 rightly notes the reference.

88  The reference to calling our enemies brothers is from Tertullian’s citation of Isa 66:5
immediately prior to this sentence.

89  Additional allusions to Luke 6:27—28//Matt 5:44—45 occur in 1.23.3; Apol. 31.2; Or. 3.4, 29.2;
Scap. 1.3; Spect. 16.6; and probably Apol. 37.1 and Idol. 21.5.
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for the NT text. The opening of the verse and the first and last commands
are relatively unproblematic as Harnack reconstructed AMa dutv Aéyw, Toig
dovouaty- dryamate Tovg €xBpods D@V (v. 27) and xal mpooebyeade mepl T@V
gnnpeaddvtwy Opds (v. 28).99 Na28 and the Textus Receptus (TR) read identically
here apart from the absence of xai before mpogetyeafe. 9 Tertullian’s lack of
consistency regarding conjunctions means that it ultimately cannot be deter-
mined whether he saw it in Marcion’s text or not.

The second command, as attested by Tertullian in 4.16.1, however, creates
difficulties in that it is a conflated form of the second and third element in
Luke 6:27—28. Since both the initial citation and a second reference attest the
conflation, Harnack stated “also war wirklich Glied zwei und drei (so Lukas)
in eines zusammengezogen;”9? yet, there are several problems with this view.
First, in between these two attestations to a shortened form, Tertullian makes
reference to those who curse, which is an element omitted in the references
immediately preceding and following this comment. Harnack argued that
Tertullian inserted maledicunt here due to his remembering the Catholic
text, though this would require Tertullian, in the space of a few short lines,
to have alternated between Marcion’s text, the Catholic text, and then back to
Marcion’s text. Though not impossible, such rapid alteration should at least
raise the question of probability, particularly when attention is given to the
next points.

Though Harnack mentioned the reference to cursing in 4.27.1, where
Tertullian explicitly says that Christ forbade “cursing in reply,” as further evi-
dence of the influence of the Catholic text, Harnack did not mention the much
closer occurrence in 4.16.6, where the same point is made. In addition, and per-
haps most significantly, two other references to Luke 6:27—28 or its parallel in
Matt 5:44 reveal how “imprecise” Tertullian is in his references to this passage.
In An. 35.2 Tertullian reproduces the Matthean text, though instead of praying
for those who persecute you, he has praying for those who curse you, a reading
otherwise unattested.93 It is the citation in Pat. 6.6, however, that is most tell-
ing. Here Tertullian has either conflated Luke 6:27—28 and Matt 5:44—45 or is
following the “Western” text of Matt 5:44—45. In either scenario, Tertullian has
omitted an element in the list: the command to do good to those who hate you.
Of course, it could be argued that simply omitting an item is different from

9o  Harnack, Marcion, 192*—93*.

91 Thereadings of the TR are taken from 1GNTP. For an explanation of that text cf. the intro-
duction to vol. 1 of IGNTP, vi—vii.

92  Harnack, Marcion, 193*.

93  There are also various forms in Tertullian’s allusions to this text listed in n. 89.
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conflating the two items, which is what has occurred in 4.16.1. Nevertheless,
Tertullian’s habit of generally citing these verses rather freely lends credence to
the view already expressed by Pamelius in his 1583-1584 edition of Tertullian’s
works that the form of the text in Adversus Marcionem is due to Tertullian him-
self.94 At the very least, the confidence with which Harnack offered the reading
ebAoYelTe Tovg puaodvrag OpAs for the Marcionite text must be questioned. One
final observation is that Tsutsui’s inclusion of oculum pro oculo et dentem pro
dente from Matt 5:38 at this point in Marcion’s text must be rejected as it is
based on a misunderstanding of both Tertullian and Harnack.95

4.414 Luke 6:29

4.16.2—. .. alteram amplius maxillam offerri iubens, et super tunicam pallio quo-
que cedi. | 4.16.6—Alioquin si tantum patientiae pondus non modo non repercu-
tiendi sed et aliam maxillam praebendi, . . . et non modo non retinendi tunicam,

sed et amplius et pallium concedend, . . . | Fug.13.1—Proinde inquit: qui tibi tuni-
cam sustulerit, vel etiam pallium concede. | Pat. 710—. . . nisi idem sit qui aufer-
enti tunicam etiam pallium offerre possit? | Pat. 8.2—. .. Verberanti te, inquit, in

faciem etiam alteram genam obverte.%%

This verse is also attested in the Adamantius Dialogue. Tertullian’s testimony
to the second half of Luke 6:29a in 4.16.2 could be rendering the Lukan mdpeye
xad v dMnv. That the Matthean atpéov, found in several minuscules, is not in
the Marcionite text is confirmed by Tertullian’s use of obvertere in the citation
of Matt 5:39 in Pat. 8.2, as opposed to offerre/praebere in 4.16.2, 6.97

94 Cf. Braun’s note in Contre Marcion Iv, 201n2.

95  InMatt 5:38—39 a reference to the lex talionis precedes the teaching on “turning the other
cheek.” In 4.16.1, however, Tertullian gives no indication that an element from Matt 5:38
was in Marcion’s Gospel text. Rather, he appears to be referring back to one of Marcion’s
antitheses in which the lex talionis was discussed (cf. 2.28.1-2; cf. 2.18.1), an antithesis
which Harnack (Marcion, 193*) and Braun (Contre Marcion 11, 220) think may be cited
here. In addition, when Tsutsui at this point in Luke 6:28 quotes Harnack’s comment
“Dann aber ist die Annahme unvermeidlich, daf} M. einen aus Luk. und Matth. gemi-
schten Text befolgt hat,” Tsutsui erroneously thinks that Harnack was referring to the
presence of Matt 5:38 in Luke 6:28. In reality, Harnack was speaking of the conflation of
Luke 6:29 with Matt 5:39 as found in the Greek text of Adam. 32,5-6 (1.15).

96  Additional allusions to Luke 6:29a//Matt 5:39 occur in 4.16.5 and Spect. 23.3.

97  Though obverte is not found in the oL manuscripts, the reading of d and k in Matt 5:39
is converte. In addition, it must be admitted that the citation here is not precise as there is
a general reference to striking faciem. Harnack’s positing mpéadeg from the attestation of
6:29b in the Adamantius Dialogue with the comment “denn Tert. schreibt: ‘amplius offeri
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Luke 6:2g9b is much more difficult to decipher. The main question con-
cerns the order of the elements of clothing in the Marcionite text. Luke has
the order tpatiov then yitwv, whereas Tertullian appears to attest the Matthean
order yttwv then ipatiov.98 According to IGNTP, in the manuscript tradition of
Luke this reversed order is attested in 1542%, b, ff2, g}, 1, r, and Irenaeus. At
the same time, since Tertullian always offers the items in this order one can-
not rule out the influence of the Matthean text on Tertullian’s rendering. In
addition, it would appear that Tertullian’s use of the verbs cedere/concedere are
closer to the sense of the Matthean reading than to the Lukan reading where
the text states tov it@va uy) xwAboys.%? In general, Tertullian’s testimony does
not allow for any definitive conclusions.

4.4.15 Luke 6:30
4.16.8—O0mni petenti te dato, .. .| 4.271—... iubet omni petenti dare .. .| Bapt.
181—... Omni petenti te dato . ..| Fug. 13.1, 2—Sed et omni petenti me dabo
in causa elemosinae, non in concussurae. Petenti, inquit. ... Atque adeo omni
petenti dari iubet, ipse signum petentibus non dat. | Mon. 11.2—. .. Omni petenti
te dabis . . 100

Tertullian appears to attest Luke 6:30a in its Lukan form (mavti aitodvti oe
didov), though the Latinisunable toindicate whetherthe definitearticle, attested
innumerous Greek manuscripts before aitotvti, was present in Marcion’s text.10!
In addition, the Majority Text,1°2 along with several other manuscripts includ-
ing A, D, and several OL manuscripts, reads 3¢ t after mavti. Again, the Latin
cannot indicate the presence or absence of the article, but the absence of the
conjunction in Tertullian’s testimony could be due to a simple omission and
cannot definitively be attributed to the reading in Marcion’s text. Finally, only
manuscript 33 attests the Matthean 3¢ here, and there is no good reason to

[sic]"” (Marcion, 193%) places too much weight on the (otherwise unattested) verb in the
Adamantius Dialogue for understanding the Greek behind Tertullian’s term.

98  For comments on the grammatical construction in 4.16.2 cf. Braun (trans.), Contre Marcion
1V, 202n2.

99  Cf. also the comments of Braun, ibid.

100 An additional allusion to Luke 6:30a occurs in 4.16.10.

101 In his reconstructed text Harnack wrote (t9?) (Marcion, 193%). It is not always clear what
Harnack intended to communicate through the use of parentheses (with or without a
question mark).

102 The term “Majority Text” is here used in the sense employed by Na28 in its explanation
of the Gothic “M” as a siglum in the apparatus (cf. the introduction to NA28, 15*-16%,
59"~60").
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doubt that Tertullian’s future imperative is rendering 3idov.193 It is interest-
ing to note that though Tertullian quotes 6:30a several times, 6:30b is never
included in those citations. Thus, it is here particularly evident how precarious
it is to posit omissions in Marcion’s text based solely on Tertullian’s silence.

4.416  Luke 6:31
4.16.13—Et sicut vobis fieri vultis ab hominibus, ita et vos facite illis. | 4.16.16—
Satis ergo iam tunc me docuit ea [the Creator| facere aliis quae mihivelim fieri. |
Scorp.10.3—. .. Quomodo vultis ut faciant vobis homines, ita et vos facite illis.
Harnack reconstructed Luke 6:31 xai xabag Opiv yiveaBot 8éAete mopd tédv
avOprymwy, oltw xal buels moteite avTols. 104 Tertullian’s attestation of the Lukan
opening to the verse is unproblematic, and it is interesting that quomodo in the
citation of Matt 7:12 in Scorp. 10.3 may have arisen out of the Lukan phrasing.15
It is also possible that duiv followed next in the text, though as already noted,
Tertullian often alters the position of pronouns in verses that he cites. Overall,
however, both Harnack and Tsutsui rightly commented on the singular nature
of the reading attested in 4.16.13.1°6 But, neither of them commented on the
interesting points of contact with the readings of Matt 7:12 in k and h, where k
reads volueritis ut fiant vobis homines bona ita et vos facite illis and h reads volu-
eritis bona vobis fieri ab hominibus similiter et vos illis facite. Though, accord-
ing to the apparatus of Tischendorf and von Soden, yivouat instead of motéw
is unattested in the Greek manuscript tradition of Matthew, that the former
underlies fiant/fieri in k and h is almost certain.1°? That Marcion’s text read
yiveaBau is likely, not only because of the double attestation of fieri (4.16.13, 16),
but also because in Scorp. 10.3 Tertullian writes faciant. It is also probable that

103 Note also the use of the future imperative in Bapt. 18.1 and a future indicative in Mon.
11.2, where Aalders referred to dabis as “a licence taken by Tert.” (“Tertullian’s Quotations,”
262). dato is not used in the oL manuscripts in either Luke 6:30 or Matt 5:42. Also worth
noting is that Tertullian always includes the Lukan omni in his citations, though several
oL manuscripts include it in Matt 5:42.

104 Harnack, Marcion, 193*-94*.

105 The apparatus of Tischendorf and von Soden list no attestation for xafcg appearing in the
Matthean text.

106 Harnack, Marcion, 193* and Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 84.

107  Of the other 85 occurrences of motéw in Matthew, no oL manuscript ever renders it with
feri. In addition, the vast majority of the 75 occurrences of yivopat in Matthew are ren-
dered by feri in the oL, even if, unsurprisingly, on occasion verbs like esse, efficere, or con-
tingere are employed.
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Marcion’s text read the indicative 6éAete and that the use of the subjunctive
velim in 4.16.16 is due to Tertullian’s argument.108

If the reading with a deponent infinitive is correct, regardless of the mood
of 0é\w, then Harnack is also likely correct in rendering ab with mapd, though
dvdpwymwy could have appeared with or without the article in Marcion’s text.
Once again, that Tertullian attests the expected homines in Scorp. 10.3 would
tend to confirm Tertullian’s attesting a different Greek text for Marcion than
that of Luke.109

Tertullian’s witness to the second half of the verse corresponds to the
Matthean word order verbatim. Since Tertullian is actually citing from Matthew
in Scorp. 10.3 the comparison does not help at this point, though it reveals the
possibility that Tertullian slipped into the Matthean version of the saying as he
finished the verse. It cannot be ruled out, however, that Marcion’s text read the
Matthean oltwg xal Opels motette abrols.

4.407 Luke 6:37

4.17.9—Nolite iudicare, ne iudicemini; nolite condemnare, ne condemnemini; dim-
ittite et dimittemini; .. .| Or. 7.3—Iam et alibi ex hac specie orationis: Remittite,
inquit, et remittetur vobis. | Pat. 10.7—Cum enim dicit: Nolite iudicare ne iudice-
mini, nonne patientiam flagitat? | Pat. 12.3—Quomodo remittes et remittetur tibi
si tenax iniuriae per absentiam patientiae fueris? | Pud. 2.2—. .. non iudicantes,
ne iudicemur. . . . Dimitte, et dimittetur tibi.

Harnack reconstructed this verse uy xpivete, o u) xpibijre- w) xatadindlerte,
o ) xatadicaadijte: dmoivete xal amodvd oeabe [sic].l'0 The first element is
also referenced in Pat. 10.7 and Pud. 2.2, though apparently influenced by the
parallel in Matt 7:1 () xpivete, tva uy) xpidijte). Given that numerous witnesses,
including D, attest the Matthean reading in Luke 6:37, Tertullian’s rendering
in 4.17.9 may be reflecting a harmonization already in Marcion’s text and not
Tertullian’s tendency to offer the Matthean form of a saying.!!! Since Tertullian
also offers the second non-Matthean element with the same construction,
a reading that is also attested in the manuscript tradition, it becomes more

108 Note also that Tertullian uses an indicative instead of the Matthean subjunctive in
Scorp.10.3.

109 Matthew and Luke are verbatim in tva moi@aw v ot dvBpwmot. Interestingly, at this point
the Latin of Tertullian’s attestation of Marcion’s Luke 6:31 and the reading in h at Matt 7:12
both have vobis fieri ab hominibus.

110 Harnack, Marcion, 194*.

111 Tertullian’s own text of Luke could also have contained the Matthean reading. The clause
initial xa{ and the xai before w) xaraducdete are also omitted in numerous witnesses.
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probable that Harnack’s reconstruction is basically correct.!? The third ele-
ment concerning forgiveness is elsewhere always offered with a third person
verb and pronoun (either vobis or tibi) by Tertullian, which increases the likeli-
hood that the wording in 4.17.9 is being governed by the reading in Marcion’s
text: dmoAdete xol dmolvdyoeade.

4.418 Luke 6:39

3.7.1—...caecus a caeco in eandem decidit foveam. | 417.12—Sed caecus cae-
cum ducit in foveam. | 4.36.12—Sic enim caecus caecum deducere solet. | Praescr.
14.8—... caecus a caecis in foveam deducaris necesse est.

In 41712, Tertullian abruptly launches into the series of parables in
Luke 6:39-45. Though there are several allusions to Luke 6:39//Matt 15:14
in Tertullian, and it is clear that the text was present in Marcion’s text, no
definite insight into the wording of that text can be gained.!'® Braun contends
that in Tertullian’s concluding comment in 4.17.12 (Multo enim haec congruen-
tius in ipsos interpretabimur quae Christus in homines allegorizavit, non in duos
deos secundum scandalum Marcionis) there is “without a doubt” an allusion
to Luke 6:39a (elmev 8¢ xai mapafoly adtois).™* Even if Braun is correct, once
again the allusion does not provide any grounds for positing the precise word-
ing of Marcion’s text.

4.419 Luke 6:40
114.4—At tu si super magistrum discipulus et servus super dominum,...|
4.4.5—...cum et si discipulus Marcion, non tamen super magistrum...|
417.12—Sed non est discipulus super magistrum. | An. 55.2—...servi super
dominum et discipuli super magistrum, . .. | Praescr. 34.5—. .. ipse [Valentinus]
faceret discipulos super magistrum. | Scorp. 9.6—...non est discipulus super
magistrum. . . nec servus super dominum suum, .. .| Val. 331—Extiterunt enim
de schola ipsius [Valentinus] discipuli super magistrum, .. 15

The citation of Luke 6:40a is fairly straightforward: odx &otiv padntig Omép
Tov dddaxaiov.'6 Reinforcing its origin in the Lukan text is the absence of the

112 Inaddition to several church fathers and numerous versions, D and the oL manuscripts e,
a, ¢, d attest the same text Tertullian offers for Marcion’s Gospel.

113 Both Harnack, Marcion, 194 and Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 85 indicate that there is only an
allusion to the text.

114 Braun (trans.), Contre Marcion IV, 222n5.

115 An additional allusion to this theme as it relates to Marcion and his followers occurs in
Carn. Chr. 6.1.

116  The absence of avtod at the end of the phrase, with P75, 8, B, D, and many other manu-
scripts is likely. Some manuscripts include adto? after the first element, and in Matt 10:24
it is nearly uniformly present after the second (cf. Scorp. 9.6).
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mention of the servant and the master found in the Matthean text (cf. 1.14.4,
An. 55.2, and Scorp. 9.6), even though it should be noted that Tertullian omits
reference to the servant/master pairing at other points as well. Tsutsui rightly
questions Harnack’s rendering dmép 100 Sidaoxdiov (with the genitive instead
of the accusative), as it is incorrect!” It is interesting that Tertullian never
shows any interest in Luke 6:40b in conjunction with this saying, which reveals
that he may be more familiar with the saying in its Matthean context or that
it does not lend itself to Tertullian’s preferred use of the passage in reference
to “heretics.”'® Harnack’s following Luke 6:40a with “(sonst nichts)” probably
meant that Harnack viewed the remainder of the verse as missing in Marcion’s
text;!9 yet, this conclusion is unwarranted as Luke 6:40b is simply unattested.

4.4.20 Luke 6:43

1.2.1—. .. (n homines non in deos disponentis exempla illa bonae et malae arbo-
ris, quod neque bona malos neque mala bonos proferat fructus,...| 2.4.2—
Agnoscat hinc primum fructum optimum, utique optimae arboris, Marcion. |
2.24.3120—. . et quia et Marcion defendit arborem bonam malos quoque fruc-
tus non licere producere. | 417.12—Proinde et arbor bona non proferat malum
Sfructum, quia nec veritas haeresim, nec mala bonum, quia nec haeresis verita-

tem:...| An. 21.4—... quia arbor bona malos non ferat fructus nec mala bonos,
et nemo de spinis metat ficus et de tribulis uvas. | An. 21.5—Non dabit enim arbor
mala bonos fructus, ... et bona malos dabit,...| Herm. 131—Certe nec bona

arbor fructus malos edit, . .. nec mala arbor bonos, . ..

This verse is also attested by Hippolytus, Origen, Pseudo-Tertullian,
Philastrius, and in the Adamantius Dialogue}?! Concerning Tertullian’s tes-
timony three observations are important. First, in 4.17.12 Tertullian attests
the order in the saying as “good tree” followed by “bad tree” as it is found in
canonical Luke. Second, Tertullian attests the singular xapmév, and not the
plural xapmotg. Third, concerning the verb in the verse, Harnack observed
“nicht motely, sondern mpoeveyxetv und mpoevéyxat im Text, der Tert. und

117  Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 85. Braun, Chronica Tertullianea, 491 agrees. Harnack’s text is found
in Marcion, 194*.

118  This preferred usage by Tertullian is also mentioned by Braun (trans.), Contre Marcion I,
16616 [sic ni1].

119 One would expect “unbezeugt” if Harnack meant that the remainder of the verse was
unattested.

120 Harnack, Marcion, 194* apparently made an incorrect reference to this passage being
found in “11, 27

121 Harnack does not provide a word for word reconstruction of Luke 6:43 (cf. Marcion,
195*) and Tsutsui refers to it as an “im Wortlaut nicht mehr genau festzustellendem Vers”
(“Evangelium,” 85).



112 CHAPTER 4

Adamantius vorlag.'?2 But it is not at all clear that Tertullian read mpogépw
in Marcion’s text. A brief glance at the other references to this verse reveals a
tremendous amount of vocabulary variation as Tertullian attests proferre, pro-
ducere, ferre, dare, and edare in his Latin renderings. It would be unlikely in the
extreme that Tertullian was in each case rendering a different Greek lemma,
especially since the Greek manuscript tradition does not attest any other verbs
for Luke 6:43.123

4.4.21 Luke 7:2, 9

4.18.1—Proinde extollenda fide centurionis incredibile, si is professus est talem
se fidem nec in Israhele invenisse ad quem non pertinebat fides Israhel<is>....
‘Sed cur non licuerit illi alienae fidei exemplo uti?’ [a supposed argument against
Tertullian’s interpretation| Quoniam si ita esset, talem fidem nec in Israhele
umquam fuisse. Ceterum dicens talem fidem debuisse inveniri in Israhele, . .. |
Idol. 19.3 ... si etiam centurio crediderat, ...| Val. 28.1...ubi adventum Soteris
[the Demiurge] accepit, propere et ovanter accurrit cum omnibus suis viribus—
centurio de evangelio—. ..

Luke 7:9 is also attested by Epiphanius. Tertullian begins 4.18.1 with a general
reference to the account in Luke 7:1-10; however, only 7:9 is given in any detail.
After stating that the account concerns a centurion (v. 2), Tertullian’s adapta-
tion of v. g at the outset of 4.18.1 attests that Jesus said TotxdtyVv (or Togad V)
ntioTv 003E &v 1 Topa edpov, with elements repeated in the subsequent dis-
cussion. Harnack stated that Tertullian definitely read ¢talem (which one more
likely would consider to be rendering tolxdtyv) in Marcion’s text as Tertullian
repeated it three times.!?* This view is possible, though the repetition in and
of itself does not guarantee the reading. In addition, Harnack stated that
the reading was otherwise unattested when, in fact, both e and r! read talem.12°

122 Marcion, 195*. The same point is made by Zahn, Geschichte, 2:463. Though the evi-
dence from the Adamantius Dialogue is discussed later, it is worth pointing out that the
Adamantius Dialogue attests both éveyxew/éveyxat and mpoeveyxeiv/ mpoevéyxat (though,
N.B., the Greek archetype manuscript B reads mpooeveyxelv/mpooevéyxat). Harnack
pointed out this fact in his apparatus, but not in the reconstruction of Marcion’s text in
which the above citation is found.

123 Possible, though not provable, is that Tertullian is familiar with the variant reading
éveyxew found in Matt 7:18 in B for the first instance and X* in the second. Origen offers
this reading in some of his references to the passage. Even if this were the case, the varia-
tion in Tertullian’s vocabulary renders the Greek verb behind the Latin, in any particular
instance, unclear.

124 Harnack, Marcion, 196*.

125 IGNTP states that the reading is also attested in syP.
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It does not seem to be completely outside the realm of possibility that talem
is rendering tocav v instead of towad v, which is not attested in any Greek
manuscript.1?6 If Tertullian was familiar with the reading talem, present in
the African oL tradition, its use here may be due to Tertullian himself and
not the reading towdtyv in Marcion’s text. More significantly, Harnack stated
that Marcion’s text read oddénote, a reading also found in D, “denn bei einer
Wiederholung schreibt er [Tertullian]: ‘talem fidem nec in Israhele umquam
fuisse’”27 Yet, Harnack overlooked that this phrase occurs when Tertullian
is stating what Christ would have said if Marcion’s interpretation were cor-
rect, but actually did not say.1?® Finally, unfortunately the general allusions to
Luke 7:1-10//Matt 8:5-13 in Idol. 19.3 and Val. 28.1 do not provide further insight
into Marcion’s text.

4.4.22  Luke 7:18-20, 22—23

418.4—. .. scandalizatur Iohannes auditis virtutibus Christi, . . 129 | 418.5—Hoc
igitur metu et Iohannes: Tu es, inquit, qui venis, an alium expectamus? | 4.18.6—
Tu es, qui venis, id est qui venturus es, an alium expectamus? ... ut dominus per
easdem operationes agnoscendum se nuntiaverit lohanni. | 418.7—. .. interroga-
tionis illius: Tu es, qui venis, an alium expectamus? | 418.8—... et qui sit maior
tanto propheta, qui non fuerit scandalizatus in Christum, quod tunc Iohannem
minuit. | Bapt.10.5—. .. cum ipsum quod caeleste in lohanne fuerat, spiritus [et]
prophetiae, post totius spiritus in dominum translationem usque adeo defecerit
ut quem praedicaverat, quem advenientem designaverat, postmodum, an ipse
esset, miserit sciscitatum. | Carn. Chr. 4.4—. .. carnem ab omni vexatione resti-
tuit, leprosam emaculat, caecam reluminat, paralyticam redintegrat, daemonia-
cam expiat, mortuam resuscitat, . . .

For Luke 7:18-23, v. 19 is attested in the Adamantius Dialogue, v. 22 by Eznik,
and v. 23 by Epiphanius and Ephrem. Tertullian begins his discussion with
a comment attributed to Marcion that John was offended when he heard of
Christ’s miracles (4.18.4). The comment seems to refer to the report given
to John in v. 18 (with apparent reference to v. 23), though no insight into the
reading of the verse can be gained. The three citations of v. 19 reflect o0 €l ¢

126  Evans consistently translates talem here as “so great.”

127 Harnack, Marcion, 196*.

128  Braun rightly notes that Tertullian’s argument here rests on the precise sense of the verb
ebpov (Contre Marcion Iv, 229n4).

129 Additional references to John being offended occur in 4.18.5-6.
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Ep)OEVoS, 1) dMov mpoadoxuev for Marcion’s text.!30 The reference of a reply
given to John by the two disciples (4.18.6) assumes vv. 20 and 22, though once
again the allusion does not reveal anything about the text itself. Finally, the
comment in 4.18.8, though coming after Tertullian’s discussion of vv. 24—28,
appears to attest the concluding words by Jesus in v. 23: 8¢ édv uv) oxavdoiiaby év
gpol. Unfortunately, the allusions to Luke 7:19-23//Matt 11:2—6 in Bapt. 10.5 and
Carn. Chr. 4.4 do not provide further insight on any of these points.

4.4.23 Luke 7:26

418.7—Multo perversius, si et testimonium Ilohanni perhibet non Ilohannis
Christus, propheten eum confirmans, immo et supra ut angelum,...| Mon.
8.1—...in Ioanne antecursore, . . . alia plus praeferens quam propheten, ...

In 4.48.7, Tertullian introduces the quotation of Luke 7:27 with an allusion to
Luke 7:26. Tertullian attests the presence of the words mpo¢gv v and probably
vai...xal meplogdtepov.3! The allusion in Mon 8.1 also does not contribute to
our knowledge of Marcion’s text.

4.4.24 Luke 7:27
418.4—... spiritus sancti, quae ex forma prophetici moduli in Iohanne egerat
praeparaturam viarum dominicarum,...| 4.18.7—...ingerens etiam Scrip-
tum super illo: Ecce ego mitto angelum meum ante faciem tuam, qui praeparet'32
viam tuam, . ..| 418.8—Praecursore enim iam functo officium, praeparata via
domini,...| 4.33.8—...si et Iohannes antecursor et praeparator ostenditur
viarum domini. . .| Adv. Jud. 9.23—Ecce ego mitto angelum meum ante faciem
tuam, id est Christi, qui praeparabit viam tuam ante te; . . 133

Luke 7:27 is also attested by Epiphanius and in the Adamantius Dialogue.
Concerning Tertullian’s testimony, first, the phrasing of the opening of the
verse in the quotation in 4.18.7 does not allow a precise reconstruction of

130 The only variant in the manuscript tradition of this phrase is the Matthean étepov instead
of &Mov. qui venis is the reading of e, whereas Tertullian’s gloss in 4.18.6 (qui venturus es)
is the reading of a, aur, b, ¢, d, f, and L.

131 Harnack’s reconstruction mpognty, vai xai weptagdtepov (Marcion, 197%) is slightly mis-
leading in that it could imply that Marcion’s text did not have Aéyw Ouiv after vai (the
phrase appears in every extant witness). Matt 11:9 reads identical to Luke.

132 Moreschini’s text reads praeparet with f, Gelenius, and Kroymann, rejecting the readings
praepararet in M and praeparabit in Pamelius, Rigalti, Oehler, and Evans. There is no need
to posit any difference in the Greek text in following Moreschini’s reading (In his cita-
tion of the passage from Tertullian, Harnack rightly noted “praeparet (= ‘praeparabit’)”
[Marcion, 196%]).

133 Possible additional allusions to Luke 7:27//Matt 11:10//Mark 1:2 occur in Bapt. 6.1, 10.6.
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Marcion’s text. Second, it is possible that €yw was present in Marcion’s text as
the TR reads i8ob €y dmootéMw;!3* however, it is also possible that the pres-
ence of ego is due to the influence of Matt 11:10 or LxX Mal 3:1. The pronoun is
included in the only other explicit quotation of the passage in Adv. Jud. 9.23.
Third, the accuracy of the wording of 7:27b (8¢ xataoxevdoet ™y 63év gov) is
reinforced by Tertullian’s propensity to use the phrasing via domini in the
allusions to the passage. Fourth, even though éumpoafév oov is unattested and
could be a simple omission by Tertullian, the possibility of its absence must be
entertained because it is present in Tertullian’s citation in Adv. Jud. 9.23 and is
also absentin D, a, aur d, ], and r1.135

4.4.25 Luke 7:28

418.8—Praecursore ... maior quidem omnibus natis mulierum, sed non ideo
subiectus ei qui minor fuerit in regno dei quasi alterius sit dei regnum in quo
modicus quis maior erit lohanne, alterius Iohannes qui omnibus natis mulierum
maior sit.... creatori competit, et lohannem ipsius esse, maiorem natis muli-
erum, et Christum vel quemque modicum, qui maior Iohanne futurus sit in regno
aeque creatoris, et qui sit maior tanto propheta, . . . | Bapt. 12.5—. .. Nemo dicens
madior inter natos feminarum Iohanne baptizatore.

Harnack reconstructed this verse peilwv mdvtwv T@v YEWNTAV Yuvax@v
oS Twdvng ativ- 6 (3¢) pucpérepog év Tff Paatreia (ob tod Be0d?) peilwy
avtod €ot.!3¢ Tsutsui comments “Die Wiederherstellung (und Auslegung)
dieses Verses von Harnack, ist nicht einleuchtend. Es ist hier besser, auf die
genaue Rekonstruktion des urspriinglichen Marcion-Textes zu verzichten.”37
There is considerable truth in Tsutsui’s objection. First, though Tertullian does
not include omnibus in Bapt. 12.5, it is also not included in the third reference
in 4.18.8, and was not necessarily present in Marcion’s Gospel.8 In addition,
though Tertullian writes inter natos in Bapt. 12.5, since he is discussing the gen-
eral meaning of Luke 7:28 in 4.18.8, it is not necessary to view natis as ren-
dering a different Greek reading. Finally, the reference to John as a prophet
at the end of the discussion in 4.18.8 does not require mpognTYs to have been
present in Marcion’s text, even if it is the reading of the Majority Text and

134 Harnack placed the Greek pronoun in parentheses in his reconstructed text (cf. Marcion,
197%). The pronoun is omitted in numerous witnesses including P7>¥i4, 8, B, D, L, and W.

135 Cf. also Harnack, Marcion, 196*.

136 Ibid,, 197*.

137 Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 87.

138  Cf. also Wright, Alterations, 129.
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several other witnesses.!3° On the other hand, the fact that Tertullian includes
baptizatore in Bapt. 12.5 and makes no mention of this designation in 4.18.8
may reveal that it was not present in Marcion’s text.1*? Luke 7:28b is not mul-
tiply attested and it is precarious to attempt to determine the precise wording
from Tertullian’s discussion.

4.4.26 Luke 8:17
4.19.5—. .. omnia de occulto in apertum repromittit, . . . | Paen. 610—Nihil occul-
tum quod nonrevelabitur .. . | Virg.14.3—Nihil occultum quod non revelabitur: . ..
Harnack rightly noted that Tertullian provides only an allusion to this verse
in 4.19.5, and his reconstruction offered xpumtov gavepov yevoetar*! That
these Lukan words were probably in Marcion’s text is revealed by the observa-
tion that in Paen. 6.10 and Virg. 14.3 Tertullian prefers wording influenced by
Matt 10:26. At the same time, since Tertullian has omitted the verb, the reading
¢otat, found in D, cannot be excluded.!42

4.4.27 Luke 8:18

2.2.6—... ideoque non habendo fidem etiam quod videbatur habere ademptum
estilli,...| 4.19.3—Et ideo per Christum adicit: Videte quomodo audiatis . . . etiam
dicendo: Videte, quomodo audiatis, . .. | 4.19.4—Hoc probat etiam subiacens sen-

sus: Ei qui habet dabitur, ab eo autem qui non habet etiam quod habere se putat
auferetur ei**3 | Fug. n.2—Etenim qui habet, dabitur ei; ab eo autem, qui non
habet, etiam quod videtur habere auferetur.

In 4.19.3 Tertullian twice attests Luke 8:18a without odv. Both Harnack
and Tsutsui argued that the particle was absent in Marcion’s text, though
Harnack believed it was absent in the text received by Marcion, whereas
Tsutsui believed it was deleted by Marcion for stylistic reasons.!*# If the par-
ticle was absent, Harnack’s view, supported by the reading of a handful of

139 The reference could easily have come from Luke 7:26, which Tertullian discusses in 4.18.7.

140 Twdvvov tod Bantiotod is the reading of numerous “Western” witnesses, the Majority Text,
and the reading in Matt 11:11.

141 Harnack, Marcion, 198*.

142 pavepwdioetar is found in several witnesses, including many oL manuscripts and Syriac
versions, but Tertullian’s allusion implies that the adjective was found in the verse.

143 In 4.19.3—5 Tertullian comments on Luke 818 before referring to Luke 8:16-17. This fact
leads Tsutsui to posit that Marcion moved v. 18 in his text (“Evangelium,” 88). Harnack,
however, kept vv. 16-17 before v. 18 in his reconstruction (Marcion, 198*). This view is more
likely as it appears that Tertullian discusses v. 18 in conjunction with v. 8 in the light of the
similar content before briefly alluding to vv. 16-17 (vv. 9—15 are unattested).

144 Ibid. and Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 88.
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manuscripts,'*® is more likely, since Tsutsui’s is dependent on his unlikely
contention that Marcion relocated v. 18.146 It is difficult to be certain that the
conjunction was missing as there was no need for Tertullian to include it for
his argument in which he linked the thought of Luke 8:18a with Luke 8:8b and
Isa 6:9.

In 4.19.4 Tertullian attests the opening of Luke 8:18b without ydp. Once again
Tsutsui believes Marcion deleted the conjunction.'¥” This supposition, though,
is not certain, for, despite its presence in Fug. 11.2, Tertullian may have simply
omitted it at the outset of his citation here.1*® Once again Tertullian’s freedom
with pronouns can be observed as ei is at the outset of the 4.19.4 citation and
after dabitur in Fug. 11.2. As the manuscript tradition is nearly uniform here,
adT® was almost certainly present after dofyoetar. 149

For 8:18c Harnack reconstructed 6¢ 8’dv pm €xy, xai 6 doxel éxewv apbnoetal
&’ adt00.159 Harnack here has a curious combination of following and altering
Tertullian’s testimony and in his apparatus simply commented “Man braucht
nicht anzunehmen, daf§ Tert. anders gelesen hat als oben steht; nur sein
‘autem’ ist sonst unbezeugt.” Given that Tertullian writes ab eo autem at the
outset of both 4.19.4 and Fug. 1.2, however, the wording could be attributable
to Tertullian and does not necessitate either 3¢ or the preposition and pronoun
here in Marcion’s text.!5! In addition, though Tertullian writes videtur habere
in Fug. 11.2, his habere se putat does not necessitate a word order change in

145 IGNTP lists 343, 716, 1229, several OL manuscripts, sy¢, sy, sy?, bo, and the Persian
Diatessaron as attesting the omission.

146 Cf.n.143.

147 Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 88.

148 According to IGNTP only the Persian Diatessaron, geo, and aeth omit ydp. In addition, it
is not clear whether ydp would have preceded or followed dv. According to IGNTP, the
former is the reading of &, B, L, E, 0202, and 157.

149 Harnack, Marcion, 198* places a0t@ in this position but in parentheses.

150 Ibid.

151 Harnack provides no rationale for including 3¢ but leaving out &7’ adtod at the beginning
of the phrase. Tertullian places ei at the end of the phrase, and though ultimately not
provable, it could be that Tertullian wrote ab eo autem from memory at the beginning of
the phrase and then saw &7’ adto0 at the conclusion of the verse leading to a redundant e
(auferetur ei is the reading of e in Matt 13:12). According to IGNTP there is one OL manu-
script, 1, and two manuscripts of sa that attest autem. xai 8¢ is attested in the remainder of
the manuscript tradition. Worth noting are the readings of e, auferetur ab eo, quod videtur
habere, along with D (also d), dpfYoetar dn’ adtod xal 8 Soxel & ew. Tertullian may have
been familiar with a similar reading.
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Marcion’s text, a change that Harnack also did not make.!52 Finally, despite the
attestation of &yel (cf. Matt 13112/ /Mark 4:25) in later manuscripts, Harnack was
right to view Tertullian’s habet as likely rendering the subjunctive.!53

4.4.28 Luke 8:20
4.19.7—Nos contrario dicimus primo non potuisse illi adnuntiari quod mater et
fratres eius foris starent quaerentes videre eum, si nulla illi mater et fratres nulli
fuissent, quos utique norat qui adnuntiarat, ...'5* | Carn. Chr. 7.2—Primo qui-
dem numquam quisquam adnuntiasset illi matrem et fratres eius foris stantes,
qui non certus esset et habere illum matrem et fratres et ipsos esse, quos tunc
nuntiabat, vel retro cognitos vel tunc ibidem compertos, . . .15

Luke 8:20 is also attested by Epiphanius and Ephrem. From Tertullian’s allu-
sion in 4.19.7 it is clear that the verse contained a reference to the announce-
ment of the presence of Jesus’ mother and brothers standing outside. The
allusion in Carn. Chr. 7.2 reveals that the use of a single possessive pronoun for
both mother and brothers may not require the conclusion that only one pos-
sessive pronoun appeared in Marcion’s Greek text (cf. Luke 8:19//Matt 12:46).156
In addition, Tertullian’s placement of foris before the verb stare in both of these
references shows that that was not necessarily the word order in Marcion’s
text. Nevertheless, &&w éotixaow is the reading of D, several oL manuscripts,
and a handful of other manuscripts and could have been Marcion’s reading.
In addition, the placement of illi before the verb adnuntiare in 4.19.7, but after
the verb in Carn. Chr. 7.2, reinforces the necessity for caution in attempting to
determine the Greek word order from Tertullian’s testimony not only for these
readings but also for quaerentes videre eum.15”

The final element of Luke 8:20 unfortunately does not appear in Carn. Chr.
7.2, and therefore must be considered solely based on Tertullian’s wording in
4.19.7. Tertullian’s phrasing quaerentes videre eum, conflates Luke 8:20 and Matt

152  Even the altered word order in the readings of D, d, and e cited in the previous note retain
the otherwise uniformly attested order of these two words.

153 Every oL manuscript (except a, which reads habuerit) here reads habet. IGNTP does
not interpret these readings as evidence for Greek present indicatives. Alternatively,
Tertullian may have been influenced by the reading in the Matthean parallel.

154 Additional allusions to Luke 8:20 occur in 3.11.3; 4.19.10; and 4.36.9.

155 Additional allusions to (contextually) Matt 12:47 occur in Carn. Chr. 7.3, 5, 7-8.

156  According to IGNTP, the omission of the first possessive pronoun is attested in the manu-
scripts P75, R, 579, and 1220.

157 Thus, the indication by IGNTP in its apparatus that Marcion attests the order 6¢éhovteg
id¢tv e at the close of the verse, apparently dependent on Tertullian’s word order quaer-
entes videre eum, should be questioned.
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12:46, as in Luke Jesus’ mother and brothers are standing outside i3etv 6éAovtég
cg, but in Matthew {ntodvtes adt® AaAfjcat. D and d read {ntodvteg oe in Luke,
though it is likely that the Matthean quaerentes is due to Tertullian slipping
into Matthean wording. At the same time, simply assuming that Marcion’s text
read Bélovtec does not seem to be warranted.!58

4.4.29 Luke 8:21

4.19.6—Ipse, [all who deny the birth of the Lord] inquiunt, contesta-
tur se non esse natum dicendo: Quae mihi mater,)>® et qui mihi fratres? |
4.19.10—. .. superest dispicere sensum non simpliciter pronuntiantis: Quae mihi
mater aut fratres? | 419.1—Atque adeo cum praemisisset: Quis'®® mihi mater
et qui mihi fratres? subiungens: Nisi qui audiunt verba mea et faciunt ea. .. |
4.2613—. .. Immo beati qui sermonem dei audiunt et faciunt [Luke 11:28], quia
et retro sic reiecerat matrem aut fratres, dum auditores et obsecutores dei prae-
fert.| Carn. Chr. 71a—... [the Lord] dixerit, Quae mihi mater et qui mihi fratres? |
Carn. Chr.710—0Oro te Apelle, vel tu, Marcion, si forte tabula ludens vel de histri-
onibus aut aurigis contendens tali nuntio avocareris, nonne dixisses: Quae mihi
mater, aut qui mihi'®! fratres?

Luke 8:21, most clearly attested in 4.19.11, contains a curious combination
of Matthean/Markan and Lukan elements. The question with which the verse
appears to open is found in Matt 12:48//Mark 3:33, though Tertullian’s phras-
ing does not follow either text precisely.!52 The closing element of the verse is
clearly dependent on Luke 8:21. That the Matthean/Markan question appeared
in Marcion’s text is confirmed not only by Tertullian’s numerous references to
itin 4.19, but also by his refutation of Apelles and Marcion in Carn. Chr. 7, where
Tertullian refers back to his discussion in Marc.163 It is worth noting Tertullian’s

158 Thus, in addition to the problematic word order in IGNTP (cf. n. 157), it should not be
assumed that 6¢Aovteg is the attested reading. Though Harnack placed ¢éotixacty E&w idety
e Oéhovteg in parentheses, it is curious that he did not mention that Tertullian’s testimony
provides no direct warrant for 6éAovteg.

159 Moreschini’s text reads mater with f rejecting the certainly erroneous reading pater
found in M.

160 Pamelius, Rigalti, Oehler, and Evans read quae.

161 Only one manuscript, codex Trecensis, includes mihi. Every other manuscript and editor
simply reads qui fratres, which likely is correct.

162  Geoffrey G. Dunn points out that the non-Lukan opening was missed by Aalders, Higgins,
and O'Malley in their word studies (“Mary’s Virginity in partu and Tertullian’s Anti-
Docetism in De Carne Christi Reconsidered,” jTs 58 [2007]: 473n32).

163 In Carn. Chr. 7.1 Tertullian, after the question as cited above, continues audiat igitur
et Apelles quid iam responsum sit a nobis Marcioni eo libello quo ad evangelium ipsius
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varying inclusion of mihi in his citations. In addition, that Marcion’s text read
Tolg AdYoug pov and not the canonical tov Adyov To0 feo0 is unintentionally con-
firmed by Tertullian’s later reference back to this passage in 4.26.13. It seems
that the wording of Luke 11:28 reminded Tertullian of the canonical wording of
Luke 8:21, though he apparently forgot that Marcion’s text did not refer to the
auditores et obsecutores dei1%* In addition, though not certain, the absence of a
pronoun in the latter instance may indicate that ea in the former is reflecting
a pronoun in Marcion’s text. Therefore, though the precise wording of some
elements is unclear, Harnack was generally correct in his reconstruction tig
Kot T ol Tiveg not adeAgol, €l i) of Todg Adyoug pou dxovovTteg xal TolodvTeg
adTovg.165

4.4.30 Luke 9:22

4.21.7—. .. quia oporteret filium hominis multa pati, et reprobari a presbyteris et
scribis et sacerdotibus, et interfici, et post tertium diem resurgere. | Carn. Chr.
9.8—Sed quomodo, inquitis, contemni et pati posset, . ..

This verse is also attested by Epiphanius and possibly in the Adamantius
Dialogue. Concerning Tertullian’s testimony, the allusion in Carn. Chr. 9.8
likely reveals that pati and reprobare in 4.21.7 are being controlled by Marcion’s
text. The use of contemnere in the former demonstrates that Tertullian is
giving the general sense of the verse without using its actual wording as
“despise” does not occur in Luke 9:22 or its parallels in Matt 16:21//Mark 8:31.

provocavimus, considerandam scilicet materiam pronuntiationis istius. Harnack observed,
“Die Umgestaltung des 20 f. Verses ergibt sich sicher aus den Wiederholungen Tert.s hier
und in de carne 7” (Marcion, 198*). Wright, however, argued that the use of the Matthean
question in Carn. Chr. “gives rise to doubt concerning whose preference is involved”
(Alterations, 129). The use of subiungens in 4.19.11 and the reference to Marcion’s Gospel
in Carn. Chr. strongly connect the question to Marcion’s text and not to Tertullian’s own
preference. It is also interesting to note how closely the wording of the citations (4.19.6
and Carn. Chr. 7.1) and the subsequent references (4.19.10 and Carn. Chr. 7.10) agree with
each other. Tsutsui writes concerning the Latin rendering of the verse, “Singular ist der
Dative ‘mihi’ (bis), der uns wohl darauf aufmerksam machen will, dafl ‘mater’ und ‘fratres’
hier im iibertragenen Sinn verstanden werden miissen” (“Evangelium,” 89). This interpre-
tation is problematic, however, as mihi is attested in the oL manuscript b (for the first
occurrence) and is often used by Ambrose in his commentary on Luke (cf, e.g., Exp. Luc.
8.73 and 10.25). It is not even entirely certain that Marcion’s text read datives.

164 This point is not taken into consideration by Wright when he suggested that the reading
may be attributed to Tertullian (Alterations, 130).

165 Harnack, Marcion, 198*. Jerome, in the comments on Matt 12:49 in his Commentariorum
in Matthaeum, makes a reference to Jesus not having denied his mother as is thought by
Marcion, who thought that Jesus was born of a phantom.
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The opening words of Tertullian’s reference to v. 22 are unproblematic, though
when Tertullian lists those who will reject Jesus, he lists them in the order
mpeaPutepol, ypaupatels, dpxiepels. This order is elsewhere attested only in
sy®. After referring to dmoxtov8ijvat, 66 Tertullian attests the reading peta Tpeig
Nuépag, which is the reading of Mark 8:31 (cf. Mark 9:31 and 10:34; Matt 27:63)
but is also attested for Luke in several oL manuscripts and the related read-
ing in D and b.167 Finally, the verb used by Tertullian at the conclusion of the
verse is resurgere. In his apparatus, Harnack stated “@vagtijvat mit Tert. und
Mark. AcD usw.'68 Harnack’s view apparently influenced Tsutsui and IGNTP,
where it is also explicitly indicated that Tertullian attests dvaotivat.'6? Such
certainty, however, does not appear warranted. Though dvaotijvat is the read-
ing in Mark 8:31 and in Luke 9:22 in D, resurgere could be rendering either the
Greek dviomut or €yeipw.1’0 The Greek verb behind Tertullian’s Latin, therefore,
is not clearly evident and NA%7 and NA28 are, in my estimation, correct in not
listing Tertullian as a witness for the reading dvactijvor.1?!

4.4.31 Luke 9:24

4.21.9—Qui voluerit, inquit, animam suam salvam facere, perdet illam, et qui
perdiderit eam propter me, salvam faciet eam. | 4.21.10—. ... sed illa [death] insig-
nis et pro fide militaris, in qua qui animam suam propter deum perdit, servat

166 IGNTP wrongly states that Tertullian here attests the reading otavpw8ijvar for Marcion’s
text. Though Harnack does not state that Tertullian attests this reading, his comment “da
der Mark.text nachweisbar hier auf den Marciontext eingewirkt hat, ist atovpw8fjvat [the
reading in Adam. 198,1-4 (5.12)] nicht einfach zu verwerfen” (Marcion, 202*) is curious,
since even if Mark’s text had influenced Marcion’s Gospel, “crucify” is not Mark’s reading.

167 Harnack’s note here is misleading when he lists D and b with the other oL witnesses
(Marcion, 201%), since D reads uef nuepag tpetg, which is the same word order found in b,
but not in other oL witnesses.

168 Harnack, Marcion, 201*.

169 Cf. Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 92 and the IGNTP apparatus. Zahn, Geschichte, 2:466 did not
comment on Tertullian’s reading.

170 Inreferences to rising “after three days” or “on the third day” the oL manuscripts employ
resurgere to render dviout in Mark 8:31; 9:31; 10:34; Luke 18:33; 24:7; and 24:46 and to
render éyeipw in Matt 16:21; 17:23 (not f); 20:19; 27:63; 27:64 (only f); and Luke g:22. In pas-
sages dealing with rising from the dead more broadly, the oL attests the use of surgere and
resurgere for both Greek verbs (along with one instance of suscitare in for éyeipw in Matt
10:8). In addition, as seen in Epiphanius’s testimony discussed in chapter 6.4.20 the phrase
uetd tpels Nuépag does not necessitate the reading to continue with the verb dvactijvar.

171 The Nestle-Aland editions only list Mcion# as attesting this reading. The testimony from
the Adamantius Dialogue for this verse is discussed in chapter 7.4.17.
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illam, ... | Scorp. 1.1—... qui animam suam invenerit, perdet illam qui vero per-
diderit mei causa, inveniet illam.\7?

Luke 9:24 appears to be the verse driving the citation in 4.21.9, and it is
worth noting that in Scorp. 111 Tertullian cites Matt 10:39.17% For Luke 9:24
Tertullian does not attest the presence of ydp at the beginning of the verse.
Harnack placed the conjunction in parentheses;'”* however, Tsutsui argues
that Marcion deleted it and uses its absence to argue that Marcion also deleted
Luke 9:23.175 It is true that Tertullian does not make any direct reference to
v. 23, but using the absence of a conjunction, even if it were not a common
occurrence in Tertullian’s writings, is a speculative basis upon which to con-
struct the argument for the absence of v. 23. Its absence could very well be a
simple omission or the result of influence from Matt 10:39 where no conjunc-
tion occurs. Second, Harnack also noted the omission of ofto¢ before cwaoel.
Though this omission occurs in numerous OL manuscripts, other versions,
and church fathers, once again its absence may be a simple omission or due
to Matthean influence as the demonstrative pronoun does not appear in Matt
10:39, 16:25//Mark 8:35.

Third, Harnack rendered et qui as xai 8¢, though incorrectly considering it
otherwise unattested as it is also the reading of a and geo. It would appear,
however, that without the assumption that Tertullian is following the text
precisely there is no good reason why et qui cannot be his rendering of ¢ 3¢.
Furthermore, though Tertullian reads perdiderit eam propter me where Luke
has amoAéay ™y YPuyny adtod évexev éuod, Harnack perhaps incorrectly recon-
structed dmoAéaoy adtv Evexev €pov.l’® Though this reading may be reflected
in e, reading illam instead of eam, it is interesting that in the allusion back to
the verse in 4.21.10 Tertullian has qui animam suam propter deum perdit and
in Scorp. 1.1 Tertullian simply leaves the noun to be understood despite the
fact that Matt 10:39 has an overt reference to v Yuynv adtov. In other words,
in three attestations to this element common to both Luke and Matthew,
Tertullian once offers a pronoun, once the entire phrase, and once nothing at
all. Thus, it is difficult to know how accurately Tertullian is representing the
actual reading of Marcion’s text at this point. Finally, Tertullian’s reference to

172 Anadditional allusion to Luke 9:24 occurs in Cor. 1.5 and to Matt 10:39 in Pat. 7.11.

173 Matt 16:25 reads slightly differently from both the Lukan and the other Matthean occur-
rence, with cw as the first verb and etpioxw as the second.

174 Harnack, Marcion, 201*.

175  Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” g2.

176  Harnack, Marcion, 201*.
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an otherwise unattested propter deum in 4.21.10 makes it more likely that prop-
ter me in 4.21.9 has arisen out of Marcion’s text.

4.4.32 Luke 9:26

4.2110—Qui confusus, inquit, me<i>\"" fuerit, et eqo confundar eius,'®...|
4.2112—[Marcion’s Christ] Non poterat itaque dixisse: Qui mei'”® confusus
fuerit. | Carn. Chr. 5.3—Qui mei, inquit, confusus fuerit, confundar et ego eius. |
Fug. 70—Qui mei confusus fuerit, et ego confundar eius coram patre meo. | Idol.
13.6—Qui autem confusus super me fuerit penes homines, et ego confundar super
illo, inquit, penes patrem meum, qui est in caelis. | Scorp. 9.13—Plus est autem
quod et confusioni confusionem comminatur: qui me confusus fuerit coram hom-
inibus, et ego confundar eum coram patre meo, qui est in caelis.

Based on Tertullian’s citation in 4.21.12 Harnack stated “Dieser Vers ist nicht
nur verkiirzt, sondern auch verdndert, und 26b und 27 fehlen ganz.8° Once
again, it is very difficult to determine whether ydp was missing in Marcion’s
text at the outset of the verse.!®! Harnack has it in parentheses and Tsutsui,
as in Luke 9:24, speculatively argues that Marcion deleted it because he had
deleted the previous verse (v. 25).182

Second, for the first half of g9:26a, apart from the absent conjunction,
Tertullian appears to follow Marcion’s text closely, attesting 6¢ dv ématayvvéjj
ue. In every other reference to the verse, apart from the conflated citation in
Idol. 13.6 where Tertullian employs the preposition super, Tertullian places the
pronoun (mei/me) before the verb, thus increasing the likelihood that 4.21.10
is reflecting the word order in Marcion’s text. The converse, however, is true
for the second half of v. 26a, for which Harnack offered xdyw énaioyuvvénoopat
adt6v.183 If Tertullian is rendering Marcion’s wording, that Tertullian tends to
prefer placing et ego before the verb in this verse (only in Carn. Chr. 5.3 does it
follow the verb) may mean that it is just as likely that the order was that of Matt
10:33 (Gpvnoopat xdyw adtév), though with the Lukan verb. More important,

177 Meiis the reading in Ursinus’s note, Rigalti, Oehler, Kroymann, and Evans. Me is the read-
ing in 6, Gelenius, and Pamelius.

178 Pamelius’s edition reads eum.

179 Pamelius’s edition reads me confuses.

180 Harnack, Marcion, 202*. The statement is followed by Harnack’s argument concerning
the theological reason for the omission by Marcion, namely that v. 27 would imply that
some among the original apostles would experience the parousia, which is a recognition
of Jewish Christians that Marcion could not allow.

181 IGNTP indicates that its absence is elsewhere only attested in one manuscript of bo.

182  Harnack, Marcion, 201* and Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 92.

183 Harnack, Marcion, 201*.
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however, is the observation that it is not clear that either of these otherwise
unattested readings was found in Marcion’s text instead of the Lukan to0tov
0 viog Tod avBpwmov ematayvvbnoetal. In Tertullian’s second citation of the pas-
sage in 4.21.12, he cites only the first half of v. 26a, indicating that his primary
interest and focus in this section is on someone being ashamed of Christ. In
the immediate context of 4.21.10, Tertullian introduces the citation with sed et
geloten deum mihi exhibit, malum malo reddentum, a point which can be made
with any number of phrasings of the second half of v. 26a. Since Tertullian
in his other writings reveals the strong influence of Matt 10:33 on his repro-
duction of this saying,'8* it is at least possible that Tertullian sees the verse in
Marcion’s text, begins to cite it accurately, and then slips into a rendering of
the verse influenced by Matthew. This possibility is further confirmed when
Tertullian cites the verse in a nearly identical manner in Carn. Chr. 5.3, where
there is no indication that he would be utilizing Marcion’s text.185 Therefore,
hesitancy concerning Tertullian’s testimony at this point is necessary.

Finally, even though v. 26b is technically unattested, that it was not present
is possible. It is interesting to note that in Carn. Chr. 5.3, where Tertullian is
also arguing against Marcion, once again only Luke 9:26a is referenced. In both
cases Tertullian focuses, though with slightly different emphases, on “shame”
in his argument, which may indicate that v. 26b simply is not of interest to
him. At the same time, however, it is noteworthy that in the references to this
verse in Fug. 7.1, Idol. 13.6, and Scorp. 9.13, in every case the citation has some
additional element as Tertullian apparently conflates Luke 9:26a and Matt
10:33b.186 Tsutsui argues, “Die unbezeugte zweite Hilfte des Verses. .. scheint
gestrichen worden zu sein, da Marcion aus 12,8f. ‘die Engel’ und aus 21,27 ‘die
Herrlichkeit’ ausgestofien hat.”187 Tsutsui may be right; yet, the argument ulti-
mately must interpret the silence of Tertullian, which remains methodologi-
cally problematic.

184 Cf. below and the comments in n. 186.

185  This point was also recognized by Wright, Alterations, 130.

186  Tertullian’s interest in the issue of “shame” (it appears in every one of the contexts and
concludes Scorp. 9 where Tertullian also focuses on the issue of “denying”) apparently
leads him to use the Lukan éraioydvopat and not the Matthean dpvéopat in these citations.
According to Tischendorf and von Soden, énatoydvopat does not appear in the manuscript
tradition for Matt 10:33. That Tertullian is aware of the Matthean reading is evidenced
by the citations below in this chapter under 4.4.60. Despite using the verb from Luke
9:26//Mark 8:38 Tertullian uses elements from the conclusion to Matt 10:33 (¢umpogdev 00
Tatpés pov Tod év [toig] odpavols) to complete these three citations.

187  Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” g2.
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4.4.33 Luke 9:28

4.221—...quod illum [Christ] cum Moyse et Helia in secessu montis con-
spici pateris, ...| 4.22.7—Tres de discentibus arbitros futurae visionis et vocis
adsumit . ... In montem secedit. | Carn. Chr. 24.3—. . . alium in secessu montis in
ambitu nubis sub tribus arbitris clarum ...| Prax. 14.7—... [Jesus] est in montis
secessu, . .. | Prax. 15.8—. .. neque Petrus et Iohannes et lacobus sine rationis et
amentia, qui, si non passuri Filii gloriam sed Patrem vidissent, credo, morituri
ibidem. | Res. 55.10—Dominus. . . in secessu montis . . .

A passing reference to Luke 9:28 is found in Epiphanius and Ephrem, and
Tertullian only alludes to the content of this verse in Adversus Marcionem. It is
not unusual for him generally to mention the “three” as only in Prax. 15.8 does
he actually name them. In addition, there is no need to posit that Marcion’s
text had a Greek equivalent of secedere, as the idea of having withdrawn to
the mountain is Tertullian’s preferred way of describing Jesus’ going up on the
mountain (cf. Carn. Chr. 24.3; Prax.14.7; Res. 55.10).188 Therefore, it appears that
the only certain reading of Marcion’s text is €ig T 8pog; the in montem in 4.22.7
seems to be governed by the precise wording of Marcion’s gospel since in every
other reference Tertullian writes in secessu montis or in montis secessu.

4.4.34 Luke 9:29

4.2213—. .. et splendor eius ut lux erit [Hab 3:4], utique qua etiam vestitus eius
[Jesus] refulsit. | Res. 55.10—Dominus quoque in secessu montis etiam vesti-
menta luce mutaverat, sed liniamenta Petro agnoscibilia servaverat; ubi etiam
Moyses et Helias, alter in imagine carnis nondum receptae, alter in veritate non-
dum defunctae, eandem tamen habitudinem corporis etiam in gloria perseverare
docuerant.

Based on Tertullian’s allusion in 4.22.13, Harnack reconstructed the end
of this verse xai ¢ iuatiouds avtod ¢Eaotpdmtwy.18? The reference in Res. 55.10
seems to draw from the wording of Matt 17:2 where Jesus’ clothes become
white as light (&yéveto Aguxa &g 6 ¢&g). Though Hab 3:4 contains a clear refer-
ence to ‘light,” Tertullian does not offer the Matthean wording, but the Lukan
refulsit (¢5aotpdntwy). Therefore, in all likelihood, the wording is here being
controlled by Marcion’s text. At the same time, however, the omission of Aevxdg
before the participle in Marcion’s text is likely a simple omission by Tertullian
as it is nearly universally attested in the manuscript tradition and is also miss-
ing in Res. 55.10.

188 Harnack placed dvépy in parentheses (Marcion, 202%), likely intending to indicate a mere
supposition on Harnack’s part.
189 Harnack, Marcion, 202*.
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4.4.35 Luke 9:30-32

4.22.1—. .. quod illum cum Moyse et Helia in secessu montis conspici pateris, . .. |
4.22.2—Nunc et si praesentia illorum fuit necessaria, non utique in conloquio
ostenderentur ... nec in consortio claritatis...| 4.22.3—cum illis loqui qui eum
fuerant locuti? cum eis gloriam suam communicare .. .| 4.22.4—Petrus. .. con-
tubernium Christi. .. agnoscens . .. | 4.22.12—. .. ostensis prius cum illo Moyse et
Helia in claritatis praerogativa, . .. societatem esse etiam claritatis Christi cum
Moyse et Helia. | 4.22.16—Nam et si Marcion noluit eum conloquentem domino
ostensum, sed stantem, tamen et stans os ad os stabat et faciem ad faciem—cum
illo, inquit, non extra illum—, in gloria[m] ipsius, nedum in conspectu. | Praescr.
22.6—Quid eos [Peter and John] ignorasse voluit quibus etiam gloriam suam
exhibuit, et Moysen et Helian [sic] et insuper de caelo patris vocem? | Prax.
14.7—Igitur cum Moysi servat conspectum suum et colloquium facie ad faciem
in futurum, nam hoc postea adimpletum est in montis secessu, sicut legimus in
evangelio visum cum illo Moysen colloquentem ... | Prax. 15.8—. .. neque Petrus
et Iohannes et lacobus sine rationis et amentia, qui, si non passuri Filii gloriam
sed Patrem vidissent, credo, morituri ibidem. | Res. 5510—Dominus quoque in
secessu montis etiam vestimenta luce mutaverat, sed liniamenta Petro agnosci-
bilia servavera; ubi etiam Moyses et Helias, . . .

Luke 9:30—31a is also attested by Epiphanius and Ephrem. From Tertullian’s
testimony throughout 4.22 it is clear that Moses and Elijah were on the moun-
tain, and that they appeared with Christ “in glory”%0 Tertullian, however,
appears to provide contradictory evidence concerning whether Moses and
Elijah were conversing with Jesus (4.22.2, 3) or simply standing there (4.22.16).19!
Harnack contended that Marcion’s Gospel read xai i8ob 300 dvdpeg cuvéatnoay
adT® in v. 30, and that the initial references by Tertullian were due to an erro-
neous recollection of his own text of Luke.192 Tsutsui argues that one should
consider the possibility that there was no change in Marcion’s text and that
Tertullian’s error is found in the second reference.!3 Though a final decision
would need to incorporate the evidence of other sources, a third possibility,
already hinted at by Evans, should be considered. It could be that v. 30 did
read oguveddAovy, and that in 4.22.16 Tertullian is no longer discussing v. 30, but

190 References to “Moses and Elijah,” in this order, also occur in Praescr. 22.6 and Res. 55.10.

191  Tertullian also refers to Moses speaking with Jesus in Prax. 14.7.

192 Harnack, Marcion, 202*—3*. Agreeing with Harnack is Braun, who suggests that Marcion,
after deleting the second half of v. 31, harmonized the verb of v. 30 with the verb of v. 32
(Contre Marcion 1v, 291n4).

193 Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 93—94. This was also the position of Zahn, Geschichte, 2:466—67.
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vv. 31-32. On this understanding nam et si Marcion noluit eum conloquentem
domino ostensum would refer to Marcion having omitted v. 31b (which includes
éeyov v ££0dov avtod),194 and sed stantem would refer to v. 32 where Peter and
the other two disciples eldov v 86&av adto0 xal Todg §Yo vSpag Todg cuveaTdTog
avt®. Further confirmation of the view that v. 32 is in view when Tertullian
speaks of the “standing” is that he concludes 4.22.16 with references to cum illo
and in gloriam ipsius nedum in conspectu. Though vv. 30—31 also contain refer-
ences to “with him” and “in glory,” only in v. 32 is the reference to “his glory."19°
In addition, Tertullian’s reference to nedum in conspectu may be referring to
v. 32 where the three disciples are said to have seen his glory. If this whole line
of thought is correct, then Tertullian perhaps provided unclear, but not errone-
ous, testimony to Marcion’s text in 4.22.2, 3, and 16.

4.4.36 Luke 9:35
4.221—. . .vox illa de caelo: Hic est filius meus dilectus, hunc audite, . . . | 4.22.8—
Itaque nec nunc muta nubes fuit, sed vox solita de caelo, et patris novum testimo-
nium super filio, . . .| 4.22.10—Hunc igitur audite . . . dicendo scilicet: Hic est filius
meus dilectus, hunc audite. | 4.2212—Quem magis quam vocis caelestis illius:
Hic est filius meus dilectus, hunc audite? | Praescr. 22.6—Quid eos [Peter and
John] ignorasse voluit quibus etiam gloriam suam exhibuit, et Moysen et Helian
[sic] et insuper de caelo patris vocem? | Prax. 19.4—. .. Hic est Filius meus dilec-
tus, hunc audite. | Prax. 23.3—. .. Hic est Filius meus dilectus, in quo bene sensi,
audite illum; .. .196

This verse is also attested by Epiphanius and Ephrem. Tertullian’s testimony
to what the voice said attests the reading of several witnesses and the Majority
Text: 00tdg oty 6 vi6g pov 6 dyamntds avtod dxovere.l97 The likelihood of this

194 In a note to Tertullian’s comment Evans wrote “Marcion excised the second half of Luke
9:31" (Adversus Marcionem, 2:385n3). Harnack viewed the entire verse as “unannehm-
bar” for and therefore omitted by Marcion, though also argued that &v 36&y was “herii-
bergenommen” from v. 31 (Marcion, 203%).

195 Harnack reconstructed &v 86§y adtov at the end of Luke 9:30 (Marcion, 202*), an otherwise
unattested reading.

196 Additional allusions to Luke 9:35//Matt 17:5//Mark 9:7 occur in 4.22.9, 13; 4.34.15; An. 17.14;
and Prax. 24.3.

197 Williams states that Tertullian read hic est filius meus delictus, hunc audite and com-
ments “Epiphanius in reading 7 [this number refers to the list of readings at the end of
the article] has dyamntés, ‘beloved, with D W lat and sy‘@P for Luke against Tertullian’s
delictus, which corresponds to éxAeleypévos, ‘chosen, in the majority text of Luke”
(“Reconsidering Marcion’s Gospel, 486, 481n13). Apart from the Majority Text of Luke not
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citation accurately reflecting Marcion’s text is increased by both the numerous
repetitions of the wording (cf. 4.22.1, 10, 12) and the absence of influence of the
Matthean in quo bene sensi as found in Prax. 23.3.198 Luke 9:35a, however, has
engendered a bit of discussion as Tertullian states that the voice came de caelo.
Harnack reconstructed pwvy) €x tod odpoavod (éx thig vepédns wahrscheinlicher)!99
and then observed in the apparatus, “Dem ‘de caelo’ Tert.s ist nicht zu trauen,
da er hier referiert.”200 Similarly, Tsutsui notes Tertullian’s allusion and indi-
cates that caelo is an unlikely reading by placing it in brackets.2°! Harnack and
Tsutsui are correct in their assessment, though neither mentioned that 4.22.8,
13 clearly indicate that the voice did come from the cloud and that Praescr.
22.6 confirms Tertullian’s inclination to refer to the “customary voice” (4.22.8)
coming de caelo.

4.4.37 Luke 9:57-62

4.23.9—At enim humanissimus deus cur recusat eum qui se tam individuum illi
comitem offert? Si quia superbe vel ex hypocrisi dixerat: Sequar te quocumque
ieris. | 4.23.10—Illi autem causato patris sepulturam cum respondet: Sine mortui
sepeliant mortuos suos, tu autem vade et adnuntia regnum dei, . . . | 4.23.1—Cum
vero et tertium illum prius suis valedicere parantem prohibet retro respectare, . . . |
Bapt. 12.9—.. . patris exequias despexit;...| Idol. 12.3—. .. cum etiam sepelire
patrem tardum fuit fidei. | Mon. 7.8—Nam et illum adulescentem festinantem ad
exsequias patris ideo revocat, . ..

In the series of exchanges in Luke 9:57-62, v. 60 is also attested by Clement
of Alexandria. Tertullian’s testimony to these verses begins in 4.23.9 with a gen-
eral reference to Jesus not accepting (presumably alluding to v. 58) a man who
had said dxohovdnow got 8mou &v dmépyy (V. 57).202 In 4.23.10 Tertullian adapts
the almost uniformly attested 8dnpar tov matépa pov (v. 59), and follows it with
a citation of Jesus’ response. Harnack reconstructed v. 60 dgeg To0g vexpodg

reading éxAeleypévos, which also does not correspond to the Latin delictus, Williams has
unfortunately followed a misprint of 4.22.10 in ccsL. Also considering 4.22.1 and 4.22.12,
where ccsL rightly reads dilectus, may have allowed Williams to avoid this error. For fur-
ther comments cf. the discussion in Roth, “Marcion and the Early Text,” 308—gnz2g.

198 This does not render Aalders’s observation “it is very possible that the words of Mt. 17,5 are
running through Tert.s mind” (“Tertullian’s Quotations,” 264) impossible; however, it does
make it less likely.

199 Harnack did not reconstruct the Aéyovoa that may be attested by Tertullian’s dicendo.
IGNTP stating that Marcion attests the omission of the participle is an overstatement.

200 Harnack, Marcion, 202*-3*.

201 Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 93.

202 Marcion’s text possibly could have read &av.
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Banpat Todg vexpovg Eautiv, ol 8¢ dmeAle xal Sidyyele Ty Bagtieloy tod Be0D.203
Most of the verse is unproblematic; however, it is not clear that Marcion’s text
did not read the much more common Ttolg éavt@v vexpotg and dmeAbwv. For
the word order in the former, IGNTP lists only W, 349, and 1195 as attesting
Harnack’s reconstructed order, and it is worth noting that mortuos suos is the
reading of all oL manuscripts and the Vulgate. The possibility of the Latin ren-
dering simply not placing suos in an emphatic position must be considered.
The imperative rather than the participle and the addition of xal could also
be a stylistic choice by Tertullian.2%4 The allusions in Bapt. 12.9, Idol. 12.3, and
Mon. 7.8 unfortunately do not provide further insight into vv. 59—60. In 4.23.11
the adaptation attests dnotd&acdat and implies something like tois &ig tov olxév
uov (v. 61) and the prohibition of BAémwv €ig ta émiow (v. 62).

4.4.38 Luke10:5

4.24.4—Sic et dominus ut in quam introissent domum <praescribat>2%> pacem
ei dicere, .. 296 | Or. 26.2—Aut quomodo secundum praeceptum pax huic domui
dices, ...

Harnack reconstructed this verse i v (8") &v eloéAdnte oixiov ... (Aéyete)-
elpnwy) (T® olxw ToUTw).297 Such a reconstruction is possible, though Tertullian’s
allusion to the opening elements of the verse does not allow a definite decision
concerning the presence or absence of 3¢, and, given Tertullian’s occasional
change of word order and shift of tenses, no great amount of confidence can
be given to Harnack’s reconstruction of 10:5a. Nevertheless, Marcion’s text may
have read eicéAdyte oixiov with several early witnesses, including P75, 8, and B,
instead of oixiav eioépynode. In the apparatus Harnack stated that Marcion’s
text read oixiav and not oixiav mpdtov, citing a few of the handful of witnesses
in which the adverb is missing. The absence of the adverb, however, may be
a simple omission as Tertullian is not handling the verse with any particular
precision. This fact is clearly seen in the wording pacem ei, where Tertullian
has replaced the reference to the house with a pronoun. That Tertullian knows
the canonical reading is evident from Or. 26.2, and Harnack rightly does not
contend that Marcion’s text read eipnwy a0t} or adt®. Tertullian’s argument is

203 Harnack, Marcion, 204*.

204 The IGNTP apparatus curiously lists only certain Ethiopic manuscripts as attesting this
reading, when it is also the reading of aur, d, and e. In fact, Tertullian’s entire citation cor-
responds to the reading in e verbatim.

205 Praescribat is indicated as supplied by Braun (Contre Marcion 1v, 306).

206  Ursinus’s note and Kroymann'’s edition read dicerent.

207 Harnack, Marcion, 205*.
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concerned with the “peace” element of the pronouncement, and it is therefore
not really possible to determine the precise reading of Marcion’s text in v. 5b.208

4.4.39 Luke10:19
4.24.9—Quis nunc dabit potestatem calcandi super colubros et scorpios? |
4.24.12—. .. tunc et scorpios et serpentes sanctis suis [the Creator God’s]
subdidit, . . 209

Tertullian adapts Luke 10:19 in the question he poses in 4.24.9, which
attests the reading 3iSwut/d€dwxa . .. v éEovaiov Tob motely emdvw Spewv xal
oxopmiwv.210 It is not clear whether the present or perfect form underlies
Tertullian’s dabit, though in either case Tertullian has altered the tense to
the future. In addition, calcandi renders the Greek infinitive in numerous oL
manuscripts. Finally, though the verse is not multiply cited outside of Adversus
Marcionem, that the adaptation is following the word order in Marcion’s text
appears to be confirmed by the alteration of the order of numerous elements
in the allusion back to the verse in 4.24.12.

4.4.40 Luke 10:21
4.25.1—Quis dominus caeli invocabitur qui non prius factor ostenditur? Gratias
enim, inquit, ago, et confiteor, domine caeli, quod ea quae erant abscondita
sapientibus et prudentibus, revelaveris?! parvulis. Quae ista? et cuius? et a
quo abscondita? et a quo revelata? | 4.25.3—. .. ita nec dominus caeli nec pater
Christi...| Prax. 26.8—. .. Confiteor, inquit, tibi, Pater, quod absconderis haec a
sapientibus.?'2

Luke 10:21 is also attested by Epiphanius. Focusing simply on Tertullian’s
testimony, a first observation is that prior to citing the verse, Tertullian men-
tions dominus caeli and sets up his argument concerning this Lord being the
Creator. The canonical text indicates that this Lord is not only Lord of Heaven
but also xai T yijs, and the fact that neither Tertullian’s introductory question
nor the citation of the verse has this element increases the likelihood of its
absence in Marcion’s text. Second, the unexpected gratias ago at the beginning

208 Tertullian focuses on the pronouncement of “peace” to connect Christ with Elisha as he
follows the reference to Luke 10:5 with a loose citation of 2 Kgs 4:26.

209 There is a reference to Luke 10:20 in 4.7.13; however, Tertullian gives no indication that he
is drawing the allusion from Marcion’s text.

210 Tertullian’s Latin cannot reveal whether t@v was present before dgewv as attested in P45,
D, and a few other witnesses.

211 Moreschini’s text reads revelaveris with R2 and R3, rejecting revelaverit in M, y, and Ru.

212 Additional allusions to Luke 10:21 occur in 4.25.5, 14.
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of the citation is not present in Prax. 26.8, once again increasing the likelihood
that it has come from Marcion’s text.213 Third, the presence of tibi in Prax. 26.8
could increase the probability that the otherwise universally attested ol was
not present in Marcion’s text as it does not appear after gratias ago or after
confiteor, but it may be a simple omission on the part of Tertullian.?'* Fourth,
the absence of mdtep in Marcion’s text may gain some credence through its
presence in Prax. 26.8, though it should be noted that Tertullian omits “Lord
of heaven and the earth” in the latter reference, once more revealing that
Tertullian can easily omit elements in his citations.?!® For each of these points
the testimony of Epiphanius is necessary before coming to conclusions.

213  Gratias ago (evxaplot®), according to IGNTP, is not attested for either Luke 10:21 or, accord-
ing to Tischendorf and von Soden, Matt 11:25. A.FJ. Klijn, however, provides evidence from
several church fathers and witnesses to the diatessaron for this reading (“Matthew 11:25
/| Luke 10:21” in New Testament Textual Criticism: Its Significance for Exegesis: Essays in
Honour of Bruce M. Metzger [ed. Eldon Jay Epp and Gordon D. Fee; Oxford: Clarendon,
1981], 6—9). Though the evidence of other witnesses is necessary before coming to a con-
clusion, Klijn states that the addition of confiteor after gratias ago “is possibly from the
hand of Tertullian, which means that Marcion’s text probably read edyopiot®” (ibid., 9).
In support of this view Kiljn cites Plooij, who argued “‘Confiteor’ is the common Latin
version. Accordingly the addition of ‘et confiteor’ by TERTULLIAN appears rather one of
his frequent remarks in which he explains or corrects a reading divergent from the Greek
Text he is acquainted with; he seems to regard ‘gratias ago’ as an incorrect rendering of
gEoporoyodual” (Further Study, 82). It should be noted that Plooij’s view requires Tertullian
to have been reading Marcion’s Gospel in Latin. In addition, it is not clear how a simple et
before Tertullian’s supposed clarification functions as a signal for a gloss. That Tertullian
glosses citations is clear, though he often is quite transparent in indicating that he is doing
so by using id est (cf,, e.g., Luke 11:39—40 in 4.27.2 and Luke 18:20 in 4.36.4) or utique (cf.
the comments in chapter 5, n. 361). Klijn seems to have changed his position a little over
a decade later when he implied that the whole phrase appeared in Marcion’s text as he
commented on “the use of Gratias. .. ago et confiteor in Marcion, according to Tertullian”
(A.FJ. Klijn, Jewish-Christian Gospel Tradition [svigchr 17; Leiden: EJ. Brill, 1992], 111).
Harnack’s explanation was that edyaptot® xai was “der Deutlichkeit wegen hinzugesetzt,”
presumably by Marcion (Marcion, 206*).

214 Harnack noted that the omission is “sonst unbezeugt; vielleicht zufillig bei Tert.”
(Marcion, 206¥).

215 In addition, Harnack, based on the allusion in 4.25.3, believed that matip was present in
Marcion’s text in the final clause of Luke 10:21 where he reconstructed vai 6 matp (61t
oltwg eyéveto ebdoxia Eumpoabév aov) (Marcion, 206*). Braun also contends that the final
element, though not cited by Tertullian, was present in Marcion’s text (Contre Marcion 1v,
315n2, 317n5).



132 CHAPTER 4

Fifth, Tsutsui notes that in Tertullian’s citation God is the subject of the
“revealing” but not of the “hiding.”?!6 Harnack, who reconstructed the text as
81 dTvar v xpumTd cogols xai cuvetols dnexdAvpog wrtiotg, contended that this
wording was a tendentious alteration.?'” Tsutsui agrees, noting “Hier liegt wohl
ein merkwiirdiger Querschnitt der Gottes- bzw. der Erlésungslehre Marcions
vor.”?18 Braun, on the other hand, observes that the statement ea quae...
parvulis “parait avoir été remodelée par le citateur [Tertullian].”?! Indeed,
Harnack’s attempt to support this formulation and its passive voice with “in der
Auslegung bezeugt Tert. das Passiv” is not persuasive.22° The primary reason
for this shortcoming is that, as seen in the citation of 4.25.1 above, Tertullian
attests both abscondere and revelare in the passive as he continues the argu-
ment. In fact, Tertullian begins his refutation Si a deo Marcionis abscondita et
revelata ... satis inique (4.25.1), and concludes that it is easier to believe that
the same God who revealed things to babes kept them hidden before.22! If this
were all that Tertullian had said, Braun’s position would appear more tenable;
yet, Tertullian makes a final point, which reveals that Harnack and Tsutsui
may be right after all, even if they themselves did not mention the stron-
gest point in favor of their view. Tertullian’s closing thoughts deal with the
proposition that if Marcion’s god revealed the things previously kept hid-
den by the Creator, then the former would have done a service for the latter.222
Interestingly, Tertullian then states Sed in destructionem, inquis [Marcion], uti
traduceret eas (4.25.6). Of course, one cannot be certain that Tertullian actu-
ally knows the argument Marcion made concerning the interpretation of this
verse, but the presence of this statement at least increases the likelihood that
Tertullian is reflecting the wording of Marcion’s text in his original citation.
Otherwise, since this final argument is only possible if the subject of the two
verbs is different in the text, one would have to posit that Tertullian created a
reading, then created a Marcionite interpretation of that reading, only to cre-
ate a reply to that interpretation.

216  Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 97.

217 Harnack, Marcion, 206*.

218  Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 97.

219 Braun (trans.), Contre Marcion 1v, 315n2. Cf. also Wright, Alterations, 131-32.
220 Cf. Harnack, Marcion, 206*.

221 Tertullian makes this point in 4.25.5.

222 Cf. 4.25.5.
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4.4.41 Luke10:22

2.27.4—Ceterum quia Patrem nemini visum etiam commune testabitur evange-
lium, dicente Christo: Nemo cognovit Patrem nisi Filius. | 4.25.7—O0mnia sibi tra-
dita dicit a patre. | 4.25.10—Sed nemo scit qui sit pater, nisi filius, et qui sit filius,
nisi pater [nemo enim scit patrem nisi filius et filium nisi pater]??3 et cuicumque
filius revelaverit...| Praescr. 21.2—. .. quia nec alius patrem novit nisi filius et
cui filius revelavit, . . . | Prax. 8.3—Apud nos autem solus Filius Patrem novit, . . . |
Prax. 24.4 [sic, 24.5]—. .. Omnia mihi Pater tradidit . . . | Prax. 26.9—Hic quoque
Patrem nemini notum nisi Filio adfirmat.?2*

Luke 10:22 is attested by Eznik, in the Adamantius Dialogue, and possibly by
Irenaeus. Before addressing specifics of Tertullian’s testimony to the verse, a few
comments first need to be made concerning the bracketed reading in 4.25.10.
Braun rightly agrees with previous editors that these words, which agree with
the reading of Matt 11:27, do not come from the hand of Tertullian but are an
interpolation by a later copyist.?2° Gilles Quispel’s attempt to explain the refer-
ence as it stands, by seeing Tertullian first cite the orthodox text of Luke and
then the Marcionite text, is unpersuasive, primarily because it must read far
too much into the conjunction enim and it overlooks the Matthean character
of the bracketed text.226

The citation of Luke 10:22a here attests mavta pot mapedddy) Ko Tod TaTPSg
for Marcion’s text.22” Given Tertullian’s propensity to move pronouns, however,
the TR reading mapedédy poy, though unlikely, cannot be ruled out completely.
In addition, the absence of pov, though supported by the readings in D and sev-
eral OL manuscripts,2?® may be a simple omission in that Tertullian’s citation
in Prax. 24.5 also refers only to “the Father” and not “my Father”

223 Pamelius, Rigalti, Kroymann, and Evans viewed the elements in brackets as unoriginal
and arising from a copyist’s interpolation.

224 An additional allusion to Luke 10:22 occurs in 4.25.11.

225 Braun (trans.), Contre Marcion 1v, 322n2. Cf. also Zahn, Geschichte, 2:470.

226  Gilles Quispel, De Bronnen van Tertullianus’ Adversus Marcionem (Leiden: Burgersdijk &
Niermans Templum Salomonis, 1943), 117. On his interpretation he notes “De beteekenis
van ‘enim’ is dan: ‘deze tekst mag wel aldus worden weergegeven, want in den marcion-
itischen Bijbel staat juist als in onzen Bijbel’: 003¢ig &yve tov martépa el ) 6 vids” (Bronnen,
17n3). Braun rightly states that Quispel’s contention is not convincing (Contre Marcion 1v,
322n2).

227  This is also Harnack’s reconstruction (Marcion, 206%).

228 IGNTP also lists certain Vulgate manuscripts, sy*, the Persian Diatessaron, and Eusebius as
omitting the possessive pronoun.
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In Luke 10:22b, three points must be made. First, the absence of xaf at the
outset is almost certainly a simple omission by Tertullian.?2® Second, though
Harnack, with a view towards the other witnesses, reconstructed o0deic
ywooxel (8yvw?),230 the present tense reading is clearly attested by Tertullian
as he uses the perfect indicative in 2.27.4, Praescr. 21.2, and Prax. 8.3 and a per-
fect passive participle in Prax. 26.9.231 Third, the inversion of “father” and “son”
in Marcion’s text so that it read tig €otwv 6 Tartp el ) 6 VIdg xad Tig Eatty 6 VIS el
Uy 6 Tatyp, an inversion also attested in the manuscript tradition and church
fathers, may be supported by Tertullian citing the Matthean/Lukan order in
Praescr. 21.2.232

Finally, Harnack reconstructed Luke 10:22¢ xoi & £&v 6 viog dmoxodopy.233 The
absence of BovAntat is attested by several other church fathers, but Harnack’s
belief that it was absent in Marcion’s text could be questioned since Tertullian
omits the verb in Praescr. 21.2 as well.234 On the other hand, though the sub-
junctive dmoxaAlyy is attested in several church fathers for Luke 10:22//Matt
1:27 and could have been found in Marcion’s text, Tertullian wrote revelavit in
Praescr. 21.2 revealing that he may again be taking liberty with verb tense and
mood when referring to the conclusion of this verse.235

4.4.42 Luke1o:25

4.19.7—. .. Ecce legis doctor adsurrexit temptans eum;...| 4.2515—In evan-
gelio veritatis legis doctor dominum adgressus: Quid faciens, inquit, vitam
aeternam consequar? In haeretico vita’ solummodo posita est, sine ‘aeternae’

229 Harnack placed the conjunction in parentheses (Marcion, 206*).

230 Ibid.

231 It is interesting that Tertullian attests the present tense for Marcion and the perfect
tense for his own text when Irenaeus, Haer. 4.6.1 takes pains to argue for the present tense
against the perfect tense preferred by the heretics (cf. Braun [trans.], Contre Marcion 11,
163n8).

232 Tertullian only cites part of the verse here, though that he has the “father” before the “son”
leading into the final element of the verse reveals the Matthean/Lukan order. 2.27.4 and
Prax. 26.9 reveal that Tertullian prefers simply to speak of no one knowing the Father
except the Son, but this preference in a general allusion does not bear on the issue of the
reversal of the elements when Tertullian cites the entire verse. Tsutsui reads great theo-
logical and christological significance into the change of word order (cf. “Evangelium,”
97), a significance which is possible, but not necessarily required.

233 Harnack, Marcion, 206*.

234 Itis also omitted in the allusion in 4.25.11 (cf. n. 224)

235 Nearly all witnesses read dmoxoddat in Luke 10:22//Matt 11:27, though the oL manuscript
areads revelavit.
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mentione, ... | 4.25.18—Viderit nunc, si ‘aeternam’ nostri addiderunt:...| Carn.
Chr. 7.3—... Ecce, inquit, surrexit legis doctor temptans eum, . ..

Luke 10:25-28 is also attested by Epiphanius. Concerning Tertullian’s tes-
timony, first, he does not provide any insight into the precise wording of
10:253, though it is clear that a vopxdg approached Jesus.236 Second, Harnack
contended that, with D, Marcion’s text did not read Siddoxode at the outset
of the question.?3” There is, however, no way to know if this was indeed the
case as its absence may be a simple omission on the part of Tertullian. Third,
one finds here one of the few places where Tertullian explicitly notes an omis-
sion in Marcion’s text. In addition, Tertullian not only notes that the “heretical
Gospel” does not contain aiwvioy, in 4.25.18 he indicates that the Marcionite
view would be that the “orthodox” have added the word to the text. As no other
extant manuscript attests this omission, Harnack and Tsutsui concluded that
Marcion removed the adjective from his text.238

4.4.43 Luke1o:27
4.2515—. .. ut doctor de ea vita videatur consuluisse quae in lege promittitur a
creatore longaeva [aeternal, et dominus ideo illi secundum legem responsum
dedisse: Diliges dominum deum tuum ex toto corde tuo et ex tota anima tua et
totis viribus tuis, quoniam de lege vitae sciscitabatur. | 4.27.4—. . . dicenti: Diliges
dominum deum tuum, ex toto corde et ex tota anima tua et ex totis viribus tuis,
qui te vocavit ex Aegypto. [Deut 6:5, 12] | 5.4.11—.... et hoc Creatoris est: Diliges
Deum ex toto corde tuo et ex tota anima tua et ex totis viribus tuis [Deut 6:5],
sive quae in proximum, et: Proximum tuum tamquam te Creatoris est. [Lev19:18]
| 5.8.9—Apostolum instruxerit principali praecepto quod probavit et Christus:
Diliges Dominum de totis praecordiis et totis viribus et tota anima et proximum
tibi tamquam te. | Scorp. 6.1—. .. quae deum scilicet diligens ex totis viribus
suis, . .. ex tota anima qua, . . 239

Continuing to focus only on Tertullian’s testimony, several issues arise out
of his comments on Luke 10:27. First, Tertullian’s statement dominus ideo illi
secundum legem responsum dedisse in 4.25.15 led Harnack to conclude that

236 Harnack reconstructed vopuxds (Tig éxmetpdlwv avtév), but there is no good reason for sug-
gesting the omission of dvéay or the absence of xai 300 at the outset of the verse.

237 Harnack, Marcion, 207*. d and the Arabic Diatessaron also attest the absence of the voca-
tive. In addition, it seems unnecessary to follow IGNTP in assuming that Tertullian here
attests xtoopat for Marcion’s text.

238  Cf. Harnack, Marcion, 207* and Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 98.

239 Additional allusions to Luke 10:27//Matt 22:37//Mark 12:30 or Deut 6:5 occur in 2.3.5;
Jejun. 2.8; and Res. 9.3.
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Marcion put the following words into Jesus’ mouth.24°© Harnack combined
the omission of aicviov in v. 25 and this form of the text to contend that one
should not even consider Zahn'’s view that the truncated references are due to
Tertullian himself,

da die Tendenz so offenkundig ist und da Tert. hier den Text genau ins
Auge gefafdt hat. (Er bemerkt ja sonst eine Auslassung hochst selten
ausdriicklich).24

The logic of this argument, however, is not at all clear. Why does Tertullian’s
explicit reference to a missing element of the verse mean that he must copy all
the elements present in the text? Braun also doubts the certainty of Harnack’s
assertion and rightly notes, “Méme si celle-ci [the words of the reply] est énon-
cée par le légiste, elle est assumée par le Christ comme réponse a la consul-
tation [emphasis original].”?#? Thus, Harnack’s reconstruction (6 8¢) xptog
dmoxpiBels (elmev)- &v 1§ vépw (yéypamtat) should be questioned.

Second, in the citation of how one is to love the Lord your God, Harnack
reconstructed the text with the preposition é§ for the first two elements,
and év for the third element. Both prepositions are found in the manuscript
tradition for each element, but it is not entirely clear why Harnack opted
for the latter preposition in the third element. Though it is possible that
Tertullian’s ex attests the Greek ¢ for the first two elements, it is worth noting
that, apart from 5.8.9., whenever Tertullian uses a preposition in quoting this
passage from either testament, he always uses ex. Therefore, the use of ex may
be due to Tertullian’s own proclivity and it therefore does not allow a definite
conclusion concerning the precise reading of these otherwise unproblematic
elements in Marcion’s text.

Finally, Tsutsui is convinced that the final element of loving your neighbor
was deleted by Marcion, and that therefore, because of the loss of the link to

240 Harnack, Marcion, 207*. Tsutsui agrees (“Evangelium,” 98). An additional implication of
this view is that Marcion would have excised the questions in Luke 10:26. Braun questions
Harnack’s view and Lukas questions the relevance of either position stating, “Ob Dtn 6,5
gemify Marcions Evangelium von Jesus selbst zitiert wird (so HARNACK, Marcion, 206%)
oder ob Jesus den Gesetzeslehre zur Zitation anleitet (so BRAUN, Contre Marcion 4, 327
Anm. 2), ist nicht entscheidbar und auch nicht so wichtig” (Rhetorik, 283n1320).

241 Harnack, Marcion, 207*. Zahn's comments are found in Geschichte, 2:470—71.

242 Braun (trans.), Contre Marcion 1v, 327n2. The same point can be made concerning
Tertullian’s comments in 4.25.16.
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“neighbor,” the parable of the Good Samaritan was also deleted.2*® Tsutsui’s
reasoning, however, is not convincing and he makes no mention of the fact
that Tertullian also does not cite the fourth element in the series: xat év 6Ay T
Stavole gov. Though this fourth element is also missing in D, several OL manu-
scripts, and a few other witnesses, given Tertullian’s propensity to omit ele-
ments in a list, the possibility that he simply breaks off the citation, means
that the remainder of v. 27 should be considered unattested, and not omitted.

4.4.44 Lukem:1
4.260—Cum in quodam loco orasset...adgressus eum [Jesus] ex discipulis
quidam: Domine, inquit, doce nos orare, sicut et>** Iohannes discipulos suos
docuit. | Or. 1.3—Docuerat et Iohannes discipulos suos adorare;...Ideo nec
extat, in quae verba docuerit Iohannes adorare, . . 24°

The reading of Marcion’s text in the opening of Luke 111 cannot be con-
structed from Tertullian’s allusion, though the cum may be representing év
@ ebvar.246 It is interesting that Harnack reconstructed the first two clearly
attested elements of the verse as év Témw Twi mpogevybuevoy and (elnév) Tig TAOV
uadnTdv (Tpodg adTéy), in neither case inverting the Greek word order according
to Tertullian’s Latin. Given the extremely weak or nonexistent manuscript evi-
dence for Tertullian’s order, Harnack was probably correct in these decisions;2#”
however, under the influence of Tertullian placing docuit at the end of the
clause, Harnack placed é3ida&ev at the very end of the verse, noting that this
position is otherwise unattested.?*8 Apart from Harnack’s haphazard deriva-
tion of Greek word order from the Latin, it is worth noting that Tertullian twice
puts the “teaching” verb before his reference to John in two allusions to this
verse in Or. 1.3. According to IGNTP, only | and one Georgian manuscript attest
this position for the verb, and it is highly unlikely that Tertullian’s phrasing

243 Concerning “love your neighbor as yourself,” Tsutsui speculates “Marcion sympathisi-
ert mit diesem Gebot und hat es in Gal 5,14 und Rom 13,9b stehen lassen. Ebendeshalb
pafit es in diesen Zusammenhang, wobei vom irdischen Leben die Rede ist, nicht hinein”
(“Evangelium,” 98). Harnack stated that the words “haben vielleicht gefehlt” (Marcion,
206%), though he also speculated that “es mag eine Tendenz dahinter stecken [i.e., behind
the omission]” (Marcion, 207%).

244 R3and Gelenius read sicut and sicut et was restored by Pamelius.

245 An additional reference to Christ teaching the disciples how to pray occurs in 4.36.2.

246 Placed by Harnack in parentheses (Marcion, 207*).

247  According to IGNTP, the order Tl Ty is attested in several OL manuscripts and the 13th
century minuscule 2766 and the order t@v padntdv Tig is otherwise unattested.

248 Harnack reconstructed the remainder of Luke 11:1 x0pte, 3idaov uds mpooebyeadat, xabag
xol Twdvwyg Todg padytag adtod édidakev (Marcion, 207%).
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here is being influenced by the actual word order of the verse as known to
him. Thus, it is much more likely that in all these cases the word order is due
to Tertullian, and in 4.26.1 is not reflecting Marcion’s text. Second, though
apart from the word order most of the verse is relatively unproblematic, the
conflicting testimony in the manuscript tradition of Tertullian’s works prob-
ably means that no firm decision is possible on whether Marcion’s text read
xafig xal or simply xawg, with several oL and other manuscripts. Of course,
if Moreschini’s reconstruction is correct, and it likely is, the presence of the
conjunction becomes more likely.

4.4.45 Luken:2
4.26.3—Cui dicam ‘pater’? | 4.26.4—A quo spiritum sanctum postulem?. .. Eius
regnum optabo venire ... | Fug. 2.5—Sed in legitima oratione, cum dicimus ad

patrem ... | Or. 21—. .. Pater qui in caelis es. | Or. 3.2—1Id [the Father’s name]
ergo ut sanctificetur postulamus . .. | Or. 3.4—. .. sanctificetur nomen tuum, . . . |
Or. 51—Veniat quoque regnum tuum . .. | Prax. 23.4—. .. et nos erectos docebat

orare: Pater noster, qui es in caelis, . ..

An important initial observation concerning Tertullian’s attestation of the
Lord’s Prayer in Marcion’s text is that he has rephrased the petitions as ques-
tions, which clearly creates additional challenges for reconstructing Marcion’s
wording.?*? Nevertheless, some insight can be gained from Tertullian’s ques-
tions. The first question asks about the identity of the one addressed as pater
(4.26.3). Though the remainder of the verse is unattested, in the other two
instances where Tertullian cites the opening address he includes elements,
albeit not in an identical manner, from the Matthean form of the prayer (Or.
2.1 and Prax. 23.4). Though Tertullian does not include any of the Matthean
elements in the allusion in Fug. 2.5, their presence in the citations could lend
credence to Marcion'’s text reading simply mdtep, with P75, &, and B.

Tertullian’s second question is the curious A quo spiritum sanctum postulem?
(4.26.4), which implies that the first supplication in the form of the prayer in
Marcion’s text was for the Holy Spirit. In Or. 3.2, 4 Tertullian reveals that his
text read the expected petition for the name of the Father to be sanctified, and

249 An extensive discussion of Marcion’s text of the Lord’s Prayer can be found in Dieter T.
Roth, “The Text of the Lord’s Prayer in Marcion’s Gospel,” zvw 103 (2012): 47—63. Though
the following comments on the prayer are drawn from that article, only the central issues
related to the readings are presented here and references to secondary literature are kept
to a minimum. The challenges of reconstructing Marcion’s text at this point were also
noted by T. Baarda, “De korte tekst van het Onze Vader in Lucas 11:2—4: een Marcionitische
corruptie?,” NedTT 44 (1990): 277—78.
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gives no indication of a petition for the Holy Spirit. Some later textual evidence
for a petition for the Holy Spirit, though in an expanded form,?5° led Harnack
to reconstruct Marcion’s text as (éAbdtw) 0 dytov mvedua (gov €’ NAG xal
xafaptadtw Nuds).25! Though some have followed Harnack in viewing this read-
ing as that of Marcion’s text,252 Delobel is right in noting that there are several
reasons for questioning this reconstruction.?53 First, in all the other witnesses,
this phrase replaces the second petition (“thy kingdom come”) and not the first
petition.2>* Second, as will be seen, in all the other questions Tertullian poses
concerning the elements of the prayer, he appears to preserve the original verb.
Though not necessarily proving that the same is the case for postulem here, as
Delobel correctly notes, it is “at least hypothetical to suppose a verb like ‘adve-
nire’ (éA0€tw).”255 Finally, there is no hint in Tertullian’s argument of any of the
elements placed in parentheses in Harnack’s reconstruction. Thus, Harnack’s
reconstruction rightly recognizes that Marcion’s text had some sort of request
for the Spirit in place of the first petition, but may be wrong as to the wording

250 The four witnesses are 700, 162, Gregory of Nyssa, and Maximus. For the readings and
discussion cf. Joél Delobel, “The Lord’s Prayer in the Textual Tradition: A Critique of
Recent Theories and Their View on Marcion’s Role,” in The New Testament in Early
Christianity: La réception des écrits néotestamentaires dans le christianisme primitive (ed.
Jean-Marie Sevrin; BETL 86; Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1989), 295 and Bruce M.
Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament (2d ed.; Stuttgart: Deutsche
Bibelgesellschaft, 1994), 130-31.

251 Harnack, Marcion, 207*. Though Harnack placed some elements in parentheses, in the
apparatus he stated that because Tertullian’s testimony establishes that the first petition
was for the Holy Spirit, Marcion’s text would have read the way he reconstructed it, con-
sonant with other sources. Harnack’s conclusion may have been influenced by his belief
that the original reading of Luke was mdtep, éA8étw T dytov mvedud gov [ép’ Mudg] xal
wadapiadtw Nuds followed by the petition for daily bread (“Uber einige Worte Jesu, die
nicht in den kanonischen Evangelien stehen, nebst einem Anhang tiber die urspriingliche
Gestalt des Vater-Unsers,” sPAW [1904]: 200 and idem, “Der urspriingliche Text des Vater-
Unsers und seine &lteste Geschichte,” in Erforschtes und Erlebtes [Reden und Aufsitze 4;
Giessen: Alfred Topelmann, 1923], 28). Zahn, however, though reconstructing the text very
similarly to Harnack, stated that the reading has no claim to originality (Das Evangelium
des Lucas [ 4th ed., Kommentar zum Neuen Testament 3; Leipzig: Deichert, 1913], 767).

252 Delobel references several commentators accepting this view (“Extra-Canonical Sayings,”
108-11). Cf. also Roth, “Text of the Lord’s Prayer.”

253 Delobel, “Lord’s Prayer,” 296 and idem, “Extra-Canonical Sayings,” 110.

254 Rudolf Freudenberger highlights this point in concluding that Harnack’s reading is “nicht
ganz legitim” (“Zum Text der zweiten Vaterunserbitte,” NTS 15 [1968-1969]: 421).

255 Delobel, “Lord’s Prayer,” 296.
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of that request.?56 The unfortunate reality, as Chase had already observed at
the end of the nineteenth century, is that “Tertullian gives no evidence as to the
precise wording of the clause.”?57

The opening to the third question contains a reference to both Bactieia
and the verb £pyopat; therefore, Harnack reconstructed eAfdtw 1) actreio oov.258
Since Tertullian has constructed his argument with references to the Father
in the third person, and 1GNTP lists only 565 as omitting oov, there is no rea-
son to assume that the second person possessive pronoun was not present in
Marcion’s text.

4.4.46 Luken:3
4.26.4—Quis mihi dabit panem cottidianum? | Or. 6.2—. .. panem nostrum quo-
tidianum da nobis hodie. .. petendo panem quotidianum...| Or. 6.4—Merito
autem adiecit: da nobis hodie, . . 259

This petition is also attested by Origen. Tertullian’s question reflects both
dptog emiovatog and the verb didwut. In Or. 6.2, 4 Tertullian includes nobis
in his citation, though once again, given the manner in which Tertullian frames
his discussion there is no reason to posit anything in Marcion’s text corre-
sponding to Tertullian’s mihi.

4.4.47 Luke:4

4.26.4—Quis mihi delicta dimittet?... Quis non sinet nos deduci in tempta-
tionem? | Fug. 2.5—Sed in legitima oratione, cum dicimus ad patrem: ne nos
inducas in temptationem. .. ab eo illam profitemur accidere a quo veniam eius
deprecamur. Hoc est enim quod sequitur: sed erve nos a maligno, id est: ne nos
induxeris in temptationem permittendo nos maligno. Tunc enim eruimur diaboli
manibus, cum illi non tradimur in temptationem. | Or. 7a—Docet itaque peta-
mus dimitti nobis debita nostra. | Or. 7.2—. .. quod remittere nos quoque profite-
mur debitoribus nostris. | Or. 81-3—Ne nos inducas in temptationem, id est ne
nos patiaris induci, ab eo utique qui temptat. Ceterum absit ut Dominus temptare

256  Cf. also Andrew J. Bandstra, “The Lord’s Prayer and Textual Criticism: A Response,” €1y 17
[1982]: 92n8 and Delobel, “Lord’s Prayer,” 296—97.

257  Frederic Henry Chase, The Lord’s Prayer in the Early Church (Ts 1.3; Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1891), 26—27.

258 Harnack’s view of the original form of the Lord’s Prayer in Luke (cf. n. 251) led him to
posit that the presence of this petition was a pre-Marcionite intrusion from Matthew
into the text used by Marcion (Marcion, 208" and idem, “Der urspriingliche Text,” 28).
Harnack without comment offered the spelling éA\8dtw as found in X and several other
manuscripts, instead of éABétw.

259 An additional allusion to Luke 11:3//Matt 6:11 occurs in Jejun. 15.6.
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videatur, quasi aut ignoret fidem cuiusque aut deicere <sit> [ge]stiens. Diaboli
est et infirmitas et malitia...| Or. 8.6—Eo respondit clausula, interpretans
quid sit: ne nos deducas in temptationem; hoc est enim: sed devehe nos a malo. |
Pud. 2.10—Debitoribus denique dimissuros nos in oratione profitemur, . ..

The question alluding to Luke 11:4a refers to apaptiot and the verb
apiput. The other references by Tertullian to this petition in Or. 7.1, 2 and
Pud. 2.0 reflect the Matthean wording (debitum rendering o¢eiAnpa), likely
supporting the view that Marcion’s text contained the Lukan wording. As
above, mihi does not reflect an element in Marcion’s form of the petition.
Thus, Harnack’s reconstruction, (xat) dpeg v tag apaptiog (Mudv), is gen-
erally acceptable, even if it would be more accurate to avoid referring to the
unattested u&v.269 Somewhat curiously, in the running text of his reconstruc-
tion Harnack followed this phrase with an ellipsis, but in the apparatus he
stated that it is “wahrscheinlich” that Marcion’s text continued with xal ydp
avTol dglopev mavtt dpeidovtt Nuiv. Nevertheless, the second half of the phrase
is unattested and further speculation is unadvisable.

Tertullian’s final question concerning the Lord’s Prayer attests metpacpés and
a passive form of the verb eiocgépw.26! In addition, only in this final petition
does Tertullian use the pronoun nos. Harnack was convinced that Marcion
had tendentiously altered the passage to read (xat) uy dges Nuag eiceveydijvar
elg melpaouov.262 This reading has often been cited as the reading of Marcion’s
text,263 but Schmid has recently questioned the validity of this view.264 Schmid
points out, as also noted above, that Tertullian did not cite this, or any, peti-
tion from the Lord’s Prayer but remodeled Marcion’s text into questions.265 In
addition, in Fug. 2.5 and Or. 8.1—3, Tertullian glosses the active reading of this
petition with a passive explanation. In other words, Tertullian himself has a
theological tendency to avoid the impression that the Lord was the tempter.
Schmid correctly concludes that because the form of Tertullian’s question
reflects his own theological concerns serious doubts must be raised as to the

260 Harnack, Marcion, 207*.

261  Elements of the following discussion also appeared in summary form in Roth, “Marcion’s
Gospel: Relevance, Contested Issues, and Reconstruction,” 292.

262 Harnack, Marcion, 207*-8%.

263  Cf. the references in Roth “Text of the Lord’s Prayer,” 61.

264 Schmid, “How Can We Access?,” 143—44 discusses the petition in the light of Or. 8.1-3. The
additional evidence from Fug. 2.5 presented here only serves to confirm his view.

265 Ibid., 143.
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validity of Harnack’s reconstruction and the positing of a Marcionite textual
emendation.266

4.4.48 Luke s

4.26.8—Sic et praemissa similitudo nocturnum panis petitorem amicum
facit, non alienum, et ad amicum pulsantem, non ad ignotum. ... ad eum pul-
sat ad quem ius illi erat, cuius ianuam norat, quem habere panes sciebat, ... |
4.26.9—. .. sero pulsatur,...| Or. 6.3—Sed et nocturnus ille pulsator panem
pulsabat. | Praescr. 1.5—Panem vicinus non habebat et ideo pulsabat: ubi aper-
tum est ei et accepit, pulsare cessavit. | Praescr.12.3—. . . etiam pulsator ille vicini
ianuam tundebat, . . .

Luke 11:5 is also attested by Epiphanius. Tertullian’s allusion in 4.26.8 pro-
vides only a few hints concerning the wording in Marcion’s text. The use of a
general time frame (nocturnum) is also found in Or. 6.3 and the mention of
panis without an indication of the number of loaves appears in both Or. 6.3 and
Praescr. 1.5, indicating that these phrasings are likely due to Tertullian’s own
hand. In addition, it is noteworthy that in every reference to Luke 11:5 Tertullian
uses the verb pulsare even though “knocking” is not explicitly mentioned in
Luke’s text. Thus, xpotw did not appear at this point in Marcion’s Gospel.

4.4.49 Luken:g

4.26.5—Proinde a quo petam, ut accipiam? apud quem quaeram, ut inveniam?
ad quem pulsabo, ut aperiatur mihi? quis habet petenti dare,...| 4.26.6—
Denique si[c] accipere et invenire et admitti laboris et instantiae fructus est illi qui
petiit?7 et quaesivit et pulsavit, . . . | Bapt.20.5—Petite et accipietis inquit: quaesis-
tis enim et invenistis, pulsastis et apertum est vobis. | Or.10—. .. Dominus.. . . seor-
sum post traditam orandi disciplinam, petite, inquit, et accipietis, .. .| Praescr.
1.7-10—Adeo finis est et quaerendi et pulsandi et petendi. Petenti enim dabi-
tur, inquit, et pulsanti aperietur et quaerenti invenietur. Viderit qui quaerit
semper quia non invenit; illic enim quaerit ubi non invenietur. Viderit qui sem-
per pulsat quia numquam aperietur: illuc enim pulsat ubi nemo est. Viderit qui
semper petit quia numquam audietur; ab eo enim petit qui non audit.?%8

266  Schmid, “How Can We Access?,” 144.

267 Moreschini’s text reads petiit with R3 (paralleling the perfect tense of quaesivit and pulsa-
vit), rejecting petit in M, y, R1, and Ra.

268  Additional allusions to Luke 11:9//Matt 7:7 occur throughout De praescriptione haeretico-
rum: petite et accipietis (8.11), quaerite et invenietis (8.2, 4, 15; 9.1, 6;10.7, 9; 43.2), and pulsate
et aperietur vobis (8.7).
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Luke 11:9 is also partially attested by Epiphanius. Curiously, though Harnack
reconstructed the phrasing of the Lord’s Prayer in Marcion’s text based on
Tertullian’s questions, he did not do so for Luke 11:9.26% The imperative verb in
each of the elements remains constant throughout Tertullian’s references to
this verse, and there appears to be no good reason to doubt that Marcion’s text
read aitelte, {yteite, and xpovete.2 The situation is different, however, for the
second verb in each element. Only invenire (attesting ebpioxw) remains con-
stant in Tertullian’s citations, though the reformulation into a question in 4.26.5
does not allow a definitive decision on whether Marcion’s text read ebpyjoete or
evpnoetat.2”! That the counterpart to xpodete was dvoryoetau??? also appears
established, not only because the manuscript tradition here attests no lemma
other than dvotyw, but also because admittere in 4.26.6 is rather obviously
Tertullian’s own word.2?® The counterpart to aiteite in Tertullian’s testimony is
slightly less certain. In 4.26.5 he first uses accipere, though immediately after
the three questions he uses dare. Tertullian’s other attestations also vary as he
uses accipere in 4.26.6, Bapt. 20.5, and Or. 10; dare in Praescr. 11.7; and audire in
Praescr. 11.10. Given the variation and that IGNTP indicates that only a hand-
ful of church fathers attest Aecfe, it may well be that this reading is due to
Tertullian and was not the reading of Marcion’s text.2#

4.4.50 Lukem:m-13

4.26.10—Ipse [the Creator] est qui scit quid filii postulent. Nam et panem petenti-
bus de caelo dedit manna, et carnem desiderantibus emisit ortygometram, non
serpentem pro pisce nec scorpium pro ovo. . .. Ita et spiritum sanctum is dabit . . . |
Or. 6.3—. .. Numquid filio panem poscenti lapidem tradit?

Luke 11:11-13 are also attested by Epiphanius and in the Adamantius Dialogue.
Tertullian’s testimony alludes to the presence of 6 viés asking and the phrases
dealing with “instead of a fish giving a serpent” (v. 11) and “instead of an egg
giving a scorpion” (v. 12). In Or. 6.3 Tertullian refers to the giving of the stone

269 Cf. Harnack, Marcion, 208*.

270  Tertullian also cites the elements in this order in Bapt. 20.5. It is interesting that in Praescr.
11.7-10 Tertullian introduces the quotation with the order “seek, knock, ask,” has the order
“ask, knock, seek” for the quotation itself, and, following the quotation, discusses the ele-
ments in the order “seek, knock, ask.”

271  Numerous witnesses, including & and D, read the latter.

272 The form could also be dvotyfvjoetat as in D and numerous other witnesses.

273  Aperire is used in all of Tertullian’s other citations and allusions.

274 Aoufdvw appears in v. 10, which may have influenced the rendering of v. 9. The same phe-
nomenon occurs in the Matthean version. Von Soden lists sy® and sy as reading Aeafe
in Matt 7:7, noting the influence from v. 8.
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instead of bread as found only in Matt 7:9,275 which may increase the likeli-
hood that in 4.26.10 the reference is being governed by Marcion’s text. For v. 13
Tertullian alludes to the statement Swaet Tvedua dytov.

4.4.51 Luken:sy
4.26.1—. ... in Belzebule?"® dictus eicere daemonia: . . . | 4.28.2—. . . scilicet super
ipso dicentes: Hic non expellit daemonia nisi in Belzebule . . .

In 4.26.11 Tertullian adapts Luke 11:15 and the accusation of the Pharisees
&v BeeAlefovA?™7 . .. éxPdMel T daupdvia (v. 15). The verse is not cited outside
of Adversus Marcionem, but when Tertullian makes a reference back to this
accusation in 4.28.2 he cites it in one of its Matthean forms (Matt 12:24).278
Thus, the likelihood that Tertullian’s adaptation is following Marcion’s text in
4.26.11 is increased. Also, Tertullian’s omission of the description of Beelzebul
as dipyovtt T®v Sapoviwy in both references perhaps reveals that the descriptor
is not important for him.279

4.4.52 Luke 11:21-22

4.26.12—DMerito igitur adplicuit ad parabolam fortis illius armati, quem validior
alius oppressit, . . .| 5.6.7—Etiam parabola fortis illius armati, quem alius valid-
ior oppressit et vasa eius occupavit, . ..

Luke 11:21—22 is also not multiply cited outside of Adversus Marcionem,
but Tertullian does reference the text in 4.26.12 and then again in 5.6.7. The
Lukan provenance of the saying is confirmed by the description of the strong
man as armati (xabwmTAapévog), as it is not found in the parallel Matt 12:29//
Mark 3:27. Though none of the Synoptics explicitly identify the illustration as
a parable, Tertullian twice cites it as such. The illius appearing in both adapta-
tions is clearly Tertullian’s own addition, as is alius, which Tertullian inserts in
two different places. For Marcion’s text, Tertullian therefore attests ¢ ioyvpdg

275 Itshould be noted, however, that the Matthean reading also appears in most manuscripts
of Luke.

276  Inthe interaction with Luke 11:14—22, the manuscripts and editions of Tertullian offer vari-
ant spellings of Beelzebul. Moreschini follows the spelling found in Gelenius, Pamelius,
and Kroymann. The Greek rendering here will follow the spelling found in the Majority
Text without implying that this definitely was the orthography in Marcion’s text.

277  On the spelling of Beelzebul, cf. n. 276.

278 The reading in Matt 9:34 is much closer to Luke 11:15.

279 In 4.26.2 Tertullian does mention that Jesus connected principem daemoniorum, quem
Beelzebub et satanam supra dixerat with the parable of the strong man, but it is not
entirely clear from where Tertullian draws the term and the fact remains that he does
not refer to the “prince of demons” in his other references.
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wofwmAlouévog (v. 21) and loyvpdTepos. .. vixNay [vuc)oel is attested in several
manuscripts, but is less likely] (v. 22).280

4.4.53 Luke11:27—28

3.11.3—Nam et mulier quaedam exclamaverat: Beatus venter qui te portavit, et
ubera quae hausisti. | 4.26.13—Exclamat mulier de turba, beatum uterum qui
illum portasset, et ubera quae illum educassent. Et dominus: Immo beati qui ser-
monem dei audiunt et faciunt, . ..| Carn. Chr. 7a3—FEodem sensu denique et illi
exclamationi respondit, non matris uterum et ubera negans, sed feliciores desig-
nans, qui verbum dei adiunt [sic].

V. 27 is also attested by Ephrem. Tertullian’s testimony to v. 27 in 3.11.3 and
4.26.13 indicates that his use of exclamare does not appear to render a single
Greek verb, but the idea expressed by “a woman from the crowd” émdpaca
@uwviv. There is also a rather unproblematic reference to the womb that bore
Jesus and the breasts that nursed him being called blessed (pocapio 1) xoAio 1
Boaotdoaad o xal paatol obg ébniacag).28!

Harnack believed Tertullian’s testimony to reveal two specific readings in v.
28: (1) dxodovteg after Tov Adyov Tod Oeod instead of before it and (2) motobvreg
instead of uAdoaoovtes.282 The first reading is suspect because in Carn. Chr.7.13
Tertullian also places audiunt after the reference to the word of God, reveal-
ing that this otherwise unattested order is most likely due to Tertullian’s own
hand. Concerning the second point, IGNTP does reveal slight manuscript evi-
dence for this reading; however, as was seen in the discussion above of Luke
8:21, Tertullian immediately refers back to 8:21 after citing Luke 11:28. It is worth
noting that Luke 8:21 concludes with a reference to “hearing” and “doing” the
word of God. Therefore, it is possible that the connection between Luke 8:21
and 11:28 in Tertullian’s argument has led him to write audiunt et faciunt, thus
rendering it unclear whether Marcion’s text really read as Harnack thought.283

280 Though Harnack, Marcion, 209* cited Tertullian’s allusions to these verses he provided no
reconstruction of them. In addition, though Aalders wrote that there is “no doubt” that
Tertullian wanted to translate the two actions in the Greek text (¢neAdwv vixnoy) with
oppressit (“Tertullian’s Quotations,” 267), it is not clear that this is the case.

281 Harnack offered the same reconstruction, though placing olg é6Aacag in parentheses.
The oL manuscripts render the Greek with both sugere and lactare, and there is no reason
to posit that Tertullian’s rendering reflects any other Greek text, particularly as the Greek
is almost uniform in the manuscript tradition. Both the oL and Vulgate also place the
pronouns prior to the verb, as does Tertullian (te portavit, illum portasset).

282  Harnack, Marcion, 209*. Plooij, Further Study, 84 also assumes the latter reading in
Marcion’s text.

283 In Carn. Chr. 7.3 Tertullian makes no reference to the second element.
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4.4.54 Luken:29
4.27.1—. .. iubet omni petenti dare, et ipse signum petentibus non dat;...| Fug.
13.2—Atque adeo omni petenti dari iubet, ipse signum petentibus non dat.

Luke 11:29 is also attested by Epiphanius. Tertullian’s testimony in 4.27.1 indi-
cates a reference to the phrase onpeiov o0 Sobnoetat. That there is no need to
posit a direct reference in the text of someone “asking” for a sign is clear from
Tertullian’s use of petere in Fug. 13.2 as well.

4.4.55 Luken:33

4.27.1—. .. negat lucernam abstru<d>endam, sed confirmat super candelabrum
proponendam, ut omnibus luceat; .. .| Cult. fem. 2.13.2—Si lucernam tuam sub
modio abstruseris, ...| Praescr. 26.4—1Ipse docebat lucernam non sub modium

abstrudi solere sed in candelabrum constitui ut luceat omnibus qui in domo sunt.

Tertullian’s use of this verse in his argument provides little insight into the
actual wording of Marcion’s Gospel. That it included some mention of hid-
ing a Auxvés and the idea of émt v Auyviav is obvious; however, Harnack also
believed that the end of the verse in Marcion’s text was Matthean.?84 Once
again it may simply be that Tertullian slipped into the, for him, more familiar
Matthean wording (he cites Matt 5:15 in Praescr. 26.4), which works equally
well for the purposes of Tertullian’s argument: Marcion’s Christ hid his light
from men for ages even though he commanded a lamp not to be hidden but
placed on a lampstand in order to give light to all.

4.4.56 Luke 11:52

4.27.9—Quam vero clavem habebant legis doctores nisi interpretationem legis?
ad cuius intellectum neque ipsi adibant, non credentes scilicet—nisi enim cred-
ideritis, non intellegetis [Isa 7:9]—, neque alios admittebant: . . .| 4.28.2—. .. quae
clavem agnitionis habens nec [in] ipsa[m] introiret nec alios sineret, ...

Though not multiply cited outside of Adversus Marcionem, a second allu-
sion to v. 52 in 4.28.2 provides some insight into Tertullian’s testimony. In 4.27.9
Tertullian makes reference to toig vopxois and 4.28.2 reveals that not only v
xAetda, but probably also tijg yvioews were present in the verse.?85 The phrasing

284 Harnack, Marcion, 209*. It is not clear why Harnack included the unattested 076 tov uédtov
in his reconstruction, but not the attested émi v Avyviav.

285 In 4.28.2 Tertullian applies the words spoken to the lawyers to the Pharisees (Luke 12:1).
Tsutsui rightly notes “Das Wort ‘agnitio’, das Tertullian in dem Zitat bezeugt, ist nicht das
genaue Aquivalent des griechischen “yv&a1g, das gewohnlich mit ‘scientia’ iibersetzt wird”
(“Evangelium,” 102). However, his conclusion that Marcion may have replaced the Greek
word in his text is problematic. First, his argument by analogy “Aus R6m 11,33 hat Marcion
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of Tertullian’s reference to v. 52 in 4.27.9 has been shaped by the citation of Lxx
Isa 7:9, with which Tertullian glossed the verse, and there is no reason to posit
that Marcion read a Greek term more closely approximating the Latin adjec-
tive intellectus (4.27.9). In addition, a comparison of the references also reveals
the fluidity with which Tertullian renders v. 52b, making its reconstruction
with any degree of certainty impossible.286 Finally, nec alios sineret in 4.28.2
may well have arisen from the parallel in Matt 23:13.

4.4.57 Lukei2:2

4.28.2—... adicit: Nihil autem opertum, quod non patefiet, et nihil absconditum,
quod non dinoscetur, ...287 | Paen. 6.10—Nihil occultum quod non revelabi-
tur:...| Virg.14.3—. .. Nihil occultum quod non revelabitur, . ..

Harnack reconstructed this verse o03¢v 3¢ aguyxexadvpuévov, 8 odx
dmoxaivebnaeTal, xal o0dEv xpUTTOY, & 00 Yvwabnoetat.288 This reconstruction
reads as the text of NA28 with two exceptions. First, éotiv after cuyxexaivupévov
has been omitted.?8? It is not clear, however, that this omission should be pos-
ited for Marcion’s text because in both Luke 12:2 and Matt 10:26 éotiv appears in

“yv@aig’ gestrichen (s. Harnackiog* [sic])” is questionable as Harnack simply assumed
that the unattested elements in Tertullian’s citation of the verse were deleted by Marcion.
Second, the assumption that because Tertullian deviated from “normal” translation words
a different Greek text was present is hazardous precisely because Tertullian constantly
varies the vocabulary he employs in biblical citations (for further discussion on this point
cf. Roth, “Did Tertullian Possess?,” 439).

286  After the reference to the lawyers, Harnack reconstructed v xAeida tiig yvwoews xTA. It
is not entirely clear what Harnack meant to indicate with his xtA.; however, the most
straight-forward implication that the remainder of the verse read as canonical Luke is
not provable. In addition, this fluidity, along with what may be a generic reference to
the scribes “having” the keys without any clear intention of rendering the verb found in
Marcion’s text seems to preclude the somewhat incautious conclusion: “Marcion.. . read
éxete” (Gilles Quispel, “The Gospel of Thomas and the New Testament,” vc 11 [1957]: 202).
Tertullian’s question and passing comment does not necessarily reveal what verb Marcion
read.

287 Moreschini’s text reads dinoscetur with Rhenanus’s editions, rejecting dinosceretur in M
and y.

288 Harnack, Marcion, 211*.

289 IGNTP lists a few manuscripts that attest éotiv before cuyxexadvupuévov. In addition, a vari-
ant spelling cuvxexadvppévov is attested in P75, D, W, ©, and 2766, whereas xexoAvupévov
is attested in P45, 8, C*, and 1241. For this reason the precise rendering of opertum is

uncertain.



148 CHAPTER 4

the text, and yet Tertullian does not offer it in either of his other two citations.290
Second, an additional o03év has been inserted before xpumtév. Unfortunately,
this element of the verse is not multiply cited, but its complete absence in
the textual tradition of both Matthew and Luke may lend some credence to the
supposition that the repetition is due to Tertullian himself.29!

4.4.58 Luke12:3

4.28.2—...cum subiciat etiam quae inter se mussitarent vel inter se tractar-
ent...in apertum processura et in ore hominum futura ex evangelii promulga-
tione. | Praescr. 26.2—. .. ipse praeceperat si quid in tenebris et in abscondito

audissent, in luce et in tectis praedicarent.

Luke 12:3 is another case where little concerning the precise wording of
Marcion’s text can be gleaned from Tertullian’s allusion. Apart from the likely
presence of xnpuy@oetay, the only insight is that the use of mussitare in 4.28.2
may have arisen from a closer rendering of the text (mpdg 16 0d¢ haloore)
than offered in the general audire in Praescr. 26.2.292

4.4.59 Luke12:4-5

4.28.3—Deinde conversus ad discipulos: Dico autem, inquit, vobis amicis, nolite
terreri ab eis qui vos solummodo occidere possunt, nec post hoc ullam in vobis
habent potestatem ... demonstrabo autem vobis quem timeatis: timete eum qui
postquam occiderit potestatem habeat?®® mittendi in gehennam—creatorem

290 Though Harnack believed the textual tradition to unanimously include otiv in Luke,
IGNTP lists two minuscules, one lectionary, and Hilary as omitting it, along with Tertullian
and Marcion. In any case, the evidence is scant.

291 According to IGNTP, numerous OL manuscripts, and manuscripts of other ancient ver-
sions, attest o0d¢ instead of xad. It is curious, however, to find Marcion also listed as a wit-
ness for this reading as one would not expect neque of the oL manuscripts and et nihil to
be listed as evidence for the same Greek reading.

292 Plooij, Further Study, 82 argued that mussitarent was rendering a different text than that
found in any general tradition and that the in apertum reflects the same reading behind
the Liége Diatessaron’s oppenbare. This suggestion is interesting, though to posit the lan-
guage here as further evidence for a close relation between Tatian’s and Marcion’s text
of the Gospel seems slightly tenuous. Cf., however, William L. Petersen’s assessment that
this is one of two “of the most convincing” examples of readings common to Tatian and
Marcion (Tatian’s Diatessaron: Its Creation, Dissemination, Significance, and History in
Scholarship [Supplements to Vigiliae Christianae 25; Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1994], 192—93).

293 Moreschini’s text reads the subjunctive habeat against the indicative habet in X, Pamelius,
Rigalti, Oehler, and Evans.
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utique significans—; ita<que>2%* dico vobis, hunc timete. | 4.28.4—Hi ergo erunt
quos supra praemonet ne timeant tantummodo occidi, ideo praemittens non
timendam occisionem, . . .| Fug. 7.2—Nolite timere eos, inquit qui occidunt cor-
pus, animae autem nihil valent facere, sed timete eum, qui et corpus et animam
perdere potest in gehennam. | Pud. 2.7—. . . non solum corpus, verum et animas
occidens in gehennam. | Res. 351—Sed et praecipit eum potius timendum, qui
et corpus et animam occidat in gehennam, ... non qui corpus occidant, animae
autem nihil nocere possint, . . .| Scorp. 9.6—. .. non eos timendos, qui solum cor-
pus occidant, animam autem interficere non valeant, sed illi potius metum con-
secrandum, qui et corpus et animam occidere et perdere possit in gehennam. |
Scorp.10.8—. .. timorem eorum, qui solum corpus occidunt, animae autem nihil
faciunt:...| Scorp. 12.5—Qua poena timorem puniat, nisi quam negator rela-
turus est cum corpore et anima occidendus in gehenna??9

These verses are also attested by Epiphanius. Since Tertullian’s citations of
this saying in his other works are all based on the parallel in Matt 10:28, several
Lukan elements are not multiply cited. Among them is the opening phrase in
4.28.3, dico autemvobis amicis, rendering Aéyw 8¢ O tolg piAotg (Luke 12:4a).296
At the end of the phrase Harnack placed the canonical pov in parentheses
with a question mark, but contended that Marcion removed the pronoun pur-
posely to negate the thought that Jesus considered the twelve disciples to be
friends.297 Tsutsui, however, rightly responds “ob ‘wo?’ hier steht oder fehlt, die
Anrede verédndert sich inhaltlich nicht.”298 Once again, however, pov is simply
unattested.

The remainder of Luke 12:4 presents numerous challenges in interpreting
Tertullian’s testimony. Following the Latin of Tertullian’s citation given above,
Harnack reconstructed py) ¢ofnéfite 6md tév DG pévov GmoxTtéwel Suvapévmy
ol petd todta pydepioy elg Dpas Exdvtwy EEovaian.299 The first four words fol-
low the nearly universally attested Lukan text, but then the reading diverges
rather radically, following no known Lukan reading. Harnack rightly saw no
advantage for Marcion’s interests in this wording, but also contended that one

294 Rz and R3 read itaque, whereas R, M, y, and Latinius’s note read ita.

295 Additional allusions to Luke 12:4—5 occur in 4.28.5 and An. 13.3.

296 Harnack’s placement of Ouiv in parentheses with a question mark is due to Epiphanius’s
testimony (Marcion, 211*).

297 Ibid. This comment was an addition to the second edition. In Marcion', 193* Harnack did
not question the presence of pov.

298  Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 102. According to IGNTP, pov is omitted in X, 131, 213, and 1242*.

299 Harnack, Marcion, 211*.
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could not assume that Tertullian arbitrarily changed the text.3%0 Yet, one finds
several indications pointing to a possible argument for the view that Tertullian
is largely responsible for this unique text.

First, the addition of the adverb solummodo clearly reflects a common
addition by Tertullian to the idea of Luke 12:4//Matt 10:28, as solum appears
in Pud. 2.7 and Scorp. 9.6; 10.8. Second, the idea of possunt occidere is easily
explained as a Matthean influence on Tertullian’s rendering, as it has already
been noted that Tertullian elsewhere always references Matt 10:28 (cf. Fug.
7.2; Res. 35.1; and Scorp. 9.6). Third, Braun notes that the omission of corpus
(Té odpa) is not significant, as Tertullian has used the expression of Luke 12:5,
where the canonical text also simply mentions killing without the verb having
an object.391 Tt is possible, though not provable, that Tertullian replaced corpus
with vos. Finally, though nec post hoc could be rendering the Lukan xai peta
tadrta, Tertullian again may well have inserted a second person plural pronoun
and drawn the idea of potestas from Luke 12:5. For these reasons it is at least
open to question whether or not Marcion’s text read in the manner presented
by Tertullian, and more likely that Tertullian began by rendering the verse more
accurately and then simply referred to the concepts of Luke 12:4 influenced by
his own emphases, Matt 10:28, and the following verse.

Forv. 5, once again the opening element is not multiply cited since Tertullian
elsewhere references Matt 10:28; however, he attests the relatively unproblem-
atic Omodeifw O¢ Oy Tiva poPndijte. Most of the remainder of the verse does not
present significant challenges, though it is worth noting that Tertullian attests
the order éovaiav éxovta and could be attesting Baelv, found in P43, W, and a
few other witnesses, instead of éuBaAetv. Further comment on this verse, how-
ever, requires incorporating the testimony of Epiphanius.

4.4.60 Luke12:8—-9

4.28.4—Sed habeo et de sequentibus sumere: Dico enim vobis, omnis qui con-
fitebitur <in> me3°2 coram hominibus, confitebor in illo coram deo. ... Et omnis
qui negavit me coram hominibus, denegabitur coram deo,...| Cor. 11.5—...
lesus negaturus omnem negatorem et confessurus omnem confessorem . .. | Fug.

300 Ibid. Tsutsui apparently believes that Marcion was responsible for this form of the text
contending that the key to the changes is the idea that “der nicht zu fiirchtende (V. 4a)
und der zu fiirchtende (V. 5) bezeichnen nach Marcions Auffasung denselben, namlich
den Schopfergott” (“Evangelium,” 103). Apart from this view not explaining all the vari-
ants, it requires the plural subject of v. 4 and the singular subject of v. 5 to be identical.

301 Braun (trans.), Contre Marcion 1v, 357n6.

302 Rgreads in me, whereas Ry, R2, M, and y read me.
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7.1—Qui confessus fuerit me et ego confitebor illum coram patre meo. | Idol.
13.6—Qui autem confusus super me fuerit penes homines, et ego confundar super
illo, inquit, penes patrem meum, qui est in caelis. | Prax. 26.9—Est Patris Filius
confessurus confessores et negaturus negatores suos apud Patrem, ... | Scorp.
9.8—O0mmnis igitur, qui in me confessus fuerit coram hominibus, et ego confitebor
in illo coram patre meo, qui in caelis est. Et omnis, qui me negaverit coram hom-
inibus, et ego negabo illum coram patre meo, qui in caelis est. [in 9.9 Tertullian
makes the point that Christ did not say qui me confessus fuerit and in g.11 that
Christ did say qui me negaverit and not qui in me] | Scorp. 9.13—Plus est autem
quod et confusioni confusionem comminatur: qui me confusus fuerit coram hom-
inibus, et ego confundar eum coram patre meo, qui est in caelis. | Scorp. 10.4—
[Jesus did not say] qui in me confessus fuerit coram hominibus in caelis, et ego in
illo confitebor coram patre meo, qui in caelis est.393

Luke 12:8 is also attested by Epiphanius. Tertullian’s other citations appear
to be drawn from Matt 10:32, so once again the opening words in Luke are
not multiply cited. Harnack reconstructed Aéyw ydp Optv and contended that
Marcion replaced 3¢ with ydp because he had omitted vv. 6—7.3%* Braun rightly
points out, however, that Epiphanius’s testimony explicitly indicates only that
v. 6 was omitted, and Braun even argues that the manner in which Tertullian
introduces his citation of v. 8 may reveal that it did not follow directly afterv. 5
in Marcion’s Gospel.2%% In any case, since Luke 12:7 is unattested it is precarious
to build an argument for a textual emendation based on its omission.

Numerous difficulties also arise in the elements of Luke 12:8 that are
multiply cited. First, the disagreement in the editions concerning whether
Tertullian wrote in me or me means that Harnack’s insistent, though unclear,
“der Unterschied von pé und év adté ist beabsichtigt” cannot be accepted.306
Second, Harnack reconstructed még 8¢ 6uoroyyoet, which certainly is possible.307
Tertullian’s use of the future perfect in other citations tends to confirm
Harnack’s reconstruction, though a possible influence due to the Matthean
future cannot be entirely ruled out. Third, Harnack believed Marcion’s text

303 A probable allusion to Luke 12:8//Matt 10:32 occurs in Scorp. 15.6. On the influence of the
idea of being ashamed from Luke 9:26 in Fug. 7.1, Idol. 13.6, and Scorp. 9.13, cf. n. 186.

304 Harnack, Marcion, 212¥. Similar comments are found in Zahn, Geschichte, 2:474 and
Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 103.

305 Braun (trans.), Contre Marcion Iv, 359n4.

306 Harnack, Marcion, 212*.

307 A, B* D, I, A, and numerous minuscules read the future active indicative of Matt 10:32
instead of the Lukan aorist active subjunctive.
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twice employed the preposition évwmiov in v. 8.308 Although Epiphanius attests
évwmiov o0 Beod for the end of the verse, Tertullian’s testimony cannot be used
to posit the prior reading évwmiov té@v dvBpwnwy, for this would require the
assumption that coram renders évwmiov in the second instance (if Epiphanius
can be trusted) and therefore must do so in the first.3% Apart from the fact
that there is no other manuscript evidence for éveymov appearing in Luke
12:8, in Scorp. 9.8 coram renders Eumpocfev.310 Additionally, Tertullian appar-
ently has no problem rendering the same Greek preposition with penes (Idol.
13.6) or apud (Prax. 26.9). Fourth, in the discussion above on Luke 9:26 it was
already noted that Tertullian’s phrasing of the concept of confessing and being
ashamed/denying is strongly shaped by Matt 10:32—33. Therefore, once again it
is possible that the attested opodoyyow does not actually reflect Marcion’s text,
but Tertullian’s proclivities.3! Finally, Tertullian does not attest tév dyyéAwv at
the end of v. 8.312 That Tertullian is following Marcion’s text to some degree
is evident by the presence of deus and not pater, as found in Matt 10:32 and
Tertullian’s other citations. The evidence of Epiphanius, however, must be
included before drawing a final conclusion.

Harnack reconstructed Marcion’s text of 12:9 as xal Tag 9§ )pvi)oaTé e Evwmiov
OV avBpwmwy, drapwnbnoetal évwmiov tod Be0d.313 First, Harnack noted that xai
instead of ¢, and mag 6¢ Npvnoaté instead of 6 dpwnoduevog are otherwise unat-
tested. Even if et attests xai and not 3¢, Tertullian uses et in Prax. 26.9, Scorp.
9.8, and, though with the elements in reverse order, in Cor. 11.5. In addition,
Tertullian, apart from the placement of me, renders the opening in essentially

308 Harnack, Marcion, 212*.

309 Thusitis at best questionable for IGNTP to state “Marcion ap TE” as attesting the reading
gvamiov T@v dvlpwmwy. Petersen called the IGNTP apparatus here “misleading and con-
fused” (William L. Petersen, “Patristic Biblical Quotations and Method: Four Changes to
Lightfoot’s Edition of Second Clement,” vc 60 [2006]: 397n38).

310 Tischendorf, von Soden, and NA?8 attest no manuscript variation for the preposition in
Matt 10:32.

311 Harnack recognized that it is the Matthean reading, yet also placed it in his reconstruc-
tion of Marcion’s text (Marcion, 212). IGNTP indicates that though no other witnesses
attest this precise reading, the minuscules 1338 and 2757, along with aeth attest 6poloyyow
x3Y®.

312 Tischendorf, von Soden, and NA?7 indicate that 8* also omits these words; however,
IGNTP indicates that T@v dyyéAwv was present and that to0 8o was omitted. All refer-
ences to an omission have been removed from NA28 and from the on-line images at www
.codexsinaiticus.org it can be seen that the entire phrase t@v dyyéAwv t0d 8e00 has been
written by a corrector and that the original wording is illegible.

313 Harnack, Marcion, 212*.
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the same way in Scorp. 9.8, and he also uses the adjective omnis in Cor. 11.5.
Therefore, the entire opening seems to be reflecting Tertullian’s own manner
of citation rather than elements in Marcion’s text.3# Second, concerning the
conclusion of the verse, as above, deus instead of pater (Matt 10:33), reveals a
likely point of contact with Marcion’s text, though the omission of t@v dyyéAwv
is in some ways dependent upon the decision concerning its omission at the
end of Luke 12:8. Finally, the same uncertainty of whether coram is rendering
gvamiov or Eumpoadev in Luke 12:8 also occurs in 12:9.315

4.4.61  Luke12:10

4.28.6—. .. Qui dixerit in filium hominis, remittetur illi, qui autem3'® dixerit in
spiritum sanctum, non remittetur ei. | Pud. 13.19—Hymenaei autem et Alexandri
[1 Tim 1:20] crimen si et in isto et in futuro aevo inremissibile est, blasphemia
scilicet, . ..

Tertullian’s testimony in 4.28.6, as already noted by Harnack,3!” renders a
text that has elements of both Luke 12:10 and Matt 12:32. The fact that such
harmonization is attested in the manuscript tradition, reveals that harmo-
nization could have been present in Marcion’s Gospel. Further confirmation
for this view may be found in the observation that there is no mention of the
clearly Matthean in futuro aevo in Tertullian’s work against Marcion, which
Tertullian highlighted in Pud. 13.19.3!® Nevertheless, there are numerous chal-
lenges to unraveling the precise reading of Marcion’s text and the possibility
of Matthean readings arising from Tertullian cannot be excluded completely.

Harnack reconstructed this verse (xat) &g av elmy eig tov viov tod dvBpwmov,
dpedoetar adtd, 8¢ 87 dv elmy el o Tvedpa o dytov, obx dgebnoetal adT®.319
First, Harnack contended that, as in Matthew, 7tdg at the sentence opening was
missing. IGNTP lists only Marcion and Pacianus as attesting this omission, and
since Tertullian begins his citation with qui, it is precarious to conclude, as

314 Inaddition,itisworth noting that the entire oL manuscript tradition offers qui . . . negaverit
(abnegaverit in 1') for the opening of Luke 12:9. The rendering can easily be understood
as a translation of an articular participle. IGNTP does not view Marcion or the OL manu-
scripts as attesting a Greek finite verb.

315 Both prepositions are attested in both occurrences in the Greek manuscript tradition.

316 Some disagreement exists among the manuscripts and editors of Tertullian as Rigalti,
Oehler, Kroymann, and Evans read qui autem but 8, Gelenius, and Pamelius read autem
qui.

317 Harnack, Marcion, 212*.

318 According to IGNTP this Matthean element is found in D, ¢, d, e, 827 and some Ethiopic
manuscripts.

319 Harnack, Marcion, 212*-13*.
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Harnack apparently does, that xai may have been present but ndg was not.
Both words are simply unattested.

Second, dixerit is likely a future perfect indicative, which Harnack under-
stood as rendering a Greek aorist subjunctive (elmy). IGNTP, however, inter-
prets the oL manuscripts in which it appears as rendering a Greek future.320
Further complicating the issue is that Matt 12:32 twice reads &g éav einy and D,
in the first occurrence in Luke 12:10, reads ¢ &v €pel. Given that the oL manu-
script tradition uniformly offers qui dixerit for both occurrences in Matt 12:32,
Harnack’s view, reading Greek subjunctives, may be more likely.

Third, Harnack’s reconstruction omits Adyov after the first einy), even though
it is never absent in any of the extant evidence of Luke 12:10. It is more likely
that this omission is due to Tertullian himself, an omission that creates a per-
fect parallel between the two elements of the verse.

Fourth, Luke speaks of “blaspheming” the Holy Spirit where Tertullian’s
quote repeats the idea of “speaking against.” Once again, it is true that this
reading creates a better parallel, and it is also the reading of Matthew; how-
ever, it is also attested in numerous oL manuscripts. In addition, Tertullian
mentions blasphemy/ blaspheming six times in the immediate context of the
quote and it is unlikely that he would have avoided a reference to a term factor-
ing so prominently in his discussion. Thus, this reading may have been that of
Marcion’s text.

Fifth, with D and numerous other manuscripts it is possible that Marcion’s
text read 16 mvedpa o dytov instead of 6 dytov mvedpa, though Tertullian’s own
proclivity of altering the word order must also be taken into account. Finally,
though adt® at the conclusion of the verse again creates a perfect parallel, its
presence in numerous manuscripts reveals that Tertullian could have read it in
Marcion’s text.

4.4.62 Luke12:16,19—20

4.28.11—Ab eo ergo erit et parabola divitis blandientis sibi de proventu agrorum
suorum, cui deus dicit: Stulte, hac nocte animam tuam reposcent; quae autem
parasti, cuius erunt? | Or. 6.4—Cui rei parabolam quoque accommodavit illius
hominis, qui provenientibus fructibus ampliationem horreorum et longae securi-
tatis spatia cogitavit ea ipsa nocte moriturus.

320 IGNTP lists only Marcion, Athanasius, and (70 as attesting einy. It should be noted, how-
ever, that the IGNTP apparatus for this verse is problematic. It views a, ¢, d, r, and e (all
reading dixerit) as attesting épef at the beginning of the verse and for the second occur-
rence sees b, ff2, i, q, 1%, and e (again all reading dixerit) as attesting épodvtt (instead of
) BAacenunoavtt). IGNTP lists these 0L manuscripts, in the latter instance, as attesting
gpodvtt Adyov, when none of them, according to Itala, here uses verbum or sermo.
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In 4.28.11 Tertullian makes a reference to Luke 12:16 that seems to require
the unproblematic words mapafoAnv and [dvBpwmov Tvég implied] mAovaiov.
Harnack apparently believed that de proventu agrorum suorum was referring
to edpopnaey 1) ywpa (v. 16), though Tertullian introducing the phrase with
blandientis sibi more likely points to v. 19 being in view.32! Even if this sugges-
tion is correct, the precise wording remains elusive. Based on the citation of
v. 20 Harnack reconstructed elmev adt§ 6 0eds- dppwv, Tadty Th vurett Ty Puyhy
gov dmottodow (dmd god)- & 3¢ Wrolpacas, tivog Eotat;322 Tertullian provides a
nearly verbatim rendering of the Greek text, here identical in the Majority Text
and Na?8, though a few points warrant mention. First, the omission of 3¢ is
almost certainly due to Tertullian. Second, his use of a future (reposcent) once
again is attributable to his citation habit and therefore does not necessitate a
future in Marcion’s text.323 Third, Harnack placed &6 co0 in parentheses, and
though it is absent in a few other witnesses, it may well have been a simple
omission by Tertullian. Finally, tivog is attested by D, most OL manuscripts, and
numerous church fathers, and likely was Marcion’s reading. Though Tertullian
has an allusion to this parable in Or. 6.4, it unfortunately does not provide
insight into the phrasing of Marcion’s text on any of these points.

4.4.63 Luke12:24
4.211—... qui et corvos alit ... | 4.29.1—. .. cuius et corvi non serunt nec metunt
nec in apothecas condunt, et tamen aluntur ab ipso, . .. | Mon.16.2—Habet Deum
etiam corvorum educatorem, etiam florum excultorem. | Ux. 1.4.7—. . . qui vola-
tilia caeli nullo ipsorum labore pascit, ...

Concerning Tertullian’s discussion of Luke 12:24, 27 Braun notes,

Dans tout ce passage, T. ne s'astreint pas a une fidélité littérale: il récrit le
texte évangélique en lui imprimant un certain rythme rhétorique (triple
anaphore de cuius, parallélismes).324

321 In v. 19 the rich man addresses his own soul telling it &yetg moAha dyada xeipeva eig €ty
TOMG- Gvaadov, ey, Tie, edppaivov. It would also make sense contextually for Tertullian
to be referring to this statement right before citing God’s response.

322 Harnack, Marcion, 213*.

323 Thus, IGNTP questionably lists Marcion along with gat and Irenaeus as reading
QTAITHTOVTLY.

324 Braun (trans.), Contre Marcion 1v, 367n4. Lukas refers to a “Stiick kunstvoller Prosa”
(Rhetorik, 293m346). Harnack, Marcion, 214* rightly rejected the contention of Zahn,
Geschichte, 2:475 that vv. 24, 27—28 were excised from Marcion’s text.
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Though this observation is correct, some insight into Marcion’s text can still
be gained. First, corvi attests the Lukan xépoxag, which likely was the read-
ing in Marcion’s text even if elsewhere Tertullian makes reference to both
corvus (4.21.1, Mon. 16.2) and volatilia caeli (Ux. 1.4.7; cf. Matt 6:26).325 Second,
Tertullian’s allusion to the words oneipovaw and Bepilova is unproblematic.326
Third, Harnack notes that nec in apothecas condunt is Matthean and then
leaves unanswered the question of whether Tertullian’s memory of Matt 6:26
has influenced the wording or whether Marcion’s text had been harmonized
to Matthew. The fact that, according to IGNTP, only go3 attests this harmo-
nization may make the former view more likely. Finally, there is also an allu-
sion to the phrase xal ¢ fedg Tpépel adTovs. Harnack’s contention that this final
phrase was not present in Marcion’s Gospel despite Tertullian’s testimony, and
Tsutsui’s suggestion that it was present, but in an altered and passive form,327
can be considered only once Luke 12:27—28 has also been discussed.

4.4.64 Luke12:27—28

4.211—. .. et flores agrivestit, . .. | 4.291—... cuius et lilia et foenum non texunt
nec nent, et tamen vestiuntur ab ipso, cuius et Salomon gloriosissimus, nec ullo
tamen flosculo cultior? | 4.29.3—Interim cur illos modicae fidei incusat, id est
cuius fidei? | Idol. 12.2—Et vestitus habemus exemplum lilia. | Ux. 1.4.7—... qui
lilia agri tanta gratia vestit, . ..

That Luke 12:28a was not present is attested by Epiphanius. Here, several
points concerning Tertullian’s testimony need to be made. First, that Tertullian
is to some extent following Marcion’s text in 4.29.1 is supported by the absence
of the Matthean agri (cf. Matt 6:28) found in 4.21.1 and Ux. 1.4.7. Second,
Tertullian’s allusion to Luke 12:27 attests not only xpiva, but also the verbs
bgpaivet and wlel. Unfortunately these elements are not multiply cited, but
that this may have been the reading in Marcion’s Gospel is confirmed by these
verbs also appearing in D, d, Clement of Alexandria, sy®, and sy©.328 Harnack
believed that Marcion’s text read o0y Ogaivet olite w0e1,329 though the fact that
these other witnesses attest olite vifet ote Ogaivel may mean that the slightly

325 Only a few witnesses, though they include D and a handful of oL manuscripts, attest the
Matthean ta metewd tod odpavod in Luke 12:24.

326 The negation of the action by Tertullian (non...nec) does not definitively reveal
whether the Greek read ov. .. 008¢ (with P45, P75, A, B, W, and most other manuscripts) or
olte...obte (with 8, D, L, Q, 579, 892, and e).

327 Harnack, Marcion, 214* and Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 104.

328  Luke reads o0 xom@ 003¢ w0et. “Toil” and “spin” is also the reading in Matt 6:28.

329 Harnack, Marcion, 214*.
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different phrasing, possibly under the influence of 12:24 and v#fet being the
second action in both Matthew and Luke, is due to Tertullian.

Third, Harnack attempted to support his view that Tertullian committed an
error due to his remembering the canonical text in the reference to “feeding”
in Luke 12:24 noted above, stating

Dies [an error] ist umso wahrscheinlicher, als er gleich darauf [4.29.1]
ein sicher inkorrektes Referat bringt, sofern bei Luk. von den Lilien nicht
gesagt wird, dafd Gott sie bekleidet, sondern nur vom Gras.330

It is worth noting that not only does Luke not make the statement that the lil-
ies are clothed, neither does Matthew (cf. Matt 6:28—30); yet, in both Idol. 12.2
and Ux. 1.4.7 Tertullian speaks of the clothing of the lilies. Therefore, it does
seem that Tertullian tends to collapse the reference to the lilies with the open-
ing phrase of Luke 12:28//Matt 6:30 (ei 8¢ &v drypd Tov x6pTov . . . 6 Bebg apgptélet)33!
and it is likely that Tertullian’s general references to vv. 24 and 27 include
elements not arising from Marcion’s text, but rather from how Tertullian
remembers and tends to cite this pericope.332 Fourth, Tertullian’s reference to
Solomon attests the final phrase of v. 27, though the allusion does not offer the
precise wording. Finally, in 4.29.3 Tertullian’s argument requires the presence
of dAryémiarol at the end of Luke 12:28.

4.4.65 Luke12:31
3.24.8—Et evangelium vestrum quoque habet: Quaerite primum regnum Dei, et
haec adicientur vobis. | 4.29.5—Quaerite enim, inquit, regnum dei, et haec vobis
adicientur, ...| Or. 6a—Nam et edixerat Dominus: Quaerite prius regnum et
tunc vobis etiam haec adicientur.

This verse is also attested by Epiphanius. Concerning Tertullian’s testi-
mony, first, in both 3.24.8 and 4.29.5 Tertullian appears to be interacting with
Marcion’s text. It is interesting to note, therefore, that enim is not present in the

330 Ibid.

331 The multiple citations reveal that one should most certainly question Volckmar’s strenu-
ous denial that Matthew influenced Tertullian here (Das Evangelium Marcions, 47).

332 Therefore, though the charts in chapter 3 reveal that Tertullian alludes to Luke 12:28 in
4.29.1 and Epiphanius attests its omission, Tertullian may have created the allusion due
to the manner in which he tends to refer to the passage rather than by seeing v. 28a in
Marcion’s text. It is not necessary to follow Hahn in the supposition that Tertullian was
reading a verse in Marcion’s Gospel that later Marcionites removed (Das Evangelium
Marcions, 169).
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former, the Matthean primum is not present in the latter,333 and, once again
revealing Tertullian’s tendency to move pronouns, vobis follows the verb in the
former but precedes the verb in the latter. Second, in Or. 6.1, Tertullian does
not use a conjunction at the opening of the citation raising the possibility that
enim, like nam in Or. 6.1, is not part of the citation in 4.29.5, but part of the flow
of Tertullian’s argument.334 Third, the absence of dei in Or. 6.1, possibly under
the influence of Matt 6:33,33° increases the likelihood of the reading faciieioy
o0 Beod in Marcion’s text.336 A final observation is that in all of these citations
Tertullian writes haec, never including the névta found in Matt 6:33.

4.4.66 Luke12:57

4.29.15—Merito exprobrat etiam quod iustum non a semetipsis iudicarent. |
4.2916—... mandaret iuste iudicare . . . | Cor. 4.5—. .. dicente domino: cur autem
non et a vobis ipsis quod iustum iudicatis?

Harnack contended that due to the wording of Tertullian’s reference to
Luke 12:57 in 4.29.15 the unattested t{ 3¢ was missing in Marcion’s text.337 Even
though D, b, d, and sy© omit these words, and they are attested in Tertullian’s
citation in Cor. 4.5, the omission could easily have occurred due to the flow of
Tertullian’s argument.338 Also, Harnack offered xal 16 Sixotov odx dg’ éovtdv
xpivete for Marcion’s text, noting “die Wortstellung sonst: ¢’ éavtév xpivete
706 dixcatov.”®39 Tertullian, however, always places the reference to that which is
“just” before the verb (cf. 4.29.16 and Cor. 4.5).340 Thus, Harnack’s inversion of
the elements based on the allusion to Marcion’s text is questionable.

333 It is curious, therefore, that Williams, “Reconsidering Marcion’s Gospel,” 492 notes both
of Tertullian’s attested readings, but earlier in his article offers no nuance to his assertion
“Tertullian has primum” against Epiphanius and Luke (ibid., 481n14).

334 Zahn, Geschichte, 2:476 and Evans (trans.), Adversus Marcionem, 2:427 also viewed enim
as part of Tertullian’s argument. The Moreschini/Braun text has enim in italics, indicating
that they consider it part of the citation (Contre Marcion 1v, 370-71).

335 NaZ8places 100 0£00 in brackets in Matt 6:33.

336  This reading is also attested by P45, A, D!, many oL manuscripts, along with numerous
other manuscripts (cf. NA28).

337 Harnack, Marcion, 217*.

338 Thus, Zahn, Geschichte, 2:477 correctly noted that it is unclear whether ti 3¢ was present
or absent.

339 Harnack, Marcion, 217*.

340 According to IGNTP Hillary is the only other witness for a change of order to 1o dixatov
xplvete.
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4.4.67 Luke12:58-59
4.29.16—Nam et iudicem, qui mittit in carcerem nec ducit inde nisi soluto etiam
novissimo quadrante,...| An. 351—...exsoluat novissimum quadrantem ... |
An. 35.2—. .. ne aliquo commercio negotiorum iniuria provocatus abstrahat te
ad suum iudicem, et ad custodiam delegatus ad exsolutionem totius debiti arteris.
Part of Luke 12:58 is also attested by Epiphanius. Tertullian’s testimony
to v. 58 attests xpttiig and the words Bodel ig puAaxnv.34 For v. 59 Tertullian
attests ob py) eE€AOyg éxelbev Ewg xai and the Matthean tdv Eoyortov xodpdvtyy,
which may be due to Tertullian’s own familiarity with the Matthean phrasing
(cf. An. 35.1). According to IGNTP, the reading also occurs in D and, in a slightly
different order, in nearly every OL manuscript, Irenaeus, and Ambrose. dmodég
is also attested and may have preceded the phrase, as in D (cf. Matt 5:26);342
however, Tertullian’s proclivity to Matthew’s reading may once again be the
reason for the phrasing here (cf. An. 35.1).343

4.4.68 Luke13:28

1.27.2—...cul nullus dentium frendor horret in exterioribus tenebris:...|
4.30.4—. .. illic erit fletus et dentium frendor.34* | 4.30.5—Ergo erit poena a quo
fit exclusio in poenam, cum videbunt iustos introeuntes in regnum dei, se vero
detineri foris. | Res. 3512—Ceterum unde erit fletus et dentium frendor, nisi ex
oculis et ex dentibus?

Luke 13:28 is also attested by Epiphanius. Tertullian multiply cites the ele-
ments of v. 28a attested in 4.30.4: €xel oo 0 xAavOPSS xal 6 BUYpOS TGV 36VTwWY.
The adaptations in 1.27.2 and Res. 35.12 reveal that the word order dentium fren-
dor is due to Tertullian and does not reflect a change of order in Marcion’s
text.3%> The remainder of the verse is not multiply cited, and Tertullian’s
adaptation reflects the reading dtav &eabe todg ducaiovg icepyopévoug €ig Ty

341 Tertullian’s comment in the present tense (mittit) cannot reveal whether Marcion’s text
read Bolel (attested by P73, 8, B, D, and other manuscripts) or Bda\y.

342 D also reads the irregular form of the subjunctive (dmodois).

343 This is another instance where Harnack did not follow Tertullian’s word order as he
reconstructed tov o&atov xodpdvny dmod@s (Marcion, 217%).

344 Moreschini follows the reading of M and Kroymann. F R, and the other editors read
frendor dentium, and X reads stridor dentium.

345 Every occurrence of the phrase 6 xAowuog xai 6 Bpuyuds tév 6dévtwy in the Gospels is
identical (cf. Matt 8:12; 13:42, 50; 22:13; 24:51; 25:30; and Luke 13:28). Thus, though the ref-
erence to in exterioribus tenebris reveals that Matt 8:12; 22:13; or 25:30 has influenced the
reference in 1.27.2, the wording of the phrase in question remains identical. IGNTP’s state-
ment that “Marcion ap TE” attests a variant word order is, in the light of the evidence that
the variation is due to Tertullian’s own hand, problematic.
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Baotkeiov Tod Beod, Dudg 3¢ xpatovuévous Ew. There are several readings here
worth discussing. First, 8eafe is the reading of B*, D, and numerous other
manuscripts. Second, todg Sixaiovg instead of ABpady xal Toad xal TodwP xal
TdvTag Tovg TTpogyTag is a unique reading. Third, eloepyopuévous is also attested
in most OL manuscripts, and according to IGNTP, two Vulgate manuscripts,
Faustus of Mileve, and Lucifer. Fourth, eig v factieiav is also attested by a2, c,
ff2, q, Ambrose, Faustus of Mileve, and Lucifer. Fifth and finally, xpatovpévoug
is a unique reading. Once again, the evidence of Epiphanius must be included
before reaching conclusions.

4.4.69 Luke14:14

4.31.1—[Answering the question “what sort of people must be invited?”] ... qui
scilicet [et] humanitatis3*® istius vicem retribuere non possint. Hanc si Christus
captari vetat, in resurrectione eam repromittens, ... | Res. 33.7 — ... Retribuetur
tibi in resurrectione iustorum.

Luke 14:14a is not multiply cited, and Harnack offered the reconstructed
phrase olx &yovow dvtamododvar.347 It is likely that non possint renders
ovx €xouaty, though all oL manuscripts read non habent, and it is clear that
retribuere is rendering dvtamododvar.34® Tertullian’s allusion to 14:14b reflects
the universally attested év tj) dvaotdoel. Though Tertullian includes iustorum in
his citation of this verse in Res. 33.7, this fact does not increase the likelihood of
its omission in Marcion’s text as Tertullian not attesting the genitive can easily
be explained as a simple omission due to the general allusion to the verse in
4.31.1. In addition, merely mentioning the resurrection suffices for Tertullian’s
argument.

4.4.70 Luke 15:3-10

4.321—O0vem et dracmam perditam quis requirit?. .. is perdidit qui habuit, is
requisivit qui perdidit, is invenit qui quaesivit, is exultavit qui invenit. | 4.32.2—
utriusque parabolae. .. Atque adeo exultare illius est de paenitentia peccatoris,
id est de perditi recuperatione, . . . | Pud. 9.4—Et duo utique filii illuc spectabunt,
quo et drachma et ovis | Pud. 9.20—. .. ovem et drachmam . ..

346 Rz and R3 read humanitatis, whereas R1, M, and y read et humanitatis.

347 Harnack, Marcion, 218%.

348 According to IGNTP, no verb other than &w is attested in the extant witnesses. Braun
notes, “le mot retribuere vient directement du v. 14 (dvtamodotvat)” (Contre Marcion 1v,
388n4). Also, the same Latin lemma is used to render the same Greek word in Luke 14:14b
in Res. 33.7. Tsutsui erroneously provides a truncated reference to Tertullian’s wording,
which resulted in retribuere not being attested in his text (“Evangelium,” 109).
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In 4.32 Tertullian alludes to the two parables found in Luke 15:3-10.34% Only
a handful of words from these verses are attested: mapaBoiny (v. 3); TpéPata
and Spayuds (vv. 4, 8); and the series of verbs dnéMwuut (vv. 4, 8), {téw (v. 8),
evploxw (vv. 5,9), and ovyxaipw (vv. 6, 9). In addition there is a reference to the
idea of xapd ... emi. .. apapTwA® petoavoodvtt (vv. 7, 10) in 4.32.2. The fact that
Tertullian refers to the Creator himself rejoicing may reveal that t@v dyyéiwv
was missing in v. 10.350 Unfortunately, Tertullian’s allusions to Luke 15:3—10 in
Pud. 9.4, 20 are even more general than in Adversus Marcionem and cannot

provide further insight into Marcion’s text.

4.471  Luke16:9

4.33.1—Admonens enim nos de saecularibus suffragia nobis prospicere amici-
tiarum. .. Etego, inquit, dicovobis, facitevobis amicos de mamona iniustitiae, . . . |
Fug. 13.2—Facite autem vobis amicos de mammona: quomodo intellegendum
sit, .. .| Pat. 7.10—Quomodo amicos de mammona fabricabimus nobis si eum in
tantum amaverimus ut amissum non sufferamus?

Only Luke 16:9a is attested for Marcion’s text and Harnack reconstructed xat
gyw Aéyw DUy, Towaote DY pidoug éx Tod pnapwvd tjs adixiag.3%! The likelihood
that the citation in 4.33.1 is generally following Marcion’s text is increased by
the more abbreviated citation in Fug. 13.2 and the allusion in Pat. 7.10 where
Tertullian twice reveals that his primary interest in the verse is restricted to the
main idea of making friends through mammon. Though Marcion’s text may
have read Aéyw Ouiv,352 Tertullian’s propensity to alter the position of pronouns
makes the order no more than possible. The same point is relevant for the
placement of the pronoun associated with momoarte in Marcion’s text, particu-
larly as it follows the verb in A, D, and several other witnesses along with the
Majority Text but precedes it in NA28.353 In addition to the question regarding
the position of the second pronoun, Harnack himself observed that this Ouiv is

349 Onthe structure and argument of 4.32 cf. the comments in Braun (trans.), Contre Marcion
1V, 398-99n3.

350 This is the view of Zahn, Geschichte, 2:479 and Harnack, Marcion, 219, though the latter’s
statement that the excision “ist nicht zweifelhaft” may be an overstatement.

351 Harnack, Marcion, 219*.

352 IGNTP lists D, M, several minuscules, several oL manuscripts, numerous versions, and
Hilary as attesting this order.

353 N8 follows P75, 8*, B, L, and a few other manuscripts. It is worth noting that Tertullian
places the pronoun after facere in all three references, though given the divided manu-
script tradition and Tertullian’s citation habit, this fact does not provide additional insight

into Marcion’s text.
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“nicht sicher.”5* Given that Tertullian writes vobis in Fug. 13.2 and nobis in Pat.
7.10, it seems more likely that Tertullian is rendering éavtois with datives whose
person is being governed by the main verb.355

4.4.72 Luke16:13
4.331—Quibus duobus dominis neget posse serviri, quia®>® alterum offendi
sit necesse, alterum defendi, ipse declarat, deum proponens et mamonam. |
4.33.2—. .. [Christ] ammentavit hanc sententiam: Non potestis deo servire
et mamonae....denique non potestis deo servire...et mamonae,...| An.
16.7—. .. non potestis duobus dominis servire, ...| Cor. 12.4—... hoc erit non
potestis deo servire et mammonae [sic], ... | Idol.12.2—. .. nemo duobus dominis
servire potest. | Spect. 26.4—Nemo enim potest duobus dominis servire.357

This verse is also attested in the Adamantius Dialogue. According to 4.33.1,
the opening of the verse had some negation of the idea Svatat dvat xvploig
SovAevew, but no further insight into the wording of Marcion’s text can be
gained. The fact that in An. 16.7, Idol. 12.2, and Spect. 26.4 Tertullian cites
the Matthean parallel (Matt 6:24) means that the omission of olxétyg may
very well be a simple omission by Tertullian. Though Harnack did not offer
the phrase for Marcion’s text, he did wonder whether tov éva piovoet xai tov
gtepov dyamnoel was omitted by chance.358 Regardless of whether it was or
not, the phrase is simply unattested for Marcion’s text by Tertullian. Based on
Tertullian’s testimony, Harnack reconstructed the remainder of the verse as
€vos yap (xatagppowaet) xai Tod étépov avbéketal- o SVvaode Bed dovAeldv xal
uopwvd, though again wondering if v was really missing and whether Marcion
had a word other than xotagpowoet.35° Three points must be made here. First,
surely the omission of the disjunctive particle cannot be determined from
Tertullian’s allusion, but it is also not possible to establish the presence of ydp
from Tertullian’s quia. Second, Harnack argued, “év8¢&etan und xoragpovoet
hier umgestellt,”*60 but this is reading too much into Tertullian’s allusion.
In addition, Braun rightly observes that the use of offendere and defendere is

354 Harnack, Marcion, 220*.

355 Additionally, all oL witnesses read facite vobis here and 1GNTP lists 1215 and 1295 as the
only Greek manuscripts attesting Opiv instead of éavtols (230, 348, 477, 1216, and 1579
apparently have both pronouns).

356 Moreschini’s text reads quia with Rhenanus’s editions, rejecting the reading qui in M
andy.

357 Additional allusions to Luke 16:13//Matt 6:24 occur in Cor. 1.1, 12.5; Fug. 12.6; Idol. 19.2; and
Ux. 2.3.4.

358 Harnack, Marcion, 220*.

359 Ibid.

360 Ibid. The reversed order of the verbs is also listed as Marcion’s reading in IGNTP.
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due to Tertullian using etymologically related words in his antithesis, render-
ing Harnack’s question about a different word in Marcion’s text unnecessary.36!
Third, the final element of the verse is quoted in 4.33.2. The Greek of Luke and
Matthew are identical, and Tertullian cites the verse with the same word order
in Cor. 12.4 confirming that Harnack’s reconstruction is correct at this point.

4.4.73 Luke16:16
4.33.7—. .. dicens: Lex et prophetae usque ad lohannem, ex quo regnum dei
adnuntiatur. | 5.21—. .. Lex et prophetae usque ad Iohannem . .. | 5.8.4—...Lex
et prophetae usque ad Iohannem ... | Adv. Jud. 814—. .. lex et prophetae, inquit,
usque ad Iohannem baptistam. | Adv. Jud. 13.26—. . . lex et prophetae usque ad
Iohannem fuerunt,...| Jejun. 2.2—...lex et prophetae usque ad Iohannem. |
Jejun. 11.6—. .. lex et prophetae usque ad Iohannem. | Prax. 31.1—Quod opus
evangelii, quae est substantia novi testamenti statuens legem et prophetas usque
ad Iohannem, si non exinde Pater et Filius et Spiritus sanctus, tres crediti, unum
deum sistunt? | Pud. 6.2—. . . lex et prophetae usque ad Iohannem . . .362
Elements of Luke 16:16 are also attested by Epiphanius. As is evident from
the numerous citations of this verse in Tertullian, he is usually exclusively
interested in the first element of the verse, which is also the element paralleled,
though with differences in word order and the verb, in Matt 11:13. It is notable
that Tertullian is extremely consistent in his citation of this element with
each occurrence appearing practically verbatim.363 Harnack reconstructed
6 vopog xal ot Tpogitat éwg Twdvvou, though whether Marcion’s text read €wg or
uéxpt cannot definitively be determined from Tertullian’s Latin alone.364 Luke
16:16b is not multiply cited, and Luke 16:16¢ is unattested for Marcion’s text by
Tertullian. For v.16b Harnack wrote €& (d¢") 00 ¥ Bactdeia o Oeod edaryyeAiletar,
and he is right to note the challenge of attempting to determine which Greek
preposition stood in Marcion’s text.365 It is worth noting, however, that the

361 Braun (trans.), Contre Marcion 1V, 401n3.

362  An additional allusion to Luke 16:16 occurs in 3.23.3.

363 The only differences among the 10 citations/allusions are the addition of baptistam in
Adv. Jud. 814 and fuerunt in Adv. Jud. 13.26.

364 Harnack, Marcion, 220*. The oL witnesses all read usque ad in Luke 16:16. uéypt only
occurs elsewhere in the Gospels in Matt 11:23 and Matt 28:15, where most oL witnesses
render it usque in. However, Matt 11:23 is particularly interesting in that earlier in the verse
€wg occurs where aur, b, d, f, ff2, h, |, and q render it usque ad and a, c, ff1, and g! render it
usque in (k reads quomodo in).

365 Harnack, Marcion, 220%; cf. also Zahn, Geschichte, 2:479. IGNTP states that Marcion, along
with a, b, ¢, d, ff2, gat, i, |, r', Ambrosiaster, and Rufinus attest ¢£ émov. Though quo could be
understood in this way, the meaning in context seems to make Harnack’s ¢€ o0 preferable.
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clearly Lukan 1) Baatieio tod Beod edaryyeAiletar,366 which, given Tertullian usu-
ally being interested only in v. 16a, has probably arisen out of Marcion’s text.367

4.4.74 Luke16:22

3.24.1—. .. apud inferos in sinu Abrahae refrigerium. | 4.34.10—...subsequens
argumentum divitis apud inferos dolentis et pauperis in sinu Abrahae requies-
centis. | 4.34.11—...sinum et portum....Abrahae sinum pauperi... Abrahae
sinus. | An. 7.4—...in sinu Abrahae, . . .| An. 55.2—. .. in Abrahae sinu . ...

Luke 16:22 is also attested by Epiphanius and in the Adamantius Dialogue.
Tertullian’s allusion in 4.34.10, 11 includes a reference to ¢ Ttwyds and to ig Tov
xoAmov ABpadu.368 The references in 3.24.1 and An. 7.4, 55.2 once again reveal
Tertullian’s own proclivity to vary word order, which indicates that Abrahae
sinum and Abrahae sinus in 4.34.11 should not be used to determine the word
order in Marcion’s Gospel.

366 During the workshop at the xv1 International Conference on Patristics Studies (Oxford)
on Marcion organized by Markus Vinzent and me, Matthias Klinghardt stated that
Marcion’s Gospel did not read ebayyeAiletat based on Tertullian’s use of the verb adnunti-
are. This argument, however, fails to convince. First, according to IGNTP, apart from 179¢
(179* omitted the verb) and 544 where Bidletat is read, the manuscript tradition univer-
sally attests edoryyehiletat. Second, though in the Vulgate adnuntiare usually renders words
built off of the root dyyéMw and edaryyedilw is most often rendered with evangelizare,
ebaryyeilw is translated with adnuntiare in Acts 10:36; 11:20; 13:32; 14:15; 17:18; 1 Thess 3:6;
and Heb 4:6 (in addition praedicare [evangelium] is used in Rom 15:20; 1 Cor 918; and 15:1,
2; and nuntiare in Heb 4:2). Finally, the most significant argument against Klinghardt’s
position is based on Tertullian’s own vocabulary. According to Gosta Claesson, Index
Tertullianeus (3 vols.; Paris: Etudes augustiniennes, 1974-1975), s.., Tertullian uses forms
of adnuntiare 95 times in his works (21 times in Marc.4) and forms of evangelizare 28
times (8 times in Marc. 4). Thus, Tertullian has a clear, general preference for the verb
adnuntiare. In addition, Tertullian also employed adnuntiare in Luke 4:43 (cf. chapter 5.6)
where edoryyehilw is, according to IGNTP, universally attested. Taken together, these points
should lead to significant caution concerning a posited, otherwise unattested Greek read-
ing behind Tertullian’s attestation of Marcion’s Gospel in Luke 16:16 (and 4:43).

367 This reading is quite significant for the discussion concerning the relationship between
Marcion’s Gospel and Luke. Concerning the presence of Lukan redactional material
in Marcion’s text Wolter notes “Ein besonders augenfilliges Beispiel dafiir ist das typisch
lukanische Syntagma Bacileiav t00 8200 wnpdooew/edayyehileaou (Lk. 4,43; 8,1;16,16; Apg
20,25; 28,23.31; sonst nirgends im Neuen Testament), das nach Tertullian, Adv. Marc. 4,8,9;
33,7 bei Lk 4,43; 16,16 auch im ‘Evangelium’ Markions stand” (Lukasevangelium, 3). The
point is important, though Acts 28:23 employs the verbs éxtibnu and Siapaptidpouat.

368  Luke 16:23, which is not multiply cited and therefore discussed in the next chapter, also
seems to be in view in the references in 4.34.10, 11.
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4.4.75 Luke16:29

4.34.10—. .. Habent illic Moysen et prophetas, illos audiant. | 4.3414—
[Abraham’s bosom|] admonens quoque vos haereticos, dum in vita estis, Moysen
et prophetas unum deum praedicantes, creatorem, et unum Christum praedican-
teseius, . . . | 4.34.17—Apud inferos autem de eis dictum est: Habent illic Moysen et
prophetas, illos audiant, . . 359 | Praescr. 8.6—Habent, inquit, Moysen et Heliam,
id est legem et prophetas Christum praedicantes . ..

This verse is also attested by Epiphanius and in the Adamantius Dialogue.
Assuming that Moreschini’s text is correct, Tertullian provides two identical
citations from Marcion’s text in 4.34.10, 17. Even if the alternate word order
in 4.34.17 is accepted, the only difference becomes the position of a pronoun,
which is unremarkable given how often it has been noticed that Tertullian
alters the position of pronouns in his citations. Along the same lines, despite
Tertullian twice writing illos audiant, one must be cautious in concluding that
Marcion’s text read a0tV dxovodtwoav, as Harnack did, based on Tertullian’s
testimony alone.370 Noteworthy, however, is the presence of illic, which would
appear to have been in Marcion’s text as attested by Tertullian, not only because
of the repeated citation, but also because it is absent in Praescr. 8.6 and there-
fore less likely to have come from Tertullian’s own hand.

4.4.76 Luke17:4
4.35.3—Sed et veniam des fratri in te delinquenti iubet, etiam septies. | Or. 7.3—
Et cum interrogasset Petrus, si septies remittendum esset fratri, Inmo, inquit, sep-
tuagies septies, ...

Tertullian’s allusion to Luke 17:4 in 4.35.3 attests.. . . €qv Entdnig apaptay eig
e and dgnoeig.3” IGNTP lists only a few witnesses omitting Tijg Nuépag, and it
could be a simple omission by Tertullian. Though the reference is quite gen-
eral, that the allusion likely arises from Marcion’s text may be confirmed by
the observation that Tertullian’s reference in Or. 7.3 is clearly drawn from the
loosely parallel Matt 18:21—22.

369 Moreschini’s text follows the order illos audiant attested in M and Kroymann’s edition,
rejecting the reading audiant illos in  and the other editors. This latter reading may have
been influenced by the word order in the canonical text.

370 Cf. the reconstruction in Harnack, Marcion, 222*.

371 Harnack’s reconstruction... (édv) éntdxig auaptioy eis og, dpyoel. .. once again could
cause confusion by implying that the phrase appeared in this manner.
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4.4.77 Luke18:10-14

4.36.2—Et tamen cum templum creatoris inducit, et duos adorantes diversa
mente describit, Pharisaeum in superbia, publicanum in humilitate, ideoque
alterum reprobatum, alterum iustificatum descendisse, . . . | Or. 17.2—Nam et ille
publicanus, qui non tantum prece, sed et vultu humiliatus atque deiectus orabat,
{ustificatior pharisaeo procacissimo discessit.

Harnack rightly noted that Tertullian only alludes to the content of this par-
able; yet, he nevertheless offered a reconstruction of elements of vv.10 and 14.372
Tertullian refers to two men, a Pharisee and a tax collector, in the temple pray-
ing (v.10). The Pharisee is presented “in arrogance” (vv. 11-12) and the publican
“in humility” (v. 13), with the conclusion that one went down condemned and
the other justified (v. 14). Thus, though Tertullian clearly does attest the pres-
ence of the key ideas of the parable, and the reference in Or. 17.2 also simply
contains adjectives to describe the men, overall no definitive decisions can be
made concerning the actual wording of Marcion’s Gospel.373

4.4.78 Luke18:22
4.36.4—. .. Unum, inquit, tibi deest: omnia, quaecumque habes, vende et da pau-
peribus, et habebis thesaurum in caelo, et veni, sequere me. | 4.36.7—... Vende,
inquit, quae habes. .. Et da, inquit, egenis ... Et veni, inquit, sequere me. | Idol.
12.2—. .. atquin omnia vendenda sunt et egentibus dividenda.3™

Luke 18:22 is also attested in the Adamantius Dialogue. Tertullian attests the
verse twice, once as a citation (4.36.4) and once as glosses on Mic 6:8 (4.36.7).
In Harnack’s reconstruction it is curious to note that he breaks off the recon-
struction with xtA. shortly after the point where Tertullian’s testimony to this
verse begins.37> Once again, the opening words are not multiply attested in
Tertullian, though it should be noted that Tertullian omits the adverb &t at
the opening of his citation (cf. Mark 10:21). Whether this is a simple omission
or a reflection of Marcion’s text can be considered only in conjunction with
the evidence in the Adamantius Dialogue. The following two elements in the
verse are multiply attested by the allusion in Idol. 12.2. First, the omission of
omnia in the gloss in 4.36.7 (it is present in 4.36.4) cannot be used to argue

372 Harnack, Marcion, 225%.

373 For example, Harnack reconstructed the opening of v. 10 as dvBpwmot dbo. However, D,
every OL manuscript except e, and several of the versions attest the order 3Vo dv8pwmoL.
Tertullian’s testimony cannot reveal which reading was in Marcion’s text.

374 An allusion to Luke 18:22 also occurs in 4.36.6.

375 Harnack wrote & got Aeimet xTA. From the apparatus it is apparent that Harnack primarily
had the text of the Adamantius Dialogue in view (Marcion, 226*).
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against the presence of mavta in Marcion’s text as the omission is either due to
Tertullian simply shortening the reference or being influenced by Matt 19:21.
Along the same lines, the alteration of the word order in the gloss (vende quae
habes) is easily understood as a change due to Tertullian wishing to begin each
of the glosses with a verb. Second, Marcion’s text may have read d6g, as in Matt
19:21, as Tertullian writes da in both the citation and the allusion in Adversus
Marcionem but uses the verb dividere in Idol. 12.2, possibly due to an unusual
influence of a Lukan reading (3d{dwit) rather than a Matthean one.376 It may
preliminarily be noted that Tertullian attests év obpavé, the reading of W, ©, ¥,
078, f1, /13, and the Majority Text, for Marcion.

4.4.79 Luke18:38

4.36.9—. .. [the blind man] exclamavit: Iesu, fili David, miserere mei!... [refer-
ring to the rebuke of the blind man to keep quiet] Merito, quoniam quidem
vociferabatur, non quia de David filio mentiebatur. | 4.36.11—.. . crediderit in
voce: lesu fili David. | 4.37.1—. . . vox illa caeci: Miserere mei,3"" Iesu, fili David . .. |
4.38.10—Nam qui olim a caeco illo filius David fuerat invocatus, . . .

Luke 18:38 is also attested by Epiphanius and in the Adamantius Dialogue.
Though the verse is not multiply cited outside of Adversus Marcionem, the
citations in two different places provide insight into Tertullian’s testimony to
Marcion’s text. In 4.36.9 Tertullian renders the generally attested text 'Tnygod vi¢
Aow(d, éAénadv pe. In 4.37.1, however, Tertullian renders a word order closer to
Matt 20:30 éAénady pe, Tyood, vie Aawid.378 This observation increases the likeli-
hood that the former citation is controlled by Marcion’s reading. In addition,
the presence of 'Ingod, omitted by A, E, K, I, and numerous other manuscripts,
is confirmed by its multiple citation by Tertullian. Finally, Tertullian once again
reveals how easily he can adjust the word order in his references to biblical
texts as immediately following the citation in 4.36.9 he refers to David filio,
whereas in all the other instances he writes fili[us] David.37°

376 The oL witnesses all read da (a may read dando) in Luke 18:22, apparently attesting the
Matthean reading as they use either the verb distribuere or dividere in Luke 11:22, the only
other place where 31ad{3wpt appears in the Synoptic Gospels.

377 Mei, possibly on account of a scribal error, is omitted in M.

378 In Matt 20:30 there are two blind men crying out and the text states éAénoov Nudg [xbpte, |
viog Aawid. According to IGNTP a Catenae in evangelia Lucae et Joannis, Augustine, Origen,
and Rufinus attest the reading 'Ingod, éAénadv e, vie Aavid, in Luke 18:38.

379 Tertullian indicates that the pericope Luke 18:35-43 was interpreted as an antithesis to
2 Sam 5:6-8 (Marc. 4.36.13; cf. also Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 117).
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4.4.80 Luke18:42
4.36.10—. .. Fides, inquit, tua te salvum fecit. | 4.36.12—... Fides tua te salvum
fecit. | Bapt. 12.8—Fides tua te, aiebat, salvum fecit...| Praescr. 14.3—Fides,
inquit, tua te salvum fecit, . . .380

The entirety of this verse is attested in the Adamantius Dialogue and the
final element is attested by Epiphanius. Tertullian’s testimony to Jesus’ final
words is unproblematic in rendering ¥) mioTig cov céowxév ge. Not only the near
unanimity of the manuscript tradition is noteworthy, but also the fact that in
all of Tertullian’s citations he renders the phrase with the same Latin words
and always places te before the verb.38!

4.4.81  Luke19:10
4.37.2—Cumvero dicit: Venit enim filius hominis salvum facere quod periit,382 . . . |
Pud. 9a2—Venerat Dominus utique, ut quod perierat salvum faceret,...| Res.
9.4—. .. Ego, inquit, veni, ut quod periit salvum faciam; ... | Res. 341—In primis
cum ad hoc venisse se dicit, ut quod periit salvum faciat, . . 383

Tertullian’s citation of this verse attests H\8ev ydp 6 vidg Tod dvBpdymov cdoat
76 dmoAwAdc for Marcion’s text, which is also Harnack’s reconstruction.38* The
only problematic element involves the omission of {ytijoat xai before a@aot.
Harnack, Tsutsui, and Braun are certain that this phrase was not present in
Marcion’s text, with the possibility that the omission was due to Marcion
himself.385> Whether omitted by Marcion or not, it is certainly possible that
“seeking” was not in Marcion’s text and it is worth noting that in numerous
manuscripts where this verse appears as Matt 18:11, {ytfioat is also missing.386
At the same time, however, it is important to notice that Tertullian never men-
tions “seeking” in his other references to this verse as he always focuses on
“saving.” Therefore, it is also possible that once again a simple omission has
occurred on the part of Tertullian.

380 Additional allusions to Luke 18:42 occur in 4.36.14 and 4.38.10.

381 For discussion of this phrase and how Tertullian’s witness to Marcion’s text and the oL
manuscripts are interpreted by IGNTP, cf. chapter 5, n. 106.

382  Moreschini’s text reads periit, and simply notes the reading perit, presumably created by a
copy error, in M.

383  An additional allusion to Luke 19:10 probably occurs in Carn. Chr. 14.1.

384 Harnack, Marcion, 227%.

385  Ibid,; Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 118-19; and Braun (trans.), Contre Marcion Iv, 459n9.

386  According to the NA%8 apparatus these manuscripts include D, K, N, W, ©¢, 07814, 565, 700,
1241, 1424, the Majority Text, nearly all oL manuscripts, and sy®, P. In Luke 19:10 IGNTP lists
1187, 2757, and Ambrose as omitting the phrase.
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4.4.82 Luke 20:1, 4

4.38.1—Sciebat Christus baptisma Iohannis unde esset. Et cur quasi nesciens
interrogabat? Sciebat non responsuros sibi Pharisaeos. . .. Puta illos renuntiasse
humanum Iohannis baptisma: . . . | 4.38.2—Sed de caelis fuit baptisma Iohannis.
| Bapt. 101—Baptismus a Iohanne denuntiatus iam tunc habuit quaestionem ab
ipso quidem domino propositam ad pharisaeos caelestisne is baptismus esset an
vero terrenus, ...

For Luke 20:4 Harnack reconstructed 16 Bdmntiopa 10 Twdvwou.38” Though
the second 76 is attested in &, D, and a handful of other manuscripts, Harnack
provides no rationale for its inclusion here and Tertullian’s testimony cannot
reveal its presence or absence. In addition, that Christ’'s question included
g€ obpavod and €& dvBpwmwy, is confirmed by Tertullian’s references to caelus
and humanus in 4.38.1, 2. That the terms arise from the text is supported by
Tertullian’s paraphrase in Bapt. 10.1 where the contrast is made between caelus
and terrenus. It should also be noted that Tertullian’s use of caelis does not
warrant the supposition that Marcion read an otherwise unattested ¢ odpav@y
given the same use of the plural in Bapt. 10.1.388 Finally, Bapt. 10.1 reveals the
same curious reference found in 4.38.1 that the Pharisees asked this question
(v. 1).389 Therefore, it is unlikely that Marcion’s text read an otherwise unat-
tested of Papioaiol, as posited by Harnack,390 and rather more likely that the
reference to Pharisaeos is due to Tertullian.

4.4.83 Luke 20:25

4.38.3—Reddite quae Caesaris Caesari, et quae sunt dei deo. | Cor. 12.4 —...
reddite quae sunt Caesaris Caesari et quae dei deo, .. .| Fug. 12.9—. .. Reddite
quae sunt Caesaris Caesari. | Idol. 15.3—Reddenda sunt Caesari quae
sunt Caesaris. Bene quod apposuit: et quae sunt dei deo. . . . reddite, ait, quae sunt
Caesaris Caesari, et quae sunt dei deo, . .. | Scorp. 14.2—Dehinc et exequitur, quo-
modo velit te subici potestatibus, reddite, iubens, cui tributum, tributum, cui vec-
tigal, vectigal, id est quae sunt Caesaris Caesari, et quae dei deo; . . 3%

387  Harnack, Marcion, 228*.

388 Though the parallels in Matt 21:25//Mark 11:30 also read the singular ¢ odpavod, it is worth
noting that in Matt the plural occurs twice as often as the singular (55 vs. 27 times). In
Luke the singular occurs 31 times and the plural only 4 times. It is quite possible that the
frequency of the occurrence of the plural in Matthew has influenced the way Tertullian
refers to “heaven(s).”

389 Luke 20:1//Mark 11:27 indicate that it was “chief priests, scribes, and elders” and Matt 21:23
that it was “chief priests and elders.”

390 Harnack, Marcion, 228*.

391 An additional allusion to Luke 20:25//Matt 22:21//Mark 12:17 occurs in Res. 22.11.
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Harnack reconstructed this verse dmédote ta Kdoapog Kaloapt xal té t0d
Beod T 0e®.392 Harnack rightly resisted representing sunt in the Greek text as
Tertullian’s other references evidence an inclination to insert the verb “to be”
in various places in the verse. In addition, Tertullian never includes an intro-
ductory conjunction when referring to Luke 20:25, so it is not surprising that it
is unattested in the citation of Marcion’s text, though ultimately one cannot be
sure of its presence or placement in the verse.3%3

4.4.84 Luke 20:35-36

3.9.4—Et utique, si deus tuus veram quandoque substantiam angelorum hom-
inibus pollicetur (erunt enim, inquit, sicut angeli)39* cur non et deus meus veram
substantiam hominum angelis accommodarit unde sumptam? | 4.38.5 —. .. quos
vero dignatus sit deus illius aevi possessione et resurrectione a mortuis neque
nubere neque nubi, quia nec morituri iam sint, cum similes angelorum sint
dei,395 resurrectionis filii facti.3% | 4.38.7—Nacti enim scripturae textum ita in
legendo decucurrerunt: Quos autem dignatus est deus illius aevi, <ut illius aevi>
deo adiungant,3%7 quo alium deum faciant illius aevi, cum sic legi oportet: Quos

392 Harnack, Marcion, 228%. D reads articles before the two forms of “Caesar,” and a handful
of other witnesses read only the second article. These articles are also attested in various
witnesses in the Matthean and Markan parallels.

393 Inthe Majority Text toivuv follows dnédote whereas in NA%8 it precedes the verb. Numerous
other manuscripts read duv under the influence of Matt 22:21. D, most OL witnesses, and
many church fathers omit the conjunction.

394 Moreschini rejects the addition of dei after angeli attested only in X.

395 The main text and apparatus in the sc edition are problematic, and apparently errone-
ous, on two accounts. The text reads...quia nec morituri iam sint, cum similes angelo-
rum sunt dei, . .. and the apparatus provides data for the variant reading fiant for sint. The
problem, however, is that the variant occurs not at morituri iam sint (the only occurrence
of sint in the sc text), but at sint dei, which for some reason, and apparently without man-
uscript attestation, here reads sunt dei. For the correct text and variant cf. the apparatus in
Moreschini’s text found in his Tertulliani Adversus Marcionem, 307-8 and in Kroymann’s
edition in cCSL 1:649. Nevertheless, the sc apparatus, though placing the variant at the
incorrect place in the manuscript, correctly records the witnesses noting that sint (actu-
ally before dei) is found in M, vy, Rigalti, and Kroymann and fiant (again before dei) in R,
Gelenius, Pamelius, Oehler, and Evans.

396 Pamelius, Rigalti, Oehler, and Evans read et resurrectionis filii so that the passage is read
“...since they are like the angels, being made the sons of God and of the resurrection”
instead of “...seeing that they might be like the angels of God, being made sons of the
resurrection.”

397 There are several text critical issues here. illius aevi is read twice in R3 and all editors attest
illius aevi twice, but it is attested only once in M, v, Ry, and Rz. adiungant is the reading
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autem dignatus est deus, ut facta hic distinctione post deum ad sequentia per-
tineat illius aevi, id est: Quos dignatus sit deus illius aevi possessione et resurrec-
tione. | 4.38.8—filii huius aevi nubunt et nubuntur . .. quos deus illius aevi, alter
scilicet, dignatus sit resurrectione, ...| 4.39.1—...quia nec morientur in illo,
nec nubent, sed erunt sicut angeli. | 510.14—. .. erimus enim sicut angeli. | Mon.
10.5—Si autem in illo aevo neque nubent neque nubentur, sed erunt aequales
angelis, . . . | Res. 36.4—5—Neque enim, si nupturos tunc negavit, ideo nec resur-
recturos demonstravit, atquin filios resurrectionis appellavit per eam quodam-
modo nasci habentes, post quam non nubent, sed resuscitati. Similes enim erunt
angelis, qua non nupturi, quia nec morituri, ...| Res. 62.1—Sed huic discepta-
tioni finem dominica pronuntiatio imponet: Erunt, inquit, tanquam angeli, si non
nubendo, quia nec moriendo, . . .| Res. 62.4—Denique non dixit: Erunt angeli, ne
homines negaret, sed tanquam angeli, ut homines conservaret: .. 398

Tsutsui refers to v. 35a as “eine der unklarsten Stellen im Evangelium
Marcions.”3%° The significant challenges lie not only in attempting to work back
to the Greek from Tertullian’s Latin, but also in attempting to understand the
interpretation that Tertullian attributes to Marcion in 4.38.7. Harnack recon-
structed olg 8¢ xatn&inoey 6 Oed¢ Tod aldvog exeivou Tuyely (xai?) Ths dvooTdoeng
Tijg €x vexpdv.4°° Braun and Tsutsui both note the key difficulty surrounding
how possessione is to be understood in the sentence.*?! I would suggest that
Tsutsui is correct in noting the problem with tuyetv in Harnack’s text, though
I am not persuaded that the answer to the difficulty of the verse is to affirm
the wording of Tertullian’s citation while questioning the interpretation that
Tertullian attributes to Marcion.*02 Rather, a different approach seems to be in

of M and Kroymann, whereas v, R1, and Rz attest adiungat. Rhenanus, followed by the
other editors, amended the text to adiungunt in his third edition. Kroymann added ut
in order to preserve the reading of M and Braun comments “Il nous parait indispensable
d’accueillir ici la correction de Kroymann qui supplée <ut> entre les deux illius aevi...Le
parallélisme ita in legendo. .. ut/sic legi...ut garantit que telle était la structure de la
phrase a l'origine” (Contre Marcion 1v, 470n3).

398 Additional allusions to Luke 20:35-36//Matt 22:30//Mark 12:25 occur in 3.9.7; An. 56.7; and
Cult. fem.1.2.5.

399 Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 120.

400 Harnack, Marcion, 229*.

401 Braun (trans.), Contre Marcion 1v, 471n5 and Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 120.

402 Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 120. Though Zahn, Geschichte, 2:487 rightly criticized the view of
Ritschl, Hilgenfeld, and Volckmar, who viewed the text as simply containing the canonical
reading with the addition 076 t00 6£09, he also appeared simply to assume that possessione
is rendering tuxetv. In addition, Zahn understood xai as “also,” rather than questioning its
presence, as Harnack did. Though Zahn's interpretation is not impossible, possessione et
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order. First, although Tertullian does not elsewhere cite Luke 20:35a he repeats
the citation of it several times in Adversus Marcionem. In 4.38.5 he uses vero
in his citation, in 4.38.7 he twice uses autem and once no conjunction at all,
and in 4.38.8 once again no conjunction. It is likely that Marcion read &¢ in
his text and that this alteration is due to Tertullian’s own tendency to omit
and change introductory conjunctions. On the other hand, Tertullian consis-
tently using dignatus sit/est deus would seem to indicate that Marcion did not
read the substantive passive participle of Luke, and indeed the interpretation
that Tertullian ascribes to Marcion requires 6 8eég to be an external subject.#03
A construction of the sentence that may allow both Marcion’s and Tertullian’s
interpretation is precisely the Latin reading that Tertullian gives in both 4.38.5
and 4.38.7: quos dignatus sit deus illius aevi possessione et resurrectione.*%4 In
Greek one could posit odg [8¢] xatn&iwoey 6 bedg tod aidvog éxeivov Tig
wAnpovoplag xal ths dvaotdoewe,*0 in all likelihood followed by T éx vexp@v as
attested in 4.38.5. Thus, in 4.38.7-8 Tertullian, consonant with established cita-
tion habits, simply shortens the reference and mentions only being considered
worthy of the resurrection by the God of that world.

Luke 20:35b is multiply cited. IGNTP lists several witnesses attesting future
forms of youéw, and it is interesting that in every reference other than 4.38.8
Tertullian uses a future form of the verb.#°6 This fact presents strong evidence
that Marcion’s text read the present tenses of Luke. Harnack reconstructed
olte yopobaow olite yapilovtay, though, it should be noted that the Latin does

resurrectione do strongly give the appearance of being two things of which some are con-
sidered worthy (cf. also nn. 404 and 405).

403  As in Luke 10:21 above, it seems unlikely that Tertullian created a reading, then created a
Marcionite interpretation requiring that reading, only to refute the interpretation.

404 Interpreting dignari with an accusative object (quos) and two ablatives of respect (posses-
sione and resurrectione) along with an external subject (deus). The genitive phrase (illius
aevi) is then taken either with deus or possessione.

405 Tsutsui, with reference to Luke 1818 and 1 Cor 15:50, also suggests that if possessione is
understood in an absolute sense, as the interpretation attributed to Marcion requires, the
Greek behind it cannot be tuxelv but rather xAvpovopia/xAnpovopijoat. At the same time he
also notes that the sentence structure remains unusual (“Evangelium,” 120). Tuxelv is not
attested in numerous OL manuscripts, the Vulgate, sy$, and sy?, the Arabic Diatessaron,
and several other witnesses; however, Tertullian’s use of posessione seems to indicate that
more than simply o0 ai@vog exeivov preceded xal tig dvaotdoews in Marcion’s text.

406  In 4.39.11 and Mon. 10.5 he uses future indicatives, in Res. 36.4—5 a future indicative and a
future participle, and in Res. 62.1 a future participle.
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not allow for a definitive decision on the Greek lemma used for the final term
of the verse.#07

Harnack reconstructed Luke 20:36 as o0d¢ ydp dmoBavelv étt uéMouvaty,
lodryyehot yap eiowv «cal viol elow, vormarcionitischer Defekt> to0 8eod, Tijg
dvaatdaews viol (Yeyovéteg?).408 Several points merit discussion. First, Harnack
posited that Marcion’s text read uéMovow with D, W, ©, and a handful of
other witnesses, which certainly is possible.#%9 In his other references, how-
ever, Tertullian never uses posse and always seems primarily to have the state
of “not dying” in view instead of the absence of the ability to die (cf. 4.39.11;
Res. 36.5 and 62.1). Therefore, it is possible that the morituri sint in 4.38.5 is
due to Tertullian’s own conception and not the reading of Marcion’s text.
Second, lgdyyehot yap eiow for Marcion’s text is confirmed by Tertullian’s per-
sistent use of the future tense elsewhere (cf. 3.9.4, 4.39.11, 5.10.14; Mon. 10.5;
Res. 36.4-5, 62.1, 62.4). Third, Harnack believed that xat viol elowv was not pres-
ent in Marcion’s text due to a pre-Marcion scribal error caused by homoeo-
teleuton.*1° Once again, this view is possible, though Tertullian nowhere else
includes this element in his references to this Lukan element, possibly due
to the influence of Matt 22:30//Mark 12:25. It may be a simple omission or an
imprecise reference by Tertullian. In either case, the words are unattested for
Marcion. Fourth, Tertullian’s Latin cannot reveal whether the article preceded
feod. Finally, Harnack wondered if Marcion’s text read yeyovoteg, apparently
due to Tertullian’s use of facere. According to IGNTP, this reading is attested
elsewhere only in the Arabic Diatessaron, which makes it rather more likely
that Tertullian is offering a loose rendering of vteg.

4.4.85 Luke 21:7
4.3913—Ipsum decursum scripturae evangelicae ab interrogatione discipulo-
rum usque ad parabolam fici...| Res. 22.3—Interrogatus a discipulis, quando
eventura essent . ..

Even though Tertullian’s reference to Luke 21:7 in 4.39.13 reads as a passing
allusion to the verse, Harnack reconstructed Luke 21:7a as émpwmooav adtov
oi padyral, explicitly stating that Marcion’s text read the Matthean ol uabytat

407  éxyopilw, Exyapioxw, youilw, and yapioxw are all attested in the Greek manuscript
tradition.

408 Harnack, Marcion, 229*.

409 D. Plooij also posited this reading for Marcion’s text (“Eine enkratische Glosse im
Diatessaron,” ZNw 22 [1923]: 15).

410 Harnack, Marcion, 229*. The phrase is also not in D, several 0L manuscripts, and sy.
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with D, d, and geo.*! Though possible, it is not at all clear that this reading is
required for Marcion’s text. The context of the statement allows that Tertullian
may simply be clarifying who the “they” of the verb are. This view becomes
more likely when one notices that in Res. 22.3 Tertullian similarly refers to
the disciples when discussing Luke 21.42 In addition, Harnack omits &¢ in his
reconstruction; however, Tertullian’s allusion cannot validate the view that the
conjunction, omitted in only a few manuscripts, was absent in Marcion’s text.

4.4.86 Luke 21:8

4.39.1—. .. multos dicat venturos in nomine ipsius. .. prohibeat eos recipi...|
4.39.2—Venient denique illi dicentes: Ego sum Christus .. .| 5.1.3—Praeter haec
utique legisti multos venturos, qui dicant: Ego sum Christus.

Harnack reconstructed Luke 21:8 oMol é\edgovtar éml t@ dvopati (Hov),
Aéyovteg €yw elut 6 Xplotdg.... M3 Several observations are in order. First,
once again, given Tertullian’s habitual omission of conjunctions, it is not
clear that ydp after moAol was absent in Marcion’s text.#* Second, IGNTP
lists no witnesses omitting pov, making it rather likely that ipsius is reflect-
ing an adaptation of the pronoun. Third, the omission of étt after Aéyovteg is
possible as it is also omitted by &, B, L, X, and numerous other manuscripts,
though a simple omission on the part of Tertullian cannot be ruled out. Fourth,
such a simple omission may become more probable when one considers the
attested reading éyw i 6 Xpiotég, which is the reading of the parallel Matt
24:5.415 Harnack believed that Marcion’s text had been influenced by the text
of Matthew, which is indeed possible.*16 At the same time, however, in 5.1.3
Tertullian cites the pithy statement in its Matthean form. Therefore, it is pos-
sible that the phrasing is due to Tertullian himself as he is being influenced by
the wording of Matthew. Finally, prohibeat eos recipi (4.39.1) appears to allude
to the final element in v. 8, though the precise wording is unclear, as Harnack
apparently also recognized.

411 Harnack, Marcion, 230*.

412 Of course, it cannot be ruled out entirely that Tertullian’s own text of Luke had the read-
ing found in D.

413 Harnack, Marcion, 230*.

414 IGNTP lists only one manuscript of bo attesting the omission of ydp. IGNTP goes on to
state that Marcion’s text attested ékedoovtar Pevdompogijtar. It is unclear to me on what
basis this claim is made.

415 Stuis also not present in Matt 24:5.

416  Braun indicates his agreement with Harnack’s interpretation (Contre Marcion 1v, 475n5).
IGNTP lists several manuscripts, including 157, most of the oL manuscripts, sy?, and a few
other witnesses as attesting the Matthean reading in Luke 21:8.
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4.4.87 Luke 21:9-11
4.39.3—Videamus et quae signa temporibus imponat: bella, opinor, et regnum
super regnum, et gentem super gentem, et pestem, et fames terraeque motus, et
formidines, et prodigia de caelo, quae omnia severo et atroci deo congruunt. Haec
cum adicit etiam oportere fieri, quem se praestat? | Res. 22.2—ad. .. diem ulti-
mum et occultum nec ulli praeter patri notum, et tamen signis atque portentis et
concussionibus elementorum et conflictationibus nationum praenotatum.*\7
Tertullian attests various elements in Luke 21:9—11 in this allusion. At the out-
set and closing of the section from 4.39.3 cited above, Tertullian attests two ele-
ments of v. g which Harnack reconstructed as moAépovs . . . 3et tadta yevéadar. 418
Even though there is some evidence in Latin manuscripts for the omission of
yap after dei, once again the omission cannot be demonstrated for Marcion’s
text based on Tertullian’s testimony. For v. 10 Harnack posited the otherwise
unattested order BagtAeio [sic] émt PagiAeiow xal €8vog €’ €Bvog,*1° and for v. 11
Aotpol xal Alpot cetapol T, oPYTpd Te xal anpela dm’ odpavod.#20 Harnack rightly
noted that the order Aotpol xat Aol is attested by B, several oL manuscripts,
and sy<; yet, he did not mention that celopoi following this pair is otherwise
unattested. When one adds the observation that in Res. 22.2 Tertullian has the
conflict between nations, one of the first elements in the list, at the end of
his statement, it becomes questionable to posit that Marcion’s text contained
this highly unique order of elements rather than Tertullian simply having writ-
ten an “unordered” list.#?! That Marcion’s text contained the elements listed by
Tertullian appears quite certain; however, the order in which they appeared
cannot be determined with any precision.

4.4.88 Luke 21:25-26

4.39.9—. .. signa iam ultimi finis enarrat, solis et lunae siderumque prodigia, et
in terra*?? angustias nationum obstupescentium velut a sonitu maris fluctuan-
tis pro expectatione imminentium orbi malorum. Quod et ipsae vires caelorum

417 An additional allusion to Luke 21:9 occurs in 4.39.17.

418 Harnack, Marcion, 230*.

419 Braun notes the use of super for contra based on the influence of éri (Braun [trans.],
Contre Marcion 1v, 477n2). The oL manuscripts for Luke 21:10 offer contra (d, ft2,1,1, g, 1),
adversus (f), and super (a, c, e). Even greater variation is found in the parallels in Matt 24:7
and Mark 13:8.

420 Harnack, Marcion, 230*.

421 Note also that the necessity of the events occurring, appearing in v. g, is not mentioned
until the various signs, including those in vv. 10-11, have been enumerated.

422 Moreschini’s text follows the reading in terra of Gelenius and the other editors, rejecting
inter in 8 and interim as inferred in R.
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concuti habeant, . ..| Res. 22.5-6—... futura signa in sole et luna et [in] stel-
lis, conclusionem nationum, cum stupore sonitus maris et motus refrigescen-
tium hominum prae metu et expectatione eorum, quae immineant orbi terrae.
Virtutes enim, inquit, caelorum commovebuntur . ..

Even though Harnack recognized that Tertullian renders these verses rather
freely, he still reconstructed a text that read like Luke except for cg #jyoug
Badaang xupavovang (ixovg Bokdaoms xai addov in Luke) at the end of v. 25
and adtal yap ai duvapets (ai yap duvdpets in Luke) in v. 26.423 Despite know-
ing that the loose nature of the allusion meant that one cannot prove that
Marcion made any changes, Harnack believed that the latter reading should
be accepted.*2* Though the reference to these verses in Res. 22.5-6 is formu-
lated differently at these two points, a similar free citation style is evident (e.g.,
the omission of et in terra, the use of refrigescere, and the addition of eorum).
Therefore, the citation in Res. 22 would tend to confirm both that the order
of the signs in Marcion’s Gospel was the same as in Luke and, at the same
time, that the precise wording of parts of the verses cannot be established

from 4.39.9.

4.4.89 Luke 21:27—28
4.39.10—Post haec quid dominus? Et tunc videbunt filium hominis venientem de
caelis cum plurima virtute. Cum autem haec fient, erigetis vos, et levabitis capita,
quoniam adpropinquabit*?> redemptio vestra. | 4.39.12—. . . erecturos scilicet se
et capita levaturos in tempore regni redemptos. | Prax. 30.5—Hic et venturus est
rursus super nubes caeli talis, qualis et ascendit. | Res. 22.6—7—Virtutes enim,
inquit, caelorum commovebuntur, et tunc videbunt filium hominis venientem
in nubibus caeli cum plurimo potentatu et gloria. Ubi autem coeperint ista fieri,
emergetis et elevabitis capita vestra, quod redemptio vestra adpropinquaverit. Et
tamen adpropinquare eam dixit, non adesse iam, et cum coeperint ista fieri, non
cum facta fuerint, quia cum facta fuerint, tunc aderit redemptio nostra, quae eo
usque adpropinquare dicetur, erigens interim et excitans animos ad proximum
iam spei fructum.

Tertullian attests Luke 21:27 as reconstructed by Harnack: xat téte 8povrat
Tov vioy Tod dvBpwTou EpYOpEVOY ATTO TAV OVPAVAV UETA JUVAMEWS TTOMTG. 426

423 Harnack, Marcion, 231*. Once again, Harnack reflected some of the reading attested by
Tertullian, but also did not follow some changes in word order and the addition of xox@v
(attested in one lectionary witness, [524), for example.

424 Ibid.

425 Moreschini rejects the reading adpropinquavit of Pamelius, Rigalti, Oehler, and Evans.

426 Harnack, Marcion, 231*.
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Two differences from Luke are immediately evident. First, instead of év vepéhy
Tertullian renders dmo tév ovpaviv. Harnack sees this as a tendentious cor-
rection because “mit irdischem Nebel sollte Christus nichts zu tun haben.”427
Tsutsui connects the wording to that of the first appearance of Marcion’s Jesus
in Luke 4:31.428 The citation in Res. 22.6 reads in nubibus caeli as in Matt 24:30
(emt T@v vepeAdv Tod odpavod), which, along with Prax. 30.5 where the addi-
tional influence of Acts 1:11 is present, reveals that if Tertullian were being influ-
enced by the synoptic parallel we would expect both “clouds” and “heaven”
to be mentioned, and not simply “heaven.”4? Therefore, it seems likely that
Marcion’s text here did read dmo Té&v odpaviv. Second, at the conclusion of the
verse Luke reads petd Suvdpews xal 36Eng moMis. Once again, Res. 22.6 con-
tains reference to both elements, increasing the likelihood that Marcion’s text
referred only to d0vauig.430 At the same time, however, a simple omission by
Tertullian is possible.43!

Several readings also merit attention in Luke 21:28. Harnack reconstructed
TOUTWV OE YIVoUEVWY Gvochate xal EMApaTE TAG XEQOAS, SOTL HyYIXEV 1)
GmoAdTpwatg Du&v.432 First, though Tertullian may simply be offering a loose
translation of the Lukan opening dpyopévewv 3¢ todtwy yiveaba,*33 once again
the citation in Res. 22.6 would tend to confirm that Tertullian would not be
inclined to introduce the verse in this manner under his own initiative.
Nevertheless, Res. 22.7 reveals that Tertullian is paying particular attention to
the tense in this discussion, which may have led to a more precise rendering.
Second, the omission of the possessive bu&v after xepaidag becomes slightly

427 Ibid.

428  Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 122.

429 Inaddition, it is interesting that as Tertullian continues his argument he makes reference
to the day of the Lord venientis de caelis filii hominis and then quotes Dan 7:13 where the
Son of Man is described as coming cum caeli nubibus (4.39.11). Since Tertullian presum-
ably knew he would employ Daniel in his argument, it would be strange for him purposely
to omit reference to the “clouds.”

430  According to IGNTP no other witness attests this omission.

431 As mentioned in n. 429, Tertullian continues his argument with a reference to Dan 7:3.
He concludes that citation with data est illi [the Son of Man] regia potestas, and here the
omission of “glory” would create a closer parallel with the oT verse.

432 Harnack, Marcion, 231*.

433 Several OL manuscripts attest the reading tovtwv 3¢ yiveaBot dpyopévwy, which reveals that
Tertullian could have begun the verse as found in Marcion’s text and then offered a para-
phrase of the concept of the verb.
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more likely for Marcion’s text because Tertullian includes it in Res. 22.6.434
Finally, though all the manuscripts of Tertullian’s works attest adpropinqua-
bit, numerous editors of Tertullian’s works have posited adpropinquavit.*3
Harnack stated “appropinquabit schwerlich richtig” without any further
explanation.*3¢ Even though #yyucev is attested in some manuscripts, it may
be that this is another case where Tertullian is rendering the Greek verb in the
present tense (€yyilet) with a Latin future,*37 and therefore there is no need to
posit an error in the manuscript tradition of Tertullian’s works.

4.4.90 Luke 21:31

4.39.10—... in tempore scilicet regni, de quo subiecta erit ipsa parabola. Sic
et vos, cum videritis omnia haec fieri, scitote adpropinquasse regnum dei. |
4.39.16—. .. sic et vos, cum videritis haec fieri, scitote in proximo esse regnum

dei. | Res. 22.8—Cuius etiam parabola subtexitur tenerescentium arborum in
caulem, floris et dehinc frugis antecursorem. Ita et vos, cum videritis omnia ista
fieri, scitote in proximo esse regnum dei.

The first question concerning Luke 21:31 is whether the citation in 4.39.10 or
4.39.16 more closely represents Marcion’s text. Harnack reconstructed vv. 29—-31
from the latter, though Braun contends that in 4.39.16 Tertullian is reproducing
the text rather freely and that, in v. 30 at least, Harnack “a tort d’y voir donné le
texte méme de Marcion.”#38 Since vv. 29—30 are not multiply cited they will not
be discussed here, but rather in the ensuing chapter. Concerning v. 31, however,
itappears that the latter quotation may be accurate. First, the citation in 4.39.10
is only of v. 31, whereas three verses are cited in 4.39.16. Though not definitive
in and of itself, in general there is a greater likelihood that a longer citation will
be made with reference to the text. Second, the quotation in 4.39.10 includes
the Matthean omnia (Matt 24:33), which Res. 22.8 reveals may be the more
familiar form for Tertullian. Of course, it is also possible that both Tertullian’s

434 The possessive pronoun is also omitted in D, d, and in one manuscript of the Georgian
Version.

435 Zahn, Geschichte, 2:488 did not distinguish between the text attested by the manuscripts
and the readings posited by editors when he commented on Tertullian’s “schwankende]r]
Text.”

436  Harnack, Marcion, 231*.

437 Notice also that Tertullian begins the citation in 4.39.10 with the future fient, and renders
the imperatives with Latin futures (erigetis, levabitis). Notice also the use of the future in
Res. 22.6 (emergetis et elevabitis).

438  Braun (trans.), Contre Marcion Iv, 491n3.
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text of Luke and Marcion’s Gospel contained this harmonization;*3? yet, then
one would have to explain why Tertullian omitted omnia in 4.39.16. Finally, and
perhaps most tellingly, in 4.39.10 Tertullian uses adpropinquare instead of in
proximo esse as in 4.39.16 and Res. 22.8. Apart from the fact that the latter is a
more literal rendering of éyyts éotwv and thus more likely to arise from a text,
the former is never here attested in any oL witnesses.**? Thus, it would seem
that at least as far as v. 31 is concerned, 4.39.16 more closely follows Marcion’s
text, which means that here Marcion’s text read the same as Luke 21:31.

4.4.91 Luke 21:33

4.39.18—Adhuc ingerit non transiturum caelum ac terram, nisi omnia peragan-
tur.... Transeat age nunc caelum et terra*"'—sic enim dominus eorum desti-
navit—, dum verbum eius maneat in aevum—sic enim et Esaias pronuntiavit. |
Herm. 341—.. . caelum et terra praeteribunt, inquit; . ..

This verse is confusingly reconstructed by Harnack v) (8%?) y# xai 6 odpavog
mapeAedaovTal, 6 3¢ Adyog pov uével eig Tov aidva*42 First, there is no good rea-
son to suppose that age is anything other than Tertullian’s own exclamation as
he advances his argument. Second, in his apparatus Harnack gave Kroymann'’s
text (transeat age nunc caelum et terra), though in his Greek reconstruc-
tion he changed the order without any rationale for apparently following
a different reading.#4® Ultimately, though earlier in 4.39.18 and in Herm. 34.1
Tertullian uses the order “heaven and earth,” the variation in the manuscripts
of Tertullian’s works makes a definitive decision on Marcion’s reading impos-
sible. Third, despite Tertullian’s singular verb (¢ranseat), attested in numerous
manuscripts, Harnack reconstructed napeheboovtat. Harnack’s reconstruction
could be right, and no definitive decision can be made either way, but the plu-
ral is not what Tertullian attests. Fourth, though Harnack recognized dum and
the subjunctive as created by Tertullian’s argument, he did not realize that

439 IGNTP lists numerous manuscripts with this harmonization including the oL manu-
scripts e, gat, and r! along with Cyprian and other church fathers.

440  Cf. the data for this verse in the chart in Roth, “Did Tertullian Possess?,” 464.

441  Moreschini’s text reads caelum et terra with M and Kroymann, rejecting terra et caelum
read in 3 and the other editors.

442 Harnack, Marcion, 232%.

443 It is quite possible that Harnack is here influenced by Zahn’s reconstruction as Zahn’s
text of Tertullian read terra et caelum (Geschichte, 2:489). Tsutsui’s text for Tertullian is
also confusing as it reads terra et caelum transiet, verbum autem meum manet in aevum,
stated as coming from 4.39.18 (“Evangelium,” 122). In his bibliography Tsutsui lists both
Kroymann’s and Evans’s editions of Adversus Marcionem; however, neither of those edi-
tions offers this reading.
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the singular verbum may very well have come from the wording of Isa 40:8,
to which Tertullian makes reference at the end of his allusion.##* This possi-
ble influence of Isaiah in the second half of the verse renders its precise word-
ing unclear.

4.4.92 Luke 22:15

4.401—Ideo et adfectum suum ostendit: Concupiscentia concupii pascha edere
vobiscum, antequam patiar.**® | 4.40.3—Professus itaque se concupiscentia con-
cupisse edere pascha . .. | An.16.4—. . . et concupiscentivum, quo pascha cum dis-
cipulis suis edere concupiscit.

Luke 2215 is also attested by Epiphanius and Eznik. Tertullian’s three cita-
tions of the passage reveal the fluidity with which he can make reference to
the verse. The citation in 4.40.1 attests émbupia énebdpnoa t6 Tdoya payety ped’
V@V 1o Tod ue madety, which corresponds to Luke except for the absence of
to0to before 16 mdoya.##6 Neither of the other references in 4.40.3 or An. 16.4
contain the demonstrative pronoun, so it may very well be an omission by
Tertullian.

4.4.93 Luke 22:19
4.40.3—. .. acceptum panem et distributum discipulis corpus suum illum fecit,
Hoc est corpus meum dicendo, . .. Aut si propterea panem corpus sibi finxit, quia
corporis carebat veritate, ergo panem debuit tradere pro nobis. | 4.40.4—. .. cor-
pus suumvocans panem. | Or. 6.2—. . . tunc quod et corpus eius in pane censetur:
hoc est corpus meum.*47

Luke 22:19 may also be attested in the Adamantius Dialogue. Tertullian’s
allusion to the opening of the verse includes a reference to the verbs Aaupdve
and 38wt Tertullian clarifying to whom the bread is given does not require
Marcion’s text to have read tois pafnrals, as supposed by Harnack.##8 The omis-
sion of evyaploTéw and xAdw may be attributed to Tertullian, whose argument
focuses on the bread as a substance requiring Jesus’ body to be a true body
(veritatis corpus). For this reason Tertullian’s primary interest in the verse is in

444 Braun (trans.), Contre Marcion 1v, 493n3 rightly notes that Tertullian made the same type
of reference to Isa 40:8 in 4.33.9.

445 Braun notes that Tertullian has brought this verse forward in his discussion of chapter 22
for emphasis in the course of his argument (Contre Marcion 1v, 496mn1).

446  This verse is also noted by Wolter as evidence for Lukan redaction being present in
Marcion’s Gospel (Lukasevangelium, 3).

447 Additional allusions to Luke 22:19//Matt 26:26//Mark 14:22 occur in 3.19.4 and Adv. Jud.
10.12.

448 Harnack, Marcion, 233*. IGNTP notes that Cyril in Contra Nestorium reads toig padyrais
and f reads tofg pabntais adtod.
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Jesus’ statement to016 €aTwv T6 oddud pov, the direct citation of which is unprob-
lematic (cf. Or. 6.2). Finally, as Tertullian continues his argument he alludes
that Jesus’ statement is followed by 16 Omép Dpdv d1d6pevoy, stating that if Jesus
did not have a true body then it is the bread itself that should have been deliv-
ered up for us.

4.4.94 Luke 22:69

4.41.4—. .. Abhinc, inquit, erit filius hominis sedens ad dexteram virtu-
tis dei. | 4.421—...sine dubio dei filium, sessurum ad dei dexteram. | Carn.
Chr. 161—...cum illam [the flesh of Christ] et ad dexteram patris in caelis
praesidere . ..

The citation of Luke 22:69 in 4.41.4 is largely unproblematic as it renders
amd tod viv Eotan 6 vidg Tod dvBpwmou xabpevos éx Sekiv The Suvdpeng Tod
Beod, which is also the reconstruction of Harnack.#4? Numerous manuscripts,
including P75, 8, A, B, D, and many oL manuscripts attest ¢ after viv, and the
conjunction could have been present in Marcion’s text and simply omitted by
Tertullian. That Tertullian is largely following the precise wording of Marcion’s
text may have slight confirmation by comparing the loose phrasing of the ref-
erence in Carn. Chr. 16.1. More significant is the confirmation that in the quo-
tation Tertullian is following the word order of Marcion’s text as he alters the
order in the allusion in 4.42.1.

4.4.95 Luke 23:44-45

4.42.5—Ecce autem et elementa concutiuntur: ... Hic erit dies de quo et Amos:
Et erit die illa dicit dominus, occidet sol meridie—habes et horae sextae signi-
ficationem—, et contenebrabit super terram [Amos 8:9]. Scissum est et templi
velum, ...|Adv.Jud.13.14—. . . etvelum templiscissumest . . . | Apol. 21.19—Eodem
momento dies, medium orbem signante sole, subducta est.

These verses are also attested by Eznik, and v. 45 by Epiphanius and Ephrem.
Tertullian’s citation of Amos 8:9 indicates that a reference to the darkness/the
sun’s light failing super terram was present in Marcion’s Gospel, and the gloss in
the citation connects the 0T prophecy specifically to the Gpa €xty. 4.42.5 also
attests éoyiofe 10 xatamétaoua 00 vaod for v. 45, though the precise conjunc-
tion (xai or 8¢) and its placement at the outset of the phrase are not certain.#>°
Some confirmation for the Lukan word order comes from Adv. Jud. 13.14 where,

449 Harnack, Marcion, 234*. ¢£ 3e516v in Harnack’s reconstruction is presumably a typograph-
ical error.

450 Harnack reconstructed the opening of the verse as éoyiofy [xai], though this reading is
not attested in any manuscript. éoyiofe 3¢ is found in P75, 8, and several other manu-
scripts and the Majority Text reads xai éoyiofe.
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in the reference to Matt 27:51, Tertullian places the verb after the velum templi. 45!
At the same time, it should be noted that the order templi velum in 4.42.5 is not
found in any of the Synoptics.

4.4.96 Luke 23:46
4.42.6—Vociferatur ad patrem, ut et moriens ultima voce prophetas adimpleret.
Hoc dicto expiravit. | Apol. 2119—Nam spiritum cum verbo sponte dimisit, prae-
vento carnificis officio. | Prax. 25.2—. .. Pater, in tuis manibus depono spiritum
meum, ... | Prax. 26.9—. .. in Patris manibus spiritum ponens. .. | Prax. 30.4—
Ceterum non reliquit Pater Filium in cuius manibus Filius spiritum suum posuit.
Luke 23:46 is also attested by Epiphanius and possibly in the Adamantius
Dialogue. Tertullian’s testimony makes reference to Jesus crying out to the
Father; however, unlike the three references in Adversus Praxean, Tertullian
here does not further cite what Jesus said to the Father, though perhaps allud-
ing to it with the reference to the fulfillment of the prophets (Jesus’ words are
taken from Ps 31:5/ LXX 30:6/MT 31:6). That it is Luke’s account which Tertullian
has in mind is apparent not only because the cry is addressed to the Father, but
also because Tertullian does not speak of Jesus yielding up his spirit (cf. Apol.
2119 referring to Matt 27:50); rather, hoc dicto expiravit is rendering todto 3¢
elmav eEémvevaey, though without reference to the conjunction.*52

4.4.97 Luke 24:37-39

4.43.6—cum haesitantibus eis ne phantasma esset, immo phantasma credenti-
bus: Quid turbati estis?*53 et quid cogitationes subeunt in corda vestra? Videte
manus meas et pedes, quia ipse ego*>* sum, quoniam spiritus ossa non habet,
sicut me habentem videtis. | 4.43.7—. .. Spiritus ossa non habet, sicut me vide-
tis habentem, quasi ad spiritum referatur sicut me videtis habentem, id est non
habentem ossa sicut et spiritus. | 4.43.8—Cur autem inspectui eorum manus
et pedes suos offert,...*5% Cur adicit: Et scitote quia ego sum,...| Carn. Chr.
5.9—...fuit itaque phantasma etiam post resurrectionem, cum manus et pedes

451 That Tertullian is citing Matt 27:51 in Adv. Jud. 13.14 is confirmed by the reference to the
tombs being opened (v. 52) immediately following the reference to the veil being torn.

452 Harnack, Marcion, 236™ reconstructed the text with the conjunction.

453 Moreschini does not add inquit after estis as do Pamelius, Rigalti, Oehler, Kroymann, and
Evans.

454 Moreschini’s text reads ipse ego with M and Kroymann, and not the order ego ipse of § and
the other editors.

455 Braun references Luke 24:40 for this phrase (Contre Marcion 1v, 526); however, the fact
that Tertullian continues with adicit followed by v. 39b reveals that it is Luke 24:39 that is
in view here.
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suos discipulis inspiciendos offert adspicite, dicens, quod ego sum, quia spiritus
ossa non habet, sicut me habentem videtis? [Si] sine dubio manus et pedes
et ossa, quae spiritus non habet, sed caro, . ..

Vv. 38-39 are also attested by Epiphanius and all three verses possibly in the
Adamantius Dialogue. For v. 37 Harnack appears to have been influenced by
the reading in Adam. 198,17-18 (5.12); however, as discussed in chapter 7.4.35
it is difficult to ascertain whether the Adamantius Dialogue is interacting with
Marcion’s text here and even more difficult to determine the fidelity of the ren-
dering in the Adamantius Dialogue. Tertullian’s testimony may reflect the read-
ing pdvtacua in Marcion’s text of Luke 24:37, which is also found in D and d. At
the same time, however, some caution needs to be exercised since Tertullian
also uses both phantasma and spiritus in Carn. Chr. 5.9, where it is not certain
that phantasma is only a “loanword” from Marcion. In v. 38 Tertullian attests
Jesus’ two-part question to the disciples as ti tetapayuévol éote xal [Sia] T
Stdoytapol avaPaivovat eig tag xapdiag budv. This reading, however, which has
points of contact with other manuscripts and church fathers, cannot be com-
pared with any other citation by Tertullian. V. 39 is again multiply cited and
several points need to be made. First, Tertullian's manus meas et pedes in 4.43.6
should not be used to determine definitively the placement or number of pos-
sessive pronouns in Marcion’s text. Variation in phrasing involving pronouns
is once again evidenced, as in 4.43.8 and Carn. Chr. 5.9 Tertullian wrote manus
et pedes suos and in 4.43.8 eorum manus et pedes.*>¢ Second, Jesus’ statement
identifying himself is rendered in several different ways by Tertullian: quia ipse
ego sum or the variant quia ego ipse sum (4.43.6); scitote quia ego sum (4.43.8);
and quod ego sum (Carn. Chr. 5.9).457 Third, though Tertullian does not attest

456  Carter, “Marcion’s Christology,” 556, in my estimation, claims with far too much certainty
that Tertullian is accurately reflecting Marcion’s text here and that Marcion thus “reflects
the early reading of P75

457 Tsutsui argues that et scitote quia ego sum (4.43.8) should be added to the end of v. 39,
accusing Harnack of an oversight (“Evangelium,” 130). However, apart from the dubious
methodology employed by Tsutsui (he states concerning the reference “also ein direktes
Zitat = sicher ‘al ywwoxete 81t éyw eip’”), it is Tsutsui who has overlooked the context
of the statement. Tertullian mentions that Jesus offered his hands and feet for an inspec-
tion, and it is to this offering that the statement is added. In other words, et scitote quia
ego sum appears to be Tertullian’s rephrasing of quia ipse ego sum, not an addition at the
end of v. 39 (cf. also Zahn, Geschichte, 2:494 who recognized that et scitote was added by
Tertullian for clarity). Curiously, though Amphoux in his analysis of the textual tradition
of Luke 24 elsewhere always follows Harnack’s reconstruction when offering Marcion’s
text, here Amphoux contends that Marcion’s text omitted &1t &y® eiut adtég along with

v

Ynragnooaté pe xal Oete (“Le chapitre 24 de Luc et 'origine de la tradition textuelle du



184 CHAPTER 4

Pnragnoate pe xat 1dete for Marcion’s text, Tertullian also omits reference to
this element in Carn. Chr. 5.9.458 Fourth, in both 4.43.6 and 7, Tertullian makes
reference only to a spirit having bones, without referring to cdpf as well. Yet,
once again, in the citation of v. 39 in Carn. Chr. 5.9 Tertullian also mentions
only the bones, indicating that it could be a simple omission on Tertullian’s
part. Finally, Tertullian’s alternating between the word order habentem videtis
(4.43.6; Carn. Chr. 5.9) and videtis habentem (4.43.7) reveals how precarious it
would be to view him as attesting either order.

Codex de Béze (D.o5 du NT),” FN 4 [1991]: 36). Though both elements are unattested by
Epiphanius, Tertullian clearly references the first phrase. Since Amphoux provides no
rationale for his view, it may simply be an oversight.

458  Zahn, Geschichte, 2:494 also referred to the De carne Christi passage, noting that Tertullian
there abbreviated his citation; however, he does not appear to have entertained that pos-
sibility for the reference in Adversus Marcionem.



CHAPTER 5

Tertullian as a Source: Citations only in Adversus
Marcionem

Whereas the previous chapter considered the multiply cited texts in Tertullian,
and a few citations within Adversus Marcionem where comparison provided
insight into citation habits, the texts examined in this chapter, though at times
multiply attested in the sources, are not multiply cited by Tertullian outside
of Adversus Marcionem. The inability to compare citations directly results in
much more of the following discussion remaining very cautious in its conclu-
sions in that fewer definitive decisions can be made concerning specific read-
ings in Marcion’s text than was the case in chapter 4. Nevertheless, evidence
from the textual tradition of Luke and tendencies in Tertullian’s citation habits
identified by Schmid and in the previous chapter do, at times, allow tentative
conclusions regarding possible readings.

5.1 Luke 321

115.1—At nunc quale est, ut dominus anno quinto decimo Tiberii Caesaris reve-
latus sit,...| 115.6—His cum accedunt et sui Christi, alter qui apparuit sub
Tiberio .. .| 119.2—Anno quinto decimo Tiberii Christus lesus de caelo manare
dignatus est,...| 1.2210—...si ab aevo Deus et non a Tiberio,...| 4.6.3—
Constituit Marcion alium esse Christum, qui Tiberianis temporibus a deo
quondam ignoto revelatus sit in salutem omnium gentium, . .. | 4.71—Anno quin-
todecimo principatus Tiberii proponit eum descendisse in civitatem Galilaeae
Capharnaum, ...

Elements of Luke 31, the opening of Marcion’s Gospel, are attested by
Irenaeus, Hippolytus, Epiphanius, Origen, (Pseudo-)Ephrem, and in the
Adamantius Dialogue. Tertullian’s testimony in his numerous allusions in
Adversus Marcionem appears to attest that Marcion’s text included a reference
to &ret mevtexadexdtw and TiPepiov, with TiBepiov Kaioapog attested in the allu-
sion in 1.15.1.

© KONINKLIJKE BRILL NV, LEIDEN, 2015 DOI 10.1163/9789004282377_006
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5.2 Luke 416, 23, 27, 29-30

4.8.2—Et tamen apud Nazareth quoque nihil novi notatur praedicasse, dum
alio, merito unius proverbii} eiectus refertur.... manus ei iniectas. .. detentus et
captus et ad praecipitium usque protractus . ..| 4.8.3—. .. per medios evasit . .. |
4.35.6—Nunc etsi praefatus est multos tunc fuisse leprosos apud Israhelem in
diebus Helisaei prophetae et neminem eorum purgatum nisi Neman Syrum, . ..
Elements of this pericope are also attested by Epiphanius, Ephrem, and
Jerome. According to the order in which Tertullian comments on Marcion’s
Gospel, a shortened form of Luke 4:16-30 followed Luke 4:31-35.2 In addition,
though Luke 4:27 is discussed here, both Epiphanius and Tertullian attest its
presence in Marcion’s Gospel in the pericope of the cleansing of the ten lepers
(Luke 17:11-19). For Luke 4:27 Tertullian, in 4.35.6, attests oMol Aempol Aoay &v
76 Topan év [tals?] nuépats EAlgaiov tod mpoghtov, xal 00dels adtdv éxadapiody
el pn Nepav 6 Zopog. The allusion to the entire pericope in 4.8.2—3, as recog-
nized by Harnack, references only a few elements of the passage: Nauped
(v. 16, Harnack reproduced most of the reading in D in parentheses);® unus

1 The words unius proverbii were omitted by Kroymann in his edition. On understanding the
phrase here as if Tertullian had written propter aliud, propter unum proverbium cf. Braun
(trans.), Contre Marcion 1v, 107n4.

2 Cf. 4.7.1-4.8.3. Braun raises the possibility that the order of pericopes in Marcion’s text was
Luke 4:31-32; 4:16—-30 [shortened]; 4:33—-34 [sic]; 4:40; and 4:41 (Contre Marcion IV, 104—5n1).
To support this view Braun offers the following comment on Tertullian’s question Quorsum
hunc locum praemisimus (4.7.13 in the discussion of Luke 4:33-35): “Par cette remarque, T.
veut sans doute justifier le rédacteur évangélique d’avoir mis en premier un épisode per-
mettant d’affirmer les attaches du Christ avec 'A.T. Mais on pourrait aussi penser que notre
auteur a inversé l'ordre suivi par Marcion (Lc 4,16—-30 en version abrégée aurait précédé Lc 4,
33—35)” (ibid., 103n4). A major difficulty, however, is that Tertullian introduces his discussion
of Luke 4:33—35 with the words exclamat ibidem spiritus daemonis (4.7.9). Having just dis-
cussed Luke 4:31-32, this ibidem could only refer to the synagogue in Capernaum; yet, if these
verses followed the account of the events at Nazareth it becomes very difficult to understand
how Tertullian could have introduced vv. 33—35 in this way.

3 Dreads éAfav 8¢ elg Nalopéd 8mov v xartd: 16 elwbég &v Tf) Mpépa ThV caPpdtwy elg ™y cuvarywyhv
xal Gvéa) dvaryvévar. J. Rendel Harris, positing that o0 v teBpapuuévos and xorrd 1o elwddg adtd
were omitted by Marcion, argued that the reading in D had been influenced by Marcion’s
text (Codex Bezae: A Study of the So-Called Western Text of the New Testament [Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1891], 232—33; cf. also Vogels, Evangelium Palatinum, 98-99).
Alfred Plummer, with reference to Harris, more cautiously stated that the omissions were
“perhaps due to Marcionite influence” (A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Gospel
according to St. Luke [5th ed.; 1cc; Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1901], 119). Harnack contended “in
D ist hier ein Teil des Textes M.s erhalten” (Marcion, 186*).
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proverbium (most probably the latpé, fepdmevooy geavtév in v. 23);* eE¢Barov
avtév and yoryov adTov Ewg 0¢pvog Tob dpoug (V. 29); and did uégou adTAY
émopedeto (v. 30).5 Though the other verses in the pericope are technically unat-
tested, Harnack may be correct in his view, “M. [hat] den Inhalt der Predigt
nicht angegeben, sondern seinerseite aus dem {iiblen Erfolg geschlossen, daf}
sie sich gegen den Judengott gerichtet haben miisse.”®

5.3 Luke 4:31

4.71—...[Marcion] proponit eum” descendisse in civitatem Galilaeae
Capharnaum, utique de caelo creatoris, . . . | 4.7.2—Nunc autem et reliquum ordi-
nem descensionis expostulo, tenens descendisse illum. Viderit enim, sicubi ‘appa-
ruisse’positumest. . .. descendisse . . .| 4.7.4—Bene autem quod et deus Marcionis
inluminator vindicatur nationum, quo magis debuerit vel de caelo descend-
ere, et, si utique, in Pontum potius descendere quam in Galilaeam. | 4.7.5—De
caelo statim ad synagogam:...| 4.7.6—Ecce venit in synagogam:...Ecce doc-
trinae suae panem prioribus offert Israhelitis: .. .| 4.7.7—Et tamen quomodo in
synagogam potuit admitti. .. Sed etsi passim synagoga adiretur, non tamen ad
docendum...

Elements of Luke 4:31are also attested in the Adamantius Dialogue, Irenaeus,
Origen, Hippolytus, and possibly an anonymous Syriac manuscript. Tertullian’s
testimony in 4.7.1 attests xatfjAfev eig Koagopvaodp méAw thg Toddaiog.®
xatijABev is attested numerous times, though interestingly Tertullian indicates
that apparuisse (épdvy) was elsewhere used to describe Jesus’ appearance.
Harnack may well be correct when he posited that this term was used in the
Antitheses.® Less clear is whether de caelo, also repeated numerous times, is
attested by Tertullian for Marcion’s Gospel. Tsutsui apparently thought it was,

4 Lukas more forcefully states that these words are “certainly” those to which Tertullian refers
(Rhetorik, 232).

5 For Harnack’s discussion cf. Marcion, 185*-86*.

6 Harnack, Marcion, 186*.

7 Moreschini’s text reads eum with all manuscripts and most editors, though Gelenius and
Pamelius read deum.

8 Assuming the reading in Moreschini (eum descendisse) is correct one would expect an
explicit external subject; however, it remains unclear if it was 6 'Ingods or 6 Xptotég (cf. 1.15.6;
119.2).

9 Harnack, Marcion, 185*. Cf. also the comment of Braun (trans.), Contre Marcion 1v, 93n5
and Theodor Zahn, “Ein verkanntes Fragment von Marcions Antithesen,” Neue kirchliche
Zeitschrift 21 (1910): 372—74.
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and Harnack, in his reconstruction, wrote (ém6 o0 odpavo’?).1% Braun rightly
notes, however, “la place de utique [in 4.7.1] améne a admettre que cest tout le
groupe de mots qui appartient au commentaire de T."! Therefore, the de caelo
throughout should be seen as Tertullian’s own, and polemically employed,
description for the “coming down” of Jesus.!? Finally, in 4.7.5, 6, 7 Tertullian
seems to reflect a text closer to that of Mark 1:21 (eloeA8av eig ™V guvorywymy
€di3aoxev) than Luke 4:31 (v Siddoxwy adtods év tois cdPBacty); however, even
though the testimony of other witnesses still needs to be considered, there
is no evidence for the Markan reading in Luke 4:31 in the extant manuscript
tradition.

5.4 Luke 4:35

4.7.13—Atquin, [Marcion] inquis, increpuit illum [the demon] Iesus.13

Tertullian presents the opening words of Luke 4:35 as Marcion’s response
to Tertullian’s contention that 4:34 reveals the demon’s knowledge of Jesus
as the Son of the Creator. According to IGNTP, the extant witnesses to the text
are nearly uniform, and there is no difficulty in positing that Marcion’s text
read énetipnoey adt® 6 'Tnyoods.

5.5 Luke 4:40-41

4.8.4—Ad summam, et ipse mox tetigit alios, quibus manus imponens, ... ben-
eficia medicinarum conferebat,... quodcumque curaverit lesus, meus est. |
4.8.5—Ceterum et a daemoniis liberare curatio est valitudinis. Itaque spiri-
tus nequam...cum testimonio excedebant vociferantes: Tu es filius dei. Cuius
dei, ... Sed proinde increpabantur et iubebantur tacere. Proinde enim Christus ab
hominibus, non ab spiritibus inmundis, volebat se filium dei agnosci, ...

10  Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 77 and Harnack, Marcion, 183*.

11 Braun (trans.), Contre Marcion 1v, 93n1 (cont.). Immediately prior to this comment Braun
observes that Harnack “serait porté a penser que &6 100 odpavou figurait dans la texte de
Marcion, utique portent uniquement sur Creatoris.” Harnack stated that these words were
“wahrscheinlich” present in Marcion’s text (Marcion, 185%). Further down in the same
note, however, Harnack states that it “mufd offen bleiben, ob dm¢ t0d opavov im Eingang
des Ev.s gestanden hat,” which would explain the question mark in the reconstructed text.

12 Cf. Tertullian’s argument in 3.23.7, referenced in 4.7.1.

13 Several additional references to the rebuke by Jesus occur in 4.7.14-15.
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Curiously, though Harnack cites the allusion in 4.8.4 he offers no recon-
struction of any elements of Luke 4:40, and Tsutsui erroneously indicates that
the verse is unattested.!* Yet, Tertullian makes reference to tag xeipog émtibelg
gbepdmevev adtodg. That Tertullian drew his allusion from Marcion’s text may
receive confirmation by the fact that the laying on of hands is not mentioned
in the parallel passages in Matt 8:16//Mark 1:34. If correct, then some confi-
dence in Tertullian’s attestation to the following verse is also warranted.

Harnack offered &xpyeto Soupévia xpdlovra- EU el 6 vidg 100 feod. émitiudv odx
eloe a0t AaAelv as a reconstruction for 4:41.16 His contention that 81t before o0
was absent with “zahlreichen Lateinern” cannot be accepted with certainty as
the entire phrase xal Aéyovta 61t is unattested by Tertullian.'” The final phrase
of 4:41 is simply unattested, and therefore Zahn’s view that it was absent is
questionable.!® In addition, the unattested conjunctions, though absent in a
few witnesses, may well have been present in Marcion’s text and omitted by
Tertullian.

5.6 Luke 4:42—43

4.8.9—1In solitudinem procedit. | 4.8.10—Detentus a turbis: Oportet me, inquit, et
aliis civitatibus adnuntiare regnum dei.

Without any real transition from his previous discussion, Tertullian begins
4.8.9 with a reference to Jesus going into a wilderness (Luke 4:42). Harnack
offered emopetfy el Epnpov; yet, it cannot be ascertained whether Marcion’s text

14 Harnack, Marcion,187* and Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 78. Technically Tsutsui uses the symbol
indicating “unbezeugt, aber nicht ganz getilgt: der Kontext fordert ein Erzdhlstiick an der
betreffenden Stelle.”

15  Numerous manuscripts read émfeig and é8epdmevoey, making the precise reading in
Marcion unclear.

16 Harnack, Marcion, 187%. It is worth noting that Harnack reconstructed the plural excede-
bant with a singular. Several manuscripts attest the plural (including ¥, C, ©, 1, and 33),
and Marcion’s reading cannot be reconstructed with certainty. Similarly Tertullian’s Latin
cannot reveal whether the reading was xpd{ovta or xpavydgovta. With all oL manuscripts
(except fand q), P75, 8, B, D, and numerous other witnesses, Marcion’s text does not attest
6 Xptotés before 6 viog o0 Oe00. An allusion to this verse in 4.8.7, with its reference to dei

filium, once again reveals Tertullian’s freedom with word order.

17 Harnack, Marcion, 187*. According to IGNTP, xal Aéyovta is almost uniformly attested in
the manuscript tradition, and is present in all oL witnesses.

18  Zahn, Geschichte, 2:458. Concerning Zahn’s view Harnack stated “ich sehe keinen Grund
hierfir” (Marcion, 187%).
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read émopevfy) or émopedeto.? In 4.8.10 there is a reference to of 8xAot. . . xateiyov
avTév,20 which is largely unproblematic. Tertullian’s citation of Luke 4:43 in
4.8.10 presents a few challenges. Harnack reconstructed Ael pe ol talg dMag
(etépaug?) moheatv ebaryyeAioaaar Ty BactAeiov Tod 6e0d.?! First, Harnack wrongly
stated that del pe is never clause initial,?? as this is precisely the position in D, d,
and e. It is possible that Tertullian is here reflecting Marcion’s word order, even
if Tertullian himself changing the order cannot be ruled out.?3 Second, though
the reference to edoryyehicaabor v Paciieion tod fzov is straightforward,?* deci-
phering et aliis civitatibus is a bit more difficult. xai tais €téparg moAeaw is read
almost uniformly in the manuscript tradition and is rendered et aliis civitati-
bus in every oL manuscript reflecting this Greek text. D reads xai eig tag dAag
méAelg, which corresponds to the reading et in alias civitates in d and e. Thus,
Harnack’s suggested reading is rather unlikely, and Tertullian is either reflect-
ing the reading xat tals étépatg, or he is loosely rendering the reading of D, d,
and e. If 3¢l pe was indeed clause initial then the latter may be more likely,
though a definite conclusion is not possible.

5.7 Luke 5:2, 9—10

4.91—De tot generibus operum quid utique ad piscaturam respexit, ut ab illa in
apostolos sumeret Simonem et filios Zebedaei. .. dicens [Jesus] Petro trepidanti
de copiosa indagine piscium: Ne time, abhinc enim homines eris capiens.
Concerning chapter 5, Harnack rightly noted that according to our sources
Marcion’s Gospel “bot alle Erzéhlungen dieses Kapitels; aber im einzelnen ist
nur weniges bekannt.”?5 In the first pericope (Luke 5:1-11), Tertullian makes
reference to fishermen, the astonishment at the abundant catch of fish, and

19 Harnack, Marcion, 187*. IGNTP states that the latter reading is attested by several wit-
nesses including most 0L manuscripts.
20  Harnack offered only the latter, apparently overlooking the reference to the crowd

(turbis).
21 Harnack, Marcion, 187*.
22 Ibid.

23 According to IGNTP ¢l pe is attested by the remaining oL witnesses and numerous
versions and church fathers before ebayyeAicaofai, and is attested after the verb in B, W,
and 892.

24  The reading and its significance for the question of the relationship between Marcion’s
Gospel and Luke was noted in the discussion in chapter 4, nn. 366 and 367.

25 Harnack, Marcion, 187*.
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Simon and the sons of Zebedee (vv. 2, 9, 10).26 For Jesus’ words in v. 10 Tertullian
attests, as Harnack reconstructed, pn @ofod, dmo tod viv yap dvbpwmoug oy
{wyp@v.2” The general accuracy of the citation is confirmed by the lack of influ-
ence from the rather differently worded synoptic parallels (Matt 4:19//Mark
117) and the literal rendering of the Greek. Only the ydp is problematic; yet,
given Tertullian’s propensity alternately to exclude, include, or add conjunc-
tions, it may not have been present in Marcion’s text.28

5.8 Luke 5:12-14

4.9.3—...in leprosi purgationem...in exemplo leprosi non contingendi,...|
4.9.4—. .. tetigit leprosum, ...| 4.9.7—...[as compared to Elisha in 2 Kgs 5]
Christumverbo vero solo, et hoc semel functo, curationem statim repraesentasse. |
4.9.9—...vetuit eum [the healed leper] divulgare...iussit ordinem impleri:
Vade, ostende te sacerdoti, et offer munus quod praecepit Moyses. | 4.9.10—
Itaque adiecit: Ut sit vobis in testimonium, ...

If one includes both the first scholion and the first elenchus in Pan. 42.11.17,
all three of these verses are also attested by Epiphanius. Harnack, based on
4.9.3, thought that Marcion’s text read dwp Aempdg with D (vir leprosus in d) in
v. 12.29 Since Tertullian refers only to the cleansing leprosi, however, the Greek
could just as easily have been dv)p TApeys Aémpag. In fact, since the parallels in
Matt 8:2//Mark 1:40 speak only of a Aénpog, it is not surprising that Tertullian,
in a passing reference, would not employ either of the longer descriptions
attested for Luke.3? The exact reading of Marcion’s text remains unknown.

26 Harnack did not reconstruct ot dAieis in v. 2 and viewed Ziuwv as attested for v. 3; however,
since Simon is mentioned with the Sons of Zebedee, it is more likely that the reference
is to v. 10. In addition, elrev 7pdg ToV Sipwve is also not reconstructed by Harnack, though
Amphoux is probably correct to see dicens Petro as a reference to this phrase (“Les pre-
miéres éditions de Luc I. Le texte de Luc 5.” ETL 67 [1991]: 322).

27 Harnack, Marcion, 188*.

28  Tsutsui simply notes that Tertullian attests ydp (“Evangelium,” 78), but Harnack stated
that Marcion’s text here reads with D and e (Marcion, 188*). Harnack’s claim is rather
problematic because those manuscripts, along with d, offer a completely different read-
ing of Jesus’ statement (cf. IGNTP or Na28) that does indeed include ydp, though in a
significantly different context. The attempt by Amphoux to use the ydp as key in positing
the text of D being Marcion’s model is speculative (“Luc 5, 323-24).

29 Harnack, Marcion, 188*.

30  Note also the simple reference to a leprosus in 4.9.4 and to a paralyticus in 4.10.1in the next
pericope (cf. n. 34).
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For v. 13, 4.9.4 attests #ato, and 4.9.7 alludes to the word of Christ and the
healing, revealing that the entire verse was present even if its wording is
unrecoverable.

Tertullian’s citations in 4.9.9, 10 attest dneAfe (though vade could also be
rendering the imperatival sense of dmeAbwv) Seikov 1@ iepel xal mpooéveyxe To
3dpov & mpocétakey Mwiof, fva ) Opiv el paptdptov.3! The Matthean reading
(xaf... Mwiofc in Matt 8:4), tva ), and Opv are all worth noting.32

5.9 Luke 5:17-18, 24, 26

4.101—Curatur et paralyticus, et quidem in coetu, spectante populo. ... Exurge,
et tolle grabattum tuum,...| g.10.2—...et dimissorem delictorum Christum
recognosce ... | 410.8—Qua igitur ratione admittas filium hominis,®® Marcion,
circumspicere non possum. | 4.10.13—. ... cur non secundum intentionem eorum
[the Jews] de homine eis respondit habere eum potestatem dimittendi delicta,
quando et filium hominis nominans hominem nominaret,...| 4.10.14—[Son
of Man] consecutum iudicandi potestatem, ac per eam utique et dimittendi
delicta—qui enim iudicat, et absoluit—, ut scandalo isto discusso per scriptu-
rae recordationem facilius eum agnoscerent ipsum esse filium hominis ex ipsa
peccatorum remissione. Denique nusquam adhuc professus est se filium hominis
quam in isto loco primum in quo primum peccata dimisit, id est in quo primum
iudicavit, dum absolvit.

In Luke 5:17-26, vv. 20—21 are multiply cited. 4.10.1 contains an allusion to
vv. 17, 18, and possibly 26 with the mention of a paralytic, an assembly, and
the people looking on.3* For v. 24, part of which is also attested by Epiphanius,
Tertullian’s statements do allow for insight into Marcion’s Gospel. From the
extended discussion in 4.10.6-16 it is obvious that 6 viég To0 dvOpwmov was pres-
ent.3% 41013 attests &xet éEovaioy derévon duaptiag,3® and 4.10.1 Eyelpe xai dpov
Tov xpdBattov gov. The final element is attested only by Tertullian, and it is

31 Itis not clear why IGNTP states that Marcion apud Tertullian attests fvo §) €l poptiptov
Dy,

32 According to IGNTP these last elements, though in different orders, are attested in D,
numerous OL manuscripts, and Ambrose. sy® attests {vo {j with adolc.

33 Evans here adds in brackets “into the text of your gospel” (Adversus Marcionem, 2:299).

34  Tertullian’s simple reference to a paralyticus (cf. also 4.12.15) instead of to an dv8pwmog &g
W mapakehvpévos (Luke 518) supports the point made above in 5.8 concerning leprosus.

35  Tertullian explicitly states that this is the first occurrence of “Son of Man” in the Gospel
(4.1014).

36  IGNTP indicates that Athanasius also reads éxet éEovoiav.
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possible that tolle is rendering the imperatival sense of the participle dpog;
however, given the fact that 8 and numerous other manuscripts attest dpov,
several other manuscripts read tov xpdBattov, and the verbatim reading of
Tertullian’s testimony is found in D, d, and r!, Marcion’s text most likely read
as above.%7

5.10 Luke 5:27, 30

g4111—Publicanum adlectum a domino...| 411.2—[Following a reference to
Luke 5:31] Si enim male valentes voluit intellegi ethnicos et publicanos, quos
adlegebat, . ..

In Tertullian’s interaction with Luke 5:27—32, in addition to the multiply
cited v. 31 discussed in the previous chapter, 4.11.1 has a reference to the teAwvng
and that he is called by “the Lord” (v. 27). 4.11.2 alludes to Jesus sitting petd T®v
TeAwvQV (V. 30). The reference to ethnici in 4.11.2 does not arise directly out of
Marcion’s text, though it could be a loose rendering of auaptwAol.38 Its use may
be due to Tertullian’s sarcastic statement that Marcion nusquam legerat lumen
et spem et <ex>spectationem nationum praedicari Christum (4.11.1).

5.11 Luke 5:33-35

4.11.4—Unde autem et Iohannes venit in medium? Subito Christus, subito et
Iohannes. | 4.11.5—. .. si non etiam ipsum inter ceteros tinxisset, nemo discipulos
Christi manducantes et bibentes ad formam discipulorum Iohannis adsidue iei-
unantium et orantium provocasset, . .. | 4.11.6—At nunc humiliter reddens ratio-
nem quod non possent ieiunare filii sponsi quamdiu cum eis esset sponsus, postea
vero leiunaturos promittens cum ablatus ab eis sponsus esset, ...

Allusions to Luke 5:33—34 are also found in Ephrem and v. 34 is attested by
(Pseudo-)Ephrem. Tertullian’s comments in 4.11.4 indicate that this is the first
mention of John the Baptist in Marcion’s Gospel.39 In 4.11.5, v. 33 is attested,
which Harnack reconstructed ot pafytal Twdvvov uxvd vyatedouaty xal Seoelg
motodvtat. (Christi Jiinger) éadiovaw xal mivovaw.*0 That Tertullian is following
Marcion’s Gospel may be supported by the presence of Lukan elements not

37  Thisis also the reconstruction of the final element by Harnack, Marcion, 189*.
38  xai apapTwA®v is omitted in C*, D, 265, and d.

39  Cf. also Harnack, Marcion, 187%.

40  Ibid., 189*
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found in the parallel Matt 9:14//Mark 2:18. In addition, this reconstruction is
largely unproblematic as the manuscript tradition is quite uniform; however,
the otherwise unattested order muxva vatedovaty is probably due to Tertullian.
4.11.6 attests vv. 34—35, which Harnack reconstructed py Stvavtal wotedew
ol viol 10D vup@Vog, €’ 8aov MET’ ADTAV €Ty 6 VOUGLOG. dTav dmaplf an’ adTtdv
0 VOuQLos . .. vyoteboovay.# The Lukan text has been influenced by Matthew in
several manuscripts, and it is possible to view Marcion’s text, as Harnack did,
as also containing harmonization with Matthew.*? Harnack, however, appar-
ently did not consider the possibility that Tertullian created the closer affinity
with Matt 9:15.43 Therefore, it may be that Tertullian is not following Marcion’s
text, but rather providing the sense of the verses, which is all his argument
required, closer to their Matthean form. Thus, the actual wording of Marcion’s
text here, apart from where Luke and Matthew are verbatim, remains elusive.

5.12 Luke 6:1—4

4121—De sabbato . .. Nec enim disceptaretur cur destrueret sabbatum, si destru-
ere deberet. | 4.12.5—Esurierant discipuli ea die; spicas decerptas manibus efflix-
erant, cibum operati ferias ruperant. . .. accusant Pharisaei, . . . de exemplo David
introgressi sabbatis templum et operati cibum audenter fractis panibus proposi-
tionis. | 412.14—Ita nec Christus omnino sabbatum rescindit, cuius legem tenuit
et supra, in causa discipulorum pro anima operatus—esurientibus enim sola-
cium cibi indulsit—, et nunc manum aridam curans, . ..

In the two pericopes concerning the Sabbath (Luke 6:1-11), 6:5 is multiply
cited, and vv. 3—4 are also attested by Epiphanius.** For v. 1, Tertullian alludes
to év gaPPdtw (4.12.1) and then to the actions of the disciples (4.12.5). Harnack
reconstructed v.1b émneivagay ot padytal, ETtAov Todg atdyvag PwyovTes Tals XEPTIV
(elpydoavto Bpdaw?).45 This reconstruction is problematic for several reasons.#6
First, éneivacav appears only in the parallel Matt 12:1, a fact that Harnack also

41 Ibid.

42 Cf.16NTP for complete data on the readings and Harnack’s apparatus for his evidence for
Marcion’s Lukan text containing Matthean readings (Marcion, 189*).

43 Though Matthew reads mev@eiv in the question, D, W, 1424, and many of the versions read
VY OTEVEW.

44  For discussion concerning the position of v. 5 cf. chapter 4, n. 61.

45 Harnack, Marcion, 190%.

46  Cf. also the disagreement with Harnack’s reconstruction by Tsutsui (“Evangelium,” 80-81).
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recognized but which did not keep him from including the term in Marcion’s
text. Yet, several factors argue against Harnack’s conclusion: though present
in Matthew, the term appears in no witness to Luke 6:1; it is also used in a
general reference to this account in 4.12.14; and it creates a closer parallel to
David’s hunger in Luke 6:3. Thus, the term is almost certainly due to Tertullian’s
tendency and argument.#” Second, since éneivacav was not in Marcion’s text
the word order proposed by Harnack becomes unnecessary. The uniquely
Lukan reference to Ppwyovtes tais xepatv may indicate that Tertullian is paying
some attention to Marcion’s text, but the allusion simply does not reveal the
precise wording of the verse.*® Finally, Harnack, in his apparatus, stated that
elpydoavto Ppdaty appeared to have been present in Marcion’s Gospel due to
Tertullian’s operati cibum, even though he placed a question mark in the main
text.*? This phrase, however, simply seems to be Tertullian’s description of the
actions undertaken by the disciple, and the activity to which objection was
raised.>® For v. 2, it is evident that the Pharisees were mentioned, and that they
objected to what they had witnessed (4.12.1, 5), but nothing further is revealed
about the wording of Marcion’s text.

For vv. 3—4, Tertullian, in 4.12.5, attests the reference to David in v. 3, and
alludes to eiofiMdev eig Tév olxov Tod Beod and Ttodg dptoug ThS TPobésews in
v. 4.5" Harnack viewed Tertullian’s use of sabbatis as an easily understandable
oversight, though Tsutsui viewed it as a tendentious statement to link David
more closely with the activities of Jesus’ disciples.>? In either case, it was not in
Marcion’s text. In addition, the renewed use of operati cibum is a link created
by Tertullian and does not reflect a reading in Marcion’s Gospel.>3

47  This conclusion is significantly more likely than Zahn’s contention that Marcion himself
intermingled Matt 12:1 and Luke 6:1 (Geschichte, 2:459).

48  Note also the simple omission of xai #ja8iov by Tertullian.

49 Harnack, Marcion, 190*.

50  Theidea of “food” again appears in the general reference in 4.12.14.

51  Harnack rather questionably reads 6 Xptotés for Marcion’s text in v. 3, apparently due to
Tertullian’s statement in 4.12.5 (excusat illos Christus). In his first edition Harnack stated
that Xpiotés instead of 'Inools was unattested elsewhere (Marcion!, 171*); however, in the
second edition he apparently erroneously, according to IGNTP, wrote “mit Codd. Afric.”
(Marcion, 190%). In addition, Harnack also reconstructed éafev xai Eporyev xai dwxev in
V. 4, though none of these verbs are attested in Tertullian’s allusion.

52 Harnack, Marcion, 190* and Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 81.

53  Asinwv.1, Harnack wrote (gipydoato Bpdow?) in v. 4 (Marcion, 190%).
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5.13 Luke 6:6-7, 9

4.12.9—Exinde observant Pharisaei si medicinas sabbatis ageret, ut accusarent
eum:...| 412.1—...per manus arefactae restitutionem... interrogat: Licetne
sabbatis benefacere, an non? animam liberare an perdere? | 412.14—. .. manum
aridam curans, ...

In the pericope concerning the man with the withered hand (Luke 6:6-11),
Tertullian attests elements of vv. 6, 7, and 9. In v. 6 he alludes to xelp &pd
(412.11, 14) and for v. 7 the general content of the verse is attested in 4.12.9,
even if the precise wording is not recoverable.>* Tertullian’s reference, how-
ever, both omits elements in and compresses the content of the verse.5> This
observation is particularly relevant when considering Tertullian’s citation
of v. 9 in 4a12.11, from which Harnack reconstructed (énepwtd) ei eativ Toig
odffaocy (¢ caPPdrw?) dyabonofoat #§ wy; Puxny odoot 1) dmoréoar;%8 Given
the observation just made about v. 7, it would appear that Harnack’s ques-
tion, concerning the reading py instead of waxomoifjoat, “ob Tert. nicht
willkiirlich verkiirzt hat?” should be answered in the affirmative.5” In addi-
tion, it is unclear whether Marcion read ¢i, though Harnack rightly notes that
it is also unclear whether Marcion had “Sabbath” in the singular or plural
(cf. Matt 12:12).58

5.14 Luke 6:12-14, 16

4.13.1—.... certe ascendit in montem et illic pernoctat in oratione et utique audi-
tur a patre. | 413.4—Cur autem duodecim apostolos elegit, . . .| 4.13.6—Mutat et
Petro nomen de Simone, . ..

Several elements in Luke 6:12—16 are attested by Tertullian, though once
again specific details remain elusive. V. 16 is also attested by Epiphanius. In
v. 12 Harnack reconstructed &ig 16 8pog mpooet&acbaut. .. Stavuxtepedwy év T

54 Harnack, who normally tended to reconstruct as many words as possible, here was con-
tent to write “napetnpodvro... Papioaiot (das Folgende wesentlich identisch)” (Marcion,
190%).

55  For example, there is no mention of oi ypappartels, and Tertullian expresses the idea of tva
ebpwaty xayopely with ut accusarent.

56 Harnack, Marcion, 190*.

57 Given the loose nature of the allusion it is unnecessary to posit, with IGNTP, an otherwise
unattested Adoat (from Tertullian’s liberare) for Marcion’s text.

58  The same uncertainty concerning the latter point was expressed by Zahn, Geschichte,
2:460.
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npooeuyf) Tod matpds (Tod Be007?).5° Yet, in 4.13.1 mpooed&acdat is not attested,
and to0 matpdg almost certainly was not in Marcion’s text. Harnack recognized
that to0 600 is universally attested, and therefore considered that reading as
possible since “Tert. mag hier nur referieren.”? That Tertullian is imprecisely
alluding to the verse, despite reference to obviously Lukan elements, is clear
by his stating ascendit in montem, reflecting the more common d&vépy eig
8pog (cf. Matt 5:1; 14:23; 15:29) rather than ¢£e\felv adtov eig 1o Epog.6! That tod
matpds is wording created by Tertullian is revealed by the fact that he does not
mention simply “the Father” but writes auditur a patre, which he uses to create
a direct connection to an altered reading of Ps 22:2 (4.13.2) and the prophets
generally (4.13.3).52

Tertullian attests the words éxAeEdpevog, dwdexa, and dmootélovg from
V. 13; yet, greater precision, beyond the basic recognition that the words come
from the Lukan account (cf. Matt 10:2//Mark 3:14), cannot be gained from the
question in 4.13.4.%3 In v. 14, Tertullian refers to Jesus changing Simon’s name
(4.13.6), which once again points to the Lukan Zipwva avépacev ITétpov.64
Although Tertullian does not refer to v. 16 (attested by Epiphanius) in Marc. 4,
he does refer to Iudam traditorem in 2.28.2.55 There the reference is used in a
series of “anti-antitheses” created by Tertullian to counter accusations leveled
by Marcion against the creator, where Tertullian contends that the charge
against “our God” (the Creator) is also true of “your God” (the God revealed by
Jesus). Thus, Tertullian may also attest the presence of the reference to Judas as
the betrayer in Marcion’s Gospel.

59 Harnack, Marcion, 191*.

60  Ibid.

61 IGNTP lists no evidence for dvéBy occurring in Luke 6:12.

62  Cf. also the comments in Braun (trans.), Contre Marcion 1v, 167n3 and 168n3. For further
discussion on the altered Ps 22:2 cf. Braun, “Le témoignage des Psaumes dans la polémique
antimarcionite de Tertullien,” Aug 22 (1982): 152-53.

63  Harnack’s reconstruction &xheEduevog 3ddexa . . dmootéhoug is a bit misleading in that it
cannot be determined whether Marcion’s text read éxAe&dpevog dn’ avt@v dwdexa with
most witnesses or éxhe&dpevos dodexa dm’ adt@v with numerous oL, and a handful of
other, witnesses (Marcion, 191%).

64  Mark 316 also refers to the agency of Jesus (émébyxev dvoua ¢ Zipwvt ITétpov), though
according to IGNTP this reading does not appear in the Lukan manuscript tradition. Matt
10:2 simply states Zipwv 6 Aeybuevog ITétpog.

65  On the reading in 2.28.2 cf. Braun (trans.), Contre Marcion 11, 210. Tertullian also refers to
Iudam. .. traditorem in An. 11.5 and to Judas as traditor Christi in Praescr. 3.11.
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5.15 Luke 6:17

4.13.7—Conveniunt a Tyro et ex aliis regionibus multitudo, etiam transmarina.

This verse is also attested by Epiphanius. The textual evidence for Luke
6:17b, alluded to by Tertullian in 4.13.7, is quite complicated and Harnack’s
reconstruction, mA7jfog (ToAd) dmd T (mapariov?) Topou xal GAAWY TE XwWPEAV
(Tohewv?) xal thg mepaiag EANALBSTWY, is unconvincing.56 The allusion does
contain a reference to mA#jfog and to amé TOpov, though this is probably the
only place name mentioned in order to strengthen the connection to Ps 86:4—5
quoted immediately subsequently.5” Thus, ex aliis regionibus could be refer-
ring to the other locales mentioned in the verse. Harnack, along with Braun,
also saw the reference to etiam transmarine reflecting the textual variant xai
T mepalag (et trans fretum) found after 'Tepovoadnu in 8%, W, and several oL
manuscripts.®® Though this view is possible, it is also possible that Tertullian
uses the term to create a link with those who are described veniunt ab aquiline
et mari in the citation of Isa 49:12 (4.13.7).

516  Luke 6:24

4.15.3—Ecce enim demutat in maledictionem,...Vae enim dicit. | 4.15.9—
Sed accidentia vitia divitiis illa in evangelio quoque ‘vae’ divitibus adscribunt:
Quoniam, inquit, recepistis advocationem vestram, .. .69

Luke 6:24 is also attested by Eznik. Tertullian’s citation of the verse in
4.15.9 attests the unproblematic odai Tolg TAouaiolg, 6Tt déxeTE THV TOPANAY)TY
Op@v.70 It is worth noting concerning the two “omissions” that Harnack cau-
tioned “Ob A% und Oyiv gefehlt haben bleibt ungewif.””! As is often the case,
the conjunction may well have been omitted by Tertullian.”? Also, since duiv
is not included in the allusion to Luke 6:25 and is elsewhere omitted only by
Eutropius the Presbyter it is, in all likelihood, a simple omission by Tertullian.

66  Harnack, Marcion, 191*. Tsutsui also notes “Die Textiiberlieferung des Satzes ist sehr kom-
pliziert, und Tertullians Anspielung zu knapp. Deshalb ist es unmdglich, den genauen
Wortlaut festzustellen” (“Evangelium,” 81-82).

67  The citation begins et ecce allophyli et Tyrus et populus Aethiopum (4.13.7).

68 Harnack, Marcion, 191* and Braun (trans.), Contre Marcion 1v, 172n3. Lukas, Rhetorik,
248n1201 follows Braun.

69  Additional allusions to Luke 6:24 occur in 4.15.6—8, 10-11.

70  This is also the reconstruction of Harnack, Marcion, 192*. The manuscript tradition for
this verse is relatively uniform.

71 Harnack, Marcion, 192*. Cf. Zahn, Geschichte, 2:461.

72 According to IGNTP mAYv is only omitted in A, 716, 187%, and the Persian Diatessaron.
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5.17 Luke 6:26

4.15.14— Vae, cumvobis benedixerint homines! Secundum haec faciebant et pseu-
doprophetis patres illorum.

Harnack reconstructed Luke 6:26 obal dtav Opds xaA®dg eimwaty ol dvBpwmot:
wortd TadTar émoiovy xal Tolg PevdompogyTas of TaTépes abTéV.”3 Several elements,
however, should be questioned. First, as noted above, the omission of dutv in
6:24, 25 reveals that it could have been present after odai here as it is in D, W¥,
sys, syP, co, and several other witnesses.”* Second, though 0udg is set before
xoA@s in P75, B, e, gl, and q, Tertullian’s propensity to move pronouns does
not necessarily mean this was the reading of Marcion’s text.”> Third, m@vteg
before ot dvBpwmol, with D and numerous others witnesses, may have been
missing, though a simple omission by Tertullian cannot be ruled out. Fourth
and finally, the omission of ydp before and the addition of xai after énolovv are
not certain.”®

518  Luke 6:34

417.1—. .. Et si feneraveritis a quibus speratis vos recepturos, quae gratia est
vobis?

Harnack reconstructed Luke 6:34a xai éav Savionte map” v ednilete dmoafely,
oo xaptg éotiv OUIv.”” That Marcion’s text read dmohafBelv may be confirmed
not only by the fact that it is read in many manuscripts,”® but also because
one would expect Tertullian to have used accipere in rendering Aay@dvw, as he
does in 13119 (4.30.1) and 22:15 (4.40.3).79 Also, given the various readings in the

73 Harnack, Marcion, 192*.

74  Manuscripts omitting Oplv include P73, 8, A, B, and numerous others.

75  Cf. NA28 for the various orders in which dudg xahds einwow is found in the manuscript
tradition.

76 The omission of ydp is also found in D, 1319, several lectionaries, most OL manuscripts,
and the Persian Diatessaron. The addition of xai is found in b, f, q, and in Irenaeus.

77 Harnack, Marcion, 194*.

78 N8 reads Aafeiv on the strength of the testimony from P75Vid, &, B, L, W, and a few other
witnesses.

79  Tsutsui questionably states “Das Futur ‘recepturos’ entspricht wohl der Lesart von EvThom
95" (“Evangelium,” 84). Apart from saying 95 of Gospel of Thomas being only loosely paral-
lel to Luke 6:34, even if the parallel were closer, Tertullian’s use of the future to render the
sense of a verb in another tense has already been seen to be part of Tertullian’s citation
habit. The use of a different mood by Tertullian here, especially when the manuscript
tradition attests no other mood than the infinitive, seems more likely.
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manuscripts, it is possible, though not certain, that Tertullian’s future perfect
attests daviovte in Marcion’s text. In addition, though Opiv is attested at the end
of the phrase in D and numerous oL manuscripts,8° Tertullian’s inclination to
move pronouns renders its position in Marcion’s text uncertain. Finally, it is
curious that Harnack included no mention of Tertullian’s attesting Ouels after
g\milete. The pronoun is read in b, q, and r!, though it may have been added
here by Tertullian.

5.19 Luke 6:35

q17.5—Et eritis filii dei. | 4.17.6—Quia ipse, inquit, suavis est adversus ingrates et
malos. ... Sed quis iste suavis, ... ?

Without any transition from the previous discussion, in 4.17.5 Tertullian cites
part of Luke 6:35b. He attests xai €éoeafe viot 0eod, and Harnack rightly noted that
no other witness attests 0g00 instead of 0{iorov.8! Yet, Harnack did not men-
tion that e reads fili Altissimi Dei. It is not probable, however, that either viol
Ulotov Beod or viol Beod was the reading of Marcion’s text.82 The reading may
be due to Tertullian himself as viot d9{ioTov occurs only here in the NT, whereas
viol 6e0l occurs in Matt 5:9, Rom 8:14, Rom 9:26, and Gal 3:26.83 Also relevant is
that in the following discussion Tertullian focuses exclusively on the absurdity
of being made “sons” by Marcion’s god who forbade marriage. Forms of filius
occur throughout 4.17.5, but no element of the discussion would be affected by
the question of whether the sons were called “sons of God” or “sons of the most
high.”8# Therefore, with his thoughts on the “sons” element Tertullian may have
unconsciously written the more common filli dei.8> Tertullian continues the
citation in 4.17.6 attesting the nearly uniform reading 1t adtog xpvotés Eotwv €mi
ToUg dxapioToug xal movypols.

80  Though D and d also omit éotiv making their reading different in respects other than
simply word order.

81 Harnack, Marcion, 194*.

82  Zahn, Geschichte, 2:462 overstated the case when he called Tertullian’s citation “genau.”

83 It is worth noting that Marcion’s text read viof éote (Tfig) miotews in Gal 3:26, but was not
an alteration by Marcion himself (cf. Schmid, Marcion und sein Apostolos, 1416, 346).
Also, Tertullian makes reference to filios Dei from Matt 5:9 in Pat. 11.8 and Pud. 2.2.

84 Cf. Wright, Alterations, 128 for a similar view.

85 Thus, contra Zahn, Geschichte, 2:452, there may indeed be an “erdenklicher Grund” for the
possibility that Tertullian has provided an inexact citation.
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5.20  Luke 6:36

4.17.8—Estote, inquit, misericordes, sicut pater vester3® misertus estvestri. ... Aut
si alius nunc misericordiam praecepit, quia et ipse misericors sit, ...

Harnack reconstructed this verse yiveafe olxtippoves, xafwg 6 motyp U@V
ixtelpev BuAs (obxtippwy éotv?).8” The most obvious question relates to the
conclusion of the verse as Harnack noted, “Hier ist die Entscheidung schwierig;
die erste Fassung ist sonst unbezeugt; die zweite ist die Lukanische.”®8 The con-
text gives no further clues and with the absence of multiple citation or mul-
tiple attestation no firm conclusion can be reached as to whether the citation
or the allusion renders Marcion’s text. The absence of o0v after yivesfe and xaf
after xabwg in Tertullian’s citation is not definitive, though the strong textual
evidence for their omission may make their absence in Marcion’s text slightly
more likely.89 Finally, though there is some question in the textual tradition
of Tertullian’s works concerning vester, it most likely was present here and in
Marcion’s text.%0

5.21 Luke 6:38

4.17.9—. . . date et dabitur vobis. Mensuram bonam, pressam ac fluentem dabunt
in sinum vestrum. Eadem, qua mensi eritis, mensura remetietur vobis.

The final element of this verse is also attested in the Adamantius Dialogue.
In 4.17.9 Tertullian quotes Luke 6:37 and 38 together, though only 6:37 is multi-
ply cited. For v. 38 he attests diSote xai Sofyoetat Opiv- uétpov xaAdy, memieapévoy
ol OTEPEX UWOpEVOY STOUTY Elg TOV XOATIOV DUAV. T alTd HETpw & peTpelte?!
dvtipetpnOoetan OUiv.92 Apart from memieouévov xal Omepexy UIVOMEVOY, MOst

86  Vesteris omitted by  and Gelenius, but attested by M and retained by all the other editors.

87 Harnack, Marcion, 194*.

88  Ibid.

89  Cf.1GNTP for the data.

9o  IGNTP lists Marcion as the only witness omitting dp@v. However, even if one concludes
that vester was not present in Tertullian’s work, his inconsistent rendering of pronouns
makes a definitive verdict concerning the absence of the pronoun in Marcion’s text
questionable.

91 IGNTP interprets the mensi eritis here and mensi eritis, mensi fueritis, metieritis, and men-
suraveritis in the OL manuscripts as attesting a Greek future (uetpyoete). Though possible,
in the absence of any Greek attestation for this reading the future perfect plus perfect
construction may simply reflect a Latin stylistic choice.

92  This is also Harnack’s reconstruction (Marcion, 194%).
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of 6:38a, b is unproblematic. IGNTP lists numerous variants for the one
problematic phrase. Though the reading attested by Tertullian (wemieouévov
xal bmepexyuwopevoy) is found in a few manuscripts,®® the omission of
gegarevpévoy could be due to Tertullian’s omitting an element from a multiple-
element phrase.

Discussion of v. 38c must also take the testimony of the Adamantius
Dialogue into account, though it may here be noted that the omission of
the conjunction ydp, though also attested in other manuscripts, may be due
to Tertullian.®* With many manuscripts, though not & and D, among several
others, Tertullian attests @ a0t®, though Tertullian’s word order (1§ adt® @
uetpeite puétpw) is elsewhere unattested for either Luke 6:38 or the parallel in
Matt 7:2. This order may be due to his own hand. The future form mensi eritis is
also likely due to Tertullian’s propensity, at times, to use the future tense.

5.22 Luke 6:41—42

4a712—Eximat et de oculo suo trabem haereticus, tunc in oculo Christiani si
quam putat stipulam revincat.

In the allusion to Luke 6:41-42 in 4.17.12, Tertullian clearly attests the pres-
ence and general teaching of the verses even if no insight can be gained into
the reading of Marcion’s text.%

5.23  Luke 6:45

4.17.12—. .. sic nec Marcion aliquid boni de thesauro Cerdonis malo protulit, nec
Appelles de Marcionis.

Luke 6:45 is also attested by Origen, with a reference in the Adamantius
Dialogue likely not attesting Marcion’s text. Tertullian, following the reference
to the multiply-cited Luke 6:43, merely alludes to Luke 6:45 and the issue of
good and evil proceeding from good or evil treasure. No insight into the precise
wording of the verse in Marcion’s Gospel can be gained from Tertullian.96

93 IGNTP lists 71%, 828%, [48, gat, and a few witnesses to geo.

94  The parallel in Matt 7:2 contains a xai and in Mark 4:24 no conjunction is present.

95  Harnack simply noted “Anspielung” and offered no reconstruction (Marcion, 194*).

96  Once again, Harnack simply noted “Anspielung” and offered no reconstruction (ibid.,
195%).
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5.24  Luke 6:46

4.17.13—Si ita est, quis videbitur dixisse: Quid voca<ti>s,%" domine, domine? |
417.14—Quis item adiecisse potuisset: Et non facitis quae dico?

Harnack reconstructed Luke 6:46 ti pe (unsicher) xadelte (xodeis?) wOpte,
w0pte, xal ob motelte (Totels?) & Aéyw.98 It is curious that in the reconstruction of
the second edition Harnack indicated his uncertainty about several readings
when his comment in the apparatus remained essentially the same: “Daf$ Tert.
‘me’ gelesen hat, zeigt die folgende Ausfithrung; daf$ ‘vocatis’ zu lesen ist, folgt
mit einer gewissen Wahrscheinlichkeit aus ‘facitis’”® The omission of the pro-
noun pe could well be due to Tertullian, and, though several manuscripts also
omit 3¢ after t(, Tertullian may also be responsible for the absence of the con-
junction. Finally, the attestation of vocas and facitis in the manuscript tradi-
tion of Adversus Marcionem is confusing, and the reading vocatis is warranted
even if not completely secure.10°

5.25  Luke 7:12,14-16

4.18.2—Resuscitavit et mortuum filium viduae. . . . ut omnes illic creatori gloriam
retulerint, dicentes: Magnus prophetes prodiit in nobis, et respexit deus populum
suum.101

In 4.18.2 Tertullian makes a general reference to the pericope in Luke 7:11-17,
though once again elements from only one verse can be reconstructed. After
stating that Jesus raised a widow’s dead son (vv. 12, 14-15), Tertullian cites v. 16.
Harnack reconstructed this verse é36&alov tov Bedv . . . uéyag mpogyyg mpofiAdey
&v NV xal émeaxéato 6 Bedg Tov Aadv avtod.l92 According to IGNTP the order
uéyag mpopntyg is attested only by Chrysostem and Origen, and it cannot be
ruled out that it is here due to Tertullian. In addition, Harnack believed that

97  Vocatis is read by Pamelius, Rigalti, and Kroymann whereas 8 and the other editors read
vocas.

98  Harnack, Marcion, 195*.

99  Ibid. “Mit einer gewissen Wahrscheinlichkeit” did not appear in the note of the first edi-
tion, and the text was reconstructed without any of the elements in parentheses (Harnack,
Marcion!, 177%).

100 Zahn, Geschichte, 2:463, however, makes reference to Junius’s conjecture facis provided in
his annotations on Pamelius’s text. According to IGNTP no other witness attests xaAelg,
and only Clementina reads motefs.

101 Further allusions to Luke 7:16 occur in 4.18.3 and 4.19.9.

102 Harnack, Marcion, 196*.
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Tertullian’s prodiit revealed Marcion having changed his text to read mpofjAfev
instead of 7yép0y, thus avoiding a passive form.1°3 The 0L manuscripts, how-
ever, all also read an active form here (surrexit). Furthermore, though the use
of the verb prodire to render éyeipw would be somewhat unusual, Harnack
did not find it problematic to posit the verb émioxéntopat behind the perhaps
only slightly less unusual respicere.1°* Thus, Harnack’s argument appears less
than persuasive, though it still remains unclear whether Marcion’s text read
NYéedm or éynyeptat Finally, the omission of dti after xal may very well be a
simple omission by Tertullian as he did not include it at the beginning of the
clause either.

5.26  Luke 7:24

418.7—.. . si et testimonium lohanni perhibet .. .| 418.8—... Quid existis videre
in solitudinem? ...

Harnack reconstructed Luke 7:24 (Yp&ato Aéyew) mept Twdvvou- ti éEeAnAiddarte
Bedoacbol eig v £pnuov;1%5 Concerning this reconstruction, first, the majority
reading is éE&eAAdfarte, but P7, 8, B, D, L, W and numerous other manuscripts
read ¢EnABate. The Latin perfect, existis, could render either form so it is not
entirely clear that Harnack’s reading is correct. In addition, IGNTP gives no
other witness for eig ™y €pnuov following instead of preceding the infinitive.
That Tertullian is responsible for the word order cannot be ruled out.

527  Luke 7:37-38, 47-48, 50

418.9—Diximus de remissa peccatorum. Illius autem peccatricis feminae argu-
mentum eo pertinebit, ut cum pedes domini osculis figeret, lacrimis inundaret,
crinibus detergeret, unguento perduceret,...et ut peccatricis paenitentia...

103 Ibid. Harnack provided only v)yép6y as the Lukan reading and did not mention éyvyeptay,
the reading of most manuscripts, including D. He rightly stated that wpofjAfev is otherwise
unattested.

104 In the Gospels, émoxémntopat is used five times (Matt 25:36, 43; Luke 1:68, 78; Luke 7:16).
For the occurrences, nearly the entire 0L manuscript tradition uniformly renders the verb
with visitare, the only exceptions being the use of venire in ff, ff2, and q in Matt 25:43 and
prospicere in e in Luke 1:68.

105 Harnack, Marcion, 197*.
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merverit veniam, ... [the woman] per paenitentiam ex fide iustificatam ab eo
[Jesus] audiit: Fides tua te salvam fecit, ...

Tertullian’s statement “we have already spoken of the forgiveness of sins”
(418.9) prefaces, and provides the reason for, a cursory reference to the peri-
cope in Luke 7:36—50. In this passage vv. 36—38, and 44—46 are attested by
Epiphanius. Tertullian makes reference to the yuvy described as apoptwAds
(v. 37), what she did (v. 38), her repentance and pardon (vv. 47—48), and then
quotes Jesus’ words ¥ tioTig cov géowxév o€ (V. 50).196 The listing of the woman'’s
actions (v. 38) has clearly been adapted by Tertullian as seen by his placing
the verb at the end of each element. Thus, no significance should be attrib-
uted to the word order of each element, and perhaps no significance should be
read into the order of the elements themselves, though it is worth noting that
Tertullian lists the actions of the woman in the order todg é3ag xatepiAet, Tolg
Sducpuat EBpeke, Tals Bpikiv eEépaoaey, and ¢ pipw HAelpey.

528  Luke 8:2—3

4191—Quod divites Christo mulieres adhaerebant, quae et de facultatibus suis
ministrabant ei, inter quas et uxor regis procuratoris, de prophetia est.

In 4.19.1 Tertullian alludes to certain elements in Luke 8:2—3 that he argues
are in accordance with prophecy. For these verses Harnack reconstructed
Yuvaixes. . . yuw) émtpdmou Hpwdov, altiveg xai duxdvouy adtd ex TV LTTap v Twy
a0tév.197 Though Harnack rightly recognized that “auf seine [Tertullian’s]
Wortstellung ist hier kein Gewicht zu legen,” he nevertheless questionably
placed considerable weight on individual elements found in Tertullian’s adap-
tation of this verse.108

106 IGNTP lists Marcion apud Tertullian as attesting the reading oe céowxev, along with the oL
manuscripts and several Latin church fathers. However, Tertullian in every instance cites
this phrase as fides tua te salvam fecit (cf. Luke 8:48; 17:19; and the multiply cited 18:42)
and the oL manuscripts almost uniformly place te before the verb in every occurrence
of the phrase in the Gospels (Matt 9:22; Mark 5:34, 10:52; Luke 7:50, 8:48, 17:19, 18:42). The
only exceptions are d in Luke 17:19 and d, e in Luke 18:42. Thus, it is not clear that these oL
witnesses, and certainly not Tertullian, can be used as evidence for a variant word order
in the Greek. In addition, IGNTP is curiously inconsistent in that it attributes the variant
reading oe géowxev to Marcion and the oL witnesses in Luke 7:50, 8:48, and 17:19, but lists
no variants in Luke 18:42.

107 Harnack, Marcion, 197*.

108 Ibid.
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First, though xat is attested in several manuscripts, including D and numer-
ous OL manuscripts, and may have been in Marcion’s text, its presence is far
from certain. Apart from the usual difficulty of evaluating Tertullian’s tes-
timony involving conjunctions, here Tertullian lifts three elements from v. 3
that are “from prophecy” and joins them with et. Thus, the flow of Tertullian’s
thought can easily account for the conjunction.

Second, the reading adt® is attested by numerous manuscripts, including
N, A, and L, making its presence here possible. Since it is also the reading of
Matt 27:55//Mark 15:41, however, it is conceivable that Tertullian has been
influenced by the wording in the other Synoptics. In addition, Tertullian fol-
lows the reference to Luke 8:2—3 with a citation of Isa 32:9-10, which he applies
to Christ. Thus a0té instead of adtois fits naturally into Tertullian’s argument.

Third, suis should probably be read as rendering adtais and not adtév.
Though the latter is read in a handful of manuscripts, including 8* and D, every
oL manuscript, except d, renders the verse de facultatibus suis.°9 It is worth
noting that IGNTP does not consider the 0L manuscripts to be attesting a0tév.

Finally, Harnack was probably right in seeing regis as a reference to ‘Hpw3ov,
though it would be more accurate to place ellipses before and after yuvy, as the
impression should not be given that the unattested names Joanna and Chuza
were absent in Marcion’s Gospel.

5.29 Luke 8:4,8

4.19.2—Aeque de parabolis...dedit Christo frequenter inculcare: Qui habet
aures, audiat. ... Qui habet aures, audiat.

In 4.19.2 Tertullian appears to allude to mapafory] in v. 4, and then twice
quotes the conclusion of the parable in v. 8 in the form 6 &wv dta dxovétw.
Harnack, who also reconstructed the text in this manner, rightly noted that
this is not the Lukan, but rather the Matthean reading.!'° Yet, the fact that Ter-
tullian introduces the citation with the idea that Christ frequently spoke these
words, that this is the form always found in Matthew and only in Matthew
(cf. Matt 11:5, 13:9, and 13:43), and that it is essentially unattested for Luke
makes it quite likely that this form is due to Tertullian and not the reading of
Marcion’s Gospel.

109 d reads de substantia sua. Also, it is not entirely clear whether de is rendering dé or £x,
though the former is more likely.
110 Harnack stated it was a “bei Luk. vollig unbezeugte Fassung” (Marcion, 198%). IGNTP states

that 2643 also omits dxovetv.
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5.30  Luke 8:16

4.19.5—. .. lucernam negat abscondi solere, . ..

Tertullian makes a passing allusion to Luke 8:6 in 4.19.5 where the general
content of the verse of no one hiding (xoAdmtet) alamp (Abyvov) is evident; yet,
no further insight into the reading of the text can be gained.

5.31 Luke 8:22—25

4.201—Quis autem iste est qui ventis" et mari imperat?...sed agnorant sub-
stantiae auctorem suum, quae famulis quoque eius obaudire consueverant. |
4.20.2—.... praedicatio marinae istius expeditionis . . .| 4.20.3—Nam cum trans-
fretat... Cum undas freti discutit, ... Cum ad minas eius eliditur mare, ... utique
cum ventis, quibus inquietabatur.

Vv. 23—24 in this pericope are also attested by Epiphanius. Tertullian begins
his testimony to the passage with a reference to v. 25b, which Harnack recon-
structed tig (&par) 00tég EoTwy, 8¢ TolS dvépoLg Emitdaael xal Tf) Bahdoay;2 It is
interesting to note that here Harnack observed “Tert. ‘autem’, aber das ist uner-
heblich (ebenso die Wortstellung gleich darauf),” and one can only speculate
as to why Harnack was not able to recognize these points more often.!® In
addition, though 6¢ and the omission of xai after it does have some attestation
in the manuscript tradition, Tertullian may simply be providing a loose phras-
ing focusing on the identity and activity of the “who” in the question, namely,
Christ. The reading tf} 8aAdoay found in the synoptic parallels (cf. Matt 8:27//
Mark 4:41) is also noteworthy.!*# It is found in numerous OL manuscripts and
several versions in Luke, but the possibility of Tertullian being influenced by
the parallel accounts must be taken into account.!'®

In 4.20.3, the verb transfretare seems to refer to S1éASwuev eig 0 mépav of
v. 22, where numerous OL manuscripts also use this verb to render the phrase.!16

111 Moreschini rejects the reading et ventis found in R3, Gelenius, Pamelius, Rigalti, Oehler,
and Evans.

112 Harnack, Marcion, 199*.

113 Ibid,, 198*.

114 Concerning word order, it is also worth noting that Matt and Mark speak of ot dvepot
(Mark: 6 dvepog) xal 1) 8dAacoa obeying Jesus.

115 Harnack incorrectly stated that this reading is unattested in Luke (Marcion, 198%).

116 It is not clear why Harnack inserted an ellipsis after dtéA8wpuev (ibid.). Also, Braun notes
that transfretare is used in the Vulgate, though there is an apparent misprint in placing
LxX before the citation of the Greek of Luke 8:22 (Contre Marcion 1v, 251m7).
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The “windstorm” in v. 23 (AatAa dvépov) may lie behind the comment about the
wind having disquieted (inquietabatur) the sea in 4.20.3.117 In the same section,
Tertullian’s testimony to v. 24 attests the “scattering” of the waves (the wording
has been influenced by dispargo in the quotation from Hab 3:9), the rebuke
of the sea (again the reading of the parallels in Matt 8:26//Mark 4:39), and the
rebuke of the wind. Here, however, in addition to the possible influence from
the Gospel parallels, Tertullian also cites from Nahum 1:4 where the sea (mare)
is rebuked.

5.32  Luke 8:27-28, 30-32

4.20.4—...cum invenis in uno homine multitudinem daemonum, legionem se
professam, ... atque ita ipsum esse qui cum legione quoque daemonum erat dimi-
caturus, . .. | 4.20.5—Cuius autem dei filium Iesum legio testatus est? Sine dubio
cuius tormenta et abyssum noverant et timebant. | 4.20.6—Non enim depetunt
[the demons] ab alio quod meminissent petendum sibi a creatore, veniam scilicet
abyssi creatoris. | 4.20.7—Denique impetraverunt. . .. deum abyssi. . .

In the pericope of the demoniac and the swine (Luke 8:26—39), v. 30 is also
attested in the Adamantius Dialogue. Tertullian’s testimony renders numerous
elements in multiple verses, though not all in order. In 4.20.4 Tertullian refers
to one demon-possessed dvp (v. 27)1'8 and Satpévia ToMd calling themselves
Aeyewv (V. 30).119 v, 28 is attested in 4.20.5, and Harnack reconstructed 'Ingod
vie 10d Beod (wahrscheinlich fehlte to0 Oiotov) un pe Baoavions.!20 Harnack
argued “tod Uiotov fehlte wahrscheinlich, weil Tert. sonst nicht so fragen
konnte [in 4.20.5]."12! At the same time, the rhetorical purpose for this ques-
tion, namely setting up a specific answer highlighting the God of the “known
and feared torment and abyss,” may allow for the possibility that Tertullian
omitted the descriptor and made a generic reference to the deity.!?? In 4.20.6

117 Though it is not reflected in his reconstruction, Harnack, Marcion, 198" viewed undae
freti as referring to v. 23. It is difficult, however, to agree with Harnack’s assessment
given that the terms are found in the phrase cum undas freti discutit. In context it seems
clear that these words refer to v. 24.

118 That Tertullian draws this element from Luke 8:27 is likely due to his emphasis on one
man. Matt 8:28 speaks of 300 datpoviluevo.

119 Tertullian’s allusion cannot reveal the word order for the phrase Sapévia ToMd.

120 Harnack, Marcion, 199*.

121 Ibid. The same point was made by Zahn, Geschichte, 2:452.

122 Tsutsui states that the words may have been omitted, but remains uncommitted to
Marcionite redactional activity (“Evangelium,” 8g).



CITATIONS ONLY IN ADVERSUS MARCIONEM 209

reference is made to mapexdiovy and the request not to send the demons eig
™V &Buaoov (v. 31).123

Greater uncertainty surrounds vv. 32—37, and Harnack contended that the
verses were omitted by Marcion and that his text only had “Sie erlangten es.”124
Braun rightly notes the problem with this view, responding

Ce n'est pas sir et impetrauerunt [4.20.7] peut fort bien renvoyer a
emétpedev avtols (permissit illis) du v. 32. Ladverbe denique indique claire-
ment que le récit est abrégé.125

Thus, v. 32 seems to be attested with vv. 33—37 unattested.

5.33  Luke 8:43—46, 48

4.20.8—.. . tangitur a femina, quae sanguine fluitabat, et nescivit a qua. Quis
me, inquit, tetigit? Etiam excusantibus discipulis perseverat in ignorantiae voce:
Tetigit me aliquis, idque de argumento adfirmat: Sensi enim virtutem ex me pro-
fectam128 | 4.20.9—. .. dixit: Fides tua te salvam fecit. | 4.2013—Nec illud omit-
tam, quod, dum tangitur vestimentum eius, .. .'2”

In this account, vv. 44—46 are also attested by Epiphanius.?8 Tertullian’s tes-
timony begins with a general reference to the pericope (4.20.8), as he notes

123  On the extremely rare verb depetere cf. Braun (trans.), Contre Marcion 1v, 25518, who also
recognizes that it is an echo of mapaxaAéw.

124 Harnack, Marcion, 199*.

125 Braun (trans.), Contre Marcion 1v, 256n1. Lukas notes Harnack’s view and comments “zu
beweisen ist das nicht” (Rhetorik, 267n1266). Tsutsui sees an allusion to vv. 32—39 in the
words denique impetraverunt (“Evangelium,” 89), but this seems to include too much in
Tertullian’s brief reference.

126 The broader context of the discussion here is Marcion’s accusation that the Creator is
ignorant as evidenced by his question “Adam, where are you?” (Gen 3:9). Tertullian argues
that Marcion’s Christ is also ignorant, and the statement etiam excusantibus discipulis is a
reference to the reason offered by the disciples (i.e., he is surrounded by a crowd pressing
in on him) for Jesus not knowing who touched him. However, Tertullian points out that
even with this “excuse” Jesus persists in his expression of ignorance.

127  Tertullian also refers to the woman touching Jesus in 4.20.10, 11.

128 Tertullian may also be referring to this account in 3.8.4. Harnack was certain that
Epiphanius abbreviated his references to this pericope (Marcion, 199%). It apparently is
this fact that led Harnack to provide a somewhat curious reconstruction. He first pre-
sented the Greek text for “42b—48” from Epiphanius, then wrote “dazu” and offered addi-
tional words for vv. 43, 44, 45, and 48.
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that a woman with an issue of blood touched Jesus (vv. 43—44). This general
reference is followed by citations of several verses. For v. 45 Tertullian attests
the Markan form of the question tig nov Npato (Mark 5:31)129 followed by a
reference to the Markan ot pafytai and alluding to their comment that Jesus is
surrounded by a crowd.!30 In reply, Tertullian attests Jesus’ words #iportd pod Tig
and...ydp Eyvawy dtvauty eEeivbuiay &’ éuod (v. 46), though once again with
a variant word order.!3! In 4.20.9 Jesus’ words 1) TtioTig gov géowxév gt (V. 48) are
attested.32 At the conclusion of the discussion Tertullian, in order to demon-
strate that Jesus had a body, makes a further reference to v. 44 (ato...70d
tpatiov adTod).

Though the evidence from Epiphanius must also be taken into account, it is
worth noting that the Markan form of the question in v. 45 is also attested by D
and several OL manuscripts. In addition, Harnack believed the, for Luke, oth-
erwise unattested oi pafytal to be the reading of Marcion’s text;!33 yet, many
manuscripts read ITétpog xal ol gOv adt@ (uet’ adtod in a few witnesses), and,
if this was the reading in Marcion’s text, Tertullian could be simplifying the
expression. Finally, though D and a handful of oL witnesses omit 100 xpamnédov
in v. 44, Tertullian’s passing comment is rather slight evidence upon which to
base a supposed omission in Marcion’s text as is done by Harnack, Marcion,
199* and found in the apparatus of IGNTP and NA26. The term is simply unat-
tested and starting with the 27th ed., the Nestle-Aland apparatus rightly
removed the reference to an omission by Marcion.

5.34 Lukeg:2—-3,5

4.211—Dimittit discipulos ad praedicandum dei regnum. ... Prohibet eos victui
aut vestitui quid in viam ferre. ... At cum iubet pulverem excutere de pedibus in
eos a quibus excepti non fuissent, et hoc in testimonium mandat fieri.

Luke 9:2—3 is also attested in the Adamantius Dialogue. Tertullian alludes to
the disciples (in v. 1 there is a reference to Jesus calling together todg dwdexa)

129 This is the form when the disciples restate Jesus’s question. In Mark 5:30 Jesus says Tig pov
oo Tév ipartiov.

130 Cf. n.126.

131 Concerning this word order Harnack is likely correct in noting “die Wortstellung bei Tert.
hier und in v. 48 ist ohne Bedeutung” (Marcion, 200*).

132  Concerning the word order cf. n. 106.

133 Harnack, Marcion, 199*.
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whom Jesus dméatetdey. .. xnpvaoew ™y Paciieioav tob 600.13% There is a clear
allusion to v. 3 and the prohibition to take bread and (two) tunics, among other
items, though based on Tertullian’s testimony no reconstruction of the text is
possible. Tertullian’s adaptation of v. 5 seems to attest i) dé&wvtan [0ués] and
TOV ®OVI0pTOY 4Ttd TV TTod@V [Opdv] dmotvdarte eig paptidplov.13% Though the
precise readings of Marcion’s text are not clearly evident, the strongly Lukan
tenor of the references is obvious.136

5.35 Luke 9:7-8

4.21.2—Nullum deum novum a Christo probatum illa etiam opinio omnium
declaravit, quia Christum lesum alii lohannem, alii Heliam, alii unum aliquem
ex veteribus prophetis Herodi adseverabant. Ex quibus quicumque fuisset, non
utique hoc est suscitatus ut alium deum post resurrectionem praedicaret.

In Tertullian’s adaptation of Luke 9:7-8, there are references to ‘Hp@dyg and
UTé Tvev [6Tt] Twdvwng [yEpdy éx vexpav] (v. 7), as well as to Omé Tvwv ... 'HAlag
and &\wv poeyig elg AV dpxaiwv [dvéatn] (v. 8). That some reference to John,
Elijah, or one of the prophets rising from the dead was in the verses is clear;
yet, given the various readings in the manuscript tradition the exact wording is
not. In v. 7 Harnack commented “‘omnium’ ist auffallend (Luk. tvewv)”;137 how-
ever, he appears to have misunderstood Tertullian’s statement. Tertullian does
attest the Twwv (alit) in v. 7, and opinion omnium is a reference to the sum of
what the different groups were saying. In v. 8 Harnack reconstructed &ig tig
AV dpxaiwy TpoenTdy (oder TpoenTs TAV dpxaiwy).138 Given that Tertullian is

134 IGNTP states both the reading dmeoteidev todg pabdytds and tod beod v Bagireiov for
Marcion apud Tertullian. These readings are otherwise unattested. To conclude that these
were the readings in Marcion would be to read too much into Tertullian’s allusion and
word order.

135 There is also strong manuscript evidence for the readings déywvrat and dmotwvdooarte.
Marcion’s text almost certainly read either aorist or present subjunctives and impera-
tives, and the infinitives suggested by Harnack (3¢yecfot and dmotwdooew [sic, Tsutsui,
“Evangelium,” 89 already drew attention to the likely misprint]), are nowhere else attested
and therefore unlikely.

136 For comments on the reference to Matt 10:10 in 4.21.1 cf. Roth, “Matthean Readings,”
595—96.

137 Harnack, Marcion, 200*.

138 Ibid.
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making a general reference to the content of the verses, the former, otherwise
unattested, reading is unlikely and unnecessary to posit. Finally, unum prob-
ably attests €l¢, though, with numerous manuscripts, 75 is not impossible.

5.36  Luke 9:12—14,17

4.21.3—Pascit populum in solitudine,...panis et piscis...quinque cir-
citer... milia hominum .. .| 4.21.4—... pabuli exiguitatem non tantum sufficere,
verum etiam exuberare ...

In the pericope of the feeding of the five thousand (Luke 9:10-17), Tertullian
alludes to &v gpNpw (v. 12), dptot...xal ixBbes (v. 13), mevranioyilot dvdpeg
(v.14), and that there was an overabundance of food (té mepiooedoay in v. 17).139
Beyond these few words and the basic attestation of the pericope’s presence in
Marcion’s Gospel, none of these references provides any particular insight into
Marcion’s text.

5.37  Luke 9:20—21

4.21.6—. .. interroganti domino quisnam illis videretur, cum pro omnibus [Peter]
responderet: Tu es Christus, 0. .. silentium indicens.... ille autem praecepit ne
cui hoc dicerent, .. M

In Luke 9:20—21, v. 20 is also attested in the Adamantius Dialogue. Tertullian’s
testimony to this verse begins with a reference to Jesus’ question to the disciples
concerning his identity followed by a citation of Peter’s response in the form
of the parallel Mark 8:29, o &l 6 Xpiotés (cf. also Matt 16:16, which also begins
with these words but continues with ¢ vidg t00 8eod t00 {Avrog).142 Whether
this phrasing is due to Tertullian being influenced by a synoptic parallel or his
following the reading in Marcion’s Gospel is unclear. Tertullian’s adaptation of
v. 21 offers the final element, which Harnack reconstructed mapyyyethev undevi

139 Harnack overlooked the “bread and fish” in Tertullian’s testimony to v. 13 but did view
gayelv as attested for this verse, apparently extrapolated from the comment that Jesus
“fed” the people in the wilderness (ibid.).

140 The reply Tu es Christus is repeated in 4.22.6 and 4.34.15.

141 Additional references to the silence enjoined occur in 4.21.7-8.

142 The idea that Peter spoke pro omnibus (4.21.6) is an addition by Tertullian (cf. Braun
[trans.], Contre Marcion 1v, 268n2 and Lukas, Rhetorik, 270n277).
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Aéyew tolto. As Aéyew is the reading of numerous manuscripts, including
P75, 8, A, B, and D, it is likely for Marcion’s text, though the Latin cannot rule
out the reading €inetv in the TR.

538  Luke 9:33-34

4.22.4—... eius [Peter] suggerit consilium: Bonum est hic nos*3 esse—bonum
plane, ubi Moyses scilicet et Helias—, et: Faciamus hic tria tabernacula, unum
tibi, et Moysi unum, et Heliae unum. Sed nesciens quid diceret.'** | 4.22.7—. .. sub
eodem etiam ambitu nubis [as in Exod 19:116-20], ... | 4.2213—. .. utique nubilo
illo...|4.2216—...discessit a Christo ...

Most of the account of the transfiguration is multiply cited (Luke 9:28,
29, 30-32, and 35). For v. 33 Harnack reconstructed v 1@ Sioywpilesfat. ..o
[Iétpog:- . . . koAb oty M3e NUAG elva xal Tomjowpey OOe oxnvig Tpels, piav ool xal
Muwael [sic] piov xat ‘HAla [sic] plav, i eldwg 6 Aéyel4S First, Harnack stated
that the order @3¢ Wuds is “sonst fast unbezeugt,” though 16NTP lists no other
witnesses.#6 Even if the manuscripts of Adversus Marcionem reading hic nos
reflect what Tertullian wrote, the order could be due to Tertullian. Second,
Harnack wrote that the second &3¢ is otherwise unattested, when in fact it is
attested by D¥, d, |, !, and numerous versions. Third, Harnack apparently made
an error in his reconstruction, because in the apparatus he stated that Marcion
read Tpeis oxnvag with D, most OL manuscripts, and many other witnesses,
which may well be correct. Finally, the placement of piav in each reference is
variably attested in the manuscript tradition. According to IGNTP, only 700,
ho56, and ff2 attest this particular combination of piav before ooi and then fol-
lowing Moses and Elijah. It is possible that Marcion’s text read this way, though
Tertullian’s influence is also possible.!4”

In 4.22.7, 13 Tertullian alludes to the cloud that overshadowed the group on
the mountain (v. 34), though no further insight can be gained into the reading
of Marcion’s text.

143 Moreschini’s text reads Aic nos with M and Kroymann, though @ and the other editors
read nos hic.

144 An additional allusion to Luke 9:33 occurs in 4.22.12.

145 Harnack, Marcion, 202*.

146 Ibid., 203*.

147 It is interesting that Tertullian’s testimony twice has the numeral before the noun (¢ria
tabernacula, unum tibi) and then twice after the noun (Moysi unum, Heliae unum).
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5.39 Luke 9:q1

4.23.1—Stet Christus Marcionis et exclamet: O genitura incredula, quousque ero
apudvos? Quousque sustinebo vos?'48 | 4.23.2—Suscipio adhuc et personam dis-
cipulorum, in quos insilitt: O natio incredula, quamdiu ero vobiscum, quamdiu
vos sustinebo?

Luke 9:41 is also attested by Epiphanius. Tertullian twice cites the verse,
though not in the same Latin form.!*° Nevertheless, the citations could render
essentially the same Greek text, with only the placement of vos being differ-
ent. Since Tertullian has been shown to change the position of pronouns often,
both quotations could attest a reading & yeved dmioTos. . . Ewg méTe Egopat TPoS
Opdg; Ewg mote dvéEopat Dudv. The unattested xai Sieotpappévy may be a sim-
ple omission by Tertullian.’®° Also, the repeated quousque/quamdiu appears
to attest wg mwéte appearing twice, as in numerous other manuscripts.’! Also
worth noting is that Tertullian, in 4.23.2, seems to imply that the phrase was
addressed to the disciples in Marcion’s text.

5.40  Luke 9:46—48

4.23.4—Sed ecce Christus diligit parvulos, tales docens esse debere qui semper
maiores velint esse, . ..

In an antithesis in 4.23.4, Tertullian alludes to Luke 9:46—48. Though the
words peilwv and moudiov appear to be attested, this brief reference provides no
basis upon which to reconstruct any longer readings in Marcion’s text.

541 Luke 9:54-55

4.23.7—Repraesentat creator ignium plagam Helia postulante in illo pseudo-
propheta. Agnosco iudicis severitatem, e contrario Christi <lenitatem, increpan-

148 The second question is omitted by v, R1, and Ra.

149 This verse is one of the passages upon which Harnack leaned heavily for his contention
that Tertullian was using a Latin translation of Marcion’s text (cf. Harnack, Marcion, 180%,
203%). On this point cf. Roth, “Did Tertullian Possess?,” 432—33n9. Braun observes “... con-
trairement a ce qu'affirme HARNACK, p. 203%, la seconde formulation n'est pas en ‘meil-
leur latin’ que la premiére” (Contre Marcion 1v, 295n2 [cont.|; also Lukas, Rhetorik, 275).

150 Mark 919 has only one adjective describing the generation (& yeved 8miatog).

151 The long list of manuscripts attesting this reading in IGNTP reveals that Harnack’s
comment “€wg méte secundum mit wenigen Zeugen” is a significant understatement
(Marcion, 203%).
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tis> eandem animadversionem destinantes discipulos super illum viculum
Samaritarum.152

Harnack stated that here Tertullian is interacting with another of Marcion’s
antitheses.’>3 Braun, however, responds that the comparison could have arisen
out of the statement &g xat "'HAlag moinoey found at the end of v. 54 in numer-
ous manuscripts, which Harnack also believed was present in Marcion’s text.
Regardless of whether or not an antithesis was involved, the confident assertion
by both Harnack and Braun that these words were present in Marcion’s text is
overstated.’>* Even more problematic are Harnack’s assertions that the addi-
tions in vv. 55-56, though unattested by Tertullian, were not only in Marcion’s
Gospel but also from Marcion’s hand.!5® Tsutsui is rightly much more cautious
stating that the additions “konnen, mindestens zum Teil, marcionitisch sein.
Aber m.E. darf man nicht aus dem Tertullians Bericht folgern, dafi sie auch im
von ihm benutzten Marcion-Text gestanden haben.”156

5.42 Luke 101, 4, 7-11

4.241—Adlegit et alios septuaginta apostolos super duodecim. | 4.24.2—
... Christus autem nec virgam discipulis in viam ferre praescripsit.... hi autem
in civitates mittebantur. | 4.24.3—Etiam calciamenta portare vetuit illos....
Neminem, inquit, in via®® salutaveritis. | 4.24.5—Dignus'>® autem operarius

152 An additional reference to Luke 9:54—55 occurs in 4.29.12.

153 Harnack, Marcion, 204*.

154 Harnack writes they were “gewif3” present (ibid.) and Braun “sans doute” present (Contre
Marcion 1v, 299n6). Cf. also Zahn, Geschichte, 2:468. Zahn, however, viewed the longer
readings as original and therefore did not view Marcion as their creator (cf. especially
Evangelium des Lucas, 399—402, 764—67). On the other hand, Harris, at the end of the
nineteenth century, wrote concerning the additions in vv. 54—55: “Dr. Hort says that both
these passages are Western; we add that if so they are probably Marcionite” (Codex Bezae,
233). Against the Marcionite origin of the sayings is J.M. Ross, “The Rejected Words in
Luke 9:54-56," ExpTim 84 (1972): 85-88. An excellent refutation of the view that these
readings were found in Marcion’s text is found in Delobel, “Extra-Canonical Sayings,”
115-16.

155 Concerning v. 56 Harnack stated, “leider fehlt uns hier der Marcion-Text; aber angesichts
der iiberwiltigenden Zahl von Zeugen gegen den Vers, kann er nicht urspriinglich sein.
Wer aber sollte ihn hinzugefiigt haben, wenn nicht M.?” (Marcion, 248%). Such an argu-
ment is tenuous at best.

156  Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 94.

157 Pamelius, Rigalti, Oehler, and Evans read per viam. According to IGNTP the Greek text
uniformly attests xata v 636v. The OL attests per viam, circa viam, and in viam.

158 Moreschini rejects the reading dignus est in Pamelius, Rigalti, Oehler, and Evans.
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mercede sua, .. .| 4.24.6—Regnum dei... [Christ] iubet adnuntiari adpropin-
quasse. | 4.24.7—Etiam adicit ut eis qui illos non recepissent dicerent: Scitote
tamen adpropinquasse regnum dei. . . . in salutem scilicet eorum qui adnuntiatio-
nemeiusrecepissent?... Sicetpulveremiubetexcutiinillos, intestificationem . . 159

In this pericope, v. 5 is multiply cited. Tertullian attests two elements of v. 1:
qveédei&ey [or dmédelev]. . . ETépoug ERSounnovta (4.24.1) and dméotedey. . . €ig. ..
TOAW (4.24.2).160 As is well known, the manuscript tradition is divided between
the reading “seventy” and “seventy-two.” Tertullian here attests the former as
Marcion’s reading.

Harnack reconstructed Luke 10:4 pnte paBdov (?), uy) dmodyuara. .. undéva
xatd ™ 636v domdoyobe.l6! The question mark is due to Harnack not being
sure if the reference to a virga was due to Marcion’s text or due to Tertullian
importing an element from the mission of the 12 (Luke 9:3).162 Since 1GNTP
indicates that no manuscript and only Didymus the Blind and Epiphanius
attest pafdov in this verse, and since virga creates a point of contact with
bacillus mentioned in the citation of 2 Kgs 4:29 (4.24.3), the latter is more likely
the case.

In 4.24.5 Tertullian attests the phrase d&log...d gpydtg o0 pofod adtod
from Luke 10:7. The use of autem here can be understood as due to the flow
of Tertullian’s argument, and should not be construed to attest either the

159 The following phrase reads eieratae etiam terrae eorum, nedum communicationis reliquae
in Moreschini’s text, which is also the reading of Kroymann. However, the first element
is attested in numerous forms in the manuscripts and edited editions of Tertullian. M
reads ei; haeret etiam; R3, B, and Gelenius read et adhaerentiam; Pamelius, based on the
conjecture of R3, reads ad horrentiam; Rigalti reads et haerentiam; and Oehler and Evans
read et haerentia. Though some of these readings render the idea of wiping off the dust
xoMnBévta to them, the great uncertainty here does not allow this idea to be posited for
Marcion’s text.

160 Harnack thought that adlegit was rendering dnédeikev. This reading is possible, and is
found in D. 1IGNTP also states that e and a (both elegit), ¢ (probavit), d (ostendit), and b
and 1 (designavit) attest this reading. Given that dvadeixvopt occurs only here and in Acts
1:24, it is difficult to evaluate the oL readings. However, Tischendorf and Von Soden list
no variants for Acts 1:24, and here gig, which has an oL text in Acts, reads ostende as
does the Vulgate. It is hardly inconceivable that some of the oL evidence for Luke 10:1
reveals the challenge of rendering dvédeikev, and is not attesting anédei&ev. Tsutsui’s con-
tention that dmootéAovs in Marcion’s text is “ganz sicher” and that éni toig Swdexo probably
appeared is questionable. Indeed, his view seems to be influenced by his belief that the
antithesis discussed by Tertullian is between the 70 and the 12. This view is strongly and
rightly criticized by Braun (trans.), Contre Marcion 1v, 304n1, 305n3.

161 Harnack, Marcion, 205*.

162  Ibid,; cf. Braun (trans.), Contre Marcion 1v, 305n3.
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reading 3¢, or the absence of ydp in Marcion’s text.163 In 4.24.6, Tertullian adapts
the phrase concerning the nearness of the kingdom of God (Luke 10:9), and in
4.24.7 there is an allusion to déywvtat (v. 8).164 Finally, in 4.24.7 Tertullian offers
a reference to v. 10 (un déxwvtar VAs) followed by a citation and adaptation of
elements in v. 1. Tertullian quotes TAYv ... ywwoxete [8tt] Hyywev 1) Paciieio
100 Oe00 and concludes with a reference to tév xovioptév [dmopacadpuedo].165
The reference to excuti and in testificationem are again taken by Tertullian
from the mission of the 12 (Luke 9:5).166

5.43  Luke 1016

4.24.8—. .. Quivos spernet, me spernet.167

It is interesting that although Harnack quotes the reading spernet he was
content to reconstruct Luke 10:16 with the Greek present tense: 6 40etév dudg
éue d0etel168 Also noteworthy is that Harnack did not feel compelled to place
Upag before the verb in this case. The use of the future and the change of posi-
tion of vos, though the reading dudg d9et@v is attested by P45 and numerous oL
manuscripts, can be explained by Tertullian’s citation habit. Thus, Harnack’s
reconstruction is probable, even if not certain.

5.44  Luke10:23-24

4.25.12—Si et sequentia inspicias: Beati oculi qui vident quae videtis: dico enim
vobis quia prophetae non viderunt quae vos videtis.

Harnack reconstructed these verses podptot ol 0@BaApol ol PAémovtes &
BAémeTe Aéyw yap Oy, 6Tt TpogijTat odx (Sav [sic], & buelg PAénete.l69 The final
element in v. 23 and the opening to v. 24 are unproblematic and exhibit little
variation in the manuscript tradition. The remainder of v. 24, however, renders

163  Once again, the lack of an ellipsis in Harnack, Marcion, 205* could be misleading.

164 Harnack thought that Marcion’s text, along with a handful of manuscripts, omitted é¢’
bpdg in v. g (ibid.). Its absence, however, could also be a simple omission by Tertullian.

165 It is unclear why Harnack reconstructed an otherwise unattested ywwoxeafe (ibid.).

166  For ig paptiplov cf. Harnack’s comments in the apparatus (ibid.). Cf. also Braun (trans.),
Contre Marcion I1v, 309n3.

167 Moreschini’s text reads spernet (bis) with M and Kroymann, whereas f and the other edi-
tors read spernit (bis).

168 Harnack, Marcion, 205*.

169 Ibid., 206*.
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an otherwise unattested text. The omission of moMol is elsewhere attested only
in 1241, though xat BaciAels is also omitted in D and several oL manuscripts.}”®
The placement of & Opelg fAémete in Tertullian’s citation is elsewhere unat-
tested. One cannot be certain if Tertullian or Marcion is responsible for the
phrasing, or to what extent elements of the reading were present in Marcion’s
source text.1”!

5.45  Luke 11:7-8

4.26.8—. .. cubantem iam cum infantibus, . .. | 4.26.9—Exsurgit et dat, et si iam
non quasi amico, non tamen quasi extraneo homini. Sed quasi molesto, inquit.

In Luke 11:5-8, v. 5 is multiply cited. The allusion in 4.26.8 reveals the pres-
ence of the statement of the man being in bed with his children (v. 7), though
the precise wording of Marcion’s text remains elusive.l”? In v. 8, the allusion
similarly reveals the main ideas of the verse even if the precise wording of the
Greek cannot be reconstructed.'”

5.46  Luke 11:14,18—20

4.26.11—Cum surdum daemonium expulisset...Si ego, inquit, in Belzebulel™
eicio daemonia, filii vestri in quo eiciunt?...Si ego in Belzebule, filii vestri in
quo?...non posse satanan dividi adversus semetipsum. . .. subiungit: Quodsi ego
in digito dei expello daemonia, ergone adpropinquavit'™ in vos regnum dei?

170 The parallel Matt 1317 reads dixatot instead of Bact)els, attested for Luke 10:24 in b, q, 1,
and Ambrose.

171 Harnack, Marcion, 206*; Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 97; and Braun (trans.), Contre Marcion Iv,
325n3 all see redaction by Marcion in the verse.

172 Harnack stated that, with several manuscripts, Marcion read ta maudio and not é moudio
pov; however, Tertullian’s discussion would not allow the use of a first-person pronoun,
and Tertullian may well have simply omitted the pronoun.

173 Harnack attempted to reconstruct the verse, and his reconstruction is plausible, though
based largely on inference (Marcion, 208%).

174  On the spelling of Beelzebul here in both the Latin and Greek cf. chapter 4, nn. 276 and
277.

175 Moreschini’s text reads adpropinquavit with Rz and R3, rejecting adpropinquabit read by
M, y, and Ru. The difference may simply be orthographic; however, given Tertullian’s pro-
pensity to use the future, the reading of M et al. could be attesting a future. IGNTP lists no
variants for the reading épbooev.
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For Luke 11:14—20, v. 15 is multiply cited. In 4.26.11, Tertullian makes a general
reference to Jesus having cast out a “deaf devil” (v. 14).176 An allusion to Jesus’
question involving a reference to Satan being divided against himself (v. 18)
follows a citation of v. 19, which Harnack reconstructed ei éyw év BeeAleBovA
ExfdMw Ta Satpudvia, ot viol DUV €v Tivt ExfBaiovaty;”” The omission of 3¢ after
el posited by Harnack and attested by b and a handful of versions, may be a
simple omission by Tertullian.

Harnack reconstructed v. 20 €l & &yw &v Saxtviw [sic] Beod exfdw ta
Sapdvia, dpo Epbaaev eig Duas ¥ Pactreio Tod Beod, and only noted the other-
wise unattested reading eig 0udg.!”8 It is not certain, however, that in vos is not
rendering the nearly uniformly attested é¢’ duag.!”® Tsutsui disagreed with
Harnack’s reconstructing épfacev, contending that adpropinquavit rendered
Tyyweev.180 Tsutsui rightly notes that only d, which also reads adpropinquavit,
might support this reading. In addition, though not mentioned by Tsutsui,
Tertullian elsewhere in Adversus Marcionem uses adpropinquare to render
the verb éyyilw or the phrase £yyus eotiv.181 At the same time, however, the
oL manuscripts do reveal some variation in their renderings of v. 20,182 and
Tertullian may have been influenced by the readings of the recently cited Luke
10:9 (4.24.6) or Luke 21:31 where the reference is to the kingdom of God drawing
near. Therefore, it is possible that Tertullian more loosely rendered the end of
the citation rather than having found either of these readings in Marcion’s text,
but one cannot be sure.!®3 Finally, éyw in v. 20 is also worth noting, as it may
have been in Marcion’s text since it is attested by D and numerous other manu-
scripts, several versions, and multiple church fathers.!8* At the same time, an
unconscious influence on Tertullian by Matt 12:27 cannot be ruled out.

176  Braun rightly notes that Tertullian renders xw¢ég with surdus instead of mutus to create a
closer correspondence to his reference to Isa 2918 (Contre Marcion 1v, 339n5). In addition,
the allusion cannot reveal whether xai a0t v was present in Marcion’s text or not (set in
brackets in NA28).

177 Harnack, Marcion, 209*.

178 Ibid.

179 Every oL manuscript except c, reads in vos, which IGNTP does not interpret as evidence
for the reading eig Opds.

180  Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 100.

181 Cf. 4.24.6 (Luke 10:9), 4.39.10 (Luke 21:28), 4.39.16 (Luke 21:30), and 4.39.10 (Luke 21:31).
Tertullian, however, writes in proximo esse for Luke 21:31 in 4.39.10.

182 The oL manuscripts attest the verbs praevenire (b, f, q, ), provenire ({2, i), pervenire (aur,
¢, 1), anticipare (a2), and adpropinquare (d).

183 A similar possibility was suggested for Luke 11:33 in chapter 4.4.55.

184 P75, 8L B, D, f13 and several other witnesses have éyw before éxBdMw.
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5.47  Luke11:37-43

4.27.1—. .. et ‘vae’ ingerit Pharisaeis et doctoribus legis. | 4.27.2—Ideo et tunc
Pharisaeus qui illum vocarat ad prandium retractabat penes se cur non prius
tinctus esset quam recubuisset, . .. lesus autem etiam interpretatus est ei legem,
dicens illos [the Pharisees] calicis et catini exteriora emundare, interiora autem
ipsorum plena esse rapina et iniquitate, ... exteriora, inquit, calicis lavatis, id
est carnem, interiora autem vestra non emundastis,'8® id est animam; adiciens:
Nonne qui exteriora fecit—id est carnem—, et interiora fecit, id est animam? |
4.27.3—Subiungit enim: Date quae habetis elemosinam, et omnia munda erunt
vobis. | 4.27.4—Sic et holuscula decimantes, vocationem autem et dilectionem dei
praetereuntes obiurgat. Cuius dei vocationem et dilectionem, nisi cuius et rutam
et mentam ex forma legis ex decimis offerebant? | 4.27.5—Primatum quoque
captantes locorum et honorem salutationum cum incusat,...| 4.27.6—...qui
cum maxime potiora legis praetereuntes incusabat, elemosinam et vocationem
et dilectionem dei, ne haec quidem gravia, nedum decimas rutarum et munditias
catinorum?

For Luke 11:37—43, V. 42 is also attested by Epiphanius. Tertullian’s testi-
mony in 4.27.1 begins with a general reference to the ovai spoken against
the Pharisees (vv. 42—43) and the doctors of the law (vv. 46—47, 52 discussed
below). In 4.27.2 Tertullian adapts v. 37, making reference to the invitation
extended to Jesus by the Pharisee to dine with him and Jesus’ reclining at the
table.186 Notably, Tertullian’s reference to v. 38 attests Marcion’s text as hav-
ing read similarly to D and d concerning the Pharisee: yjp&oto Staxpvdpevog év
vt Aéyew did Tt o0 TpdTov €Bamtiadn. 187 The precise wording and word order,
however, are not entirely certain as most other OL manuscripts attest fjp&ato év
£auTe Stoepevdpevos.t88 Tertullian concludes the thought with a reference back
to the “reclining” of v. 37.189

185 Moreschini’s text reads emundastis with M?, F, and Kroymann, rejecting the reading
emundatis in M, R, and the other editors as well as mundatis in X.

186  Tertullian’s use of the pluperfect (vocarat) cannot reveal whether a historical present was
in Marcion’s text or not.

187  The phrase fip&ato Siaxpetvdpevog &v éautd is also attested in 343, 716, 1229, and a.

188 Harnack noted the point of contact with the reading in D, but did not note the variant
word order (Marcion, 210*). Curiously, IGNTP lists Marcion as reading the latter word
order. sy© attests a similar reading.

189 Harnack inquired “Las M. tpo o0 dvamecelv fiir po tod dpiotov [in v. 38]?” (Marcion, 210*).
Though the question legitimately arises out of Tertullian’s phrasing, the free form of the
reference does not offer grounds to entertain seriously this otherwise unattested reading.
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Tertullian continues in 4.27.2 with an adaptation and then a citation of
Jesus’ reply to the Pharisee (v. 39).19° Tertullian’s testimony is curious here in
that in the space of a few lines he offers divergent wordings for the verse.!9!
In the adaptation Tertullian appears to attest the reading [ol ®apioaiot] tod
notpiov xal tod mivoog T E&wbey xabapilete, T6 8¢ Eowbev DuAY Yéuel dpmoryi
xal movnpiag.192 A few lines later, however, Tertullian quotes a rather more trun-
cated text 10 €EwBev tob motyplov xabapilete (or virtere) T ¢ Eowbev LPAV 0b
wofapilete. The key to understanding Tertullian’s testimony is found in the
manner in which Tertullian links vv. 39 and 40, most clearly evidenced by
the glosses id est animam and id est carnem made to both verses. Immediately
after citing v. 39, Tertullian quotes v. 40, attesting the relatively unproblematic
oy 6 mowjoag T E&wdey xal T Eowbev emoinoev.193 It would appear that Tertullian
abbreviated the elements in the citation of v. 39 to create closer parallels with
V. 40, and that therefore his earlier adaptation of the text more closely reflects
Marcion’s reading.194

In 4.27.3 Tertullian quotes v. 41 in a slightly curious form. Only one man-
uscript attests anything similar to quae habetis®> and it is possible that
Tertullian is unconsciously being influenced by the similarly themed Luke
18:22 (oo Exelg) or Matt 19:21 (ta Omdpyovta).l% In any case, Tertullian does
attest the words déte and éhenpoabvyy in v. 41a, as well as mwavta xadapd Eotat

190 This is another rare occasion in Harnack’s otherwise maximalist reconstructed text in
that he provides no reconstruction for Luke 11:39—40 (cf. ibid.).

191 Tsutsui overlooks this fact and only notes the phrasing of the citation of v. 39. In the
notes he states “Im Vergleich mit dem Lk-Text ist der Satz nach dem direkten Zitat von
Tertullian ziemlich vereinfacht” (“Evangelium,” 101). As seen in the discussion above, this
evaluation should be rejected when all the data are considered.

192 The textual tradition here is fairly uniform. Even though a few words appear in a slightly
different place in Tertullian’s Latin (e.g,, the position of exteriora), and Tertullian has obvi-
ously changed the verbs to infinitives due to his introducing the adaptation with dicens,
the adaptation closely follows the Greek text in Luke (cf. the slight differences in Matt
23:25).

193 Once again exteriora is in a different place in Tertullian’s Latin (cf. n. 192). Several texts,
including P> and D invert the order of #wfev and Zowbev. Though the opening word of
v. 30 is unattested, Harnack noted “Fehlte d¢poveg bei M? Schwerlich” (Marcion, 210%).

194 Another slightly different reference to v. 39 occurs in 4.27.6 where Tertullian simply refers
back to munditias catinorum.

195 The oL manuscript f reads ex his que habetis.

196 J. Ramsey Michaels simply assumes that quae habetis is Tertullian’s translation and inter-
pretation of ta évévta (“Almsgiving and the Kingdom Within: Tertullian on Luke 17:21,” ¢BQ
60 [1998]: 481).
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UMV in v. 41b.197 The latter could have been the reading in Marcion’s text as it is
also found in D;98 yet, Tertullian’s own propensity to use the future and alter
the position of pronouns means that one cannot be certain.

Tertullian adapts v. 42 in 4.27.4, where he attests part of the verse, though
with an altered text. Tertullian references tithing herbs but passing over v
wAfjow xal Y dydmyy o0 0€00.199 iy xAfjow is otherwise unattested;2°0 how-
ever, the likelihood of it being the reading of Marcion’s text is further increased
by Tertullian again referencing the vocationem et dilectionem dei in 4.27.6 when
he refers back to this passage. The final phrase of this verse is not attested;
however, both Harnack and Tsutsui contend that Marcion deleted it.20! Yet,
even if it was missing in Marcion’s text, it is also absent in D and d, revealing
that its omission may not have been due to an alteration by Marcion.

Finally, in 4.27.5 Tertullian alludes to v. 43. That a reference to mpwtoxa8edpia
and domacpés occurred in the verse is clear; yet, no further insight can be
gained into the reading of Marcion’s text.

5.48  Luke 11:46—48

4.27.6—Invehitur et in doctores ipsos legis, quod onerarent alios importabilibus
oneribus, quae ipsi ne digito quidem adgredi auderent, .. .| 4.27.8—Cur autem
‘vae’ audiunt etiam quod aedificarent prophetis monimenta interemptis a patri-
bus eorum, laude potius digni, qui ex isto opere pietatis testabantur se non con-
sentire factis patrum, ...

In the series of “woes” spoken against the lawyers, v. 47 is attested by
Epiphanius. Tertullian adapts v. 46 in 4.27.6, beginning with the observation
that Jesus also pronounces ovai against the vouixol. The adaptation attests the
loading with qoptia SuoBdotoaxta,2? and it is clear that Marcion’s text also
mentioned the lawyers not using a finger to help with those burdens, even if

197 Harnack only provided a reconstruction of the latter element (Marcion, 210%).

198 The reading éotwv Opiv is attested by numerous oL manuscripts and church fathers, and
Oty Eotar is attested in many manuscripts, including P45,

199 IGNTP wrongly states that Marcion omitted xai. .. 6200,

200 IGNTP lists only Marcion for this reading. Both Harnack, Marcion, 210* and Tsutsui,
“Evangelium,” 101 view it as a tendentious alteration.

201 Harnack, Marcion, 210* and Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 101. The same view is held by Zahn,
Geschichte, 2:473—74.

202 Braun notes that importabilis occurs only in ecclesiastical Latin and strengthens the
translation of duefdataxtog (Contre Marcion Iv, 351n1).
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much of the precise wording cannot be recovered.2°3 Tertullian has adapted
V. 47, though his testimony seems to point to odai. .. 61t olxoSopeite Ta pvypela
&V Tpo@nT®V.2%4 The participial phrase interemptis a patribus eorum attests a
statement similar to of 8¢ matépeg D@V dméxtevay adtols, even if the precise
wording is not clear from Tertullian’s adaptation. The allusion to v. 48 is note-
worthy in that it appears to render a reading similar to D and d, paptupeite uy
guveudoxelv Tolg Epyols TQV TaTéPwY DAY.20°

5.49 Luke12a

4.28.1—Cavete, inquit discipulis, afermento Pharisaeorum, quod est hypocrisis, . . .

Harnack reconstructed Luke 12:1...(HpEato Aéyew) mpég tods pabnrdg:
[p&tov?] mpooéxete amd Thg {oung @y Papioaiwy, AT eotiv Omdxplotg.20¢ In the
apparatus Harnack indicated that he was inclined to see mp&Ttov as missing,
and he highlights the omission of éxvtois after mpogéyete. Though a handful of
manuscripts, including several oL manuscripts, omit one or both of these ele-
ments, a simple omission by Tertullian is possible. Harnack made no mention
of the omission of adtod after padytdg, or the placement of tév Papioaiwy after
Qouns instead of at the end of the sentence. The former omission is attested
by D, several oL manuscripts, and bo. The latter word order is that of numer-
ous manuscripts, including P45, 8, A, C, D, and W. Once again, though these
readings are possible for Marcion, another simple omission by Tertullian and
the influence of the loosely parallel Matt 16:6//Mark 815 (dmé tig Loung t@v
daploaiwv) remains possible.

203 Harnack only reconstructed o03¢ 1§ SoxtOAw (Marcion, 21*). Though it is true that there
is some manuscript evidence for the dative here, Tertullian may also have been influ-
enced by Matt 23:4 or simply have written digito because of the structure of the sentence
in which he embeds the verse.

204 Though the reading t& pvijpata attested once by Epiphanius must be taken into account,
this reading, according to IGNTP, is elsewhere only attested in /1056 and Chrysostom. No
manuscript evidence exists for “prophets” in the dative, and the phrase aedificarent pro-
phetis monimenta should be attributed to Tertullian.

205 Harnack reconstructed v. 48 (dipa) udptupés éote ui auvevdoxelv (Marcion, 211%). It is not
clear why he chose to render testabantur with pdptupés éote (this is the reading of NA28
following §, B, and a few other manuscripts), nor is it evident why he neglected to render
factis partum. The readings of a, b, q (non consentientes) and e (non placere vobis) express
a similar sentiment to the reading found in D, d.

206 Ibid.
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5.50  Luke12:11-12

4.28.8—Perductos ad potestates prohibet ad interrogationem cogitare de respon-
sione. Sanctus enim, inquit, spiritus docebit vos ipsa hora quid eloqui debeatis.

In 4.28.8 Tertullian alludes to Luke 12:11 and then cites v. 12. Harnack recon-
structed the words mpoggépwatv emi tag dpyds in v. 11, and then noted that
Tertullian merely alludes to the remainder of the verse. That perductos renders
the TR reading mpoopépwaty is possible. On the other hand, the conclusion that
either Opdg, Tag cuvarywyds, or tag e&ouaiag was omitted would be unwarranted.

Based on the citation of vi2 Harnack reconstructed ¢ ydp dylov mvedua
d13d&etL Duas &v adth T dpa, ti del elmely Oudg.207 Tertullian’s word order sanctus
enim spiritus is different from nearly the entire extant oL tradition and the
Vulgate, which read spiritus enim sanctus.2°8 According to IGNTP the entire
Greek manuscript tradition attests dytov mvedua, and it is likely that Tertullian’s
word order is following the word order of Marcion’s text.2%9 The remainder of
the verse, up until the final element, is unproblematic as the manuscripts are
nearly uniform. Two points, however, need to be made concerning ti i eimelv
Opag. First, ff2, gat, and Heracleon attest ti instead of &, though it is not clear
that Tertullian’s use of quid necessitates this reading in Marcion’s text. Second,
though he gave no indication in his reconstructed text, Harnack in his appa-
ratus admitted that the second dudg is “nicht sicher” and “sonst unbezeugt.”?10
There is no compelling reason to posit the presence of this pronoun for
Marcion’s text.

5.51 Luke 12:13—14

4.28.9—Christus vero postulatus a quodam ut inter illum et fratrem ipsius <de>
dividenda hereditate componeret, operam suam, et quidem tam probae causae,
denegavit. | 4.28.10—Quis me, inquit, iudicem constituit super vos?

In 4.28.9 Tertullian alludes to Luke 12:13-14, and then provides a citation from
V.14 in 4.28.10. For v. 13 Tertullian alludes to ti5. .. €ine 1§ ddeAepd pov pepioaadat

207 Ibid., 213*.

208 Only a reads sanctus enim spiritus.

209 Tertullian also generally writes spiritus followed by sanctus as can be seen in his refer-
ences to Luke 7:27 (4.18.4); 11:2 (4.26.4); 1113 (4.26.10); and 12:10 (4.28.6). In fact, of all the
references to the Holy Spirit in Adversus Marcionem, as far as I know, 2.24.2 is the only
other occurrence where sanctus precedes spiritus.

210 Harnack, Marcion, 213*.
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uet’ éuod v xAnpovopiav.2! Though the precise wording is not clear, the mini-
mal manuscript variation makes this reading rather likely.2!2 Tertullian’s allu-
sion continues with the statement that Christ refused to assist (4.28.9) and
then cites his response. Harnack reconstructed tig pe xatéotoev xpity €¢’
Upag.213 Interestingly, Harnack once again did not change the Greek word order
to match the order of Tertullian’s Latin. That the word order is due to Tertullian
is highly likely as there is no manuscript evidence for xpitiv ever preceding
xotéatoey. xpitiy is the reading of several manuscripts, including P73, §, B,
D, and L, though it is possible that iudicem is rendering the reading ducaotiv.24
Finally, it is also possible that with D, 28, a, b, d, and the Persian Diatessaron, 1
ueptathy was omitted in Marcion'’s text.2!5 As has often been the case, however,
a simple omission by Tertullian cannot be ruled out completely.216

5.52  Luke12:22—23

4.291—Quis nollet curam nos agere animae de victu et corpori de vesitu... qui
et substantiam ipsius animae accommodavit potiorem esca, et materiam ipsius
corporis figuravit potiorem tunica, . . .

Harnack places his reconstruction of these verses in parentheses and recon-
structed the text verbatim to the reading in NA28 (starting with pn pepiuvdre
in v. 22), except for the omission of ydp in v. 23.217 It is not entirely clear what
Harnack wanted to denote with the use of parentheses, and he did not pref-
ace the offered text with “Anspielung” as he often did elsewhere when discuss-
ing allusions. For v. 22, T/} Yuxi] and ¢ cwyartt are clearly attested, and some
mention of not worrying about them in regards to food or clothing must have
been present. No further insight into the precise wording of the verse can be

211 Harnack reconstructed very similarly though excluding einé and pov (ibid.).

212 Several minuscules and lectionaries read v xAnpovouiav pet’ €uod.

213 Harnack, Marcion, 213*.

214 The NA27 apparatus recognizes this point noting “xpttmv v/ Sicactnv Mcion™.” NA28 simply
notes “iudicem Mcion™.”

215 Harnack believed that Marcion’s text did omit the phrase (Marcion, 213%).

216 Thus, the certainty of the omission cannot be assumed and Baarda’s positing a “doctrinal
and deliberate correction of the original text” should be stated more cautiously (“Luke 12,
13-14 Text and Transmission: From Marcion to Augustine,” in Christianity, Judaism and
Other Greco-Roman Cults: Studies for Morton Smith at Sixty [ed. Jacob Neusner; 4 vols.;
SJLA 12; Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1975], 1:118).

217 Harnack, Marcion, 213%. ydp is present in many manuscripts, including P7, 8, B, and D, but
absent in numerous others, including P45, A, K, Q, and W.
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gained, however, particularly as the wording of v. 23, with its mention of life
being more than tpog1n and the body being more than &évduua, seems to have
influenced Tertullian’s phrasing.2!® Similarly, the allusion to v. 23 implies the
presence of the Yuyy/tpoey and cdpa/évdupa comments, without revealing
further insight into the phrasing of the verse.

5.53 Luke12:30

4.29.3—Nam et cum subicit: Haec enim nationes mundi quaerunt, ... Porro cum
et adicit: Scit autem pater opus esse haec vobis, . ...

The second half of Luke 12:30 is also attested by Epiphanius. Tertullian’s
citation of v. 30a attests tadta ydp ta €8vy) Tod xdapuov émlyrodatv (or possibly
gmdntel/nrel). 21 Though according to IGNTP mdvta after ydp is omitted in b,
ff2, 1,1 q, r' and by Pseudo-Firmicus, it may be a simple omission by Tertullian.
For v. 30b Tertullian attests oldev 8¢ 6 mathp,22° which has points of contact
with the reading of D and several oL manuscripts. It is worth noting, though,
that in these witnesses Ou&v after matmp is nowhere else omitted.??! The ques-
tion arises whether the possessive pronoun was missing in Marcion’s text or is
a simple omission on the part of Tertullian.?2? The Latin opus esse haec vobis
does not reveal the exact reading of the Greek for the final phrase, though it
may have been &1t ypnlete TovTwv.

218 Thus, forv. 22 it is not clear whether du@v was present with either Yuyf or copart, or both.
In addition, no insight into the form of the verbs é00iw and évd0w, assuming they were
present, can be gained.

219 Harnack reconstructed v. 30a with émlntet (Marcion, 214™). All three forms of the verb are
attested in the manuscript tradition, though the only Greek manuscript reading {nretis D.
The Latin quaerunt does not definitively reveal the underlying Greek.

220  Given Tertullian’s altering of prepositions, his use of autem does not necessarily rule out
that the Greek read ydip; however, in this case the reading is confirmed by Epiphanius.

221 D, e a, ¢ d, and | attest oldev ydp 6 matp dudv. b, f, ff2, i, q, and 1! attest oldev 8¢ 6 matip
U@V, IGNTP erroneously groups “Marcion ap TE” with the latter witnesses and thus fails
to indicate that Tertullian does not attest Ou@v.

222 Zahn, referring to the continuation of the sentence in Marc. 4.29.3, contended “Das
o mat)p ohne vuwv bestitigt Tr. nochmals prius quaeram, quem patrem intellegi velit
Christus” (Geschichte, 2:476); however, he may have read too much into a general com-
ment that Tertullian utilized as a transition in his argument.
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5.54  Luke12:35-37

4.29.6—. .. id sumus, servi: dominum enim habemus deum; succingere debe-
mus lumbos, ... item lucernas ardentes habere,...atque ita expectare domi-
num, ... Unde redeuntem? si a nuptiis, . . .

Tertullian weaves allusions to Luke 12:35—37 into his discussion of the par-
ables as they relate to the Creator and his promises or his Christ. Tertullian
begins with a reference to the So0Aot and the xUptog mentioned in v. 37. He
then alludes to the phrases ai doqueg meptelwapévar and of Adyvol xatéuevot
(v. 35) followed by an allusion to mpoadeyopévolg Tov xbptov. .. dvaAvay éx Tév
yapwy (v. 36).223 The precise wording, however, cannot be recovered for any of
these verses.

555 Luke12:39—48

4.29.7—In sequenti quoque parabola satis errat qui furem illum, cuius horam
si pater familiae sciret, non sineret suffodi domum suam, in personam disponit
creatoris. ... cuius horam etiam in primordio si homo scisset, numquam ab eo suf-
fossus esset, propterea iubet ut parati simus, quia qua non putamus hora filius
hominis adveniet, ... | 4.29.9—Itaque interroganti Petro in illos an et in omnes
parabolam dixisset, . .. proponit actorum similitudinem, quorum qui bene trac-
taverit conservos absentia domini reverso eo omnibus bonis praeponetur, quivero
secus egerit, reverso domino qua die non putaverit, hora qua non scierit, . . . seg-
regabitur et pars eius cum infidelibus ponetur.??* | 4.29.1—Quem alium intel-
legam caedentem?25 servos paucis aut multis plagis, et prout commisit illis ita et
exigentem ab eis, . ..

In this set of parables, Luke 12:46 is also attested by Epiphanius, and vv.
46-48ainthe Adamantius Dialogue. As Tertullian interacts with Marcion’s inter-
pretation of the text he alludes to numerous elements in the account. Harnack
recognized that these verses are largely attested through “Anspielungen.”226
Nevertheless, for the parable in vv. 39—40, Harnack reconstructed v. 39...
el 1idet 6 oixodeamdyg, Tola Wpa 6 ¥AETTYG (EpyeTaL), 00X &v dgijxev dopuyBijvar

223 Harnack’s reconstructed elements are nearly identical to the above, though his lack of
ellipses within the reconstruction again problematically could imply that unattested ele-
ments are absent (Marcion, 215*).

224 Additional allusions to these verses occur in 4.29.10-11.

225 Moreschini’s text reads caedentem with M, R2, and R, rejecting cedentem in y and Ru.

226 Harnack, Marcion, 215*.
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v olxov adt0d.?2” No manuscript attests moiq ¢pa as clause initial, and
Harnack here rightly does not follow Tertullian’s word order. Unmentioned
by Harnack is the omission of the phrase éypyyépnoev dv xai after Epyetat, found
in most manuscripts, but not in P75, 8*, D, and several versions. As this reading
appears to have arisen through the influence of the parallel Matt 24:43,228 and
since Tertullian often inclines to Matthean wording, the fact that Tertullian
does not allude to it here may indicate that it was not present in Marcion’s
text. For v. 40 Harnack reconstructed only 6 vidg tob dvBpwmov, apparently due
to an oversight of the reference to the verse in 4.29.7, which is not included
in Harnack’s apparatus. Tertullian clearly also attests y{veofe €rowpa, 81t fj tpa
ob Joxeite 6 viog Tod dvBpwmov Epyetat. Once again one should not attempt
to follow Tertullian’s word order slavishly or his use of the future (adveniet),
and the reconstruction should be viewed as only generally representative of
Marcion’s text.

Tertullian then renders Peter’s response in v. 41 to Jesus’ words (4.29.9), recon-
structed by Harnack as ¢ IIétpog- mpog Nuds ¥ xal mpog mavtag v mapafoAny
Aéyelg.22? Harnack commented in his apparatus “Wortstellung belanglos,”
though it is not clear whether Harnack thereby intended to indicate that he
didnot consider hisreconstruction necessarily to be reflectingMarcion’s text.230
In any case, given that Tertullian has constantly, and even in the previous two
verses, shown great freedom with his word order, the here otherwise unat-
tested order should not be followed. In addition, the omission of Tadtyv may
be a simple omission by Tertullian.

For the parable in vv. 42—48, Tertullian’s general reference to the characters
(actorum and conservos) does not reveal the Greek terms used in vv. 42—43. It
is clear that a master leaves and returns (€A8wv 6 x0ptog)23! and that the stew-
ard who treats his fellow slaves well will be rewarded, which Harnack recon-
structed émt o toilg dmdpyovaty xataatioel adTéV (V. 44). Despite Tertullian’s
paraphrase (omnibus bonis praeponetur), due to the near uniformity of the
manuscript tradition, this reconstruction is probable; however, one would also
expectapronoun to have been present after ddpyovaw.232 Also, Harnack rightly

227 Ibid.

228  Cf. the comments in Metzger, Textual Commentary, 136.

229 Harnack, Marcion, 215*.

230 Ibid.

231 It appears that it is Tertullian himself who selects the verb revertere to speak of the mas-
ter’s coming as he uses it here in v. 43 and also for v. 46.

232 No extant text omits the pronoun entirely, with adtod strongly attested and a0t attested
by P45, the oL manuscripts e and c, and several other manuscripts. Whether Marcion’s
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considered the passive praeponetur to be rendering the active xataotmoe, thus
viewing the voice as due to Tertullian and not reflecting Marcion’s text. This
observation becomes particularly relevant when considering vv. 45-46.

Tertullian alludes to v. 45 with a reference to the steward who has acted
“otherwise” (i.e., not having treated his fellow servants well), and then delin-
eates the consequence. Though Epiphanius’s and the Adamantius Dialogue’s
testimony must also be taken into account for v. 46, Tertullian attests
the return of the master év juépa 1) 00 Tpoadoxd xal v Gpa 1) ob Yvhoxey; yet, the
compact nature of Tertullian’s testimony does not allow the exact wording to
be reconstructed. More significantly, Harnack reconstructed the final element
of the verse dmoywpicetl adTov xal T pépog adTod peTd TGV dTioTwy TeboeTal,
appealing to Marcion’s theological views as the basis for positing the otherwise
unattested readings dmoywpicet and tebnoetat.233 Though the use of segregare is
curious and Tertullian’s argument in 4.29.10 might, though probably ultimately
does not, suggest a term other than Styotopéw, it is certainly unpersuasive that
Harnack suddenly sees Tertullian’s passive ponetur rendering a passive verb
in Marcion’s text when Tertullian has been utilizing the passive throughout.234

For vv. 47—-48 Tertullian once again provides only general allusions that must
be compared with the data from the Adamantius Dialogue. There is a reference
to the idea of the servant who will receive many or few beatings (Sapyoetat
OIS [V. 47], dapyjaetan OALyag [v. 48]), and to the principle of requiring in pro-
portion to what has been given in v. 48b. Tertullian, however, provides no clear
insight into the wording of these two verses.

556  Luke12:49, 51,53

4.29.12—Proclamat Christus tuus: Ignem veni mittere in terram, .. .23% | 4.29.14—
Ipse melius interpretabitur ignis istius qualitatem, adiciens: Putatis venisse
me pacem mittere in terram? non, dico vobis, sed separationem. ‘Machaeram’

text read the genitive or dative cannot be determined with certainty, though the former is
more likely. Its omission here appears to be a simple omission by Tertullian.

233 Harnack, Marcion, 215*.

234 Tsutsui is also unconvinced on these two points stating that Harnack’s view “bedarf
m.E. noch hinreichender Begriindung, um véllig glaubwiirdig zu sein” (“Evangelium,”
106). Zahn stated, “wenn Tr. 6mal Siyotopew durch segregare wiedergibt, so setzt das
wohl keinen anderen Text voraus, entsprach aber der dort bestrittenen marcionitischen
Deutung” (Geschichte, 2:476).

235 An additional allusion to Luke 12:49 occurs in 4.29.13.
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quidem scriptum est sed Marcion emendat: quasi non et separatio opus sit
machaerae. ... Denique, dividetur, inquit, pater in filium et filius in patrem, et
mater in filiam et filia in matrem, et nurus in socrum et socrus in nurum.

In these statements, vv. 49 and 51 are also attested in the Adamantius
Dialogue. Tertullian cites the first half of Luke 12:49, rendering ndp 4A\8ov foketv
elg ™V YNv.236 A clear indication of Tertullian working from Marcion’s text is
found in 4.29.14 where Tertullian confuses the reading of Matt 10:34 (udyotpav)
with the reading in Luke 12:51 (Stopepiopudév) and accuses Marcion of having
altered the former to the latter.237 Harnack reconstructed v. 51 doxeite 81t jAfov
elpNwv Bakelv Emtl Ty Yv; olx(, Aéyw Opty, dMa Stapeplapdv (dmoywplow?).238 The
reading is possible, but at many points uncertain. First, Tertullian does not ren-
derdt, butHarnackislikely correctin consideringit presentin Marcion’s text.239
Second, eipnvnv between the verbs is nowhere attested in the extant manuscript
tradition, and Matt 10:34, which Harnack believed had influenced the reading
in Marcion’s text, reads §A8ov Boketv eipwnv. Therefore, the order here may be
due to Tertullian. Third, it is not clear that venisse me is rendering #A8ov and not
mopeyevouny.24? Fourth, according to IGNTP Balelv instead of dodvat is attested
in several OL manuscripts, sy®, syP, the Arabic Diatessaron, bo, sa, and Petrus
Chrysologus. Thus, it could have been the reading in Marcion’s text, though
Tertullian could also have been unconsciously influenced by the Matthean
phrasing or by having written mittere in terram shortly before (4.29.12). This
fact also means that it is not certain that the preposition éx{ plus the accusa-
tive was in Marcion’s text. Fifth, Marcion’s text could have read &4 instead of
&M\ 1 with P45, D, and several other manuscripts, but again, all oL manuscripts
read sed, which 1GNTP does not take as evidence for the reading dA\d. Finally,
though raising the questions “Hat aber M. dwupepiopuév gelesen? Las er nicht

236 Harnack offered the preposition ént (apparently following the reading in the Adamantius
Dialogue) instead of eig. This reading is possible, though the latter preposition appearing
in P45, D, and probably underlying the uniform in terram in the oL manuscripts, may
make eig more likely.

237 Cf. chapter 4, n. 29. Zahn, Geschichte, 2:476—77 and Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 106—7 argue
that the statement Ipse melius interpretabitur ignis istius qualitatem, adiciens reveals that
12:49b—50 were omitted by Marcion. Harnack rightly noted “allein ausreichend ist dieses
Argument nicht” and then added “und man sieht auch nicht ein, warum M. diese Worte
getilgt haben soll” (Marcion, 216%). That Tertullian simply did not refer to the intervening
material is entirely possible.

238 Ibid.

239 According to IGNTP &1t is only omitted in 1210.

240 The entire extant OL manuscript tradition employs veni here (venim in e is corrected to
veni), and IGNTP lists only Cyril and one other witness as reading #A8ov.
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dmoywptawv oder dhnlich?,” Harnack provided no rationale for Marcion’s text
reading anything other than Siapepiouév.24

Tertullian’s testimony to v. 53 is largely unproblematic and Harnack recon-
structed dipeptadoetar Tathp €ml vid xol VoG emt matpl, xal uTYpe Eml Buyatpl
ol Quydtyp eml unpl, xal wevbepd Emtl TV VOV xal vOueY Emtl TV Tevlepdy.242
A few observations include, first, that Tertullian attests the TR reading
Srapeptabyoetal, even though many witnesses, including P43, P7, §, B, D, and
the oL manuscripts read Siopepiafioovtat. Second, Harnack stated that the
second and fourth xai are otherwise unattested,#3 though 1GNTP indicates
that there is some evidence for their presence.?** Nevertheless, it is not cer-
tain whether they were present in Marcion’s text or due to Tertullian. Finally,
though Tertullian attests no pronouns after socrum and nurum, a simple omis-
sion in one or both cases by Tertullian cannot be ruled out.?4>

5.57  Luke12:56

4.29.15—Et ideo hypocritas pronuntiabat, caeli quidem et terrae faciem proban-
tes, tempus vero illud non dinoscentes, . ..

On the basis of Tertullian’s adaptation in 4.29.15, Harnack reconstructed
Luke 12:56 Omoxptral, 0 mpdowmov tod odpavod xai ths YAs doxipdlete, tov S
wapdv todtov olx oidate Soxtuddev.246 Harnack rightly placed 1o mpdowmov after
Umoxpttal, its universally attested position, and not later in the phrase based on
Tertullian’s placement of faciem. In addition, Harnack did not render quidem
in his reconstruction, though it is worth noting that D, a, d, q, and a few other

241 Harnack, Marcion, 216*. No Greek manuscript, apart from 1242 which reads pdyatpav,
reads anything other than Siapepioudv. In addition, with Tertullian the oL manuscripts
aur, b, f, i, 1 and q render Siapepiopdv with separationem.

242 Harnack, Marcion, 216*. The Latin, of course, cannot reveal whether the Greek read émni
Vi@ or €@’ vig. In addition, it is very difficult, if not impossible, to ascertain whether
éni plus dative or accusative is being attested by Tertullian’s in plus accusative. Both the
Greek and oL manuscript tradition exhibit considerable variation, though it appears that
no Greek manuscript utilizes the dative or accusative throughout.

243 Ibid.

244 The Persian Diatessaron and the Adis manuscript of geo attest xai in both instances, and
cand e attest the latter instance. A few additional witnesses for the presence of one or the
other xai are also listed in IGNTP.

245 Only a very few manuscripts omit the first adtfig; however, the second is omitted by P45,
P75, 8%, B, D, and several other manuscripts.

246 Harnack, Marcion, 216*.
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witnesses read 6 pév mpéowmov (cf. Matt 16:3). Whether quidem is representing
a particle in Marcion’s text or is Tertullian’s own addition is not certain. Third,
it is quite likely that Marcion’s Gospel read “heaven” followed by “earth,” as
this is the order attested by P43, P75, 8¢, D, numerous other manuscripts, and
many versions. Finally, since D, along with several oL, sy¢, and, according to
IGNTP, three Coptic manuscripts omit &g after to0tov, it is possible that the
interrogative adverb was not in Marcion’s text; however, a simple omission by
Tertullian is also possible. On the other hand it is not certain that Marcion’s
text read tov 3¢ xatpdv (P75, B, and 892 read tov xatpdv 3¢), and Harnack’s recon-
struction of the verbs is speculative. It could be that probantes is rendering an
otherwise unattested Soxtudete, and dinoscentes reflecting oidote Soxtudlew,?#”
though it also could be that Tertullian’s parallel construction reflects a parallel
construction of ofdate doxipdlew in Marcion’s text.?48

558  Luke13i4—15

4.301—Quaestionem rursus de curatione sabbati<s>2*° facta quomodo discus-
sit? Unusquisque vestrum sabbatis non solvit?5° asinum aut bovem suum a prae-
sepi et ducit ad potum?

Harnack viewed the opening question in 4.30.1 as attesting év toig adfBaawv
in Luke 13:10; however, that a “question” or “objection” concerning a healing
on the Sabbath is mentioned, along with v. 15 immediately following, makes
it more likely that v. 14 is in view. Though the idea of healing on Sabbath days
is present, no insight can be gained into the actual wording of the verse. The
citation of v. 15 has several interesting elements and Harnack reconstructed

247  For the former reading 1GNTP lists only Marcion as a witness, and concerning the latter
rendering Harnack simply stated “so ist ‘dinoscentes’ zu verstehen” (Marcion, 217*).

248 As already noted ofdate doxtudlew is universally attested in the first phrase, and it is the
reading of P75, A, B, and several other manuscripts and versions in the second phrase
(the other witnesses attest doxtud{ete). The fact that Tertullian uses different Latin verbs
is not problematic as he is notorious for his vocabulary variation (cf. Roth, “Did Tertullian
Possess?,” passim). Alternatively, Tertullian could be highlighting different elements of
the phrase.

249 Moreschini follows the emendation of Kroymann (sabbati<s>) as M, v, Ry, and Rz read
sabbati, and R3, along with the other editors, reads sabbato. Braun calls the correction by
Kroymann “pleinement justifiée” (Contra Marcion 1v, 381n6).

250 Moreschini reads solvit with R3, apparently viewing solvet in M, y, R1, and R2 as erroneous.
However, given Tertullian’s inclination at times to use the future in his citations, he may

well have written solvet.
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€xaatog VUGV Tolg gdPPaat [sic] (T. caPPdTw?) od Aet oV Svov adTod ) Tov Podv
amd The edTvng xal daoryarywv motiler;?5! The otherwise unattested plural sab-
batis probably should be attributed to Tertullian.25? Given Tertullian’s word
order, it is not clear why Harnack placed adtod after “donkey” and not after
“ox.” IGNTP lists Marcion as being the only witness for the reading tov 8vov %
Tov Bobv adtod; whereas, 69 reads as Harnack reconstructed.?53 69 is also the
only witness to attest “donkey” before “ox” in this verse and it ultimately can-
not be determined if this order was found in Marcion’s text or if the elements
were inverted in Tertullian’s citation.?54 Finally, dmoryorywv motilet may very well
be correct as dmdyet ¢ U8att (rendering ducit ad potum) is not attested in any
Greek manuscript, and, according to IGNTP, is witnessed only in ], 1}, geo, and
Ambrose.

559 Luke13ag

4.30.1—Simile est regnum dei, inquit, grano sinapis, quod accepit homo et semi-
navit in horto suo.?5°

Tertullian cites Luke 13:19a in 4.30.1 and Harnack reconstructed opoia éotiv
wOxxw owaTEwS, ov Aafav dvlpwmog Eomelpey el xfimov Eoqvtod (év T. éavtod
amw?).256 Though 1GNTP views regnum dei as part of Marcion’s text,?57 given
that Tertullian makes no mention of the questions in Luke 1318 it is probably

251 Harnack, Marcion, 217*.

252 According to IGNTP Irenaeus attests /) Nuépa T@v caBpdtwy, but that reading also could
be due to Irenaeus himself and not a reading actually found in a manuscript. It is worth
remembering that in 4.12.10 in the citation of Luke 6:9 Tertullian also wrote sabbatis,
though in that case there is manuscript evidence for the plural. Tertullian’s ability to
alternate between the singular and plural is particularly clear in a few examples from 2.21
(singular in 2.21.1 and plural in 2.21.2) and 4.12 (singular in 4.12.1, 3, 6, 7, 14 and plural in
4.12.5,9,13,15).

253 Harnack, however, was unaware of the testimony of this manuscript as he believed
that the order attested by Tertullian was unattested elsewhere (Marcion, 217*).

254 The only other occurrence of asinus and bos together in Adversus Marcionem is in
3.6.7 in the citation of Isa 1:3 where the order is agnovit bos possessroem suum et asinus
praesepe domini sui. The terms do not occur together anywhere else in the NT.

255 Allusions to elements in Luke 13:19 also occur in 4.30.2.

256 Harnack, Marcion!, 199*. The reconstruction in Marcion, 217% is identical except that
the final element simply reads eig xfjmov, where it appears that éavtod was erroneously
omitted.

257 The same position is taken by Zahn, Geschichte, 2:477.
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Tertullian’s addition in order to clarify what v. 19 was about. Up until the final
element in the verse, the manuscript tradition is fairly uniform and Tertullian’s
testimony unproblematic. The same cannot be said for seminavit in horto suo.
Harnack noted “éomeipev allein [1IGNTP indicates that it is also the reading of
aeth], aber nach Matt. 13, 31" and his reconstruction reveals his uncertainty
concerning the prepositional phrase. It is possible that Matt 13:31 can shed light
on more than simply the verb. The entire phrase in Matthew reads éomeipev
&v 1§ dypé adtod. If Tertullian has greater familiarity with the Matthean text,
he may have begun harmonizing elements from Marcion’s Gospel and the
Matthean reading at the end of the citation. This suggestion would explain
the Matthean verb and prepositional phrase as well as the Lukan forto. If this
supposition is correct, it is also possible that the addition of regnum dei is par-
tially due to the influence of Matt 13:31. Ultimately, however, in the absence of
multiple citation or multiple attestation Marcion’s reading remains obscure.

5.60  Luke13:20—21

4.30.3—De sequenti plane similitudine vereor ne forte alterius dei regno porten-
dat. Fermento enim comparavit illud, . ..

Tertullian’s testimony reveals that the parable in Luke 13:20-21 was pres-
ent in Marcion’s text, though very little insight into the exact wording can be
gained. Nothing beyond the nearly universally attested v Bactieiov To0 Beod
(v. 20) and époia éotiv Ly (v. 21) can be reconstructed.?58

5.61  Luke13:25-27

4.30.4—Cum surrexerit, inquit, pater familiae;...Et cluserit ostium:. .. quibus
pulsantibus respondebit: Nescio unde sitis, et rursus enumerantibus quod coram
illo ederint et biberint et in plateis eorum docuerit, adiciet: Recedite a me omnes
operarii iniquitatis: . ..

Tertullian cites several elements from Luke 13:25, which Harnack recon-
structed éav €yepbf] O oixodeomdtyg wal dmoxAeioy TV Opav...xpovew. .
dmoxpBels (2pel)- ovx olda Téev Eote.259 Most of this reconstruction is unprob-
lematic, though two elements should be noted. First, Harnack viewed the
opening €dv as attested by the Vulgate and “Itala” (reading cum); however,

258 Harnack also offered no further reconstructed elements (Marcion, 217%).
259 Ibid., 217*-18%.
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IGNTP does not interpret the evidence from these Latin witnesses as rendering
a Greek text different from the almost uniformly attested d¢’ 00 §v.260 Insisting
that cum renders édv over-reads the Latin. Second, Harnack viewed dudg after
olda as absent from Marcion’s text.26! The omission of the pronoun, though,
may very well be due to Tertullian. It is worth noting that Tertullian not men-
tioning “the door” again after pulsantibus did not lead Harnack to conclude
that it was absent in Marcion’s text,262 but merely that the word was unattested
(note Harnack’s two dots after xpovew).

The adaptation of v. 26 attests the largely unproblematic phrase égdyopev
gvmiéy oov xal émiopev xal év tals mAateiong Nudv €didafas. No witness
attests évwmiov before é@dyopey, revealing that Tertullian’s word order is almost
certainly not arising from Marcion’s text. Elsewhere only a few witnesses
exhibit minor variation.

The citation of v. 27 attests the reply of the master of the house to the man
knocking: anéomyte dn’ Euod mavTeg Epydtan dvopiog/adxiag.263 Concerning the
final word, Harnack reconstructed Marcion’s text with the former. He rightly
noted that dvoplag (cf. Matt 7:23 and Ps 6:9) is attested by a few witnesses,
including D.264 Braun, however, states, “Le text de Luc, conservé par Marcion,
se sert de l'expression ‘ouvriers d'iniquité’ (épydrar dduciag).”265 Part of the
problem is that iniquitas could render either term.26¢ Even if Harnack is right,
and the general pattern of Tertullian’s Latin leans in that direction,267 it still
may not have been the reading of Marcion’s text as Tertullian could have been
influenced by the Matthean wording or the Psalm.

260 Ibid,, 218*. d¢’ 00 &v occurs only here in the NT. According to IGNTP the first two words
(8¢’ 00) are almost universally attested, though several manuscripts then read éav instead
of dv.

261 Harnack stated the omission was otherwise unattested (Marcion, 218*); however, ¢ and
possibly r! also omit it.

262 Itis absent in D, several oL manuscripts, and a few other witnesses.

263  Operarii could be either vocative or nominative and therefore cannot distinguish between
ol épydtan and épydtal The latter, which is the reading of many manuscripts including P75,
N, B, and D is more likely.

264 Harnack, Marcion, 218%.

265 Braun (trans.), Contre Marcion 1v, 386n1.

266 The oL witnesses and the Vulgate employ iniquitas in both Matt 7:23 and Luke 13:27.

267  Tertullian cites 6 of the 24 NT verses with ddwia, and only in 5.16.5 (2 Thess 2:12) does he
use iniquitas. In every other instance he employs iniustitia (4.33.1 [Luke 16:9], 5.13.2 [Rom
118], Pud.19.14 [1John 1:9], Pud. 19.28 [1 John 5:17], Res. 25.19 [2 Thess 2:10]). He cites only 2
of the 13 verses with dvopia, using iniquitas in Pud. 15.11 (2 Cor 6:14) and delictum in 5.16.4
(2 Thess 2:3).
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5.62  Luke 1412

4.311—Ad prandium vel ad cenam quales vocari iubet?

Very little insight into the wording of Luke 1412 in Marcion’s text can be
gained from the brief allusion in Tertullian’s question, though it is clear that it
contained a reference to dptatov ¥ deinvov and the verb gdvel.

5.63  Luke1416-24

4.31.2—... Homo quidam fecit cenam et vocavit multos. | 4.31.3—Dehinc si is
mittit ad convivas qui cenam paravit, . .. | 4.31.4—Excusant se invitati. . .. Agrum
emi, et boves mercatus sum, et uxorem duxi. | 4.31.5—Hoc ut patri familiae
renuntiatum est, motus tunc—bene quod et motus, negat enim Marcion moveri
deum suum: ita et hoc meus est—mandat de plateis et vicis civitatis facere sublec-
tionem. | 4.31.6—Itaque misit ad alios vocandos ex eadem adhuc civitate. Dehinc
loco abundante praecepit etiam de viis et sepibus colligi, ... spem... de qua illos
gustaturos negat dominus, . . 268

Tertullian attests numerous elements in the parable found in Luke 14:16—24,
and its Lukan character (cf. the parallel in Matt 22:2—14) reveals its general
reflection of Marcion’s text. Based on the citation of v. 16 Harnack recon-
structed dvBpwmds Tig Emoietl Selmvov xal ExdAeaey ToA0UG.269 It is possible, how-
ever, that fecit is rendering émoinoe, which NA28 indicates is the reading of the
Majority Text and of A, D, L, W, ©, ¥, and f'3 among others.2’? In addition,
though Harnack believed Marcion’s text did not read deinvov uéya, the absence
of péya could be a simple omission by Tertullian.?” For v. 17, Tertullian’s general
reference in 4.31.3 reflects only the universally attested dmwéatetdev. In 4.31.4, the
allusion to vv. 18—20 uses an extreme economy of words attesting the unprob-
lematic elements [HpEavto] maparteioat. .. dypdv fydpaoa (v.18), [Lebyn] Bodv
Nydpaca (v. 19), and yuvalxa Eympa (v. 20).272

From Tertullian’s testimony in 4.31.6, for v. 21, Harnack reconstructed

GmNyYEAeV . .. TOTE Emapbelg®”® ¢ oixodeamdTys. . . i TAG TAATEING *al POpAg THG

268 An additional allusion to this parable occurs in 4.31.7.

269 Harnack, Marcion, 218*.

270  emolet is the reading of P75, 8, and B.

271  According to IGNTP péya is absent in X, 213, 1080, e, syP, one manuscript of bo, and arm.

272 D, sy®, sy¢, and the Persian Diatessaron read yvvaixa €Aafov.

273 Though Harnack wrote émapbeis in his text, in the apparatus he noted “émapfeic oder
xwneis oder dhnlich” (Marcion, 219%). xwnbeis was the reading suggested by Zahn,
Geschichte, 2:478.
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ToAEwS. . . .27+ Again, nearly all of the elements are unproblematic, though the
otherwise unattested émapbeig, from Tertullian’s use of movere, merits brief
comment. According to IGNTP, apart from 1654 (éyepfeic) and D* (pyerg), the
entire extant manuscript tradition here reads opylafeig. Zahn is probably right
when he argued it to be unlikely that Tertullian would have translated opyiofeic
with motus, and it is probable that Marcion’s text read another Greek verb;
however, precisely what that verb was remains obscure.?’> Finally, Tertullian
attests only a few unproblematic elements from vv. 22—24: étt témog éativ
(v. 22), €lg T 630Ug xal pparypods (v. 23), and ov3eis. . . yedoetat (V. 24).

5.64 Luke16:2,4—7

4.33.1—...secundum servi illius exemplum qui ab actu summotus dominicos
debitores diminutis cautionibus relevat in subsidium sibi: ...

In the parable in Luke 16:1—9, v. 9 is multiply cited. In 4.33.1 Tertullian alludes
to the servant having been removed from his office (v. 2) and to his creating
security for himself by reducing the obligations of his master’s debtors (vv.
4-7). For none of these verses, however, can any specific reading of Marcion’s
text be reconstructed.

5.65  Luke16:11—12

4.33.4—. .. quomodo dictum: Si[t] in mamona iniusto fideles non extitistis, quod
verum est quis vobis credet?...Et: Si in alieno fideles inventi non estis, meum
quis dabit vobis?. .. Quis vobis credet quod verius est? et: Quis vobis dabit quod
meum est?

In 4.33.4 Tertullian cites the two questions found in Luke 16:11—12. Harnack
reconstructed v. 11 i év ¢ adixw papwvd TioTol 0dx yéveade, T dAnOoY Tig bulv

274 Harnack, Marcion, 219%. Based on 4.31.6 #EeAfe should also be included in the
reconstruction.

275 Harris attempted to argue that motus was rendering opytofeic here (Codex Bezae, 187),
though Plooij correctly points out “it seems a little doubtful whether the word motus
taken by itself and not... defined by the context, could be used simply as an equivalent
for iratus” (A Further Study, 75). In personal conversation Paul Parvis made the intrigu-
ing suggestion that Marcion replaced dpyiobeic with dpuy9eis, which employs a verb not
elsewhere found in the manuscript tradition here and not present in the NT, but similar
in orthography to the reading of Luke 14:21.
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motedoe;2’ Most of the verse is unproblematic, though the omission of the
conjunction odv, also absent in a few other manuscripts and versions, could
very well have been due to Tertullian.27 It is also worth noting that Harnack
did not follow Tertullian’s word order for mamona iniusto or consider the
altered order in Tertullian’s second citation of the final element of the ques-
tion. Harnack was probably correct on both counts as pouwva d3ixw is virtually
unattested in the manuscript tradition and the second citation, including the
otherwise unattested verius, seems altered by Tertullian’s own hand.?78

Concerning v.12, Harnack reconstructed i €v 1§ dMotpiw miaTol ovy ebpébyte,
T0 €pov tig dwaet Opv.27° First, once again, the otherwise unattested omission
of the conjunction xat is due to Tertullian having linked his thoughts with et.
Second, given that Tertullian wrote fideles non extitistis in v.11 and fideles inventi
non estis here, it is likely that Marcion’s text read e0pédyte,280 also attested in
sys, syP, and the Arabic Diatessaron. Third, e, i, and 1, along with manuscript
157 read €udv, and it is possible that Tertullian’s meum is reflecting the read-
ing in Marcion’s text.28! Finally, though numerous manuscripts and witnesses,
including & and D, read dcaet Oplv, the fact that Tertullian often alters the posi-
tion of pronouns and in the second citation writes vobis dabit reveals that once
again it is possible, though not certain, that Harnack’s reconstruction is reflect-
ing Marcion’s text.

276  Harnack, Marcion, 219*.

277 1GNTP lists Marcion as a witness for the omission.

278 Braun comments “A si proche distance T. ne reprend pas le fragment de verset sous sa
forme exacte (uerum > uerius)” (Contre Marcion 1v, 405n5). It therefore seems unneces-
sary to consider the two wordings as “variant quotations” of Marcion’s text as Williams,
“Reconsidering Marcion’s Gospel,” 479n7 does. In addition, providing only this example,
where Tertullian’s own hand appears rather easily discernible, of a “variant quotation” of
a verse in Marcion’s Gospel simply cannot bear the weight of the sweeping conclusion
“not only is it impossible to establish the genuine reading from Marcion’s Gospel in the
case of a variant quotation, but this situation casts doubt on the wording of all the quota-
tions in Adv. Marc.” (ibid., 479).

279 Harnack, Marcion, 219*.

280 The same point is made by Zahn, Geschichte, 2:479.

281  Unless it is Marcion’s reading that appears elsewhere in the manuscript tradition, the
presence of some other manuscript evidence for the reading means that Harnack’s
assumption that the reading reflects a tendentious alteration by Marcion and Evans’s
comment that the reading was “Marcion’s invention” (Adversus Marcionem, 445n3) may
not be correct. Braun simply observes that Marcion reads 16 éuév with other witnesses
and does not speculate as to the origin of the reading (Contre Marcion 1v, 404n4).
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5.66  Luke16:14-15

4.33.2—Cui famulatam videns Pharisaeorum cupiditatem. .. Inridebant denique
Pharisaei pecuniae cupidi, . . .| 4.33.6—Si autem et iustificantes se coram hom-
inibus Pharisaei. . . adicit: Scit autem deus corda vestra, ... Quod elatum est apud
homines, perosum est deo, ...

In 4.33.2 Tertullian makes a reference to two elements in Luke 16:14: ol
Dapioaiot prAdpyvpot and gepuxtipilov, neither of which presents any difficul-
ties. In 4.33.6 Tertullian alludes to the nearly uniformly attested dueig éoté ot
SucaodvTeg £quTtolg evwmiov TAV avlpwymwy in v. 15 and then quotes ywwoxet 3¢ 6
Beog tag xapdiag v, where once again the otherwise unattested order is likely
due to Tertullian. The final element in v. 15 is rendered more loosely as Tertullian
attests 6 UPnAdY €aTwv TTapd dvBpwmolg PAEAVYpa oty T)) Oed.282 Given that the
word order UnAdv mapa dvbpwmors is weakly attested, with mapd instead of v
virtually unattested;?82 the absence of évamiov before “God” is unattested; and
¢otw is placed either before évemiov or omitted altogether;284 it is possible that
Tertullian has here been influenced by the wording of Luke 18:27 (ta ddbvata
mapa avBpwmolg duvartd mapd ¢ 8ed éotv). In any case, the precise reading of
Marcion’s text remains obscure.

5.67  Luke16:17

4.33.9—Transeat igitur caelum et terra citius, sicut et lex et prophetae, quam
unus, apex verborum domini.

Harnack reconstructed Luke 16:17 edxonwtepov (3¢ €aTtv) TOV 00pavdv xal Thv
Y7V mapeABelv 1) Tév Adywv pov piav xepaiav (Tegeiv), again apparently assuming
that the otherwise unattested word order is due to Tertullian.285 Noteworthy is
the otherwise unattested reading t&v Aéywv instead of the canonical tod vépov,
which Harnack attributed to a tendentious alteration by Marcion.?8¢ Wright,

282 Harnack stated that the final element of this verse was unattested (Marcion, 220%).
Tsutsui rightly noted that Harnack’s statement appears to have been due to an oversight
(“Evangelium,” 1m1).

283 579 and three church fathers read mapd.

284 The former is the case for several manuscripts including most oL witnesses and the omis-
sion is attested in numerous manuscripts, including P75, 8, A, B, and D.

285 Harnack, Marcion, 220*.

286 Ibid. Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 11 and Braun (trans.), Contre Marcion 1v, gion2 share
Harnack’s view.
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however, notices that Tertullian follows this reference with Verbum, enim inquit
Esaias, dei nostri manet in aevum (Isa 40:8), and contends that the tendency
and reading are “with difficulty” attributed to Marcion as Tertullian’s argu-
ment may be responsible for the wording.?8” In addition, though Harnack and
Tsutsui noted the point of contact with Luke 21:33, they did not consider the
possibility that Tertullian, rather than Marcion’s text, was being influenced by
Matt 24:35//Mark 13:31//Luke 21:33. Related to this point is the reading necely,
which Harnack considered uncertain,?®® as Tertullian implies that transeat
governs both elements of the verse. This construction is, in fact, found in Matt
24:35 and parallels and thus may be a further indication of the influence of that
passage on the wording in 4.33.9.28% Thus, Marcion’s precise wording cannot be
established with certainty.

5.68  Luke16:18

4.34.1—Sed Christus divortium prohibet dicens: Qui dimiserit uxorem suam et
aliam duxerit, adulterium committet; qui dimissam a viro duxerit, aeque adulter
est:...| 4.34.4—Qui dimiserit, inquit, uxorem, et aliam duxerit, adulterium com-
misit, et qui a marito dimissam duxerit, aeque adulter est.2%° | 4.34.9—. .. inlici-
torum matrimoniorum et adulterii figuras iaculatus est in Herodem, adulterum
pronuntians etiam qui dimissam a viro duxerit, . . 29!

Tertullian makes several references to Luke 16:18, two of which are quota-
tions. Harnack privileged the first citation and reconstructed 6 dmoAbwv v
yuvalixo adTod xal Youdv Etépav292 uotyelet, xai 6 dmoAeAvpuéy amd avdp § [sic]
Youdv opolwg potxds atv.298 The omission of ndg at the outset of the verse is
otherwise unattested, and it may be a simple omission on the part of Tertullian,
possibly due to the influence of the synoptic parallels as Matt 19:9//Mark 10:11

287  Wright, Alterations, 133. The potential influence of Isa 40:8 was also considered with
regard to Luke 21:33, discussed in chapter 4.4.91.

288 Cf. Harnack’s comment in the apparatus (Marcion, 220*).

289 When referring to Luke 21:33 Tertullian writes transeat age nunc caelum et terra (4.39.18).
It should be noted, though, that mapeAfelv is also attested by several witnesses here in
Luke 16:17.

290 Moreschini’s text reads adulter est with M, X, and R3, rejecting adulter in R1 and R2 and est
inF.

291 An additional allusion to Luke 16:18 occurs in 5.7.6.

292 IGNTP interprets aliam in several OL manuscripts as rendering &My instead of étépav.
This interpretation, however, seems unnecessary.

293 Harnack, Marcion, 220*.
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do not use the adjective. Thus, the omission of the second ndg, though attested
in the manuscript tradition, may also be a simple omission.2% In addition,
Tertullian’s use of finite verbs was rightly not retained by Harnack, as Tertullian
is using them to render the Greek participles.2%5 Once again, Tertullian’s incli-
nation to alter word order (qui dimissam a viro duxerit in 4.34.1, 9 and qui a
marito dimissam duxerit in 4.34.4), inconsistently render pronouns (suam pres-
entin 4.34.1and absent in 4.34.4), and alter vocabulary (a viro and a marito) are
evident. Finally, Harnack’s interpretation of the conclusion of the verse (aeque
adulter est) results in the otherwise unattested opoiwg powyds oy, and it may
be the case that Tertullian is paraphrasing.

5.69  Luke16:23, 26

4.34.10—. .. subsequens argumentum divitis apud inferos dolentis et pauperis in
sinuAbrahae requiescentis. | 4.34.11-12—. . . sive tormenti sive refrigerii apud infe-
ros... Respondebimus et <ad> haec [Marcion’s interpretation], ipsa scriptura
revincente oculos eius, qui ad inferos discernit Abrahae sinum pauper:. ... Nam et
magnum ait intercidere regiones istas profundum et transitum utrimque prohi-
bere. Sed nec adlevasset dives oculos, et quidem de longinquo, ...

These two verses out of the account of the rich man and Lazarus (Luke
16:19-31) are also attested in the Adamantius Dialogue. Tertullian’s testimony
to v. 23 attests &v T 831,296 éndpog Tovg 0pbaiuovs adtod, [Umdpywy] év Bagdvorg,
[ABpadu] amd poxpddev, and &v 1@ xéAmw [adT00].297 In v. 26 the allusion in
4.34.11, though the statement of the prohibition to pass from one side to the
other clearly arises from the verse, directly attests only the words xdopa uéya.298

294 mdg before 6 dmolehvuéwny is not present in B, D, L, 69, all oL manuscripts, and various
other versions.

295 According to IGNTP the participles are uniformly attested in the manuscript tradition.

296 IGNTP is potentially confusing here as it lists Marcion as a witness for the reading év 1@
@dn at the end of v. 22 and as omitting xai év T &3y in v. 23. Though most oL witnesses read
the singular inferno, according to the data in Claesson, Index Tertullianeus, s.v., Tertullian
only employs the noun infernus 7 times in his corpus, and almost exclusively uses a plural
form of inferus as a substantive. Thus, there is no reason to posit a plural Greek noun
behind inferos.

297 The singular 1@ x6Ane is also read in D and every oL manuscript except, interestingly, d
ande.

298 According to IGNTP the word order péya ydopa is only attested in 1194, 1352, and the
Arabic Diatessaron and may therefore be due to Tertullian.
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5.70  Luke17:1-3

4.35.1—Conversus ibidem ad discipulos, Vae, dicit, auctori scandalorum: expe-
disse ei, si natus non fuisset, aut si molino®®® saxo ad collum deligato praecipi-
tatus esset in profundum, quam unum ex illis modicis utique discipulis eius
scandalizasset. | 4.35.2—Peccantem fratrem iubet corripi; . . .

Luke 1721 is also attested in the Adamantius Dialogue. For vv. 1 and 3
Tertullian’s testimony provides minimal insight. 4.35.1 attests the unproblem-
atic ovaf and td oxdvdaia for v. 1, but the precise reading, and the Greek behind
auctori scandalorum, cannot be determined.3°0 4.35.2 alludes to v. 3, but given
the significant variation in the manuscript tradition, minimal insight can be
gained into Marcion’s reading. That the verb auaptdvw appeared is clear, but its
precise form cannot be determined. The only other elements attested are the
unproblematic 6 &8eAqdg and émnttiunaov.

Luke 17:2 is attested in greater detail and Harnack reconstructed ouvégepev
a0T®, €l obx &yewwnBn 1) el puAindg Aibog Tepl TOV TpdymAov adtod TEpLéxelto xal
gppurto eig v BdAacoay, 7 tva Eva TAY pixpdv Tovtwy axavdaiio).30! First,
though the attestation of guvégepev in d (cuvgépet in D and e) makes it pos-
sible that Marcion’s text read as Harnack reconstructed, the influence of Matt
18:6 (guugépet) on Tertullian cannot be excluded. In addition, the tenses recon-
structed by Harnack may be reflecting Marcion’s text; however, despite some
attestation in the manuscript tradition, they also may be due to Tertullian’s
adaptation.?9? Third, Harnack noted that &l odx éyevw)d, comes from Matt
26:24,3%% and most OL manuscripts (but not e) also attest this reading along
with Rufinus’s translation of Origen’s homilies in Numbers. The possibility that
Marcion’s text contained the phrase cannot be excluded.3%* Finally, Harnack

299 For brief comments on this early use of the adjective molinus by Tertullian cf. Andrew
Wilson, “Water-Mills at Amida: Ammianus Marcellinus 18.8.11,” ¢Q 51 (2001): 233.

300 Itisalso unclear whether Tertullian’s rendering reveals the influence of Matt 18:7 on either
Marcion’s text or the reference to it as there, unlike in Luke, 16 oxdvdodov is repeated after
the “woe.”

301 Harnack, Marcion, 222*—23*.

302 According to IGNTP, in addition to cuvépepey, discussed above, mepiéxetto and Eppimto are
attested by D, a, d, 1, e, and Basil of Caesarea. For these verbs Luke reads a present fol-
lowed by a perfect.

303 Harnack, Marcion, 222%. Braun (trans.), Contre Marcion 1v, 42914 concurs.

304 Elements from Matt 26:24//Mark 14:21 and Matt 18:6//Mark 9:42//Luke 17:2 also appear
together in the often-discussed passage in 7 Clem. 46.8 (cf. Donald Alfred Hagner, The Use
of the Old and New Testaments in Clement of Rome [NovTSup 34; Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1973],
152—64, especially 157-58).
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is inclined to follow Tertullian’s word order, though the otherwise unat-
tested pvAwog Aifog, mepiéxeito following the mept prepositional phrase, and
axavdadiay occurring at the end of the verse cannot definitively be ascribed
to Marcion’s text.

5.71 Luke 17:11-12a, 1419

4.35.4—... Christum. .. praevenientem sollemnia legis etiam in curatione decem
leprosorum, quos tantummodo ire iussos ut se ostenderent sacerdotibus, in iti-
nere purgavit, sine tactu iam et sine verbo, tacita potestate et sola voluntate.3%5 |
4.35.7—Sed et quod in manifesto fuit legis praecepit: Ite, ostendite vos sacerdoti-
bus.3%6 | 4.35.9—In Samariae regionibus res agebatur, unde erat et unus interim
ex leprosis. | 4.35.u—Unde et unum illum solutum ex decem memorem divinae
gratiae Samariten miratus non mandat offerre munus ex lege, quia satis iam
obtulerat gloriam deo reddens, . .. Fides tua te salvum fecit ...

As mentioned above in the discussion of Luke 4:27, both Tertullian and
Epiphanius attest that verse’s presence in this pericope.3°7 For Luke 17:11-12,
14-19, vv. 12 and 14 are also attested by Epiphanius. Tertullian’s testimony to
v. 12 attests déxa Aempof, though whether dv3pes was present, and if so, where it
occurred in the phrase is not clear. Tertullian makes several references, includ-
ing one citation in 4.35.7, to v. 14 attesting mopevfévreg émideifate Eavtods Tolg
tepedaty. .. &v @ Omdyew. .. éxabapiotnoav.38 The final elements of the verse,
which are not attested by Epiphanius, are largely unproblematic.

305 In 4.35.6, 10 Tertullian again makes reference to these “ten.”

306 An additional allusion to Luke 17:14 occurs in 4.35.10. In 4.35.8 Tertullian makes the con-
fusing statement Sed cur pristine leproso nihil tale praecepit? Both Evans (trans.), Adversus
Marcionem, 4611 and Braun (trans.), Contre Marcion 1v, 436m point out that this original
leper cannot be the leper in Luke 5:12-16 because he did receive such an order. An over-
sight on the part of Tertullian seems likely.

307 Harnack contended that it was inserted before mopev@évtes in v. 14, which, in the light of
how Tertullian introduces the material in 4.35.6 (Nunc etsi praefatus est) and Epiphanius’s
testimony in Pan. 42.11.6 (48), is probably correct (Marcion, 223*; Tsutsui, “Evangelium,”
14 concurs; this was also the probable position according to Hilgenfeld, Kritische
Untersuchungen, 425, 442). Zahn, Geschichte, 2:481 and IGNTP add it after iepedow. Zahn
rightly criticized the views of Hahn, Evangelium Marcions, 189 (insertion after v. 14) and
Volckmar, Evangelium Marcions, 83, 151 (insertion in v. 18), though he admitted that
Hilgenfeld may have been right (Geschichte, 2:483).

308  Tertullian’s use of ostendere cannot provide definitive insight into whether Marcion’s text
employed émideixvupt or deixvupt This point is confirmed by the oL using ostendere to
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For the verses attested only by Tertullian, in 4.35.9 he alludes to Zapapeiag in
v. 11 and [ad1és iv] Zapapimg in v. 16. In 4.35.11 Tertullian attests €ls. . . ¢§ adtdv
in v.15;399 however, though Jesus’ questions in vv. 17 and 18 seem to be assumed,
only Sotvar 885w 1@ 6e can be reconstructed. Near the end of the section,
Tertullian cites the final element of v. 19: 1) TioTig gov Téowxév ge.310

5.72  Luke17:20-21

4.35.12—Sed nec Pharisaei possunt videri de alterius dei regno consuluisse domi-
num, quando venturum sit, ... Non venit, inquit, regnum dei cum observatione,
nec dicunt: Ecce hic, ecce illic; ecce enim regnum dei intra vos est.... intra vos
est, ... | 4.35.13—Hoc erit: non hic nec illic; ecce enim intra vos est regnum de.
Though Tertullian alludes only to the first half of Luke 17:20, since the manu-
script attestation is fairly uniform, the reconstruction énepwtfeig 8¢ 016 TOV
dapioainy mote Epyetarl 1) Pacideio Tod Oeod is unproblematic. The citation of
v. 20b straightforwardly attests the reply obx €pyetat 1) Bagtheior ToD B0l peta
mapatpnoews.3 v. 21, as cited in 4.35.12 is also relatively unproblematic,
though there are slight differences in the repetition in 4.35.13. Harnack and
Braun rightly see the second instance as having been altered by Tertullian
and it is worth noting once again the ease with which Tertullian changes the
wording of a verse (non instead of ecce) and alters the position of elements
(intravos est) in a citation.?!2 Harnack reconstructed 008¢ épodatv- {800 &3¢, iSov
gxel- 1800 yap 1) Pactreia Tod Oeod Evtdg D@V éotiv,33 concerning which three
comments need to be made. First, Tsutsui draws attention to Tertullian’s dicunt

render both terms. According to IGNTP, 157, 1424, and 1675 are the only manuscripts read-
ing deiate, which is why, without bringing Epiphanius’s testimony into the discussion, I
here write ¢mdeifare.

309 Harnack apparently used the reference to giving glory to God (v. 18) to also reconstruct
SoEdlwv tév Bedv for v. 15; however, the phrase is actually unattested for v. 15, and the refer-
ence to v. 18 should not be used to reconstruct v. 15.

310 Concerning the word order cf. n. 106. Harnack apparently believed that miratus also
reflected an element in Marcion’s text and therefore wrote (xal) Bovpdoog adtov (elney
avT®) at the beginning of v. 19 (Marcion, 224%). The supposition of the presence of such
an otherwise unattested element, however, is unnecessary as miratus could be Tertullian’s
interpretation of the sentiment behind the questions in vv. 17-18.

311 Harnack, Marcion, 224* reconstructed the verse the same way.

312 Ibid. and Braun (trans.), Contre Marcion 1V, 441n4.

313 Harnack, Marcion, 224*.
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(present instead of future) and notes “Wenn das direkte Zitat Tertullians zuver-
lassig ist, dann darf man wohl daraus folgern, dafl Marcion hier die Gegenwart
des Gottesreichs hervorheben wollte.”?"* Tsutsui recognizes that the future
is prevalent in the manuscript tradition with only 1 and s reading dicunt.35
Regardless of whether one finds Tsutsui’s suggested reason for a theologically
driven alteration by Marcion convincing, it seems more likely that Tertullian
may, in this case, have rendered a future with the present.316 This view becomes
even more likely when it is recognized that the immediately preceding verb
venit (present) may have influenced Tertullian and that the focus of Tertullian’s
argument is on the final words of v. 21. Second, NA28 does not include the sec-
ond {d0v, noting however that 7 {900 €xel is the reading of several manuscripts
including A, D, W, ¥, f113, the Majority Text, oL, and sy°P. Finally, though
numerous late witnesses omit ¥} before this second idov, the conjunction may
have been omitted by Tertullian.

5.73  Luke17:25-26, 28, 32

4.35.14—Dicens enim filium hominis ante multa pati et reprobari oportere, ante
adventum suum, .. . | 4.35.16—Sed si de suo loquitur adventu, cur eum diebus Noe
et Loth comparat tetris et atrocibus, deus et lenis et mitis? Cur admonet memi-
nisse uxoris Loth, . ..

In 4.35.16 Tertullian adapts Luke 17:25, reconstructed by Harnack mpétov
3l tov vidv avlpwmov (adtov?) moda mabelv xal amodoxipactijvar.. .37 There
are several difficulties with following Harnack’s suggested reading. First,
though 3¢ after mpdtov is omitted by a handful of manuscripts, it may here be
a simple omission by Tertullian. Second, it is highly doubtful that the other-
wise unattested tov viov dvBpwmov appeared in Marcion’s text. Though vv. 22—24
are unattested in Tertullian, Epiphanius attests v. 22 and in all likelihood

314 Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 115.

315 ereads dicens, and according to IGNTP all other witnesses attest the future.

316 It appears that this is an instance where Tsutsui’s giving undue weight to a “direct quote”
by Tertullian has led him to offer an unlikely reconstruction of Marcion’s reading.

317 Harnack, Marcion, 224*. In Marcion!, 206* Harnack wrote “Ob dmo tijg yeveds tad g gefehlt
hat? Wahrscheinlich.” In the second edition, however, he removed “Wahrscheinlich.” The
element is unattested, and since Tertullian focuses simply on the idea of “rejection” and
“honored” in the following argument and citation of Ps 118:22, the omission could well
be due to him. In any case, the comment by Zahn, Geschichte, 2:483 that the omission
appears certain is overstated.
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Tertullian replaced adtév with “Son of Man,” taken from the context, in order to
clarify the reference.3!® On the other hand, Harnack rightly did not rearrange
the words in the verse based on Tertullian’s word order.

In 4.35.16 Tertullian refers to [év] tais Nuépaig N&e (v. 26) and [év] Tals nuépaig
Adyt (v. 28); however, nothing else from these verses can be reconstructed. For
Luke 17:32, Tertullian’s question references the unproblematic pwpovevete tiig
yuvauxdg Acyt.319

5.74  Luke181-3,5,7

4.361—Nam et orandi perseverantiam et instantiam mandans parabolam
iudicis ponit coacti audire viduam instantia et perseverantia interpellationum
eius....Sed subiunxit facturum deum vindictam electorum suorum....quem
electorum suorum clamantium ad eum die et nocte vindicem ostendit.

Aswas the case with Luke 18:9-14 discussed in the previous chapter, Harnack
recognized that Tertullian only alludes to elements of the parable in vv. 1-8.320
Once again, however, Harnack did not allow this fact to dissuade him from
offering a reconstruction of the opening verses. Though there is a clear allusion
to a parable concerning perseverance and persistence in prayer (v. 1), a judge
(v. 2), a widow (v. 3), and her persistence leading to a hearing (v. 5), specific
readings remain elusive.32! At the same time, Tertullian’s adaptation of v. 7 later
in 4.36.1 does allow greater insight. Harnack reconstructed ¢ 6eds... mowmoet
™V exdixnaw Tév Exdextév avtod, where his overlooking Tertullian’s reference
to &V Powvtwy TPdg alTdV NHéPas xal vuxTés is only one of several problems.322
The otherwise unattested omission of ¢ has all the hallmarks of a simple omis-
sion by Tertullian. In addition, though the TR and most OL manuscripts attest
nowjoet, P75, 8, B, D, and many other manuscripts read wowoy. Tertullian’s use
of a future participle facturum may not be due to an underlying Greek future
indicative. Finally, in the element not reconstructed by Harnack, Tertullian’s
ad eum may reflect the reading of d and the TR (mpdg adtov).

318 The same phenomenon occurs in 4.41.1 in Luke 22:22.

319 Tertullian’s admonet meminisse, however, could be rendering pwyuovevetat found in §, A,
N, R, W, and several other manuscripts.

320 Harnack, Marcion, 224*.

321 For example, Harnack reconstructed mpooetyeafat adtots, though many manuscripts,
including D, omit adtotg. Harnack also placed mapaforyv in an otherwise unattested
position at the end of v. 1. Decisions such as these simply are not warranted based on
Tertullian’s allusion.

322 Harnack, Marcion, 224*-25%.
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5.75  Luke 18:18-21, 23

4.36.3—Sed quis optimus, nisi unus, inquit, deus? | 4.36.4—Denique interroga-
tus ab illo quodam: Praeceptor optime, quid faciensvitam aeternam possidebo 7323
de praeceptis creatoris an ea sciret, id est faceret, expostulavit, ad contestandum
praecept|orlis creatoris vitam acquiri sempiternam. Cumque ille principaliora
quaeque adfirmasset observasse se ab adulescentia:...| 4.36.5—Resciditne
Christus priora praecepta non occidendi, non adulterandi, non furandi, non
falsum testandi, diligendi patrem et matrem,...uti gloriosissimus ille obser-
vator praeceptorum pecuniam multo cariorem habiturus traduceretur? |
4.36.7—. .. Praecepta, inquit, scis; . ..

In Jesus’ encounter with the rich ruler in Luke 18:18-23, v. 22 is multiply
cited, v. 19 is also attested by Origen and Hippolytus, vv. 18—21 by Epiphanius,
and vv. 18—22 in the Adamantius Dialogue. In 4.36.4 Tertullian cites v. 18 attest-
ing ddoxade dryade, ti momaag Lwy aldviov xAnpovopnow.32* In 4.36.3 his cita-
tion of v. 19, rephrased as a question, attests [003ei] dyofd i pun el 6 Bebg.325
Even apart from the evidence of the other sources, since Tertullian concludes
his previous discussion with a reference to deus optimus et ultro bonus (4.36.2)
and then uses the superlative optimus six times in 4.36.3—4 it is more likely that
the superlative in both verses is due to Tertullian and not to an otherwise unat-
tested reading in Marcion’s text. For v. 20 Tertullian attests tag évtolds oldag
(4.36.4, 7) and ) ovedayg, Uy MotxevaNs, WY ¥AEPNS, K1 Ppeudopaptupnoys, Tipa
TOV TaTépa gov xal T uTépa (4.36.5), though Tertullian’s gerundives could also
render the Matthean o0 plus future tense of the verbs. In addition, the order uy
@ovebayg, u) potyedays is that of Matt 1918 and Exod 20:13-14/Deut 5:17-18 in
the HB, though it is also attested for Luke in nearly every extant OL manuscript
and numerous versions.326 The barely otherwise attested omission of cov after
matépo can easily be explained as a simple omission by Tertullian.327 Finally,

323 An additional allusion to Luke 18:18-19 occurs in 4.36.6.

324 Zahn, Geschichte, 2:483 rightly connected Tertullian’s use of optime here to his frequent
references to Marcion’s God as deus optimus.

325 It seems to me that Tertullian is responsible for the reference to v. 19 in the form of a
question and that it should not be assumed that Tertullian is attesting Marcion’s Gospel
as reading a question beginning with sed quis, as is done by Williams, “Reconsidering
Marcion’s Gospel,” 481-82n14, 494 following Harnack, Marcion, 226*. Cf. also n. 326.

326  Concerning vv. 18—20 Lieu comments “Tertullian, characteristically, is concerned to para-
phrase the text and to use it to demonstrate Jesus’ compliance with prophetic demands”
(“Marcion and the Synoptic Problem,” 735).

327 Notreading oov after untépa is widely attested in the manuscripts and the possessive pro-
noun is not included here in critical editions of the NT. Since Epiphanius does not attest



248 CHAPTER 5

Tertullian’s allusion to v. 21 in 4.36.4 attests [tadta mdvta] epvAaka/epuiakduny
€x VEOTYTOS.

Tertullian is the only witness for v. 23, and it should be noted that Harnack’s
comments here are confusing. In his reconstruction, for vv. 23-30 he wrote
“unbezeugt?”328 In his apparatus, however, he stated that v. 23 is attested only
by Tertullian’s allusion. Harnack then stated that Zahn's attempt to demon-
strate that vv. 23-30 were not missing in Marcion’s text was not successful
and that a reference in the Adamantius Dialogue to vv. 24—30 did not arise
out of Marcion’s text.32% Tertullian’s allusion is not discussed in this context.
Yet, the reference to a demonstration of the greater love for wealth on the part
of the “boastful keeper of the commandments” (shortly after the citation of
v. 22 in 4.36.5) seems to require the presence of v. 23 even if the precise wording
of the text cannot be reconstructed.330

5.76 Luke 18:35, 37, 39, 43

4.36.9—Cum igitur praetereuntem illum caecus audisset,...Sed antecedentes
increpabant caecum, uti taceret. | 4.36.12—. .. exteriore quoque visione dona-
vit,...| 4.37.1—. .. et omnis populus laudes referebant deo, ...

For the pericope in Luke 18:35-43, vv. 38 and 42 are multiply cited. Of the
verses discussed here, vv. 35 and 43 are also attested by Epiphanius, and vv. 35,
37, and 43 in the Adamantius Dialogue. Tertullian’s allusion in 4.36.9 attests
only TvgAds (v. 35) and that Jesus mapépyetat (v. 37). The adaptation of v. 39, a
verse for which Tertullian is the only witness, led Harnack to reconstruct ot 3¢
TPOdyoVTeS EMeTipwY adT) o alwmay.33! ot 3¢ is attested by D, e, d, 1, sa, geo,

these commands, presumably IGNTP erroneously stated “Marcion apud Epiph” bis when
“Marcion apud TE” was meant.

328 Harnack, Marcion, 226*.

329 Ibid. Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 17 does not note Tertullian’s allusion and considers v. 23
unattested.

330 Braun (trans.), Contre Marcion 1v, 448 also recognizes the allusion to v. 23.

331 Harnack, Marcion, 227*. In his first edition, Harnack stated that v. 39 had been omitted
in Marcion’s Gospel, as is the case in several other manuscripts, due to homoeoteleu-
ton (Marcion}, 208*-9*). In the second edition, however, Harnack stated “von Adamant.
durch Homgotel. ausgelassen,” thus accepting Tertullian’s testimony concerning its pres-
ence in Marcion’s Gospel. Harnack also placed the remainder of the verse in parenthe-
ses, though it is unattested by Tertullian. Finally, unlike in Luke 17:25, e.g., Harnack did
not have any difficulty assuming Tertullian had replaced a pronoun with its antecedent
(here caecum).
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and Epiphanius Latinus and could also have been the reading in Marcion’s text;
however, given Tertullian’s loose handling of conjunctions the reading xa! ot
remains possible. Also, taceret could be rendering either ciwmioy or aryyoy, the
reading in B, D, L, P, and several other manuscripts. For v. 43 there is an allusion
to the healing (4.36.12), and as Tertullian begins his discussion of Zacchaeus
in 4.37.1 he makes a reference back to the final element of the verse: xai g 6
Aads . . . atvov Edwxey 1§ Bed. According to IGNTP, the order alvov wxev is else-
where attested only in gat, thus it may be due to Tertullian.

5.77  Luke1g:2, 6,8—9g

4.37.1—Consequitur et Zacchaei domus salutem....exceptum domo sua pas-
cens dominum. ... hoc cum maxime promittebat, in omnia misericordiae opera
dimidium substantiae offerens, ... dicendo: Et si cui quid per calumniam eripui,
quadruplum reddo. ... Itaque dominus: Hodie, inquit, salus huic domui.

For the encounter with Zacchaeus, the final verse (v. 10) is multiply cited.
Tertullian’s opening words attest Zoucyaiog (v. 2),332 and shortly thereafter
allude to the fact that Zacchaeus Omedé&ato adtov [Jesus] (v. 6). The allusion
to, followed by citation of, v. 8 led Harnack to reconstruct ta npiceia. .. tév
UTtapx6VTwY . . . Sidwul, xal &l Twég TL EcuxopdvTioa, TeTpamAody dmodiSwut.333
Tertullian’s reference to omnia misericordiae opera could reveal that toig
mTwyols was present in the verse, though its position in relation to didwp is
unclear.33* Also, the order tetpamiodv dmodiSwyu is attested in several witnesses,
including e and f, and might reflect the order in Marcion’s text. The citation of
V. g attests anuepov cwtpla TodTw T oixw. The order TovTtw T¢ oixw is attested
by a few witnesses, including ff? and gat, though again it is not certain that this
was the reading of Marcion’s text. Harnack’s and Tsutsui’s confident assertion
that the unattested v. gb was excised because Tertullian, earlier in 4.37.1, refers
to Zacchaeus as an allophylus is speculative.335

332 Harnack, Marcion, 227* erroneously indicated that the name appears in v. 1.

333 Ibid.

334 Iny, D, and several other witnesses it precedes the verb, though elsewhere it follows.

335 Harnack, Marcion, 227* and Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 118. Again, the same view was held by
Zahn, Geschichte, 2:485. Braun notes that when Tertullian makes that off-hand remark he
“ne fait aucune remarque sur le texte de Marcion et semble tenir pour allant de soi la non
judéité de ce publicain” (Contre Marcion 1v, 457n5).
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5.78 Luke 19:11, 13, 2223, 26

4.37.4—Servorum quoque parabola, qui secundum rationem feneratae pecuniae
dominicae diiudicantur, ... etiam ex parte severitatis non tantum onerantem,336
verum et auferentem quod quis videatur habuisse. Aut si et haec creatorem finx-
erit austerum, tollentem quod non posuerit et metentem quod non severit, hic
quoque me ille instruit cuius pecuniam ut fenerem edocet.337

Harnack rightly noted that there are only brief allusions to elements in the
parable of the ten minas.338 In 4.37.4 there appear to be allusions to mapafoAny
(v. 11) and JodAoug ... ESwxev adTolS. .. pvdg (v. 13). The comment that the ser-
vants are judged according to their account of their master’'s money reveals
that further elements in the parable are present, though few specifics are
attested. Tertullian then alludes to v. 26, which Harnack reconstructed (&mné
700 ) Exovtog) xal 6 Soxel Exev dpdoetar33® A few witnesses, including O,
69, and sy*, attest 6 Soxel €xewv; however, Tertullian may have been influenced
by Luke 8:8 in his wording here.3*? 4.37.4 concludes with an adaptation of
adapds. . . dlpwv/dipw & odx EBnxa xai Bepilwv/Bepilw & odx Eomelpa (v. 22) and
possibly an allusion to téxog (v. 23). The lack of influence from the differently
worded Matt 19:22 increases the likelihood that Marcion’s text is in view; how-
ever, given that Tertullian has already used participles in rendering the sense
of the universally attested finite verbs in v. 26, it is not certain whether the
participles here reflect Greek participles or finite verbs.3#!

5.79  Luke 20:5-8

4.38.1—Puta illos renuntiasse humanum Ioannis baptisma: statim lapidibus elisi

fuissent. | 4.38.2—Sed de caelis fuit baptisma Iohannis. Et quare, inquit Christus,
non credidistis ei?. .. Certe nolentibus renuntiare quid saperent cum et ipse vicem
opponit: Et ego non dico vobis in qua virtute haec facio, . . .

336  Moreschini follows the reading suggested by Kroymann. All manuscripts and other edi-
tors read honorantem.

337 An allusion back to this parable, and v. 13 in particular, occurs in 4.39.11.

338 Harnack, Marcion, 227%.

339 Ibid,, 228* If the reading honorantem is correct (cf. n. 336), the reference to “honor” could
have v. 26a in view.

340 Cf. the discussion of this verse in chapter 4.4.27.

341 dipw and Bepilw are both attested by several witnesses including D and most oL man-
uscripts. v. 21 contains the same phrase in the mouth of the slave, though the Master/
Creator parallel would tend to point towards v. 22, where the master is speaking, being in
view by Tertullian.
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In Tertullian’s interaction with the pericope in Luke 20:1-8, vv. 1 and 4 are
multiply cited. In 4.38.1, Tertullian’s allusion to v. 6 reveals the presence of
avlpwymwy, even if the preceding preposition remains unclear.3*2 In addition,
the reference indicates that the Lukan xataAi8doet nudg was present in the text.

There are two citations in 4.38.2, one of v. 5 and the other of v. 8. In v. 5,
Harnack first offered an otherwise unattested ¢& odpav@v. The unlikelihood of
the plural was already discussed in the previous chapter as it related to v. 4.343
His reconstruction of the quoted element of v. 5, St 00x emiotedoate adTd, is
essentially unproblematic;3** yet, the absence of odv after 816 t{ could be a sim-
ple omission by Tertullian.3#5 Prior to the citation of v. 8, Tertullian’s comment
on “refusing to respond” alludes to the content of v. 7, though no specific ele-
ment is attested. The quotation then references the nearly uniformly attested
00 &yt Aéyw Dy év mola eEovaia tadta motd.346

5.80  Luke 20:24

4.38.3—Quae erunt dei, quae similia sint denario Caesaris?

For the discussion in Luke 20:20-26 Harnack reconstructed only v. 25, dis-
cussed in the previous chapter. Tertullian’s question immediately following
the citation of v. 25, however, reveals that dyvdplov and Kaicapog must have
been mentioned in v. 24. Unfortunately, no further insight into Marcion’s text
is possible.

5.81  Luke 20:27-31, 33-34, 39

4.38.4—Sadducaei, resurrectionis negatores, de ea habentes interrogationem,
proposuerant domino ex lege materiam mulieris quae septem fratribus ex ordine
defunctis secundum praeceptum legale nupsisset, cuius viri deputanda esset
in resurrectione. | 4.38.5—Respondit igitur huius quidem aevi filios nubere. .. |

342 Harnack, Marcion, 228" reconstructed &, which is attested in nearly all manuscripts; how-
ever, D, along with a, ¢, d, ff2, and e, read &mé.

343 Cf. the comments in chapter 4.4.82 and n. 388 there.

344 Harnack, Marcion, 228*.

345 Many manuscripts, including & and B, omit the conjunction, though it is attested in A, D,
and numerous OL manuscripts.

346 Though virtute would normally render duvdpet and not e§ovaia, it is likely that its use here
is attributable to Tertullian and not to an otherwise unattested occurrence of Suvdpet. The
reconstruction above is also the one offered by Harnack, Marcion, 228* and it is interest-
ing that here he did not insist that et be rendering xat.
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4.38.8—.. . filii huius aevi nubunt et nubuntur3¥’ . . .| 4.38.9—Atque adeo scribae:
Magister, inquiunt, bene dixisti.

In the account of Jesus’ dispute with the Sadducees concerning the resurrec-
tion (Luke 20:27—40), vv. 35 and 36 are multiply cited. In 4.38.4 Tertullian offers
an overview of the initial encounter alluding to various elements in vv. 27—31
and v. 33. First, there is an allusion to [tives t@v] ZadSouxaiwv, ol dvtidéyovres/
Aéyovteg dvaotaoty [un ebvat] (v. 27).348 Second, ex lege probably arises due to
Muwiofjg Eypapev in v. 28. Third, there is a clear reference to émta ddehpol and
[AaBov] yuvaixa (v. 29a), and it is also apparent that all seven brothers dying
(vv. 29b—31) was present in the text, though the precise wording is not given.
Finally, forv. 33 Harnack reconstructed tivog a0tév ytvetat yuwy) €vtj) dvactdaet. 349
yuw), however, is unattested here and it does not seem warranted to place €v
T}) dvagtdoet in an otherwise unattested position based on Tertullian’s allusion.

Tertullian adapts v. 34 in 4.38.5 and then cites it in 4.38.8. The adaptation
attests the dmoxpteic found in several witnesses and the citation attests ot vioi
To0Tou Tod aldvog yapodaw xal yapioxovtar.350 Curiously, Harnack did not follow
Tertullian’s word order, reconstructing tod ai@vog tottov.3%! The different word
order in the adaptation again reveals that the reordering of elements here may
well be due to Tertullian; yet, most OL witnesses offer the variant order attested
by Tertullian. The final citation in 4.38.9 of v. 39 is unproblematic, attesting the
Lukan [tveg tav] ypappatéwy elnay- Si8doxale, xahds elnog.352

347 Moreschini follows the reading of R3, though M, y, Ri, and R2 read nubentur. Given
Tertullian’s propensity to use the future tense, the stronger manuscript evidence for a
more difficult reading may well be correct; however, even if Tertullian wrote nubentur it
should be considered due to his own proclivity. No witness to the biblical text attests a
future tense.

348 Tertullian’s allusion does not reveal the precise reading or word order of Marcion’s text
and therefore cannot disclose which of the various readings attested in the manuscript
tradition appeared in Marcion’s text.

349 Harnack, Marcion, 229*.

350 IGNTP reveals the considerable variety of forms attested for the final verb in this phrase.
Tertullian’s Latin cannot reveal the precise reading and I have here simply adopted the
reading of NA28 out of convenience.

351 Harnack, Marcion, 229*.

352 Harnack placed ypapparteis in parentheses and commented “ypapparteils ergibt sich aus
dem folgenden Zitat Tert.s” (ibid.). Though the following reference to 20:41in 4.38.10 does
refer to the scribes, the comment here can only be due to an oversight of Tertullian’s
direct attribution of the statement to scribae in 4.38.9. Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 120 makes
the same oversight, presumably under the influence of Harnack.
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5.82  Luke 20:41, 44

4.38.10—Si autem scribae Christum filium David existimabant, ipse autem David
dominum eum appellat, quid hoc ad Christum?

Harnack recognized that Tertullian only alludes to vv. 41-44, though he was
convinced that v. 41 had been influenced by Matt 22:42. He therefore recon-
structed (ti Opiv) Soxel (mepl t08) Xptotod; (tivog) vids (Eotiv; Aéyovay adT®)
Aoweld [sic].35% Harnack argued that this influence is revealed in the fact that
existimabant (Soxel) is only found in Matthew and that only there do the
Scribes, though in Matthew it is actually the Pharisees, say that the Christ is
David’s son.35* The fact that e contains this harmonization to Matthew makes
Harnack’s view at least possible; however, his reasoning here does not appear
persuasive. Luke reads nég Aéyouaty tév xplotdv elvar Aawid vidy; and it is worth
noting that the question itself assumes that the Scribes say that the Christ
is David’s son. It may simply be that Tertullian is here expressing the reality
behind Jesus’ question, perhaps under the influence of the wording of the
Matthean account.?>5 Tertullian’s allusion cannot support the view of a clear
harmonization being present in Marcion’s text. v. 44 is far less problematic as
Harnack reconstructed Aaveid xdptov adtdv xahel.3%6 Though the odv after David
is omitted in D, several oL manuscripts, and a few other witnesses, the context
in Tertullian does not lend itself to the inclusion of this conjunction. Therefore,
its absence is uncertain in Marcion’s text.

5.83  Luke 21:12-17,19

4.39.4—Ante haec autem persecutiones eis praedicat et passiones eventuras,
in martyrium utique et in salutem. | 4.39.6—Et hic igitur ipse cogitari vetat
quid responderi oporteat apud tribunalia, ... Et sapientiam ipsam, cui nemo
resistet, . .. | 4.39.7—Quid enim sapientius et incontradicibilius®>". .. Nec mirum

353 Harnack, Marcion, 229*.

354 Ibid., 230*

355 It is possible, though not necessary, that existimabant came from the Matthean doxel.
Of course, even if it did, it could simply be Tertullian using the Matthean encounter to
express the assumption behind the question in Luke.

356 Harnack, Marcion, 229*.

357 Braun (trans.), Contre Marcion Iv, 480n3 observes that incontradicibilius, restored by
Rigalti, is a neologism resulting from the biblical text where dvteinelv = contradicere fol-
lows dvtigtivat = resistere.
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si s cohibuit praecogitationem...| 4.39.8—A proximis quoque persecutiones
et nominis, ex odio utique, blasphemiam praedicatam. .. Sed per tolerantiam,
inquit, salvos facietis vosmetipsos, . . .

After the multiply cited Luke 21:9-11, Tertullian references several of the
following verses. In 4.39.4, the allusion to vv. 12—13 attests mpd 3¢ Totwv and
SiwEouvaoty, along with “sufferings,” for v. 12.358 Significantly more problematic is
the reference to v. 13, reconstructed by Harnack (dmoprcetat Optv) eig poptidptov
xal owtypioy.359 Harnack recognized that xai owtypiav is unattested elsewhere
and contended that therefore it was an addition by Marcion.36° Braun, how-
ever, rightly questions this view by noting

Linsertion de utique, habituel pour les commentaries de T., éveille des
doutes. On pourrait tout aussi bien penser a une explication donné par
notre auteur, d’apres les v. 13 (‘témoignage’) et v. 18—19 [sic] (‘salut’) con-
servés par Marcion.36!

In 4.39.6, 7 the allusions to v. 14 attest uv) mpoperet@v362 dmoloynfijvar and
those to v.15 attest gogiow, ) 00 Suwgovtat dvtiotivor 008/} dvtetmely [mdvreg].363

358 The reference to apud tribunalia in 4.39.6 could be referring to being brought ént BactAeis
xal yepovag at the end of v. 12.

359 Harnack, Marcion, 230*.

360 Ibid. Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 121 agrees, and the same view was held by Zahn, Geschichte,
2:488.

361 Braun (trans.), Contre Marcion 1v, 477n3. The reference to vv. 1819, instead of only v. 19, is
erroneous as Tertullian does not attest v. 18 and Epiphanius explicitly notes its omission.
For a few examples of utique used in glosses by Tertullian, cf. the discussion of Luke 12:5
(4.28.3) in chapter 4.4.59, and the discussions of Luke 4:31 (4.7.1), 6:12 (4.13.1), and 17:2
(4.35.1) above in 5.3, 5.14, and 5.70, respectively. Tsutsui argues that the addition is certain
“weil Tertullian gleich darauf Sach 9,15f., wo nicht von ‘salus’ sondern nur von ‘martyrium’
die Rede ist, zitiert” (“Evangelium,” 121). This claim is quite strange in that the citation
obviously refers to martyrdom, but also contains the phrase et salvos eos faciet dominus
illo die velut oves (4.39.4).

362  Braun (trans.), Contre Marcion 1v, 481n5 notes that the hapax praecogitatio (4.39.7) once
again arises from the biblical text.

363 Harnack, Marcion, 230* overlooked cui nemo resistet (4.39.6) and therefore only recon-
structed (éyw dwow Vv..) goglav. Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 121 included this allusion, but
Braun (trans.), Contre Marcion 1v, 48on3 rightly notes that both Harnack and Tsutsui over-
looked the allusion to v. 15 in 4.39.7 and the unique Latin term arising from the biblical
text (cf. n. 357).
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In 4.39.8 Tertullian, with the comments about persecution from near kin-
dred, makes reference to the contents of v. 16, though no text can be recon-
structed. In v. 17, however, the allusion reveals the presence of uigodpevot
and S 6 dvoud pou. Finally, the citation of v. 19 attests a singular reading
reconstructed by Harnack év 3¢ tj) Omopovfj cwoete £autodg.364 Concerning
this reading, though 3¢ is attested in some of the Syriac versions, it is here
most likely due to Tertullian’s flow of argument and not part of the citation.365
In addition, it is difficult to determine whether salvos facietis vosmetipsos
corresponds to a supposed gwaoete éavtodg in Marcion’s text. Harnack raises
the possible influence of Matt 2413 for the reading,36¢ but in that case it is
not clear if the influence was on Marcion’s text or on Tertullian when he cited
it. Tsutsui’s contention that a “Textdnderung stilistischer Art” occurred here
is quite speculative and is largely based on the questionable view, discussed
above, that v. 13 had been altered. The likelihood that Tertullian is providing a
very inaccurate rendering of the final element in v. 19 is also increased by the
fact that his interest in the verse is focused on per tolerantiam (v tj dmopovy)).
It is this word that Tertullian connects to the citations of Ps 9:19 (LxX) and Zech
6:14 (Lxx) immediately following. Thus, Marcion’s text at this point appears
unrecoverable.

5.84  Luke 21:20

4.39.9—Sed monstrato dehinc tempore excidii, <cum> coepisse<t> vallari exer-
citibus Hierusalem, . . .367

The allusion to Luke 21:20 attests xuxAovuévyy U0 oTpatomédwy Tepovaanu
and 1) épnuwatg adTis. Harnack reconstructed only the first element,368 though
the time excidii would seem also to attest the presence of the second.

364 Harnack, Marcion, 231*.

365 Evans (trans.), Adversus Marcionem, 485 has “but” in italics indicating it is part of the cita-
tion, but in Braun (trans.), Contre Marcion 1v, 482—3 it is kept outside of the citation.

366 Harnack, Marcion, 231*.

367 Moreschini follows the reading of R3. M, y, R1, and Rz read an almost impossible Sed
monstrato dehinc tempore excidium coepisse vallari exercitibus Hierusalem. ... One could
imagine that EXCIDIICUM was erroneously copied as EXCIDIUM, thus partially explain-
ing the origin of the reading.

368 Harnack, Marcion, 231*.
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5.85  Luke 21:29-30, 32

4.39.16—In summa ipsius parabolae considera exemplum: Adspice3®° ficum et
arbores omnes; cum fructum protulerint, intellegunt®® homines®”' aestatem
adpropinquasse; . ..37% | 4.39.18—Adhuc ingerit non transiturum caelum ac ter-
ram, nisi omnia peragantur.

In Luke 21:29—33, vv. 31 and 33 are multiply cited. In 4.39.16 the citation is
introduced with a reference to mapafoAnv and continues with a rendering of
the nearly universally attested {dete v guxijv xal mdvta T 3évdpa (v. 29). Braun
observes that adspice already hints at a loose citation by Tertullian, and it is
also likely that the otherwise unattested word order (arbores omnes) is due to
Tertullian.373 v. 30 presents considerable challenges, and it was already noted
in the previous chapter that Braun argued that Harnack was wrong to have
seen Marcion’s text represented accurately in the citation.37* Harnack recon-
structed 8tav TpodAwaty ToV xapTov (adTAVY), Yiveaxovaty ol dvBpwot, 5T T Bépog
Hyywev-375 The opening words in Harnack’s reconstruction follow the reading
of D and d, though numerous other potential witnesses to the “Western” text,
including oL manuscripts and Syriac witnesses, also explicitly state that “fruit”
is brought forth. The precise readings attested, however, vary, as aptly demon-
strated by the apparatus in 1IGNTP. Tertullian’s wording may attest the reading
in D, though notice again his unique word order fructum protulerint; yet, it is
not certain that this was the reading of Marcion’s text. ywwaxouvatw ol dvOpwmot
is unattested elsewhere and Braun calls intellegunt homines a “tournoure
générale” that shows “qu’il s'agit d’une citation tres libre.”3”6 Harnack noted
that the final phrase was unattested,3”” though it should be noted that iGNTP
lists several witnesses for the very similar t6 8¢pog éyyls éotiv. At the same
time, however, if the reasoning in the previous chapter in the discussion of

369 Kroymann corrected the reading to aspicite, a correction for which Braun contends there
is no reason (Contre Marcion 1V, 491n3).

370 Moreschini follows the reading of M, y, Pamelius, and the subsequent editors. R and
Gelenius read intellegent.

371 Moreschini rightly does not follow M in omitting homines as it is likely due to an attempt
to bring the citation into closer conformity with the biblical text.

372 Additional allusions to Luke 21:29—30 occur in 4.39.13, 16.

373 Braun (trans.), Contre Marcion 1v, 491n3. Harnack, Marcion, 231* reconstructed the text as
above, thus also not following Tertullian’s word order.

374  Cf. the discussion in chapter 4.4.90.

375 Harnack, Marcion, 231*—32*.

376  Braun (trans.), Contre Marcion Iv, 491n3.

377 Harnack, Marcion, 232%.
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Luke 21:31 was correct, the adpropinquasse here, as in 4.39.10 may be due to
Tertullian’s own turn of phrase. Overall, it appears that Braun’s assessment is
correct and it should not be assumed that Tertullian is providing considerable,
or even modest, accuracy in this citation.378

V. 32 presents another significant difficulty in that it is not clear whether
4.39.18 should be understood as an adaptation of only v. 32, or if Tertullian has
conflated elements from v. 33 with v. 32. Harnack, following Zahn, believed
the former and that Marcion had tendentiously replaced v) yeved dvty with ¢
obpavdg xai 1) YA.37° This view, however, though possible cannot be proved with
certainty.380 Therefore, it is also not possible to know how closely nisi omnia
peragantur is rendering Marcion’s text.38!

5.86  Luke 21:34—35a

4.39.18—Admoneantur et discipuli, ne quando graventur corda eorum crapula et
ebrietate et saecularibus curis, et insistat eis repentinus dies ille velut laqueus, . ..

Based on Tertullian’s adaptation in 4.39.18 Harnack reconstructed (mpogéyete
3¢ €auTols), unmote BapnBiaty YUV al xapdiat (€v) xpatmdAy) xal uédy xat Prwtucalig
ueplpvag, xat Ematy) €’ DUAS aipvidiog ) Nuépa exeivy wg marylg.382 It is curious
that Harnack followed Tertullian’s word order for saecularibus curis (Bwtinois
ueptuvarg), which Harnack stated was otherwise unattested and 1GNTP indi-
cates is attested only in the Armenian translation of Irenaeus, but not for corda
eorum (ai xopdion duév), which is attested by many witnesses including A, B, W,

378 It may be observed that in chapter 4.4.90 I argued that Luke 21:31 was an accurate citation,
though here v. 29 is seen as basically accurate and v. 30 as considerably less so. This phe-
nomenon does pose some difficulties, but it may be that Tertullian read all three verses
in Marcion’s text, began writing the citation and then re-checked the text for v. 31. This
supposition, though not provable, at least explains a fairly accurate opening verse that
quickly deteriorates into only providing the general sense of the second verse and then
suddenly offers a precisely verbatim quotation of the final verse.

379 Harnack, Marcion, 232%. Cf. Zahn, Geschichte, 2:489. The same view had already been
advanced by Hahn, Evangelium Marcions, 202. Harnack’s dependence on Zahn is evident
in the statement on p. 232* “die Verse 32.33 hat Zahn zuerst in Ordnung gebracht.”

380 Braun (trans.), Contre Marcion 1v, 492 refers to both vv. 32 and 33 in the note at the end
of Tertullian’s statement. Ritschl, Das Evangelium Marcions, 44 and Hilgenfeld, Kritische
Untersuchungen, 431 also thought Tertullian had conflated the verses and that Marcion’s
text read as Luke does. Also, it is worth noting the reading transiet caelum istut in e.

381 Harnack reconstructed i i ndvta yéwtat (?) (Marcion, 232*).

382  Ibid.
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and most OL manuscripts. In addition, though Tertullian attests the order
gmioTy) €p’ Opag algvidiog, given that Tertullian, throughout this citation, may
not be reflecting the precise reading of Marcion’s text, the reading aigvidiog é¢’
Opag emioTh, attested by numerous manuscripts, cannot be ruled out. Two final,
minor points are that Tertullian’s Latin cannot reveal whether Marcion’s text
read Popnddow or Papuvd@ay with D and the TR, among others, or whether the
definite article appeared before Nuépa.383

5.87  Luke 21:37—38

4.39.19—Sed enim per diem in templo docebat, ... Ad noctem vero in Elaeonem
secedebat; ... Erant horae quoque auditorio competentes. Diluculo convenien-
dumerat, ...

Tertullian’s references to Luke 21:37—38 are tied to his citations of Hos 12:5
(LxX), Zech 14:4, and Isa 50:4, and therefore focus on elements that can be con-
nected to those OT passages. For v. 37 Tertullian attests tag Wuépag év ¢ lepd
d13doxwy and tag [S¢] vixrtag Eepxdpevos . ... €lg. .. 'EAativ. Once again, however,
the word order is not certain as Tertullian has rendered the participles as finite
verbs and has placed them at the end of the phrases. For v. 37b it is unlikely
that the participle was in an otherwise unattested position after 'EAaicwv; how-
ever, for v. 37a, though most manuscripts have the participle at the end of the
phrase, B, K, most oL manuscripts, and several other witnesses attest 3i3doxwv
&v 7@ tep®. This order remains possible for Marcion’s text. The allusion to v. 38
is less precise, though Tertullian does attest the essentially unproblematic
@pdnpetlev and dxovety adtod.

5.88  Luke 221

4.40.1—Nam e[t] tot festis ludaeorum paschae diem <el>egit.
As Tertullian begins his discussion of several passages from Luke 22 he
alludes to v. 1, though only mdoya is definitively referenced.3%+

383 The article is absent in D, K, V, and several other manuscripts.
384 Harnack, Marcion, 232* also reconstructed éopty); however, is not clear that the festis in
Tertullian’s phrase is referring to £0pty) in the phrase ¥ éopth @V dlopwv.
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5.89  Luke 22:3-5

4.40.2—Poterat et ab extraneo quolibet tradi, .. . Poterat et sine praemio tradi.385 |
5.6.7—... scriptum est enim apud me Satanan in ludam introisse.

In the account of Judas’s intention to betray Jesus, v. 4 is also attested by
Epiphanius. Tertullian’s reference in 5.6.7 reveals that the statement concern-
ing Satan’s entering into Judas was not in Marcion’s Gospel.386 Tsutsui argues
that on the one hand one may surmise that the verse was omitted, but that
on the other hand the name “Judas,” as required by the context of Tertullian’s
discussion, somehow appeared in the text.387 This view, however, does not take
into account that Tertullian’s reference to an extraneus and the citation of Ps
41:9 (Qui mecum panem edit, levavit in me plantam) seem to have the final ele-
ment of v. 3 (8vta éx tod dpduod tév dwdexa) in view, even if the precise word-
ing is unrecoverable.388 For v. 4, Tertullian attests only mapadé® and for v. 5 that
there was a reference to dpydptov.

5.90  Luke 22:20, 22

4.40.4—Sic et in calicis mentione testamentum constituens sanguine suo obsig-
natum substantiam corporis confirmavit.38 | 4.411—Vae, ait, per quem traditur
filius hominis.

In Tertullian’s discussion of the Lord’s Supper, v. 19 is multiply cited.
Based on the allusion to v. 20 in 4.40.4 Harnack reconstructed xai t6 motyptov
WoadTwS . . . (todTo T6 ToThplov) 1) (xatvy gestrichen!) Stabuy &v ¢ alpartl pov.390
Several problems with this reconstruction need to be addressed. First, it is
not entirely clear that sic et in calicis mentione refers to v. 20a, as opposed to
the words of Jesus tolto & motptov; yet, even if it does, it is not clear that
woadtwg followed motiplov in Marcion’s text instead of being clause initial.39!

385 An additional allusion to Luke 22:5 occurs in 3.23.5.

386  Also noted by Harnack, Marcion, 232* and Zahn, Geschichte, 2:490.

387  Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 122—23.

388 Harnack’s “Wahrscheinlich- dreA8cv 3¢ Tovdag 6 xadodpevog Taxaplitys, v éx Tod dptduod
@V dwdexa” (Marcion, 232%) assumes too much.

389 An additional allusion to Luke 22:20 occurs in 4.40.6.

390 Harnack, Marcion, 233*. It is worth noting that Tertullian clearly attested part of the
famous ‘Western non-interpolation’ in vv. 19b—20 (cf. also Roth, “Marcion and the Early
Text,” 309 and Schmid, “Marcions Evangelium,” 76).

391 The former is the reading of P75, §, B, L, and a few other witnesses.
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Second, Harnack contended that Marcion omitted xavy in the verse based on
Tertullian’s silence. Tsutsui cautiously agrees, though he notes that in 2 Cor
3:6 Marcion retained “new testament” revealing that the reason for the omis-
sion here is not obvious.392 Given this fact, and that the Matthean and Markan
parallels do not contain xawy, it should perhaps be queried how certain the
omission really is.39% Not only is it based on Tertullian’s silence, but, as Braun
also notes, Tertullian adds the word obsignatum to the reference.3%* Thus, it is
possible that Tertullian is both omitting and adding words.

In 4.41.1 Tertullian quotes v. 22 and Harnack reconstructed quite literally odal
3t o0 mapadiSotar § vidg Tod dvBpimon.395 Tsutsui contends that v. 22a must have
been excised by Marcion because of the xatd 6 wpiopévoy, an omission con-
firmed by the introduction of an explicit subject in v. 22b.39¢ Though possible,
Tertullian’s silence does not necessitate the excision, and filius homines could
be Tertullian’s own clarification of the subject of traditur or due to the influ-
ence of Matt 26:24.397 Finally, Harnack believed that Marcion’s text read “mit
D e syrv”; however, D and e actually attest odal éxeivw. Based on the likelihood
that Tertullian’s citation here is not particularly precise, what followed imme-
diately after odal in Marcion’s text remains unclear.

5.91  Luke 22:33-34

4.41.2—Nam et Petrum praesumptorie aliquid elocutum negationi potius desti-
nando zeloten deum tibi ostendit.

Tertullian’s allusion to the conversation between Jesus and Peter attests
the presence of Peter’s statement in v. 33 without revealing any specifics con-

392 Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 123. Blackman simply stated “lacked xawy [sic] before Sabvn”
(Marcion and His Influence, 46).

393 Williams observes that the reading, even if present in Marcion’s text, may not have been
a theological omission by Marcion, but could have arisen through prior Matthean and/or
Markan influence on his text (“Reconsidering Marcion’s Gospel,” 483).

394 Braun (trans.), Contre Marcion 1v, 500n3.

395 Harnack, Marcion, 233%.

396  Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 123—24.

397 Harnack, Marcion, 233* noted the possible Matthean influence, but did not note the pres-
ence of “the Son of Man” in a handful of witnesses, including the oL manuscript b. Zahn
considered the words to be added due to Tertullian’s desire to clarify (Geschichte, 2:491).
This same phenomenon has already been observed in previous passages (cf., e.g., Luke
17:25 in 5.73 above).
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cerning its wording. For v. 34 the reference to “denial” attests the presence of
dmopvyay).398

5.92  Luke 22:48

4.41.2—Debuit etiam osculo tradi . . .
In Tertullian’s passing reference to Luke 22:48, the only words attested are
the unproblematic iAnpatt and Topadidwg.

5.93  Luke 22:66-67, 70-71

4.41.3—Perductus in consessum an ipse esset Christus interrogator. ... Si dixero
enim, inquit, vobis, non credetis.?%® | 4.41.4—... Ergo, inquiunt, tu dei filius es. |
4.41.5—Sed respondit: Vos dicitis, quasi: Non ego.. .. Ergo tu filius dei es, ... Ergo
tu dei es filius, ... Vos dicitis, ... et adeo sic fuit pronuntiatio eius, ut persever-
averint in eo quod pronuntiatio sapiebat. | 4.42.1—. .. Vos dicitis . . .

In the account of Jesus before 6 guvédpiov, v. 69 is multiply cited. Tertullian’s
opening reference in 4.41.3 attests dmiyayov*0 eig ¢ ouvédplov (v. 66) and
o €l 6 xptotés (v. 67a). It is not entirely clear if the words from v. 67a are part
of the generally attested el o €l 6 xplotés, elmdv My, as Harnack apparently
believed,*! or if Marcion’s text simply read the four words as a question as
in D and d. The fact that Tertullian writes interrogatur certainly makes the
latter possible. The citation of v. 67b attests éav elmw Optv, 00 pn moTedoyTe;*02
however, though the order einw duiv is attested by a few late manuscripts,
Tertullian’s propensity to alter the position of pronouns means that Marcion’s
text may well have read Optv elmw.

In 4.41.4—5 Tertullian makes three references to v. 70a, and it is noteworthy
that in each instance the word order is different. Harnack reconstructed this

398  This word is also the only one reconstructed by Harnack, Marcion, 233*.

399 Though 0 and Gelanius read creditis, Moreschini follows Pamelius and the other editors in
reading credetis.

400 The reading dviyayov, attested in manuscripts including A, L, W, and the Majority Text is
less likely but cannot be ruled out entirely.

401 Harnack, Marcion, 234* reconstructed &l o0 €1 6 xpio765. ..

402 Harnack omits o0, but this may simply have been an oversight as it is attested in the entire
manuscript tradition (ibid.).
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element according to the order in the first citation (placing the verb at the
end of the phrase), but since IGNTP lists Marcion as the only witness for
the variant order, it is far more likely that in each instance Tertullian is respon-
sible for the word order and that Marcion’s text read o odv €l 6 vioc oD Beod.
v. 70b also presents difficulties in that Tertullian three times makes reference
only to vos dicitis. This fact led Harnack to reconstruct Oueig Aéyete (611 €y eipy,
gestrichen).#93 This view is possible, though ultimately not provable.*% Some
element of ambiguity is present in Jesus’ reply and the presence of the last
three words would not necessarily negate Marcion’s interpretation.*%5 In addi-
tion, Tertullian stating only vos dicitis may have been influenced by Luke 23:3
(tu dicis) as in 4.42.1 both references occur in close proximity.

Finally, though Harnack and Tsutsui view v. 71 as unattested,*°¢ Braun argues
that the final statement of 4.41.5 reveals the response of the Sanhedrin, which
interpreted Jesus’ reply as an affirmation.*%7 Braun may be correct, though the
faint allusion obviously does not reveal any specifics about the verse.

403 Ibid. Lukas, Rhetorik, 323 agrees, writing “Bei der postwendend erfolgenden Antwort Jesu
dnderte Marcion offensichtlich den biblischen Text ab. Er las einzig: vos dicitis und lief§
die urspriingliche Ergdnzung étt eye it auflen vor” Braun incorrectly states that Harnack
“pense que le texte marcionite était ici: ‘Vos dicitis, non ego’ (p. 305)” (Contre Marcion 1v,
508n2). Harnack’s reconstructed text does not render non ego, and on the page cited by
Braun, Harnack simply stated “M. fafite die Antwort Jesu so: ‘Vos dicitis, non ego’” which
is the very point Braun goes on to make in his note.

404 Itis worth noting that i also omits these words.

405 Plummer referred to an “ambiguous 811" (Luke, 519). Joseph Tyson, The Death of Jesus
in Luke-Acts (Columbia: University of South Carolina Press, 1986), 127 places similar
emphasis on the ambiguity of the reply. Of course, it is possible, and perhaps even likely,
that Luke intends the response to be understood affirmatively (cf. Raymond E. Brown,
The Death of the Messiah: From Gethsemane to the Grave. A Commentary on the Passion
Narratives of the Four Gospels [ABRL; Garden City: Doubleday, 1994], 1:493 and John Paul
Heil, “Reader-Response and the Irony of Jesus before the Sanhedrin in Luke 22:66—71,” cBQ
51 [1989]: 281-82). Joseph A. Fitzmyer seems to combine both ambiguity and affirmation
by calling it a “half-affirmative answer” (The Gospel according to Luke [AB28A; Garden
City: Doubleday, 1985], 1463) Cf. also the discussion by David R. Catchpole who concludes
that o0 elmag or Ouels Aéyete is “affirmative in content, and reluctant or circumlocutory in
formulation” (“The Answer of Jesus to Caiaphas (Matt xxvi. 64),” NTS 17 [1971]: 226).

406  Harnack, Marcion, 234* and Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 124.

407 Braun (trans.), Contre Marcion 1v, 5091n6.
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5.94 Luke 231-3

4.421—Perductum enim illum ad Pilatum onerare coeperunt quod se regem dice-
ret Christum:. .. Pilato quoque interroganti: Tu es Christus? proinde: Tu dicis, . . .

In the opening encounter between Jesus and Pilate, v. 2 is also attested by
Epiphanius. In 4.42.1, Tertullian alludes to yayov adtov émi tov IIiAdtov (v. 1) and
to the fact that &p&avto xatnyopelv. He then makes reference to the final accu-
sation of v. 2, which Harnack reconstructed Aéyovta éovtdv Pagiiéa Xpiotdv.408
Again, however, it is not clear from Tertullian’s testimony that Marcion’s
text actually had the otherwise unattested order BagtAéa xpiotév or that it
omitted elva.

The introduction to the citation from Luke 23:3 attests 6 IIiAdtog
[ém]npwnoev.#0? Pilate’s question as represented here is noteworthy as in
Luke it is o0 €l 8 Pagireds tév Tovdaiwyv. Harnack believed that Tertullian accu-
rately represents Marcion’s text as reading o0 €l ¢ Xptotés, arguing that this is
the case “da Jesus diese Frage des Pilatus bejaht.”#1° This argument is not par-
ticularly persuasive given that Tertullian had just shown that Marcion inter-
preted vos dicitis as a negation of the question by the Sanhedrin, and therefore
one would expect that the answer tu dicis (o0 Aéyeig) could also be under-
stood as a negation.*! On the other hand, Tsutsui’s contention that Marcion
altered the text in order to highlight his doctrine of the two “Christs” may be
possible, but remains speculative.#'2 Marcion may have altered his text here;
yet, it cannot be ruled out that Tertullian has provided an inaccurate citation.
It is worth considering that Tertullian had already mentioned the accusa-
tion of Jesus saying he was “Christ a King,” and continues his argument with
a citation from Ps 2, including the gathering adversus dominum et adversus
Christum eius.*'3

408 Harnack, Marcion, 235%.

409 Since only one Coptic manuscript attests the omission of 3¢ it was probably present in
Marcion’s text. Tertullian’s Latin also cannot reveal whether Marcion read vpwmaoev or
émnpwtvoev. The former is the reading of NA28, though the latter is supported by A, D, and
the Majority Text, among other manuscripts.

410 Harnack, Marcion, 6o0.

411 Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 125 also questions Harnack’s view.

412 Ibid., 72—73, 125.

413 Inaddition, though it is slightly further removed (4.41.2), Tertullian’s comments, discussed
above, on the Sanhedrin asking Jesus whether he was the Christ may also be relevant.
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5.95 Luke 23:7—9

4.42.3—Nam et Herodi velut munus a Pilato missus... Delectatus est denique
Herodes viso Iesu, nec vocem ullam ab eo audivit.

Tertullian’s allusion in 4.42.3 begins by attesting the unproblematic
dvémeppev adtov Tpdg Hpwdny (v. 7).414 In v. 8 Tertullian alludes to the opening
phrase, nearly uniformly attested in the manuscript tradition, 6 3¢ ‘Hpcdng idwv
Tov Tnaodv gxdpy Alaw.#1° Finally, though Tertullian’s comment nec vocem ullam
ab eo audivit reveals the presence of the end of v. g no insight can be gained
into the reading of Marcion’s text.

5.96  Luke 23:18-19, 22-23, 25

4.42.4—Et Barrabas quidem nocentissimus vita ut bonus donatur, Christus vero
(ustissimus ut homicida morti expostulatur.

Tertullian devotes only one sentence to the account involving Barabbas in
Luke 23:18—25. It is clear that Marcion’s text contained a reference to BapaBpav
(v. 18) and probably to the crimes of insurrection and murder (v. 19).#1¢ The
reference to Christ being iustissimus appears to have Pilate’s protestations of
his innocence in view (v. 22) and the demand for Christ’s death, the cries for
crucifixion (v. 23); yet, in neither case can any text be reconstructed. In addi-
tion, the outcome in v. 25 is also in view, though nothing more than the verb
améluaey is clearly attested.

5.97  Luke 23:32-34

4.42.4—Sed et duo scelesti circumfiguntur illi, . .. Vestitum plane eius a militibus
divisum, partim sorti concessum, Marcion abstulit, . ..

414 Harnack, Marcion, 235" noted that v. 6 is indirectly attested by Tertullian’s discussion, but
since the allusion does not overtly make reference to it, v. 6 is here considered unattested.
Also, Harnack reconstructed an explicit external subject (ITethdtog) for dvémepev in v. 7,
which is not required by Tertullian’s comment and is otherwise unattested.

415 Harnack, Marcion, 235* reconstructed the text without the 3¢, though once again its omis-
sion is likely due to Tertullian. According to IGNTP it is elsewhere absent only in 8%, the
Persian Diatessaron, and three manuscripts of sa.

416 A0 otdow and @bvov are nearly universally attested in the manuscript tradition with the
latter only absent in a and the Persian Diatessaron.
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Luke 23:33—34 is also attested by Epiphanius, with v. 34a attested by Ephrem.
Tertullian’s allusion to vv. 32—-33 attests the “two criminals” (v. 32)*7 and the
circumfiguntur probably refers to the criminals being crucified on either side
of Jesus (v. 33), even if the precise wording cannot be reconstructed. In addi-
tion, Tertullian overtly states that Marcion excised diopepil8pevor 3¢ t& udtio
abtod EBokov xAnpoug (V. 34).418

5.98  Luke 23:50-53, 55

4.42.7—... nihil de Pilato postulatum, nihil de patibulo detractum, nihil sindone
involutum, nihil sepulcro novo conditum. | 4.42.8—Sed si et Ioseph corpus fuisse
noverat, quod tota pietate tractavit? ille loseph, qui non consenserat in scelere
Tudaeis? | 4.431—Oportuerat etiam sepultorem domini prophetari [Tertullian
had cited Ps 1:1] ac iam tunc merito benedici, si nec mulierum illarum officium
praeterit prophetia quae ante lucem convenerunt ad sepulcrum cum odorum
paratura [Tertullian goes on to cite Hos 5:15-6:2].

In this passage, vv. 50 and 53 are also attested by Epiphanius and vv. 50,
52—53 possibly in the Adamantius Dialogue. Tertullian’s argument against
Marcion’s Docetic view leading up to the above-cited portion of 4.42.7 has con-
cluded that if Christ as a phantasm/spirit gave up his spirit (v. 46), then noth-
ing remained on the cross. Tertullian then draws a series of conclusions related
to the content of vv. 52—53 for which he attests 1@ ITiAdtw ytoato 10 odua
(v. 52) and xafedav évetvhikey [a0Td] owdévt xal EOvxev [adtov] év pvipatt
Aakeutd (v. 53). It is not entirely clear whether Tertullian’s novo arises from the
statement that no one had yet been laid in the tomb or from Matt 27:60 where
the adjective actually occurs.

Tertullian then makes reference to Joseph being the actor in caring for the
body (v. 50) and attests that this Joseph o0x Vv cuyxatatedeipévos (v. 51). In addi-
tion, the in scelere seems to allude to 1} BovAfj xai TH mpd&et adtdv to which
Joseph did not consent. Both of the references in v. 51 are relatively unprob-
lematic even if the reconstruction of the second phrase must remain tentative.
Finally, as Tertullian begins to discuss Luke 24, he indicates that it is with the
actions of al yuvaixes (v. 55) with whom the account continues.

417 The allusion cannot determine whether the order was xaxodpyot 3vé, with P75, §, and B, or
36 xaxobpyol.

418 Braun (trans.), Contre Marcion Iv, 51316 states “partim semble propre a T.” though Zahn,
Geschichte, 1:604 suggested that Tertullian is being influenced by John 19:23 when refer-
ring to what Marcion omitted. The context makes it abundantly clear that Tertullian is
referring to the entire phrase, contra Beduhn, The First New Testament, 191.
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5.99  Luke 241,3-4,6-7,9,11

4.43.2—Quis enim haec [the words of Hos 5:15-6:2] non credat in recogitatu
mulierum illarum volutata inter dolorem praesentis destitutionis, qua percus-
sae sibi videbantur a domino, et spem resurrectionis ipsius, qua restitui rite
arbitra<ba>ntur? Corpore autem non invento...Sed et duo ibidem angeli
apparuerunt. ... Revertentes quoque a sepulcro mulieres et ab illa angelorum
visione...ad renuntiandam scilicet domini resurrectionem. | 4.43.3—Bene
autem quod incredulitas discipulorum perseverabat, .. .| 4.43.5—An eadem et
angeli ad mulieres: Rememoramini quae locutus sitvobis in Galilaea, dicens quod
oportet tradi filium hominis et crucifigi*® et tertia die resurgere?

In Luke 24:1-12, vv. 4—7 are also attested by Epiphanius. Tertullian’s adap-
tation of v. 1 in 4.43.1 was already cited in the discussion of Luke 23:55 due
to the explicit mentioning of the “women.”#20 Based on Tertullian’s com-
ment Harnack reconstructed (8pBpou Pabéwg) HABov eml & uvipa (pépovoat) &
Nrolpacay dpwpata.4?! Most of this reconstruction is unproblematic, though
Tertullian’s reference to ante lucem seems quite clearly to refer to 8pfpov Pabéwg
and the precise position of 4A8ov in the sentence remains obscure.*?2

In 4.43.2 Tertullian may first allude to év @ dmopeloba adTdg mept TovTOV
(v. 4a) and then provide the reason by referencing the unproblematic ody e0pov
1o opa inv. 3.423 Tertullian continues by mentioning the “two [men]” inv. 4b,424
where Harnack rightly noted that angeli is likely due to Tertullian.#?> Tertullian
then skips to the conclusion of this pericope before later quoting the words

419 Moreschini follows the reading of R2 and R3. M, y, and Ri read tamen figi, though in his
first edition Rhenanus also conjectured carnem figi as the reading.

420 In the apparatus Harnack, Marcion, 237" wrote “(c.23, 56)” after cum odorum paratura;
however, in context it seems readily apparent that Tertullian is here referring to 24:1.

421 Harnack, Marcion, 237%.

422 IGNTP indicates that it is attested before 8pBpov, after fabéwg, and after pviuo.

423 The conclusion of the verse, however, is problematic as o0 xupiov 'Ingod is one of Westcott
and Hort’s “Western non-interpolations” (New Testament: Introduction, Appendix, 295);
however, as I noted in Roth, “Marcion and the Early Text,” 309, Amphoux’s statement
“Marcion, semble-t-il, n’avait pas non plus cette precision emphatique” (“Le chapitre 24,
27) cannot be substantiated by Tertullian’s silence.

424 Yet again, whether the word order was dvdpeg Sué or dué dvdpeg cannot be determined.

425 Harnack, Marcion, 238*. Harnack’s recognition of this point makes his reconstruction
dyyehot (8vdpes?) curious. Tertullian’s use of angeli either arose from the description of
the men wearing gleaming clothing or from Matt 28 where an dyyeAog is expressly identi-
fied. Epiphanius, in elenchus 76 in Pan. 42.11.17 also interpreted of &v €507t Aapmpd in his
scholion as referring to ol dytot dyyeot.
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of the “angels” in vv. 6-7.426 For v. 9 he attests Omoatpéacat amo tod pvnueiov
amyyelday tadta mavta,*?7 and in 4.43.3 the persistence of unbelief alludes
to xal Nmiotouv adtals (v. 11). Tertullian’s testimony to the words of the men to
the women attests pwafyte oo EAdAnaey Oulv. .. v T Taddaia (v. 6)428 Aéywy
61t Sel mapadobijvat tov vidy Tod dvBpwmov . .. xal atavpwbijval xat T tpity NUépa
avaativat (v. 7). The word order tradi filium hominis, however, may be due to
Tertullian as IGNTP lists no other witnesses for the verb before “Son of Man.”

5100 Luke 24:13,15-16, 19, 21a, 25

4.43.3—Nam cum duo ex illis iter agerent et dominus eis adhaesisset, non com-
parens quod ipse esset, etiam dissimulans de conscientia rei gestae, Nos autem
putabamus, inquiunt, ipsum esse redemptorem Israhelis,...| 4.43.4—Plane
invectus est in illos: O insensati et tardi corde in non credendo omnibus, quae
locutus est ad vos.

In the encounter between Jesus and the two disciples on the road to
Emmaus, vv. 13, 15 and 25 are also attested by Epiphanius and v. 25 possibly
in the Adamantius Dialogue. In 4.43.3 Tertullian alludes to several elements in
the account. 8%o & adtév (v.13) and ool eyyioog (v.15) can be reconstructed,
though there is also a reference to their traveling (v. 13), the fact that they
did not recognize him (v. 16), and Jesus’ question concerning the things they
were discussing (v. 19). Tertullian then cites v. 21a, based upon which Harnack
reconstructed et 3¢ evopilopey, 81t adtés dotv & Avtpwtig Tob Topa.+29
Harnack believed gvopilopev to be unattested otherwise, but IGNTP indi-
cates that it is also attested by the Arabic and Persian Diatessaron, as well
as Ambrosiaster. At the same time, it is not impossible for Tertullian to have

426 Here Harnack apparently thought that Tertullian became slightly confused. His view, how-
ever, that “Tert. v. 26 (weil er aus Versehen v. 25 mit v. 6 vertauscht) indirekt [bezeugt]” is
unlikely (Harnack, Marcion, 239%; cf. also Zahn, Geschichte, 2:494). Lieu states, “Tertullian
makes no reference to the following words, ‘must not the Christ suffer...?" Luke 24:26)
[sic]” (“Marcion and the New Testament,” 413n19).

427 The order mdvta tadta found in 8, D, and numerous other manuscripts is also possi-
ble. The “possible Western non-interpolation” (i.e., placed in single brackets by Westcott
and Hort) do o0 pwypeiov is attested as present by Tertullian.

428 Harnack, Marcion, 238* rightly observed “Das bei Tert. fehlende étt ¢v nach Ouiv ist viel-
leicht zufillig von ihm iibergangen.” IGNTP lists only lectionary 184 as also attesting the
omission. Tsutsui’s statement in no uncertain terms that we here find “eine absichtliche
Textidnderung von Marcion” is overstated (“Evangelium,” 127).

429 Harnack, Marcion, 238*.
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rendered W[or €]Ani{opev with putabamus.3° In addition, Lukas observes
“Wohl von Tertullian selbst, nicht von Marcion, wird hier der Infinitiv
Avtpodabat zum Substantiv redemptor umgewandelt,” and he may well be right
concerning this otherwise unattested reading.#3! Tertullian’s testimony to v. 25
is found in the quotation in 4.43.4, which attests & dvénrot xal Bpadeis T xopdia
00 TioTeEVEW Eml Mo olg EAaANnOY Tpdg Vuds. Zahn thought that Tertullian’s
passive is here a “freie Ubersetzung,” contending that Marcion read é\dAoev.432
The precise reading attested here is unclear.#33 Though the testimony of other
sources must also be taken into account before a final verdict on the wording
can be made, it is worth noting the clearly different conclusion to the verse in
Luke (ol éXdAnoov ol mpogftar).434

5101 Luke 24:41

4.43.8—Atquin adhuc eis non credentibus propterea cibum desideravit, ut se
ostenderet etiam dentes habere.

Based on Tertullian’s allusion Harnack reconstructed étt 3¢ dmiotodvtwy
adT@v. .. Tt Bpwatuov.435 Once again Harnack did not follow Tertullian’s word
order (eis non credentibus), which is attested by 1675 and a few OL manuscripts.
Harnack’s reconstruction may well reflect Marcion’s order, but certainty is not
possible.

430 Braun states that évopilopev was “sans doute” the reading of Marcion as the idea of “think-
ing” is the basis for Tertullian’s subsequent argument in 4.43.4 (though there he uses
the verb existimare). This observation, however, could be interpreted differently in that
Tertullian may have rendered the wording of the verse more loosely along the lines of his
intended argument.

431 Lukas, Rhetorik, 326n1465. Harnack had considered the reading “nur wahrscheinlich” and
considered the possibility that the canonical reading was present (Marcion, 238*). Braun,
similarly to Lukas, states “La liberté de notre auteur dans sa fagon de citer peut étre ici en
cause [for the reading]” (Contre Marcion I1v, 522n1).

432 Cf. Zahn, Geschichte, 2:494. Harnack, Marcion, 239* offered this as Marcion’s reading with-
out further comment.

433 Lieu more accurately renders Tertullian’s text “what was spoken to you” (“Marcion and
the New Testament,” 413n19), though also contended that this reading “by implication”
supports the first person singular reading attested by Epiphanius and in the Adamantius
Dialogue (ibid., 413). This implication is not obvious to me.

434 It may already be noted, however, that v. 25 is also marshaled by Wolter as evidence for
Lukan redaction being present in Marcion’s Gospel (Lukasevangelium, 3).

435 Harnack, Marcion, 239*-40%.
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5102 Luke 24:47

4.43.9—...siquidem et apostolos mittens ad praedicandum universis
nationibus. ..

The final verse attested in Marcion’s Gospel is Luke 24:47. Tertullian’s allu-
sion attests xnpuy@fjvat. . . eig mavto & E6v). 436

436  Harnack provides the same reconstruction, though without the ellipses (ibid., 240%).



CHAPTER 6

Epiphanius as a Source

Having devoted two chapters to the numerous verses attested for Marcion’s
Gospel in Tertullian, this chapter turns to the second major source, Epiphanius.
Before considering the specific attestation of Marcion’s text offered by
Epiphanius, however, a variety of introductory issues need to be discussed at
the outset.

6.1 Advances in Understanding Epiphanius and His Works

In the works of Epiphanius, the vast majority of his biblical quotations are
found in the Ancoratus (Ayxvpwtdg) and the Panarion haereses (Ilavapiov).!
The critical text of these two works remains the edition by Karl Holl,2 though
the second and third volumes have been corrected and supplemented in
second editions by Jiirgen Dummer.3 An index volume to the Holl and Holl/
Dummer volumes has also now been published,* which, together with the
Biblia Patristica index,’ greatly facilitates the study of Epiphanius’s references
to biblical texts. In addition, Frank Williams has provided an English trans-
lation, with helpful notes, of the Panarion.® Other, including incompletely

1 For a brief discussion of Epiphanius, his works, and an overview of scholarly attention given
to those works cf. Johannes Imscher, “Die Epiphaniosausgabe der ‘Griechischen Christlichen
Schriftsteller,” Helikon 22—27 (1982-1987): 535—41.

2 Reference to this edition was made in chapter 3, n.1i4. Concerning the creation of this
edition, as well as observations concerning its strengths and weaknesses, cf. Imscher,
“Die Epiphaniosausgabe,” 538—40 and Jirgen Dummer, “Zur Epiphanius-Ausgabe der
‘Griechischen Christlichen Schriftsteller,” in Texte und Textkritik: Eine Aufsatzsammlung
(ed. Jiirgen Dummer et al.; TU 133; Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1987), 119-125.

3 Epiphanius, Epiphanius 11 (ed. Jiirgen Dummer; 2d ed.; Gcs 31; Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1980)
and Epiphanius 111 (ed. Jiirgen Dummer; 2d ed.; Gcs 37; Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1985).

4 Epiphanius 1v: Register zu den Bénden 1-111 (Ancoratus, Panarion haer. 1-80 und De fide)
(ed. Christian-Friedrich Collatz et al.; Gcs 13; Berlin: de Gruyter, 2006).

5 J. Allenbach et al,, eds., Eusébe de Césarée, Cyrille de Jérusalem, Epiphane de Salamine, (vol. 4
of Biblia Patristica: Index des citations et allusions bibliques dans la literature patristique; Paris:
Editions du centre national de la recherche scientifique, 1987).

6 Epiphanius, The Panarion of Epiphanius of Salamis (trans. Frank Williams; 2 vols.; NHS 35, 36;
Leiden: EJ. Brill, 1987-1994). A 2d revised and expanded edition appeared in 2009, which is
the edition used here.
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preserved, works of Epiphanius are only occasionally relevant for the pres-
ent study, though the continued work on De mensuris et ponderibus (Ilepi
uétpwv xal atabudv) due to the discovery of new fragements of the text should
be noted.”

Concerning Epiphanius’s own biblical text, Carroll D. Osburn has offered
a new and expanded study of the topic of his Ph.D. dissertation, namely,
the Apostolos in Epiphanius, which also offers helpful discussion of both
Epiphanius’s citation habits and methodological issues involved in using the
church fathers for textual criticism of the NT.® For the Gospels’ text used by
Epiphanius, the study by Lawrence Allen Eldridge® is unfortunately rather
significantly flawed in both data and methodology,!° and therefore of limited
value for evaluating Epiphanius’s text in this section of the NT canon.

6.2 Epiphanius’s Testimony Concerning Marcion’s Gospel

6.2.1  Statistical Analysis of Epiphanius’s Testimony
After Tertullian, Epiphanius is the second most important source for Marcion’s
Gospel. As already noted at the outset of this study, Epiphanius provides data

7 For the manuscript tradition of this work cf. Elias Moutsoulas, “La tradition manuscrite
de l'oeuvre d’Epiphane de Salamine De mensuris et ponderibus,” in Texte und Textkritik:
Eine Aufsatzsammlung (ed. Jiirgen Dummer et al.; TU 133; Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1987),
429—40. For the Syriac text cf. the J.E. Dean edition, Epiphanius’ Treatise on Weights and
Measures (saoc 11; Chicago: Chicago University Press, 1935). The Greek fragments can be
found in Elias Moutsoulas, “T6 ‘Tlepi pétpwv xal otadudv’ €pyov "Emipaviov 00 aAauivos,”
Ocoloyia 44 (1973): 157—200, the Georgian in M. van Esbroeck, Les versions géogiennes
d’E‘piphane de Chypre, Traité des Poids et des Mesures (CSCO 460—461; Leuven: Peeters,
1984), and the Armenian in Michael E. Stone and Roberta R. Ervine, The Armenian Texts of
Epiphanius of Salamis De mensuris et ponderibus (Csco 583; Leuven: Peeters, 2000).

8 Reference to this work was made in chapter 3, n. 85. Osburn’s Ph.D. dissertation is
“The Text of the Pauline Epistles in Epiphanius of Salamis” (Ph.D. diss., University of
St. Andrews, 1974).

9 Lawrence Allen Eldridge, The Gospel Text of Epiphanius of Salamis (SD 4z1; Salt Lake City:
University of Utah Press, 1969).

10  Cf. Gordon D. Fee, review of Lawrence Allen Eldridge, The Gospel Text of Epiphanius
of Salamis, JBL 9o (1971): 368, 370 and Osburn, Text of the Apostolos, 18—20. Osburn also
references a paper presented by Thomas C. Geer, Jr. at the Seventh International
Conference on Patristic Studies in Oxford (September 9, 1975) entitled “The Text of Luke-
Acts in Epiphanius of Salamis” in which Geer highlighted problems with Eldridge’s treat-
ment of Epiphanius’s use of Luke.
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concerning readings for 114 verses in Pan. 42 and numerous passages not
present in Marcion’s Gospel, almost entirely, though not exclusively, in 78 scho-
lia and elenchi.! It is also worth noting that in comparison with Tertullian,
Epiphanius makes far more direct references to variant readings in Marcion’s
Gospel.’2 In 23 scholia Epiphanius refers to elements “excised” by Marcion and
in 14 made explicit reference to Marcion’s text reading differently than the text
of Epiphanius.!®

6.2.2  Panarion Haereses 42

In book 42 of the Panarion, Epiphanius devotes the first eight chapters to a dis-
cussion of Marcion’s life and a refutation of Marcion’s teachings. Chapters nine
through twelve then contain extensive interaction with Marcion’s Scriptures.'#
Epiphanius concludes with chapters thirteen through sixteen, which once
again interact with Marcion’s teachings and beliefs. Though the number of

11 Specific details of Epiphanius’s presentation of the data are discussed below. In the
second listing of the material which Epiphanius addresses in Marcion’s Gospel, he first
makes reference to a verse as a note (sx6éAov) and then offers a refutation (€\evyxos). Eric
Scherbenske has observed: “This style of refutation, unique amongst the heresies treated
in Epiphanius’s Panarion and utilized extensively in his polemic against Marcion, closely
resembles the content and argumentative strategy of Tertullian’s and Adamantius’s dis-
cussions of Marcion’s tenets and may perhaps be traced to the Antitheses” (“Marcion’s
Antitheses and the Isagogic Genre,” vc 64 [2010]: 271).

12 Harnack highlighted the value of Epiphanius’s testimony, particular in complementing
the testimony of Tertullian, by observing, “Da Tert. beim Evang. sehr viel seltner als beim
Apostol. Auslassungen vermerkt hat, so sind diese Angaben des Epiph. von unschitzba-
rem Wert; ohne sie wire unsere Kenntnis des Marcionitischen Verfahrens sehr viel diirft-
iger” (Marcion, 182*). In addition, it was pointed out in chapter 4, n. 21 that Tertullian
devoted far less attention to the conclusion of Marcion’s Gospel than he did to the begin-
ning. Epiphanius, however, has far more scholia dealing with the concluding two chapters
than the opening chapters (cf. also Lieu, “Marcion and the New Testament,” 411).

13 “Excisions” (cf. Epiphanius’s use of odx elyev, mopoxémrw, etc.) are mentioned in ay. 12, 22,
25, 28, 29, 31, 38, 41, 42, 47, 48, 52, 53, 55, 56, 57, 58, 59, 63, 64, 67, 72, and 77. Some type of
variant reading (cf. Epiphanius’s use of dvti, mapaddoow, etc.) are mentioned in gy. 1, 4,
8,19, 26, 30, 34, 35, 40, 48, 50, 69, 70, and 77. Harnack simply summarized the data writing
“Von diese 78 Stellen [the scholia] enthalten 35 Angaben iiber Anderungen M.s am Text,
sei es durch Auslassungen, sei es durch Korrekturen” (Marcion, 182%).

14  Though Epiphanius does offer insight into numerous verses in Marcion’s Scriptures and
remains the second most important source after Tertullian, Zahn rightly observed, “In
der That hat er [Epiphanius] sich recht wenig Miihe kosten lassen, sich und den Lesern
ein Bild von Mrc.s NT zu verschaffen. Die Citate bestehen zum grofien Theil aus weni-
gen Worten; ziemlich selten wird von gréfleren Abschitten angegeben, daf$ sie bei Mrc.
Fehlten” (Geschichte, 2:412).
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chapters devoted to Marcion’s Scriptures are less than those devoted to his
life and teaching, chapters nine through twelve are significantly longer than
the others so that the vast majority of the book against Marcion is comprised
of Epiphanius’s discussion of Marcion’s Euangelion and Apostolikon.'> In the
ninth chapter of Pan. 42, Epiphanius notes that Marcion used only Luke as a
Gospel, though in a version that was mutilated (mepuexoppévov) not only at the
beginning, but also at the end and in the middle.!® After also making reference
to Marcion’s Apostolikon, Epiphanius states that he is able to refute Marcion
from the very texts retained in the Marcionite church.” It is at this point that
the book becomes curious and somewhat convoluted in its structure. At the
beginning of chapter ten, Epiphanius indicates that he had previously written
a treatise (mpaypateia) against Marcion, which he would present (mapatifnut)
in his present work. He describes his procedure for preparing this treatise in
the following manner: (1) quite a few years ago (&md ét@v ixavv) he took up
Marcion’s Euangelion and Apostolikon and selected material out of these books
that would serve to refute Marcion; (2) he wrote something of an outline for
a text in which he ordered the points and numbered them.!® Epiphanius indi-
cates that this “outline” contained both passages that Marcion had falsified and
passages that were unchanged but capable of refuting him.!® This selection of
passages is then presented in Pan. 42.11.1-8, a section which Epiphanius entitles
mpooiptov Tig mepl T@v Mapxiwvog BifAiwv Umobéaewis Te xat éAéyyov. The “out-
line” contains 78 excerpts from Marcion’s Gospel, followed by 40 excerpts from
seven Pauline epistles. In Pan. 42.1.9—-14 Epiphanius concludes that he has now
presented Marcion’s falsified compilation (1) vevobeupuéwn odvtafig) containing a
version of Luke and an incomplete collection of Paul’s epistles and that he has
toiled over and investigated these texts so that it might be understood that the
altered sayings had been fraudulently inserted (td pév mapnMorypéva pyuata
ot padtovpyiow Evtétonctat).

In Pan. 42.11.15 Epiphanius begins describing a third part of his scholarship
(Tpitov Tig @AoxaAiag) where he contends that texts which he and Marcion had

15  Inthe Holl/Dummer edition, chapters 9-12 of book 42 comprise 78 of the book’s 93 pages.

16 Pan. 42.9.1-2.

17 Cf. Pan. 42.9.6—7 for the list of theological points that Epiphanius believed he could make
from the Marcionite Scriptures that contradicted Marcionite beliefs.

18 Pan. 42.10.2.

19  Pan. 42.10.4-5. It certainly appears that Epiphanius is attempting to secure the authentic-
ity of his source (i.e.,, Marcion’s own texts) and therefore the reliability of his discussion
through these references to his “earlier work” on Marcion’s text. So also Schmid, Marcion

und sein Apostolos, 153.
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in common could be used to prove theological points contrary to Marcion’s
beliefs. In Pan. 42.11.16 Epiphanius goes on to state,

And here is the brief arrangement of that work of mine, transcribed word
for word by myself from copies of Marcion in the form of scholia with
exegetical comments, to serve as an outline.2?

In Pan. 42.11.17, Epiphanius adds that in order for the difficult things not to be
obscure, he would now explain every entry, offering a reason for why each say-
ing was chosen and transferred here to the Panarion.?' Epiphanius then lists
the 118 passages a second time, this time as scholia, each of which is followed
by an elenchus.?? Though some scholars previously had given attention to
Epiphanius as a source,?® Zahn appears to have been the first to devote atten-
tion to the question of how Pan. 42 came to have this rather unusual structure.?*

Zahn's position was that the earlier work against Marcion, a work which
previously had not been completed or published, was taken up again and
included without alteration (unverdndert) in the Panarion.?> The beginning
and conclusion of this previous work is, according to Zahn, clearly designated
in Pan. 42.11.1 and Pan. 42.11.16, respectively. The work thus contained a chapter
one (the excerpts from the Gospel) and a chapter two (the excerpts from the
Pauline epistles); however, Epiphanius at the time did not get further than
the introduction to chapter 3, a chapter that Zahn characterized as having

20  Pan. 421116 (Williams).

21 Williams interprets Epiphanius’s statement in his note: “Le., in what follows the quota-
tions from Marcion with Epiph’s occasional comments on the text, were the ‘scholia and
notes. These were collected for the benefit of anyone who wanted to write a full dress
refutation of Marcion. The elenchi which accompany them are being written by Epiph
now, as part of his Panarion” (The Panarion Book I, 315m54). It is not, however, entirely
clear that this interpretation is correct (cf. the discussion below).

22 For the ordering and numbering of the 40 passages taken from the Apostolikon cf. the
discussion in Schmid, Marcion und sein Apostolos, 151-53.

23 Volckmar, Das Evangelium Marcions, 31-45, e.g., offered numerous observations on
Epiphanius’s citation habits in Pan.42; however, he did not discuss the question of
how Epiphanius had constructed the book.

24  The unusual structure affects both Epiphanius’s testimony concerning Marcion’s Gospel
and his testimony concerning Marcion’s Pauline letter collection. The issue for the lat-
ter, however, has an additional curious re-ordering of the material in the two lists
(cf. n. 22 above). For discussion of Epiphanius’s testimony concerning Marcion’s
Apostolikon cf. Schmid, Marcion und sein Apostolos, 150—75. Elements of Schmid’s conclu-
sions are also mentioned below.

25 Zahn, Geschichte, 2:409.
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been intended to contain “die Vertheidigung der kirchlichen Lehre gegeniiber
der marcionitsichen.”?% It is only when Epiphanius took up this older work into
Pan. 42 that it was completed by the addition of the refutations of Marcion’s
texts. When writing the second listing comprised of scholia and elenchi, Zahn
argued that Epiphanius did not once again take up Marcion’s text, but simply
recopied the list of citations, i.e., the list in the original work that is the first list-
ing in Pan. 42. For this reason Zahn concluded that the second listing has value
only for the textual criticism of Epiphanius, and that

die zweiten Anfithrungen marcionitischer Texte bei Ep. als blofie
Abschrift der ersten und die in den Widerlegungen, wovon jene beglei-
tet sind, vorgetragenen Erwégungen in keinem Betracht den Werth einer
Geschichtsquelle [haben].2”

Zahn's views were accepted by Harnack, who in his own consideration of
Epiphanius as a source referred the reader to Zahn's discussion.?8 Schmid, how-
ever, argues against Zahn’s perspective and contends that for the Apostolikon
the second listing actually contains more original readings and that the first
listing is often secondary.?® At the same time, Schmid demonstrates that
the second listing also has some secondary elements or readings, ultimately
concluding that there was an Ur-Exzerptsammlung that was then copied in
different ways at least twice, with the second listing in Epiphanius’s book, at
least for the Apostolikon, being closer to the original.3° Several observations
seem to confirm Schmid’s rejection of Zahn’s position and that it is also not
the case for Marcion’s Gospel that the first list is the “original” list taken from
Marcion’s text.

Before actually considering a few examples, it is important to note that in
the Holl/Dummer edition, the main text evidences only a bare minimum of
differences between the two lists of scholia. In fact, only 12 scholia reflect any

26 Ibid., 2:410.

27 Ibid., 2:418.

28 Cf. Harnack, Marcion, 64*,182*.

29  Schmid’s argument is based on the order in which the Pauline epistles are addressed,
Epiphanius’s two discussions of 1 Cor 9:8—9, the fact that a whole series of passages in the
first listing appear to have omissions, and that numerous minor differences in the first
listing create readings that are closer to the readings of the major stream of NT textual
transmission (cf. Marcion und sein Apostolos, 155-68).

30  Schmid sees evidence of secondary elements in the second listing in the discussion of
Eph 2m1 and 1 Cor 1:31. Schmid’s conclusions are found in Marcion und sein Apostolos,
167-68.
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variation at all, including such minor differences as spelling variation or the
presence or absence of a movable nu.3! When one looks at the apparatus, how-
ever, in 57 scholia the manuscripts offer differing texts for the two lists, often
with both Codex Vaticanus 503 (=V) and Codex Marcianus 125 (=M) attesting
the same variant reading.3? Schmid observed a similar phenomenon for the
Apostolikon where 22 of the 40 scholia reflect differences when the reading in
the apparatus, and not the one in the main text, is considered.3® Apparently,
Holl believed that essentially all of these differences crept into the manu-
scripts through the transmission process; however, Schmid demonstrated
that because of clearly identifiable tendencies in the variant readings found
in the two lists, most of these differences actually stem from the time of the
composition of the Panarion.3* Thus, it is imperative always to have the text of
Epiphanius as attested in the manuscripts in view, and not simply the text as
reconstructed by Holl. When this is done, several important observations can
be made.

First, as part of the argument that the first listing is less reliable for the scho-
lia from the Apostolikon, Schmid points out five instances where the first list
offers less text, sometimes considerably less, than the second listing.3> There
are also several instances where this is the case for the first listing of the scholia
dealing with Marcion’s Gospel (Pan.42.11.6). In scholion 5, the first list does not
include Epiphanius’s xai té £€fjg; in scholion 32 it omits the final particle 8%; in
scholion 42 it does not include xat dowtwg Samavioavtog; in scholion 50 it omits
0 Bedg; in scholion 51 it omits the external subject of the infinitive, adtéy; in
scholion 53 it omits 6 Tep(; in scholion 66 it omits the external subject 'Toddog;
in scholion 67 it omits that Peter cut off the ear 100 dofAov 00 dpytepéwg;
in scholion 75 it omits the external subject ai yuvaixes; and in scholion 77 it
omits Epiphanius’s observation énoivcev along with the pronouns adtév and
avtév. Though both lists contain omissions of individual words in numerous
places, the vast majority of them are clearly mechanical errors; however, though
the omission in scholion 42 mentioned above could have been the result of

31 These scholia are numbers 7, 11, 15, 27, 29, 38, 50, 53, 69, 77, and 78.

32V and M are the two, independent manuscripts attesting book 42 of the Panarion.
Holl published a separate study of the manuscript tradition for the Panarion and
Ancoratus entitled Die handschriftliche Uberlieferung des Epiphanius (Panarion
und Ancoratus) (TU 36.2; Leipzig: Hinrich's, 1910). An English overview of Holl’s conclu-
sions is found in Williams (trans.), The Panarion, xii.

33  Cf. Schmid, Marcion und sein Apostolos, 158.

34  Ibid., 159. Cf. also n. 29 above.

35 The passages discussed are 1 Cor 10:1—4, 11, 19-20; Gal 5:21; and Eph 5:14 (ibid., 161-64).
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parablepsis as the copyist skipped from one xai to the next and the omission
in 50 could have occurred due to homoeoteleuton, the other omissions cannot
be explained as merely copy errors. It is telling in this regard that while the
first listing exhibits several, often longer omissions, the second listing exhibits
only a few such omissions, namely at the end of scholion 1 and in scholia 10
and 30 (Pan. 42.11.17).36 Though the data are perhaps not quite as clear as in the
Apostolikon, the material from Marcion’s Gospel provides at least some further
support for Schmid’s conclusion, who, on the basis of his analysis of the omis-
sions in the first list of the Apostolikon, notes

Aufs Ganze gesehen ergeben sie [the omissions] das eindeutige Bild, daf}
die erste Anfithrung deutlich weniger Text bietet, also unvollstidndiger ist
als die zweite Anfithrung. Gleichzeitig verstérkt sich der Eindruck, daf3
der Text der ersten Anfithrung eine schnell und schludrig durchgefiihrte
Abschrift des Textes der zweiten Anfithrung ist.3”

Second, Schmid also considers several scholia where the listings for the
Apostolikon contained different readings concluding that “Der Text der ersten
Anfithrung hat eine deutlich gréflere Affinitdt zum Hauptstrom der ntl.
Textiiberlieferung als der Text der zweiten Anfithrung.”*® In addition,

textliche Differenzen zwischen den beiden Anfithrungen lassen auf eine
gewisse Nachléssigkeit bei der Anfertigung der beiden Anfithrungen
schlieen. Die Lapsus der zweiten Anfithrung sind jedoch in der
Uberzahl.3?

A comparison of several variant readings for the two listings in Epiphanius’s
discussion of Marcion’s Gospel, presented in the following table, allows for
some further conclusions concerning the two lists of scholia.#0

36 At the end of scholion 1, the second list omits Epiphanius’s comment on the cited read-
ing: &v0’ ol elmev 6 cwtp €lg uapTiplov adtols. Curiously, in Schmid’s discussion of the first
scholion on 1 Cor 10:19, he references this omission, but states that it “fehlt in der ersten
Anfithrung” (ibid., 163n47). Apparently some type of error occurred in his reading of the
apparatus. In scholion 10 the second tobg T83ag is missing and in scholion 30 the first tod
feod is omitted.

37  Ibid., 164.
38 Schmid, Marcion und sein Apostolos, 166.
39  Ibid.

40  Passages listed are readings where comparison with the manuscript tradition is possi-
ble and fruitful. It is important to note that these readings are not in every case attested
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First List (Pan. 42.11.6)

Second List (Pan.42.11.17)

Luke 6:16 (ay. 4)
Luke 7:9 (0. 7)
Luke 7:23 (0. 8)
Luke 7:44 (oy. 11)
Luke 8:42 (ay. 14)

Luke 9:16 (ay. 15)

Luke 9:30 (oy. 17)

Luke 11:11, 12 (0. 24)

Luke 11:47 (ox. 27)
Luke 12:4, 6 (oy. 29)
Luke 12:8 (gy. 30)

Luke 12:31 (oy. 33
9X- 35
9X- 39

ax. 40

Luke 12:38
Luke 13:16

o~ o~ o~ —

)
)
)
Luke 13:28 )

Luke 16:29 (o). 46)
Luke 17:10 (0. 47)

Luke 17:22 (o). 49)

Luke 18:33 (0. 52)

Luke 20:37 (ox. 56)
Luke 21:22 (o). 59)

‘Toxaplwd
Aéyw Og Dubv. ..
... 8 ) oxavdoMaf . ..

... ¥Bpekev pou todg mdas. . .

gyéveto 3¢ év TQ bmdyew
adToy, ...

dvaAépag €l TOV 0VpavoY
gOAGYYTE €’ adTOUS.

ot 180d 300 dvdpes. ..
...aimoet iyB0v. .. 7 dvtt

@od...

... olxodouelTe T& PVAUATA . . .

A€yw Tolg plAolg uov. ..

dvtl Tod OuOACYNTEL EveTTiov

TV dryyéAwv Tod feod

gvamiov Tod Beod AéyeL

{nretre 8¢ v PactAeiav. ..

... ElEV ETTLEPIVY QUALAV.
.. &dngev 6 Tatavds.

o éxel EaTv 6 xhawbuog xal

6 BpuYMOS TGV 3EVTwWY.

L EXVEXPAY. ..

Aéyete 61t dypelot dodAol

gopeEV. ..

... 8tav embupnone idelv

piav Tév Npepdv Tod viod Tod

avlpamov.

... T} TplTy VUépa

Vo TYTETAL

... mepl T PdTov. ..

€wg AN pw8Y) TdvTa T

YEYPAUMEVQL.

Toxaplwtyy

Aéyw Ouiv...

... 00 W) oxovdaAiaby] . ..

... €Bpeke Tovg médag pov . . .
gyéveto &v T§ OTdye

adTdY, ...

avaPAédag €ig TOUG OVPAVOLG
NOAGYTEY AUTOUS.

ol 1000 dvdpes. ..
...aithoog iO0v. .. xat dvtt
@oD...

... olxodopelte Ta pnpela. . .
Aéyw 3¢ Tolg pidotg pov. ..
avtl ToD opoAoymaEL EviyTiov
TV ayyéhwy €xelvog Tod Beod
AEYeL

{nrette ™y Pacihelay. ..

... Elxev EomepW) QUK.

... 7 Edvaoev 6 Toatavds.

éxel Eatat 6 xAawBuog xal 6
Bpuyuog Tév 63ovTwv.

... QO VEXPQY . ..

Aéyerte dipelot SobAol

ETUEV. ..

... 6tav émbuunonte piav
TV Npepdv Tod viod Tod
avBpcymov.

<. T TRlTY Mpépq
éyepbnoeTat

... éml g Batov. ..

€wg TANPwWOT) Ta YEYPappévaL

for Marcion’s Gospel as at times Epiphanius is making reference to a section missing

from Marcion’s text. Thus, the purpose here is to consider variant readings as related

to the two listings of scholia. The question of the reading of Marcion’s text is a subsequent

question and is discussed below.
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First List (Pan. 42.11.6) Second List (Pan.42.11.17)
Luke 22:16 (gy. 63) Aéyw ydp DUy, . .. €wg Aéyw DUy, ... . éwg Qv
AN PO AN pwO7
Luke 22:64 (o). 68) .o AEYOVTES ... .. X0l AEYOvTES . ..
Luke 23:34 (0. 71) ... dlepeploavto T& tudtiar. .. ... Jepeploavto T& lpdTIa
avtod...

Luke 23:50, 53 (o). 74) ol 1800 dvip . ... evetdhike. .. 100l dvijp ... evetdhike

awdovt...
Luke 24:38 (ox. 78) ... [OeTe tag xelpdg wal Tobg ... 10ete Tag xelpdg mov xal
médag. .. ToUg TT63ag pov. ..

In a series of readings, the first listing has a greater affinity to the primary
stream of transmission in the manuscripts. This seems to be the case in, e.g.,

Luke 7:23, 44; once in 9:16; 11:11; 16:29 17:10; 18:33; 21:22; 22:16, 64; and 23:50.*! It
is also noteworthy that in several instances the first list aligns with the reading
of certain “Western” witnesses, e.g., once in Luke 9:16; 9:30; 11:12; and 12:31.42 On

the other hand, even though it occurs more often in the first list, there are also

instances where the second list aligns with the primary stream, e.g., Luke 6:16;

7:9; 11:47; 12:4; 13116, 28; 17:22 (if one views the citation as breaking off before

41

42

According to IGNTP, the witnesses attesting the second reading are as follow: Luke 7:23 00
un hos6; Luke 7:44 aur, b, ¢, f, g1, gat, 1, q, r', Vulgate, arm, and geo; Luke 9:16 the plural toug
obpavols is a singular reading; Luke 11:1 aitijoag is a singular reading; Luke 16:29 solely dmé
is a singular reading, though 13, 69, 124, 346, 478, 543, 788, 826, 828, 983, 1056, and 1127
read a7 t&v; Luke 17:10 omission of 81t by numerous manuscripts; Luke 18:33 éyepfyoetat
L, 5,157, 827, 892, 2542, 2766, 184; Luke 21:22 omission of mdvta is a singular reading; Luke
2216 omission of ydp only in 1203, Arabic diatessaron, some bo manuscripts, and Origen
and addition of dv is a singular reading; Luke 22:64, through a compressed reference, plac-
ing a xai before Aéyovteg is a singular reading; and Luke 23:50 omission of xai is a singular
reading.

According to IGNTP, the witnesses attesting the first reading are as follow: Luke 9:16 the
addition of én’ is the reading of D, a, b, d, ff2, g, 1, g, r! and sy<; Luke 9:30 the position of
dvo is attested in e, aur, b, d, f, ff2, g}, gat, 1, q, 1}, Vulgate, sy*, <, P and geo (the complete
omission in the second listing is a singular reading); Luke 11:12 ¥} is the reading of 700, aur,
b, ¢, f, ft?, gl gat, 1,1, q, !, Vulgate, geo (the reading xaf in the second list is the reading of
726, 1220, 1579, (1231, d, sy<,P, the Arabic and Persian diatessaron); and Luke 12:31 {yteite 8¢
is the reading of D, a, d.
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19etv); 20:37; and 23:34, 53.*3 In two other instances, namely Luke 8:42 and
24:38, the readings are difficult to evaluate.** Furthermore, there is a curious
shift in numbering in the first list when . 6 (9) is split in two and oy. Ay and
Ae (33 and 34) are collapsed together leading to the scholia being numbered
differently in between. Finally, both lists evidence singular readings and a cer-
tain carelessness in copying even if, once again, the first list has more clearly
identifiable errors.>

Overall, the two sets of above findings correspond, at least to some extent,
with what Schmid discovered for the two lists of the Apostolikon.*6 Therefore,
Schmid’s conclusion concerning the material attesting Marcion’s Apostolikon
likely also applies to the material attesting Marcion’s Gospel: “Wir miissen
daher eine Art ‘Ur-Exzerptsammlung’ postulieren, die mindestens zweimal
auf unterschiedliche Weise ausgeschrieben wurde.”#” In other words, it is
likely that for the lists from both “halves” of Marcion’s Scriptures a similar
copying process occurred, and that in both instances an Ur-Exzerptsammlung
was copied twice, resulting in the two listings in Pan. 42. At the same time,
however, even if one rejects this view and is inclined towards Zahn's view
of the relationship between the two lists (i.e., the priority of the first listing
over the second), the fact that corruption undoubtedly affected the text in the

43 According to IGNTP, the witnesses attesting the first reading are as follow: Luke 6:16 P4,
P75, ¥, B, L, 33, 579, and Marcion (sic—the manner in which the manuscript tradition for
Epiphanius creates problems can clearly be seen in 1GNTP listing Marcion as a witness
for the reading Toxopiw8 whereas Na28 lists Mcion® as attesting the reading Toxopiwty);
Luke 7:9 is a singular reading; Luke 11:47 the plural ta pvjuata is the reading in 11056 and
Chrysostom; Luke 12:4 8¢ is only omitted by o211, 1074, a, sa; Luke 13:16 omission of #jv is
a singular reading; Luke 13:28 is a singular reading; Luke 17:22 several oL witnesses have
id¢tv in this position; Luke 20:37 7epi is a singular reading; Luke 23:34 omission of adtod
is a singular reading; and Luke 23:53 the omission of gwvdévt (in second list M and V*) is
singular.

44  In Luke 8:42 xal €yéveto év 1§ mopedeabat occurs in C*, D, P, 1071, a, aur, b, ¢, d, 2, g, gat,
1, g, 1t and xal €yéveto év T bmdryev occurs in 343, 716, 1229, 2487. Though both lists read
avtéy the elenchus begins év @ vmdyew adtovg, xal odx elmey év T dmdyew adtdy, . .. reveal-
ing that the scholion in both list may have been conformed to the nearly unanimously
attested third person singular pronoun (According to IGNTP, 5 OL manuscripts read tov
inoodv). In Luke 24:38 the omission of both possessive pronouns is practically a singular
reading; however, the second one is often omitted. It is difficult to tell if an omission has
taken place in first list or if they were added in the second list.

45  For example, omissions in the first list that could be due to homoeoteleuton can be found
in oy. 29 and 76, and possibly in 50.

46 Cf. ibid., 167-68.

47 Ibid., 168.
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process of the transmission of the Panarion means that, on occasion, the
second list may preserve a more accurate reading and therefore cannot be
systematically relegated to insignificance.*® The significance of these obser-
vations is that both listings of readings from Marcion’s texts as found in the
Holl/Dummer apparatus must be taken into consideration when evaluating
Epiphanius’s testimony of Marcion’s Gospel. A final point to be made here is
that the apparent double copying of excerpts from Marcion’s Gospel out of
Epiphanius’s Zettelkasten and Epiphanius’s lack of access to Marcion’s Gospel
text at the time of the composition of Pan. 424° lead to the same result for
Marcion’s Gospel that Schmid notes for Marcion’s Apostolikon: “das Zeugnis des
Epiphanius cum grano salis [ist] nicht so zuverldssig wie das des Tertullians.”>°

In addition to the two listings of the scholia, there is also the question of
the elenchi. Zahn contended that the entirety of all the elenchi appear to
be secondary additions.! Even if this were the case, it would not necessarily
mean that no memory of the content of Marcion’s text can be found there.52
At the same time, however, it is not entirely clear that everything in the elen-
chi is secondary. As noted above, Zahn viewed the “third part” of Epiphanius’s
scholarship (Pan. 42.11.15) as a third chapter of Epiphanius’s planned work
against Marcion that was never written; yet, there are two problems with this
view. First, there is no explicit reference to a “first” or “second” section,3 and,
second, the “third” element is said only to address material Epiphanius
and Marcion have in common. Therefore, it is possible that this “third” element

48  Thus, comments such as Zahn'’s reference to “die fehlerhafter und wie immer secundire
zweite Anfithrung [emphasis added]” (Geschichte, 2:507), even if he recognized the value
of the second list as being able to function as a “zweite Handschrift” (ibid., 2:418), are
highly problematic.

49  Schmid rightly notes that this lack of access could have arisen due to circumstantial (he
no longer had physical access to the text) or temporal (he did not have the time to double-
check his excerpts against Marcion’s text) reasons (Marcion und sein Apostolos, 196). In
either case, Epiphanius is entirely dependent on a previous interaction with Marcion’s
Gospel.

50 Schmid, Marcion und sein Apostolos, 196.

51 This position is also advanced by Williams (cf. n. 21 above).

52  For example, in Luke 10:25 (discussed below in 6.4.26), the elenchus appears to attest
the same omission of aiwviov found in Tertullian’s testimony. Though this is rather slim
evidence upon which to build the view that in writing all the elenchi Epiphanius had
Marcion’s Gospel and not his own copy of Luke before him as is done by Volckmar, Das
Evangelium Marcions, 45 (though n.b. that Volckmar incorrectly refers to the verse in
question as 10:26), it may reveal that there are points of contact between readings in the
elenchi and readings found in Marcion’s text.

53  Soalso Schmid, Marcion und sein Apostolos, 169.
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refers, not to a “chapter” as assumed by Zahn, but to a type of refutation of
Marcion. Interestingly, immediately prior to Pan. 42.11.15, Epiphanius seems
to make reference to two other types of material. The first is where Marcion
altered sayings (Pan. 42.11.13) and the second is where Marcion omitted say-
ings (Pan. 42.11.14).5* If these are the first two elements of Epiphanius’s scholar-
ship the reference to a “third” element involving material that he and Marcion
had in common becomes clear. Furthermore, Epiphanius reveals that he has
specific types of material of agreement in view, namely texts related to the
Savior’s incarnation, the agreement of the NT with the oT, and the demon-
stration that the same God who spoke the Law is the Savior’s Father. These
three sub-headings utilize keywords (mapovaia, supgovia, duoroyia) that had
already been used by Epiphanius in a similar discussion in Pan. 42.10.4-7.5%
It appears, therefore, that when Epiphanius first excerpted material from
Marcion’s Gospel he already had concrete criteria in mind for the material he
was selecting. That this material was organized under various headings, and
that the material was already, at least to some extent, commented upon (Pan.
42.11.16), is entirely possible.>® Therefore, it is not impossible that the second
listing with the refutations is actually reflecting some original material, though
now organized not according to topic, but according to the order of the mate-
rial in the Gospel.57 For this reason, though the elenchi must be used with cau-
tion, their contents also must, at the very least, be considered when attempting
to reconstruct Marcion'’s text from the sources.>®

54  Schmid speaks of two groups of excerpts from Marcion’s Gospel, one dealing with
padovpyia and the other with material held in common with Epiphanius (Marcion und
sein Apostolos, 169—70). Though much of his analysis of Epiphanius is very helpful, it is not
clear how the division into two groups of excerpts helps elucidate why Epiphanius refers
to a third element in his scholarship.

55  Cf. also Schmid, Marcion und sein Apostolos, 170.

56  Schmid suggests possible headings such as mohaud Sy, véuog, évaapxds mapovaia,
padtovpyia, opoloyia, and dvdatacis vexp@v (ibid., 171). The possibility of commentary
appearing with the excerpts before the writing of the Panarion is suggested in ibid.,
17374

57  Soalso Schmid, Marcion und sein Apostolos, 174 for the Apostolikon.

58  For example, in scholion 44 Epiphanius simply makes reference to “the material” con-
cerning the rich man, Lazarus, and the latter being carried by angels to Abraham’s bosom.
In elenchus 44, Epiphanius only focuses on the apparent difficulty for Marcion’s theol-
ogy created by Abraham being among those who live and are blessed. In elenchus 56,
however, Epiphanius invokes, in a completely different context, the presence of a specific
element from this account, namely the dipping of a finger in water to cool the tongue
(Luke 16:24), in a manner that implies its presence in Marcion’s text. It is possible that
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The clear conclusion at this point is that the relatively simplistic picture of
Epiphanius’s production of Pan. 42 by Zahn and Harnack cannot be embraced.
There are overt indications that Epiphanius’s excerpts from Marcion’s Gospel
did not always have the form found in the first listing in Pan. 42. In addition,
not all of the material in the elenchi can be discarded out of hand and be eval-
uated as late and historically worthless. At the very least, the convoluted stages
of production of Pan. 42 and the relatively poor transmission of Epiphanius’s
work require a careful evaluation of all the material found in both listings of
scholia and the elenchi relating to Marcion’s Gospel.

6.3 Epiphanius’s Citation Habits

In an article dealing with the use of the Greek church fathers for NT textual
criticism, Gordon Fee makes a reference to the citing habits of Epiphanius
being “notoriously slovenly”>® In addition, he notes that there are a signifi-
cant number of singular readings in Epiphanius’s Panarion.® Though these
observations are undoubtedly true, Osburn points out that Epiphanius is also
capable of reproducing verses with remarkable fidelity.5! Therefore, when con-
sidering Epiphanius’s testimony concerning Marcion’s Gospel text one cannot
hastily conclude either for or against its accuracy. It is worth noting that in the
middle of the nineteenth century, Volckmar had already made several impor-
tant observations concerning the manner in which Epiphanius executes his
discussion of Marcion’s Gospel. For example, Volckmar noted,

Wo nur kiirze Sdtze vorkommen, citirt er freilich, namentlich beim Beginn
seiner Scholien, wortlich gleich mit unserm Lucas-Text,... Mehrfach
aber erlaubt er sich dabei schon kleine Anderungen, wenn sie den Sinn
nicht beriihren, ohne dass wir desshalb berechtigt wiren, abweichende
Lesarten bei Marcion anzunehmen.52

Epiphanius is here making reference to an element in Marcion’s Gospel to which he ear-
lier only made a summary reference.

59  Gordon D. Fee, “The Use of the Greek Fathers for New Testament Textual Criticism,” in
The Text of the New Testament in Contemporary Research: Essays on the Status Quaestionis
(ed. Bart D. Ehrman and Michael W. Holmes; sp 46; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995),
192-93.

60  Ibid., 204.

61 Osburn, Text of the Apostolos, 16. Osburn points to accurate citations of 1 Cor 15:12—15 and
Heb 6:4-8 as examples.

62  Volckmar, Das Evangelium Marcions, 33.
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In addition, he stated,

Sobald...die ihm nothwendigen Anfithrungen etwas umfinglicher
werden, so bald sucht er abzukiirzen. ... Sobald aber grossere Abschnitte
folgen, wird er in dem Versuch moglichst abgekiirzt zu citiren, mannich-
faltiger, je nachdem die Natur derselben ist.63

Indeed, though there clearly are instances where Epiphanius carefully notes
the wording, especially when accusing Marcion of making an alteration, when
general reference to the content of Marcion’s Gospel is made not only is there a
marked tendency to abbreviate the reference, Epiphanius often also evidences
avery loose manner of citation.4 To cite only one example, in the curious dou-
ble citation of Luke 20:37—38a in scholia 56 and 57%% Epiphanius twice notes
that Marcion excised/did not have these verses; however, his “citation” of the
same text twice in a row shows numerous, marked differences. Even a cursory
reading of the scholia and elenchi reveal the number of instances in which
Epiphanius uses summary keywords, omits elements, or simply cuts off a cita-
tion with xat t& €7 (cf. scholia 5, 59, 64 and elenchi 29, 70). For these reasons,
one must be particularly aware of the possibility of omissions and alterations
due to the hand of Epiphanius, especially in contexts where Epiphanius is not
highlighting a difference between Marcion’s Gospel and Luke.66
In addition, Lieu has recently rightly noted:

There is a marked tendency in patristic citation for Matthew to influence
quotations of Luke (or Mark), and this is more generally evident in both
Epiphanius and Adamantius.%

63  Ibid., 34. Volckmar repeats the point concerning Epiphanius’s tendency to abbreviate his
citations on pp. 38, 39.

64  Soalso Ibid., 43—44 and Zahn, Geschichte, 2:411—-12. Volckmar also provided a helpful over-
view of the differing manner in which Epiphanius gave attention to different chapters of
Marcion’s Gospel and Luke ultimately correctly concluding “Auf Vollstédndigkeit in seinen
Angaben der Marcion scheinbar widrigen Stellen ist also be Epiph. auch nicht zu rechnen,
wenn er sie auch beabsichtigt hat” (Das Evangelium Marcions, 43).

65  Cf. the discussion below under 6.4.57.

66  Volckmar had already recognized the difficulties in these passages, ultimately, and rightly,
concluding “Auf die Genauigkeit seiner Angaben in Betreff dessen, was Marcion mit Lucas
gemeinsam hatte, werden wir uns. . . iberhaupt nicht verlassen kénnen” (Das Evangelium
Marcions, 45).

67  Lieu, “Marcion and the Synoptic Problem,” 737.
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Indeed, in the index volume to Epiphanius’s works noted above (Epiphanius
Iv: Register zu den Bdnden I-111), there are 9.5 columns of verses cited from
Matthew, 1.5 columns of verses cited from Mark, and 8.5 columns of verses
cited from Luke, though here one needs to take into account that many of
the verses are cited only in Epiphanius’s refutation of Marcion. Thus, the ten-
dency already seen in Tertullian once again must be taken into account for
Epiphanius.

6.4 Epiphanius as a Source

As attention is now given to the passages attested by Epiphanius it is vitally
important, as argued above, to keep the manuscript tradition and not simply
Holl's text in view. For this reason, though Holl’s critical text is used, when-
ever Vand/or M attest a different reading it is noted in the cited text. In addi-
tion, as was the case in the discussion of Tertullian’s testimony, whenever there
are other witnesses for the text they are mentioned here. Since the analysis
of Tertullian’s testimony was undertaken in the previous two chapters, when-
ever Tertullian and Epiphanius are the only sources for a verse, a comparison
of their testimony is presented.

6.41  Luke1-2;3:1, 21-38

42.9.158—. . . oUtog [Marcion] yap é&yet edayyéhov pévov 1o xatd Aouxdv,
TEPIXEXOUUEVOV Ao THS dpxiig did v Tod cwTtiipog cOMNPY xal Ty Evaopxov
adtod mapovaiav. | 42.11.4-5—e000¢ eV Yop &v TH dpxf mhvTa T& AT dpYig TO
Aovxd TETPAYUATEVUEVA TOUTETTIY G AEYEL EMEWNTEP TIOAOL Emeyelpnoay xal
T €&fg xal T mept THGEAcdBet xal Tod dryyédov edaryyehopévov Mapioy i
mopBévoy, Twdvvou Te xal Zoyapiov xal Thg év Blietu yevw)oews, yevearoyiog
xal i To0 Pamtiopatog dmobéoews—radta maAvta TEpSPag dmemndnaey xal
Gpxnv Tod edaryyehiov Etake TadTyy v T mevtexaudexdtw €tel Tifepiov Kaloopog
ol T €EH. | 51.6.12—8pyeTan 3¢ wnpdTTewy 80ev T Tvedpa adTd Tapexeleboarto,
™V dpxv TATTWY amd mevtexaidexdtou étoug TiPepiov Kaioopos. | 51.19.2—
Maipxog 3¢ dpyetat dmd mevtexatdexdtov rovg TiBepiov Kaioopog, <thv> pegdmyra
TOV UETA TNV GpYHy <o0> Syolpevos. | 66.50.5—1 3¢ t0D Xprotod mapovaia v
¢ mevtexadexdtw Etel Tiepiov Kaicapog <éyévetor amd téte yop> Hpkato Tod
WNPUYHATOS, . ... | 66.78.1—Elta €y 81t ta makoud €ty oddels Eowby, A dmd
To0 mevrexadexdtov étoug TiPepiov Kaioapog diypt Tév adtod xpdvev.

68  References without the title of a work are to the Panarion. The divisions and Greek text
are those found in the Holl/Dummer volumes referenced in nn. 2 and 3 above.
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In 42.9.1 Epiphanius makes a reference to the beginning of Luke’s Gospel
being omitted in Marcion’s Gospel, with the reference to did ™y 00 cwtijpog
aUM v xal v Evaapxov adtod mapovaiav likely offering a broad summary of
the contents of Luke 1-2. In 42.11.4, Epiphanius makes specific reference to the
opening words of Luke and then to several elements in these first two chapters,
indicating that indeed 11-2:52 were omitted in Marcion’s text. This omission is
also attested by many other sources. Furthermore, Epiphanius also goes on to
note the omission of yeveadoyiog xat g Bamticuartos dmobégews, which makes
reference, in the reverse order, to the content of Luke 3:21-38 not being present.

Epiphanius also provides a citation of the “beginning of the Gospel” of
Marcion, where he writes the opening words from Luke 3:1 before unfortu-
nately breaking off with xai ta £€fjc. Elements of this verse are also attested by
several other witnesses (Tertullian, Hippolytus, Origen, [Pseudo-]Ephrem, and
in the Adamantius Dialogue) and when considering Epiphanius’s testimony it
is important to note the other instances where he cites from this verse. Two sig-
nificant observations are that in every instance Epiphanius places the numeral
before the year, an otherwise unattested word order in the manuscripts accord-
ing to IGNTP, and that t¢ is also inserted after the preposition in 66.50.5. This
word order, also different from the order attested by Tertullian, and wording
may therefore be due to Epiphanius’s own hand.59

6.4.2 Luke 4:27

42.11.6 ) (48)—... oMol Aempol Hoow év Mpépats 'Eliooaiov tod mtpoghtov xai
ovx éxafapicty el u) Neepdv 6 Topog. | 42.11.17 Zy. un (48)—... moAhol Aempol
Noav &v Nuépats EAtooaiov tod mpogyitou xai odx éxabapicdy el uiy Neeudw 6 Lopog.
| 421117 "EA. pn (48)—Kat évtadba mpogyy tov 'EAgoaiov kel 6 wbplog xal
EQVTOV TANPODVTAL TA lTOTUTTWG TTap EXELVOV TIPOYEYEVYUEVT, . . .

As already noted in the discussion of this verse in Tertullian, both Tertullian
and Epiphanius attest the presence of this verse in the pericope of the cleans-
ing of the ten lepers (Luke 17:11-19).70 In the elenchus Epiphanius focuses
on this statement highlighting that the Lord calls Elisha “a prophet” and is
accomplishing things previously done by Elisha. The verse was reconstructed
by Harnack as moMol Aempol ooy év 16 'lapar A [sic] év fpépaig 'Ehooaiov tod
TpopTov xal odx exabaplady el i Neepa 6 XVpog.” Taking both the testimony of
Tertullian and Epiphanius into account, this reconstruction is for the most part

69  Harnack reconstructed the opening of the verse according to Epiphanius’s word order
and wording (Marcion, 183%).

70  Cf. also the discussion below in 6.4.49.

71 Harnack, Marcion, 223*.
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unproblematic. If no sayings material preceded 4:27, one would expect the
opening copulative xai not to be present and for the statement to begin with
moMol, as is the case here and also in Tertullian. Both sources also attest the
unproblematic opening words moMol Aempol Yioav; however, Epiphanius has
no reference to év 1@ 'lopanA attested by Tertullian. Since the omission of
this phrase, according to 1GNTP, is elsewhere found only in 579, Origen, and
Ambrose, it could be a simple omission by Epiphanius. Interestingly, both
Tertullian and Epiphanius attest the reading év yuépatig 'EAooaiov which is else-
where found only in Origen and Hillary. At the same time the OL e reads tem-
pore Elie, which may be related to the reading attested here. Curious, however,
is Harnack offering the singular reading attested by Epiphanius for Marcion’s
text (o0x exabapiody) as it is more likely that this reading is due to Epiphanius.”?
Finally, due to Tertullian’s testimony being in Latin it is not certain whether
Marcion’s text spelled 'EAgoaiov with one or two sigmas and Neeudv with one
or two epsilons.”

6.4.3 Luke5:12-14

42.11.6 o (1)—AmeAbav Seibov oeautdv T§ tepel xal mpootveyxe mepl Tod xabaplopod
oov, xabwg mpogétake Mwuotig?* tva fj paptdptov todto v &v’ od elmey 6 cwthp
el paptVplov avTols. | 42.1117 Xy. <a> (1)—AmeAdwv det&ov oeautdv @ tepel xal
npocéveyxe mepl 100 xabaplopod cov, xadag Tpocétake Mwuofis: o ) uoptiplov
to0to Oy qvb’ ol elmev & owthp elg poptiplov adtols [&ve ... adtolg omit-
ted by VM] | 42.11.17 "EA. a (1)—TI&g duvarto 6 x0plog. .. Aéyew toig bm’ adtod
Bepamevopévolg, puul 3¢ TG Aempd ... xal mpogéveyxe mepl tod xabaplopod gov
w8y Te dmonddys To SWpov, pavnaeTal éx Tod TpoTeveyxe STl TEpL SRPoV A€yl |
66.57.2—. .. deAbwv TTpogéveyxe TO 3PPV gov, T@ xabapiaBévtt 1’ adTod AeTpd
Aéywv xabig mpocétake Mwuaf.

In the elenchus Epiphanius attests that the healing of a leper took place
(Luke 5:12-13), though no further insight is possible than that already gained
from Tertullian’s attestation of these two verses. Several other elements from
the scholion are repeated verbatim in the elenchus and thus not cited above,
though the claim of the omission of 10 3&pov is discussed further below.
Harnack reconstructed v. 14: &nehBe detéov oeautdv 1@ iepel xal mpooéveyxe
8 d@pov (mepl ToD xabaplopod gou?) 8 mpocétakey Muwictg, tva fj Oplv <todto>
uaptuptov. Though several aspects of this reconstruction are unproblematic,

72 Tertullian reads the universally attested o03eig avt@v éxabapiaty.

73 Both spellings, among others, are attested in the manuscript tradition.

74 In the Holl/Dummer volume Mwuaj is consistently spelled without a diaeresis over the
upsilon.
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differences between Tertullian and Epiphanius’s testimony to v. 14, as well as
a somewhat complicated transmission in the manuscript tradition, create dif-
ficulties at some points.

First, though dmne)fe is attested by D, the reading vade is essentially limited
to the Latin tradition and could be rendering the imperatival sense of the par-
ticiple dmeAbwv attested in most of the manuscript tradition and by Epiphanius
for Marcion. Second, Tertullian attests 6 3@pov, which is not only unattested
by Epiphanius but is indicated to have been omitted by Marcion in the elen-
chus. Harnack noted “es ist wohl ein nachtrégliches Versehen des Epiph.
anzunehmen,” which is possible.”® At the same time, however, since it is the
Matthean reading, though also attested in a few manuscripts of Luke, it is also
possible that Tertullian slipped into the Matthean wording when referencing
the verse. It is also interesting to note that Epiphanius includes a reference to
76 3®pdv cov in his citation in 66.57.2, where he largely follows the Lukan word-
ing. Perhaps then, since Tertullian may have added the term along the lines of
a citation habit, and Epiphanius may have omitted it against the wording
of his other citations of this passage, Epiphanius’s comment in the elenchus
may be correct as to the term not being present.”” Third, Epiphanius attests
mepl tod xabapiopod cov, a phrase that is not attested by Tertullian. Since
Tertullian’s reading is essentially a singular reading, it is likely that the phrase
is not present due to a simple omission by Tertullian. Finally, the conclud-
ing elements to the verse present a significant challenge. Tertullian attests
8 mpocétakey Mwiafg, tva 7} Oulv elg poptiplov whereas Epiphanius attests xabag
npocétake Mwiafig tva 3] uoptoplov todto Opiv. Tertullian attests the Matthean
8 mpoagétakey Mwiatg, which once again may be due to Tertullian’s own hand.”®
That Marcion’s text read similarly to D and several oL manuscripts is clear,
though the precise reading can no longer be reconstructed. Since all other wit-
nesses with this reading attest €ig and only e among these witnesses does not
include tod7o, it is possible that both words were present and a simple omis-
sion took place by Epiphanius and Tertullian, respectively.

75  The full reading dmeAfe 3¢ xai is unique to D, d.

76 Harnack, Marcion, 188*.

77  Volckmar, Das Evangelium Marcions, 46 stated that Epiphanius’s referring to an excision
of 16 3@pdv arose due to Epiphanius recalling the Matthean version of the phrase, a view
that may be correct.

78  The reading is attested for Luke, according to IGNTP, only in e, a few Armenian manu-
scripts, and Augustine.
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6.4.4 Luke5:24

42.11.6 B (2)—"Tva 3¢ eldfjte 6T €€ouatiav Eyel 6 viog Tod dvBpwmov dpiévarl auapTiog
emi ths YAS. | 42.1107 Zy. B (2)—"Tva 8¢ idfjre 81 éEovaiav Exet 6 vidg Tod dvbpimov
dorévar dpaptiog &l e Y. | 421107 "EA. B (2)—El odv vidv dvBpwmov Eoutdv
wohed, ... xal el Exet eEovaiay émi ThHe G, . . -

This verse is also attested by Tertullian. Epiphanius cites the opening ele-
ment to Luke 5:24 in his excerpts from Marcion’s text and makes a further refer-
ence to the “Son of Man” and having “authority upon the earth” in the elenchus.
Both Epiphanius and Tertullian attest the unproblematic 6 vidég Tod avBpwymov
and agree that the claim to “have authority to forgive sins” was made.”® At the
same time, however, though the manuscript tradition essentially unanimously
offers the words attested by Epiphanius (and Tertullian), it also reveals a vari-
ety of different orderings of the words. Noteworthy is that IGNTP lists only
sy reading the same word order as that attested in Epiphanius. Therefore,
though the words in the reading are quite certain, some hesitancy in ascribing
Epiphanius’s word order to Marcion is appropriate.8°

6.4.5 Luke5:36-37
42.20—[Marcion speaking] eimoté pot, i éott 8- 00 BdNhovawv olvov véov eig
daxodg modatodg o0dE EmiBAnMa pdxoug dryvagov €ml ipatiey mokod- el 3¢ pn Ye,
ol T6 TApwpa alpet xal ¢ Todat® o cunpuaEL. petlov Yap oxioua yeviaeTaL
In his discussion of Marcion prior to his direct interaction with Marcion’s
texts, Epiphanius refers to the parable found in Luke 5:36—37 within the context
of his account of Marcion’s “debate” with the elders in Rome.8! The verses are
attested for Marcion in Tertullian, Philastrius, Ephrem, and in the Adamantius
Dialogue, though here in Epiphanius, it is not entirely clear whether in this
introductory material Marcion’s own text is in view. It is interesting, however,
that when comparing Epiphanius’s reference to the verse here with the testi-
mony of Tertullian, Epiphanius attests the order “wine” then “patch” as also

79  Though Tertullian attests the word order éyet é£ovaiav.

80 Harnack, Marcion, 189* offers Epiphanius’s word order without comment.

81 The note in Williams (trans.), The Panarion, 295n6 to the reference in Epiphanius is some-
what confusing. He rightly observes that Pseudo-Tertullian 6.2 makes reference to Matt
717, but then continues “Fil. 45.2 gives both citations, opening the possibility that this
author knew Epiph as well as Hipp. Synt. Matt. 7217 is referred to at Hipp. Refut. 10.19.3”
Philastrius, however, clearly cites Luke 6:43 and Hippolytus Haer. refers to Matt 7:18. Gerd
Liidemann argues for several blocks of tradition being utilized by Epiphanius in these
opening sections and sees this account of the “debate” as containing old and valuable
material (“Zur Geschichte des éltesten Christentums in Rom: 1. Valentin und Marcion 11.
Ptoleméus und Justin,” ZNw 70 [1979]: 96n28).
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found in Tertullian’s references to the verses. In addition, Epiphanius attests
the reading énifAnpa pdxovg dyvagov (Matt 9:16//Mark 2:21), which may be
underlying a play on words in Tertullian. Overall, Epiphanius begins with the
Matthean wording from Matt g:17a and 9:16, continues with a completely sin-
gular reading and sense, and concludes with wording similar to Matt 9:16¢
though with a future tense form of yivopat and referring to a oxioua that is
uellov rather than yelpov.

6.4.6 Luke 6:3—4

42.11.6 xa (21)—O008¢ TodT0 dvéyvwte, Ti émoinoe Aowid: elcfiMbev eig Tév olxov
700 Be0d. | 42.11.17 Zy. xa (21)—003¢ ToT0 AVEYVWTE, Ti Emoinae Aauid; eiafjAbey
el oV olxov 100 Beod. | 42.11.17 "EX. xo (21)—Ei olxov Oe0d pdoxet tév olxov Tig
mopd Mwua€wg yevopuéwng axmvomyyiog. . . 8edv ydp adTtov gdoxel, 6¢ Eatv adTod
TN, - - -

The reference to Luke 6:3—4 occurs, somewhat curiously, between refer-
ences to Luke 9:44 and 10:21. Apart from Luke 4:27, which is explicitly stated to
have occurred in a different location in Marcion’s Gospel, this is the only verse
that appears out of canonical order in Epiphanius’s list. Epiphanius makes no
indication that the verse appeared at an alternate location and it may simply
have been placed out of order when Epiphanius compiled his list.82 Tertullian
alluded to the reference to “David” in v. 3. Epiphanius’s citation of this verse is
essentially unproblematic and there are only a few variants in the manuscript
tradition. IGNTP indicates that the reading i instead of 6 is found in a few
witnesses, including numerous 0L manuscripts. The remainder of v. 3 is unat-
tested by Epiphanius and it is problematic for IGNTP to state that Marcion
omitted these words.

In v. 4, Epiphanius focuses on only the first phrase of the verse, and the
elenchus presents arguments drawn exclusively from this part of the verse.
The wording here corresponds with that of the allusion in Tertullian, and the
manuscript tradition essentially unanimously attests the reading as cited by
Epiphanius. The only significant question is whether an opening conjunc-
tion, wg, or an opening interrogative particle, &g, was present, or if the clause
began with eio/jAfev. Harnack and 1GNTP claim that Marcion, along with other
witnesses such as P4, B, and D attests the omission of wg/még,%3 though Na28
rightly refrains from including Marcion in its apparatus. Since Epiphanius

82  Zahn offered the example of this misplacement of Luke 6:3 as support for his sugges-
tion that Epiphanius had perhaps compiled his list of verses “auf einzelnen losen Zetteln”
(Geschichte, 2:414).

83  Harnack stated that &g “scheint mit DB gefehlt zu haben” (Marcion, 190%).
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seems to break off in v. 3 and then pick up one element from v. 4 no insight
can be gained into the precise reading of the opening to v. 4 in Marcion’s text.

6.4.7 Luke 6:5
30.32.9—0oUTwg Yap elmev 81t xVpLés Eatwv 6 vids Tod dvBpdymov xal Tod cafPdTov.
| 42.11.6 v (3)—K0p1dg éatwv 6 viog Tod dvBpwmov xal Tod capBdrtov. | 421117 Zy. ¥
(3)—Kbptds eatv 6 vidg Tod dvbpiymou xal Tod caPPdrov. | 42.11.17 "EA. v (3)—Ado
€080 &v TadTd, xal vidv dvbpwmou xal xbptov cafBdTov EquTdy 6 TWTYP OMOAOYEL
dddoxwy, ...

In 30.32.9, Epiphanius introduces the words from Matt 12:8//Luke 6:5 with
a phrase found in neither Gospel. Though Harnack included xai &\eyev adtolg
6Tt within parentheses in his reconstruction, no introductory element to
the saying is attested. The question surrounding the location of this verse in
Marcion’s Gospel was discussed when considering Tertullian’s testimony and
Epiphanius’s reference offers no further insight on this point. Tertullian’s allu-
sions could allow for the word order cited here by Epiphanius, an order also
attested in a variety of other manuscripts including A, D, L, /.13, and numerous
versions. It could very well be, therefore, that Epiphanius is attesting the order
in Marcion’s text, which is also the order offered in Harnack’s reconstruction.84

6.4.8 Luke 6:16-17

42.11.6 3 (4)—Tov3av Toxapieyty, [V M read Toxapiwd] og éyéveto mpoddtyg. avti
3¢ 100 [V M read dvti tod 8¢] watéPy pet’ adtddv Exet xatéPy év adTols. | 42.11.17 X.
3 (4)—To0dav Toxaptwyty, 6G EYEveTo TPoSOTYS. Avtl 8 ToD XaTéP T’ adTdV Exel
[&xet omitted by VM] xatépy v adtols. | 42.11.17 "EA. & (4)—To0dus Toxaplwys,
6G &YEveTo PodoTH. . . . EAeyyBoetan 3¢ 1) Drévold aou dmd tod yeypdpbat Tovdav
TPodoTHY. TtpoEdwxe yap xal TopEdwxey el xelpag aviprimwy Tov équtod SeamdTny.
0032V 3¢ ge Wvnyoe TO xoTEPy) v adTols Aéyew ol Tod peT’ adTRV.

These verses are also attested by Tertullian, though Luke 6:16 only in an allu-
sion in Marc. 2.28.2. Epiphanius’s testimony is very difficult to evaluate since
the manuscript tradition of the Panarion attests variant spellings of Judas
Iscariot, with the elenchus even reading 'Toddag "Toxapiwtyg, which prompted
Holl/Dummer to note “lies 'loddav "Toxapiwtyv?’85 Though Harnack recon-
structed Toxopicytyy, and NA28 lists this as Marcion’s reading according to
Epiphanius, the variation in the witnesses to the Panarion prohibit a definitive

84 Cf. Harnack, Marcion, 190*.

85  Holl/Dummer (eds.), Epiphanius 11, 126. In a claimed citation from the “Gospel of the
Ebionites,” Epiphanius wrote of Jesus choosing Totdav tév Toxapiwtyy (30.13.3), though
this name is omitted in M.
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conclusion.®¢ In addition, Epiphanius attests the reading without xai after
0¢. xai is read in the Majority Text, D, and most other manuscripts, though
it is omitted by P7%Vid, §, B, the oL, and numerous versions, among others.
The reference in the elenchus to Jesus having been delivered into the hands
of men was certainly not found in this verse, but was drawn by Epiphanius
from other synoptic passages (cf. Matt 17:22; Mark 9:31; Luke 9:44; 24:7). In
v.17, Tertullian attests the second half of the verse, whereas Epiphanius makes
an explicit reference to a variant reading in Marcion’s text at the outset of the
verse. Harnack simply reproduced Epiphanius’s attested reading, though even
if one is inclined to accept Epiphanius’s testimony concerning the singular
reading év abtols, it is highly problematic to accept xatéfy. The reason for this
is that Epiphanius offers the otherwise unattested aorist indicative for both
the “canonical” text and Marcion’s Gospel, which seems to reveal that he has
employed this form instead of the elsewhere universally attested participle.87

6.4.9 Luke 6:19—20

42.11.6 € (5)—Kai 7ag 6 8yrog elyret dmreadat adtod. [the next heading, i.e., scho-
lion 6, begins here in V M] xal adtédg éndpag todg dpbotpuods adtod xal té EERG.
[xai td €& omitted by VM] | 42.11.17 Z. € (5)—Kai 7dg 6 8yhog edyret dmreadon
adtod. xal adtdg Emdpag Todg dpBotuods adtod xal T £Eg. | 42.1117 "EA. € (5)—
[Tog maAy 6 SyAog NdUvato dpaadat Tod iy i Eyovtog; molovg 3¢ dplaiuotg
EmT)pev €lg 0VPAVOLG O Ex TOPXOG W) V)PUOTUEVOS;

Regardless of whether xai ta €£fig was part of the scholion or not, it is clear
that Epiphanius is selectively citing from Marcion’s text. Luke 6:19 is attested
only by Epiphanius, though, once again, Tertullian and Epiphanius attest dif-
ferent parts of v. 20. Most of v. 19 is unproblematic, though it is worth noting
that Epiphanius attests the singular imperfect and not the plural imperfect
as found in P7Vid, x, B, several oL manuscripts, and several versions, among
others. Curiously, neither Zahn nor Harnack included v. 2o0a in their actual
reconstructions, though they both make mention of the reference in their
apparatus. Zahn stated, “Ep. sch. 5 schlief3t an 19a ohne Unterbrechung 20a,
also fehlte 19b,"88 but Harnack rightly countered “Daraus, dafy Epiphanius

86  I1GNTP rightly notes the variation in the manuscripts of Epiphanius.

87 Though not reflected in his reconstruction, in the apparatus Harnack did state, “auf die
altlateinisch bezeugte LA xatéfy ist vielleicht kein Gewicht zu legen” (Marcion, 191¥). That
Harnack believed that the oL attests this reading is interesting, as neither Tischendorf,
von Soden, nor IGNTP list any OL witnesses for this reading.

88 Zahn, Geschichte, 2:460.
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sofort 20a folgen 14f3t, folgt nicht, daf$ 19b gefehlt hat.”8® In any case, the refer-
ence is unproblematic and nearly uniformly attested.%°

6.4.10 Luke 6:23
42.11.6 ¢ (6)—Katd ta adta Emolovy Tl TPOPNTALS Of TTATEPEG DUMV. | 42.11.17 ZX.
¢ (6)—Kotd T ard ek €moiovy Tolg wpogHTas of TaTépeg VUMV, | 42.11.17 "EA. ¢ (6)—
El mpogytév pépvnrat, odx dpveltal mpo@ntog: &l Exdixel TOV TAV TPopyTeV povoy
wol dveldiel Todg mepovevxdtag Te xal SwwEavtoag, odx dAMSTPLOS TPOPYTAV
TUYXAVEL, ... | 66.42.9— . .. oUTwg ol maTépeg DAY Emoiovy Tolg TPOPNTAL, . . .
Luke 6:23 is also attested by Tertullian and Epiphanius’s testimony both
affirms and contradicts Tertullian’s at a few points. First, Epiphanius attests
the reading ta avtd, whereas Tertullian attested, with some confirmation of the
reading based on multiple attestation, tadta. In 66.42.9 Epiphanius seems to
have been influenced by the wording in Matt 512 (oUtwg), which on the one
hand shows how the wording in Epiphanius’s citations can vary, but may also
support the accuracy of the citation of Marcion’s text. It is possible that the
copies of Marcion’s Gospel available to Tertullian and Epiphanius may have
offered variant readings at this point. Secondly, like Tertullian, Epiphanius
attests the omission of ydp before émoiovv.9! Finally, Epiphanius attests the
reading U@V instead of adT@V, attested by Tertullian, at the end of the verse. It
is noteworthy that according to IGNTP only four other witnesses for this read-
ing exist and that Epiphanius again uses the second person pronoun in 66.42.9.
Therefore, it seems more likely that this reading is due to Epiphanius than that
it was found in Marcion’s text.

6.411  Luke 7:9
42.11.6  (7)—Aéyw 3¢ Oy, Tocadtyy mioTv 008 év @ TopamA ebpov. | 42.11.17
¥x. L (7)—Aéyw 8¢ [VM omit §¢] Optv, Tooadmy mtiotwy 00¢ év 16 TopomA ndpov.
| 42.11.17 "EX. { (7)—El 008¢ &v 1@ TopomA totadny mtiotiv edpev &g v @ dmd E0védv
ENBOvTL ExcarTovtapyy, dpa ol Péyel Ty o0 TapomA wioTw.

Luke 7:9 is also attested by Tertullian and, once again, there are both similar-
ities and differences. In the first list, Epiphanius reads an otherwise unattested

89  Harnack, Marcion, 191*. Tsutsui provides the citation from Epiphanius in his second row
of text and offers a note on v. 19b agreeing with Harnack’s assessment (“Evangelium,” 82).

9o  Perhaps worth noting is that Epiphanius does attest the adtés omitted in D, d, e, and sy?
and the adtod omitted by numerous 0L manuscripts and a few other witnesses.

91 Asnoted in chapter 4.4.11, this omission is also attested by a few other manuscripts. IGNTP
confusingly indicates Marcion having omitted the ydp in the first half of the verse; how-
ever, no source attests any of v. 23a.
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3¢ after Aéyw. Harnack is likely correct in seeing this conjunction as erroneously
inserted here,®2 either by Epiphanius or a copyist. Second, and significantly,
both Tertullian and Epiphanius agree in the word order with the statement
concerning “faith” preceding the reference to “in Israel.”?3 Third, in the scholia
Epiphanius attests tocadtv whereas in the elenchus he attests toladtyv. Both
Zahn and Tsutsui viewed toocadtyy as an assimilation to the canonical text and
not the reading of Marcion’s text. Tsutsui further places emphasis on the read-
ing in the elenchus, disagreeing with Harnack’s assessment that this is “zufil-
lig” in its agreement with Tertullian’s talem.9* Yet, Harnack is absolutely right
in having noted that Epiphanius’s argument in the elenchus requires the use
of Totadtyy, and it is for this reason that Harnack did not see it as confirming a
supposed variant attested by Tertullian, an opinion that appears to be correct.%
Finally, 008 v 1@ Topam ebpov agrees with Tertullian’s testimony and the vari-
ant spelling of ebpov/ndpov in the two scholia is insignificant.

6.412 Luke 7:23

42.11.6 ) (8)—TTapyMorypévov T6 nodptés 8 od wy [V M read gav pn | oxavdoiiati
gv gpol- elye yap wg mpdg Twdvwny. | 421117 Zy. 1 (8)—TTapyMarypévov 6 paxdpldg
8c o N oxovdoabf) év épol- elye yap wg mpds Twdvwyy. | 421117 "EA. v (8)—
Kév te mpodg Twdwwyv €xot, xdv Te Tpdg adTov oV owtipa, paxapilel Todg wy)
axovdartlopévous, firot ev adté fitot év Tdvvy, . . . va ) Tig Tov mellovat év yevwntolg
yuvo@v O’ adtod ToryBévta Twdvwny, xal adtod tod cwtijpog peilova voplay dia
T ol aUTOV Ex Yuvouxds Yeyewnodat, dopaileTol xal Aéyel Té xal paxdptog 8¢ édv
u1) axavSoAlabfj €v Epol.

Luke 7:23 is also attested by Tertullian and Ephrem. Epiphanius’s testimony
is confusing since it is unclear what his meaning is in the scholion and it
appears that he himself may no longer have understood it in the elenchus.%¢ It is
possible, however, that Zahn was correct in seeing Epiphanius making some
reference to an alteration in Marcion’s text that resulted in v. 23 being explicitly

92 Harnack, Marcion, 196*.

93 This agreement is noted by Zahn, Geschichte, 2:463 and Harnack, Marcion, 196* (who
rather speculatively suggests that the element concerning Israel may even have been read
after ebpov by Tertullian); however, IGNTP curiously makes no reference to the variant
word order in Marcion, listing only the variations in oL manuscripts and in Ambrose.

94  Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 86.

95  Harnack, Marcion, 195*.

96 On the latter point, cf. Zahn, Geschichte, 2:463; Holl's comment on 42.11.5(8); and Harnack,
Marcion, 196*.



EPIPHANIUS AS A SOURCE 295

related to John the Baptist being scandalized.9” Unfortunately, however, it is
impossible to know precisely what this altered reading was.?® Nevertheless, it
does appear that the almost universally attested canonical text of 7:23 is indi-
cated as being present in Marcion’s Gospel, with the omission of éatwv (in both
scholia and the elenchus) being due to Epiphanius, and o0 pn, attested else-
where only in 2643 according to IGNTP, only possibly reflecting Marcion’s text.

6.413 Luke 7:27

42.11.6 6 (9)—AVTG €0t TEpl 00 YéYpaTTaL- 180D, ATocTEM® TéV SyyeAY pov Tpd
Tpoowov 0ou.99 | 42.11.17 Zy. 6 (9)—AdTés Eoti mepi 0D yéyparTat- (80D, dmooTéMw
TOV &YYEASY oL TTPO TTPOTWTIOL gov. | 42.11.17 "EA. § (9)—. .. mpoyvwaoxwy [Jesus
foreknowing John] 8¢ Omodeixvuat Tolg Bovhopévorg eidévar v dAnbetav 6Tt
00tés €ott mepl 00 YéyparmTan AmooTéM® TdV dYYEASY Hov TTpd TPoTITTou Gov, dpa
6 Ypdpag xal eimwy ATOTTEM® TOV SyyeEAOV MoV TTpd Tpoawmou gov,100 & Bedg 6
alwvLog, . .. ATooTEMEL yap adTod TOV dyyeAov Tpd mpoowmov avTod,. ..ol ydp
améoteMe ToV avTod dyyedov dMotpiw EEumypeTyabuevoy, . ..

Luke 7:27 is also attested by Tertullian and in the Adamantius Dialogue. The
section of the verse attested by Epiphanius is essentially unproblematic. Apart
from the otherwise unattested adtés, likely due to Epiphanius’s own hand,
there is only one significant variant in the manuscript tradition of the passage
surrounding the presence or absence of éyw after dmootéMw. Epiphanius does
not attest the pronoun, thus agreeing with numerous witnesses, including %2,
B, D, /13, and numerous versions.

6.414 Luke 7:36-38

42.11.6 1 (10)—Kad eloehdav el v olxov T00 Paproaiov xarexhify. 1) 8¢ yuv) otdoa
bdmiow ¥ apapTwhds Topd Todg médag EBpeke Tols ddxpuat Tovg Tddag xal HAenpey xal
watepidet. | 421117 Zy. t (10)—Kadl eloehdav eig tév olxov Tod Papioaiov xarexhidy.
1) 3¢ yuw) otdoa dmiow ¥) dpapTwAds mapd Tovg médag EBpeke Tolg ddxpuat Todg

97  Cf. the discussion in Zahn, Geschichte, 2:463-64. Holl contended that Epiphanius is sim-
ply making reference to an erroneous interpretation by Marcion (Epiphanius 11, 108), an
opinion that was followed by Harnack, Marcion, 196* and Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 87. It is
unclear, however, how Marcion’s Gospel itself would have indicated this variant interpre-
tation without a textual alteration.

98  Cf.Harnack’s comment on v. 23, that “im Text selbst von M. auf den Téufer gedeutet, aber
wie?” (Marcion, 197%).

99  Asnoted in the discussion above, in this scholion the numbering of the first list diverges
from the second. Here, Vand M label i3ov, dmoatéMw Tov dryyeAdv pov Ttpd Tpogwmon aov as
heading t (10).

100  dpa 6 ypdpag xal ity dmoaTéN® TOV ByYEAGY mov TTpd TTpoadmov gov is omitted by M.
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modag, [Todg médag omitted by V M] xat filenpev xal xatepitet. | 42.11.17 "EA.
(10)—T0 eloeAbwv [V M read eigeABov; Veorr eiceAbwv] adua debovuaty- . .. xal o
xataxAibivar o08evds Eotv AN’ 1) o@ua <Exovtog> ... xal T TV yuvaixa Bpékal
Tolg Sdupuat Tovg wedag o govtaciog Todag, ovde doxoews: HAenpe yap xal

EPpeke xal xatepilet, Ths dpiis Tod cwpatos aloBavopév. | 42.16.2—. . . xai TOpwY
dAelpovaay adtod Todg édag ldoaadat amo mopvelag. .. | 77.28.1—. .. THg TOPVYG
adat;...

Though vv. 37 and 38 are also attested by Tertullian, Epiphanius is the sole
witness for Luke 7:36. He attests only the second half of the verse, where two
readings are worth noting. First, Epiphanius attests the reading tév olxov, with
N, B, D, L, W, and numerous other manuscripts, and not v oix{av, as in the TR.
Second, the use of the verb xataxAivew and not dvochivw agrees with witnesses
such as 82, B, D, L, &, and f*. In v. 37 Epiphanius attests only that the peri-
cope involves a yuv) apaptwAés, which is also the only element from the verse
attested in Tertullian’s allusion to the verse. That these words are arising from
Marcion’s text are confirmed by Epiphanius elsewhere referring to a mépwy.

V. 38 is slightly more challenging in that Epiphanius simply summarizes the
actions of the woman,1°! which is also the case for Tertullian.1°2 After begin-
ning with a reference to the position of the woman that follows the word order
in many manuscripts including %, B, and D, Epiphanius lists the actions in a
different order from the canonical account, an order that is also different from
the variant order in Tertullian. In addition, he omits reference to the “drying”
of Jesus’ feet.193 Concerning the ordering of the elements, Tsutsui summarizes
the differing orders found in Luke, Tertullian, and Epiphanius, noting “dafd es
hier einzig und allein um die Stelle von ‘xatagirely’ geht—da die sonstigen
drei Handlungen sich aus sachlichen Griinden nicht umstellen lassen” and
then concludes “ob hierin etwas Absichtliches liegt, ist unklar.%4 The likely
insignificance of Tertullian’s order of the elements was already discussed
in chapter 5.27, and here it should be observed that though Tsutsui rightly
notes the order that Epiphanius employs for the elements in scholia 10 and 11
(cf. below), he did not note that in the elenchus Epiphanius changes the order

101 Zahn spoke of an “abkiirzende Zusammenfassung” (Geschichte, 2:464).

102 Tertullian and Epiphanius also employ the verse in the same argumentative strategy,
namely, to highlight that these actions can only be performed on a true body and not a
phantom.

103 Williams’s translation “wiped and kissed” is not particularly helpful in that it allows for
confusion as to whether the “wiping” is with reference to drying (several English Bible,
including the N1v and NASB render éxpdoow with “wipe dry”) or to anointing.

104 Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 88.
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once more (HAewpe yop xal €Bpeke xai xatepiret), which demonstrates that the
reference to the three grouped actions can indeed be altered. Therefore, as was
the case for Tertullian no significance should be read into the change of order.
Furthermore, in elenchus 11 (cf. below), Epiphanius concludes with a refer-
ence to Jesus’ comments that abbreviates the actions even further (adt) Todg
m63ag pov xal HAenpe xai xatepilet), so the lack of reference to certain actions
should also be seen as insignificant. Unfortunately, very little insight can be
gained into the exact wording of Marcion’s text in much of this verse. Though
Epiphanius attests the “Western” reading ¢@pe&e, whether this was the read-
ing of Marcion’s text is ultimately unclear due to the summary nature of the
reference. Similarly, the otherwise unattested aorist fjAetpev also seems due to
Epiphanius’s reference. Both verbs are also used in scholion 11 (cf. below).

6.4.15 Luke 7:44-46
42.11.6 1ot (11)—Kad mdv ey ol Sdpuaty EBpe&ey Todg médag pov [VM read pov
Tovg Tédag] wal HAeupev xal xatepidet. | 42.11.17 Ey. o (11)—Kal wdAw- atty) Tolg
Sducpuaty EPpeke Todg méSag pov xal Hidenpe xai xorepidel. | 421117 "EX. 1ot (11)—
“Ivo. i) vopions, & Mapxiwy, uévov vouilesbat mapd Gvbpwmols TV QUapTwASY
yuvatea Todg Tédag o0 swthipos Ppé&at Te xai dAelPat xol xaTameQIAKéval, avTdS
6 cwtnp émiBePatol, od xata déxnatv Tadta yeyevijohat Siddaxwy, M €€ dAnbeiag,
mpog Edeyyov tod Paploaiov . .. duayvptlbuevog xal Aéywv alty Todg Todag mov xal
fikene xal xatepileL

For Luke 7:44—46 Epiphanius once again summarizes the words of Jesus
concerning what the woman mentioned in 7:37 has done. In v. 44 Epiphanius
attests €Bpe&ev Todg m6dag pov, with the first list of scholia placing pov before
tobg Tédas. The latter reading is found in most manuscripts with the former
confined to the versions, including several oL manuscripts. The change to the
more common reading in the copying of the original excerpts from Marcion’s
Gospel is more likely and the reading of the second list of scholia may have
been Marcion’s order. For vv. 45 and 46 only the verbs xatagAéw and dAeipw
are attested.!0

6.4.16 Luke 8:19—20

30.14.5—...1000, N w)tp cov xal ol &delgol cov E&w Eotnxaow...| 42.11.6 13
(12)—O0x elyev 1) uipe adtod xat of ddedpot adTod, GANY ubvoy 1) uiTNp Tou xai of
adelgoi oou. | 421117 Tx. 1B (12)—O00x elyev 1) wip adtod xal ot ddeAgpol avtod,
GG pbvov 1) utyp cov xat ol ddedgol gov. | 42.11.17 "EA. 1 (12)—Kdv te dvewtépw

105 Harnack only wrote v. 44 before citing Epiphanius here (Marcion, 197*); however, Tsutsui
more accurately wrote 4446 (“Evangelium,” 87).
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napondng, @ Mapxiwy, & pntdv Tod edayyehiov, o mowjoyg TV edoryyeMaTV
un ouvtiBépevoy Tf Umé Tvwv prbeioy Aékel tL V) uiTNe gov xal of ddeAgol cov,
ob SVvaoar dmepPaively TV dMPetav. ... xal Wi ot mAavdtw & Aéyos, 8v elnev &
x0plog Tig pov 1) pnTnp xal of ddeAgoi;...| 78.9.2—... 1000, | uympe gov xal ol
&3eAqol oo E&w Eatruav {yrodvrés oe. | 78.9.4—. . . 1300, 1) uiThp oov xal ot ddeAgol
oou €Ew Eathxaot Yyrodvtég oe. . . | 78.10.7—. .. 1800, 1) uTYp gov xal ot d3eAqoi gou
gEw eoTnaoy.

Epiphanius clearly attests the omission of Luke 8:9, both in the scho-
lion and in the discussion in the elenchus, where Epiphanius indicates that
Marcion “falsified” the passage in order to avoid the Gospel writer making the
statement that the Christ had a mother. Luke 8:20 is also attested by Tertullian
and Ephrem. Epiphanius’s testimony makes reference only to the opening
words of what Jesus was told: 1 puntp gov xat oi adeAgol gov. This reading is
essentially unproblematic, even if there are a few witnesses, including P75 and
N, that attest the omission of the first pronoun.!°¢ In his other four citations
of this verse, Epiphanius appears to cite Matt 12:47; however, the opening of
the statement appears verbatim in Matthew and Luke. In his reconstruction,
Harnack offered the wording attested by Epiphanius without parentheses and
included the additional elements to which Tertullian alluded in parentheses.

6.4.17 Luke 8:23—24

Ancor. Prooemium—. . . Tv ¢wwiy TadTnv ix0Twg xal adTol APIEVTEG: EMITTATA,
ataov. | Ancor. 31.2—[Ps 120:4 precedes] ... Umvwae 8¢, pnaty, 6 xbptog &v T wi.
| 42.11.6 1y (13)—TTAedvTwy adTOV dpUTVWaTEY- 6 3¢ €yeplelg EmeTinoe TG AVEUW
xal ) Baddaay. | 421117 Zy. ty (13)—TIIAedvtwv adTtév dpdmvwaey- 6 3¢ eyeplelg
EMETIUNTE TQ) avéUw xal Tf) Oaddaay). | 42.1117 "EA. ty (13)—Tig bmvwaey, Aéye. ... ol
yap adTéy Swrvicavteg ob dxnaty ldov, dANG dvavbprmyaty dAnBwny. dpélet yepol
XoDVTES xal QuwoavTeg napTupodaty 8Tt Hyelpav. avaatds yap, enaty, ... Nyépdy
Mev &g dvBpwmog, émetiunoe & tg Beds T Baddaoy xal émonoey <yaARvnv>.
|76.39.7—. . . Avépw v EmTIGY ol xAOdwvixal BaAdaay), . . . | 77.28.4—. . . EmITIUA
K&V xALSwVL xal Tolg dvépols xat Tf boddaay), . ..

Luke 8:23—24 are also attested by Tertullian. For these verses, Epiphanius
attests the opening words of v. 23 immediately followed by a phrase from near
the conclusion of v. 24. It is most likely that Epiphanius has simply abbreviated
his citation of the verses,'°” and indeed the elenchus assumes the presence
in Marcion’s text of several elements not mentioned in the scholion. For v. 23,

106 Cf. chapter 4, n. 156. In chapter 4.4.28 I argued that Tertullian’s testimony does not require
the conclusion that only one possessive pronoun appeared in Marcion’s text.
107 Cf. also Zahn, Geschichte, 2:464.
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the wording mAedvtwy adtdv agidmvwaey is unproblematic,'°® and it is almost
certain that Epiphanius simply omitted the otherwise universally attested d¢
after the genitive participle. v. 24 presents two challenges in terms of the text
that Epiphanius attests. First, éyepQeis is the reading of Matt 8:26, though it is
also found in many Lukan manuscripts (including A, D, and the TR). It may
have been the reading in Marcion’s Gospel, though Epiphanius inclining to
the Matthean reading is also possible. Second, the rebuking of the wind xal tfj
Bodooy also reflects the reading from Matthew.199 It is interesting to note that
Epiphanius often conflates elements from Matthew and Luke in this account,
with the “sea” also appearing in 76.39.7 and 77.28.4. Though Tertullian also
attested Tj) BaAdaay for v. 24, it may very well be that both these witnesses are
independently being influenced by Matthew (or, in Tertullian’s case, a cita-
tion from Nahum) in their discussions of this passage and are not reflecting
Marcion’s Gospel.

6.418 Luke 8:42—46
Ancor. 31.4— ... xal mepl Thg alpoppoodans Tis pov Hparto;... | Ancor. 381—...
dvfpwmomaddg <Aéywv> xal mept Thg aipoppootang Tig mov Hato;. .. | Ancor.
38.6—...xal tig pov #oato;...| Ancor. 108.2—...xal Tig pov #poarto;... |
Ancor.108.5—. .. Tig pov pato;. . . | 31.14.10— . .. apoapévny Tod xpagmédov avtod,
xal e TodTo elpyxévar oV cwtipa Tig nov Wpato;.. .| 42.11.6 18 (14)—Eyéveto
3¢ év 1@ vmdyew avtols, [V M read adtév] cuvémviyov adtév of Sylol xal yuw
dapévn adtod idby Tod aluortos: al elney 6 x0p18g- tic pov Hiparo; xal mdAw Hipatd
o0 TIG. %ol yop Eyvey dhvouty eEehbodoay &’ éuod. | 42.11.17 Ex. 18 (14)— Eyéveto
3¢ [V M omit 3¢] év ¢ dmayew adtovg, [V M read adtév] cuvémvryov adtév ol
8xAoL. xal yuw dapévy adtod idby tod alpartog. xal elney 6 x0pidg, Ti uov Hparo;
ol T Apatd pod Tig. xal yap Eyvewv Stvauw eEerbodoay dm’ uod. | 42.11.17 "EA.
18 (14)—Ev 1@ Omdyetv adtols, xai odx elney v 1@ dmdyew adtdv, tvar wi) Etépug
adTov aynpatioy) mapd T TOV 6dotmopodvTwy dxolouvdioy. T6 3¢ cuvémvtyov [VM
read guvmviyev] adtov ot SyAot, mvedpua odx NAOvavTo GUUTVEYEW ol GyAoL yuw
3¢ dapévy xal labelon odx dépog Hipato, dMa dpiis dvbpwmeiag. tva yap deiky &t
o1 Soxvaet povov 1) agr) Tod awpatog adtod HTO THS YuvaKog YeYEwTal, d1ddaxel
Aéywv Tig pou Hiparto; xal yop Eyvey Stvauw e&ehbodoay dm’ Euod.

Epiphanius begins this scholion with a reference to Luke 8:42 where his
opening words present two significant challenges for a reconstruction. First,
Epiphanius appears to attest v. 42b as beginning with an éyéveto 3¢. Though

108  dumvwaoey arising from Marcion’s text is also confirmed by Epiphanius utilizing the verb
Umvéw in both the elenchus and in Anchor. 31.2.
109 According to IGNTP it also appears in Syriac and a few OL manuscripts.
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C*, D, most Latin and a few other witnesses read xai €yéveto év ¢ mopebeadal,
Epiphanius’s opening for this verse is otherwise unattested. v. 40, however,
opens with éyéveto 3¢ év, which led Zahn to posit that Marcion combined
the opening of v. 40 with 42b. Zahn therefore reconstructed éyéveto ¢ év 1@
Umdryew.... 0 It is worth noting that Zahn appears to ignore the pronoun
that follows the infinitive. Turning to Harnack one discovers that, rather curi-
ously, he offered no discussion of the opening words and focused exclusively
on the pronoun ignored by Zahn. This second issue arises only because of
Epiphanius’s comments in the elenchus. Both V and M read the universally
attested a0Tov; yet, Epiphanius’s first statement in the elenchus makes no sense
if this was originally the reading in the scholion. Concerning Epiphanius’s
statement in the elenchus, Harnack rightly noted “die Stelle is nicht ganz deu-
tlich,” though he went on to contend “wahrscheinlich hat M. das hier singulére
avtovg geboten und nicht adtév.! It seems to me, however, that both Zahn
and Harnack may be incorrect in positing these singular readings for Marcion’s
text. First, the elenchus makes it clear that Epiphanius’s primary interest in
this verse arises from the references to people “pressing against” or “touching”
Jesus. Indeed, the “Who touched me?” question is also referenced several times
in Ancor. Second, in Matt 9:19, the disciples are said to accompany Jesus, which
raises the possibility that Epiphanius is simply providing a generic introduc-
tion to the account along the Matthean lines of having Jesus go and being fol-
lowed by his disciples. Thus, it is not entirely clear that Epiphanius’s citation of
V. 42 actually begins with éyéveto 8¢ év 1 Omdryew avtolg and may rather begin
with the reference to the crowds. Apart from the word order, which may well
be due to Epiphanius, cuvémviyov adtov ot 8xAot is essentially unproblematic.
Verses 43—46 are also attested by Tertullian. Similar to Tertullian, Epiphanius
makes a summary reference to vv. 43—44, indicating that a woman touched
Jesus. Epiphanius, however, also makes reference to her being healed of her
hemorrhages and thus indirectly relates her condition. Thus, yuv in v. 43 and
fpato in v. 44 are securely attested, with other elements in the verse being
alluded to. For v. 45, Epiphanius confirms Tertullian’s testimony to tig uov #jato
as the wording of Jesus’ question, though »0ptog in xal elmev 6 xVpiég may be
due to Epiphanius.!'? Both Tertullian and Epiphanius attest Jesus’ statement in
v. 46.113 Epiphanius’s xaf is unlikely to have been in Marcion’s text, though it is

110 Zahn, Geschichte, 2:466.

111 Harnack, Marcion, 199*.

112 IGNTP lists only two lectionaries and syr® as attesting xptos.

113 In the elenchus Epiphanius appears to have conflated Jesus’ two responses.
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possible that Marcion read ¢£gAfo0oav with numerous other witnesses includ-
ing A, C, D, W, 113, and the majority text among others.!'#

6.419 Luke 9:16
42.11.6 1€ (15)—AvaBAépag eig TOV odpavdv eDAGYNaTEY Em’ adTolS. | 42.11.17 Zy. L€
(15)—AvafAédag eig Toug 0dpavods NUAGYNoeY ént’ [én’ omitted by VM] adtovs. |
421117 "EA. e (15)—Ei dvéPAeev eig odpavods xal OAGyNoey e’ adtods, . ..
Luke 9:16 is perhaps also attested in the Adamantius Dialogue. The attes-
tation to Luke 9:16 by Epiphanius varies in the two versions of this scholion.
The omission of ér’ in the second listing is best understood as an assimila-
tion to the predominant reading as én’ adtovg is attested only by D, several oL
manuscripts, and sy®. Also, as noted above, according to IGNTP the plural toug
obpavols is a singular reading and though one cannot be completely certain,
it may well be an error in the second listing that is repeated in the elenchus.!®
There is also no real significance to be drawn from the variant spelling of the
aorist of ebAoyéw. In sum, the reading in the first listing more likely reflects
Marcion’s text, which is also the reconstruction of this part of the verse by
Harnack.!16

6.4.20 Luke 9:22
42.11.6 1 (16)—A€ywv, del [V reads Aéyw 3] Tov viov Tod dvBpwmov moMa madelv
xal amoxtavbijval xal netd Tpels Nuépag éyepbijval. | 42.11.17 Zy. 1§ (16)—Aéywy,
3¢l [V reads Aéyw 91| Tov vidv T00 dvBpwmov moAAd madely xal dmoxtavbijvar xal
ueTa Tpels Nuépag éyepbipval. | 42.11.17 "EA. 1 (16)—El viov dvbpwmou xal wabelv
wal dmoxtovBijvar <uéMovta> Equtédy OMOAOYED 6 povoyewg vidg ToD Beod, ... xal
YO eVTt TAALY xol ETA TPETS Nuepag yepbijva.

Luke 9:22 is also attested by Tertullian and possibly in the Adamantius
Dialogue. A comparison of Tertullian and Epiphanius here reveals both simi-
larities and differences. Though they both attest the same opening words,

114 Tertullian’s profectam, on the other hand, seems to attest the reading éenivBuiay.

115 The plural “heavens” occurs only 4 times in Luke compared to 31 occurrences of the sin-
gular. In Matthew, however, the plural occurs 55 times and the singular 27 times. It is pos-
sible that familiarity with the Matthean plural influenced the reference here.

116 Harnack, Marcion, 200*. Tsutsui sees the insertion of én’ as an intentional Marcionite
change so that the bread is not blessed directly, but rather could be paraphrased as
“und er segnete (d.i. den Gott?) ‘iiber’ die Brote (so dafl sie aufhéren, Geschopf zu
sein, und durch die erfreuliche Kraft Gottes in etwas den Marcioniten Annehmbares

»

verdndert werden)” (“Evangelium,” go—g1). Tsutsui goes on to propose that the construc-
tion may have been a terminus technicus in the cultic meal of the Marcionite church.

Though possible, these suggestions seem somewhat speculative.
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Epiphanius makes no reference to the second element involving the rejection
of Jesus, continuing immediately with reference to Jesus’ death and resurrec-
tion. Since Epiphanius appears to be focusing on the body that suffered and
died being the body that was raised (cf. the elenchus), the omission is likely
due to Epiphanius himself.'” Epiphanius agrees with Tertullian in the wording
ol dmoxtovBijvat xal petd Tpels Nuépag,'8 with éyepbijvan also being possible as
the reading attested by Tertullian.!'® Whether the opening Aéywv, according to
IGNTP attested elsewhere only in sy?, arose out of Marcion’s text is unclear.
Harnack therefore rightly noted “vielleicht ist darauf nichts zu geben” and
placed the word in parentheses in his reconstruction.!2°

6.4.21 Luke 9:28, 30-31

23.6.2—. .. &g TV €autod 36Eav wi) drodei&ovtar GG 1) dva éoov "HAlou xal
Muwuoéwg T@v xai adtdvy v 888y idla uet’ avtod dpbévtwy; | 42.11.6 1 (17)—Kai
1300 3vo &vdpeg cuveldouy avt®, HAiog xai Mwuafic &v 86Ey. | 42107 Ey.
(17)—Kai i80d, 8Vo [SVo omitted by V M]'2! gvdpeg auveddrovy adtd, HAlag xai
Mwuofjg &v 86Ey. | 421117 "EX. 1 (17)—. .. dugotépoug Hyaryev pueb’ éautod év Tf)
18to ardtod 36y xal Edeike Tolg padytais adtod, . . . | 42.107 "EA. &y (63)—mébev odv
‘HAlog xal Mwvofis debnoav pet’ adtod év 1@ 8pet év 86&y; ... | 64.14.9—. .. homep
v 10 "Inood ldog xat Mwvaiwg xai ‘HAlov ody ETepov & Tf) HETAUOpPHTEL TTop & V.
| 64.17.10—. . . &€ €ig T6 8pog avéRY ueta ITéTpov, xal T6 Mwvaéwg xail 0 ‘HAlov tév
0@OEvTwY AVTR. | 64.44.5—-6—. . . xal €V Tf) ®orTd TOV TAOVTIOV XAl TOV TTEVYTA QPATEL
xal &v Tf) xatd Tov Mwvaéa xat tov ‘HAlav dmtacia. . . . édeixvuey adTolg €v Té) Spet
8v ‘Hlaw xol tdv Mwvata, 40 8 oo dpevdax.

These verses are also attested by Tertullian and Ephrem. Epiphanius refers
only to the location where Elijah and Moses appeared in elenchus 63 (év @
pet). It is not entirely clear whether Epiphanius is here referring to Marcion’s
text; however, the reference to the location of the appearance (Luke 9:28)
also appears in Tertullian’s allusion to the verse. For vv. 30—31 Epiphanius,
in the scholia, attests xat {dob 0o dvdpeg guverdiovy adT®, followed by what
appear to be truncated references: "HAiag xat Mwiofic and év 88&y. The order

117 So also Zahn, Geschichte, 2:466.

118 Due to the agreement with Tertullian, Volckmar would appear to be incorrect in attribut-
ing the wording here to Epiphanius (Das Evangelium Marcions, 33; N.B. that Volckmar
incorrectly refers to the verse as v111, 22).

119 Cf. the discussion in chapter 4.4.30

120 Harnack, Marcion, 201*.

121 This omission could have occurred through a scribal error in copying IAOYAYO. According
to IGNTP only 174 also contains the omission.
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dvo dvdpeg is attested by several oL manuscripts, the Vulgate, sy%,P, and geo,
though the order 'HAlag xai Mwiicfjg is otherwise unattested.!?? The fact that
Epiphanius also employs this order of the names in elenchus 63, 23.6.2, and the
final reference in 64.44 indicates that it should not be attributed to Marcion’s
text. Furthermore, though Epiphanius alludes to Elijah and Moses having
“appeared” in glory (v. 31a) in the elenchus, it is likely that simple omissions by
Epiphanius account for the brief nature of his references in the scholion.

6.4.22 Luke 9:35

42.11.6 ) (18)—'Ex Tig vepéAng puviy- 00T6S oty 6 vidg ov 6 dryamnTés. | 42.11.17
2x. ) (18)—"Ex tiig vepéng puvi- 00tds Eatty 6 vibs pov 6 dyarmTés. | 42.11.17 "EX.
m (18)—...N veQéAn...80ev 1 Quwv) Tpog TOV gwTtiipa NVEXEN....0 TaThp
wal &v vepély Aahel, Omodeevdwv Tolg uabntals Tov adtod vidy,...o xai S

VEQEAYS TG 18{e viw popTUPTES . . . | 51.20.6—. . . 0TTds EaTiv § LI6S Mov 6 dryaTTNTSS,
adtod dxodete ... | 57.3.8—. .. HABe pwvi) &t odpavod, 00Tés EaTiv 6 Lid pov, adTod
Bxo0oaTE. . . . | 73.20.3—. .. 00TOG €07tV 6 VibG Mov 6 dryamnTds. | 76.29.7—. . . 00TéG
oty 6 vidg pov 6 dyarmTés, [xai] adtod dxodete. .. | 76.39.12—. .. 00TéG Hov oty
6 vibg, adTod dcovete. ... | 77.13.2—...00T6¢ EoTv & VLIS pov & dyarnTéS, €V @
NOdunaa. ...

These verses are also attested by Tertullian and Ephrem. Epiphanius’s attes-
tation of the voice coming “out of the cloud” confirms the observations made
in chapter 4.4.36 that Tertullian’s de caelo is not the reading of Marcion’s text.123
Though Tertullian always mentions the vox prior to the locale from which it
came, Epiphanius places ¢ww after éx tijc vegpéing.12* This otherwise unat-
tested word order, along with the omission ¢yéveto and Aéyovo,!25 are most
likely due to Epiphanius’s abbreviated citation.’?6 The words spoken by the

122 The parallel in Matt 17:3 also reads Mwiajg xai 'HAlog; however, in Mark 9:4 Elijah is men-
tioned before Moses in the phrase xai ¢y adtols 'HAiog obv Mwioel.

123 Epiphanius once makes reference to the voice coming from heaven (cf. his citation in
57.3.8, likely conflated with Matt 3:17//Luke 3:22)

124 As mentioned in the previous note, the likely influence from Matt 3:17//Luke 3:22 also
leads to the voice being mentioned before the locale in 57.3.8. Curiously, IGNTP lists
Epiphanius’s word order as the reading of “Marcion.”

125 IGNTP lists only K as attesting the first omission, though several manuscripts and ver-
sions, including P45, attest the second.

126  Thus already Volckmar, Das Evangelium Marcions, 34 concerning the omission of Aéyovaa.
In the elenchus Epiphanius makes an explicit reference to the Father AaAel.
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voice confirm the testimony of Tertullian, including the reading ¢ ayomytég, 127
before breaking off and leaving the final phrase of the verse unattested.

6.4.23 Luke 9:40—41
42.11.6 18 (19)—'E3enBnv tév pabntdv gov. elye 8¢ mopd T6 0dx NduviBnoay éxPaiely
adTd xal PG avTOVG B Yeved dmiaTog, Ewg oTE dveEopat DuAY; | 42.11.17 Zx. 10
(19)—"E3e9fnv 1@V pabntdv cou. elye 8¢ mapd 6 odx NSuwdy ooy éxPaelv adTé
xol TPOG ATOVG- & YeVed 8miaTos, Ewg moTe dvéEopat DuAY; | 42.1117 "EA. 10 (19)—T6
Ewg TéTE Evadprou Tapovaiag Xpovou ETTIY TNUAVTUY Xal T6 & Yeved dTLOTOS, WG
TV TPOPYTAV €Tl TG dvopaTt adTod Beoay)ueLa EpYOTUUEVWY XAl TETITTEUXOTWY, . . .
Luke 9:40 is attested only by Epiphanius, and whereas the opening words
are unproblematic and almost uniformly attested in the manuscript tradition,'28
oVx N3uvOnoav éxPalelv adé is a singular reading. By reconstructing Marcion’s
text in this way, and judging by the references in his apparatus, Harnack appears
to have thought that this Lukan reading had been influenced by the syntax of
Matt 17:16; however, since Epiphanius focuses exclusively on elements from v.

41 in the elenchus, it is also possible that the phrasing is due to carelessness on
the part of Epiphanius.

Concerning v. 41, first, mpdg adtovs is a singular reading that Harnack con-
tended was “tendenzits von M. hinzugesetzt.”'2® Though Harnack posed the
question “ob es Tert. gelesen hat?,"3% Tsutsui rightly observes that “Tertullian
(4,23,2) und Epiphanius stimmen darin iiberein, dafl Jesus sein Wort nach
Marcions Auffassung auf die Jiinger gerichtet hat,”3! which, at least indirectly,
means that the reading is attested in both sources. Second, though in the
analysis of Tertullian’s testimony it was noted that xai Sieatpoupéwy could have
been a simple omission by Tertullian, Epiphanius confirms its absence. Finally,
Tertullian, in his two citations for v. 41, attests both of the final elements of
the Lukan question whereas Epiphanius attests only €w¢ méte dvé&opat Opdv.
Harnack argued that the absence of €wg méte Eoopat mpdg dpds in Epiphanius

127 The double attestation by Tertullian and Epiphanius weigh more strongly than the fact
that Epiphanius always refers to a viég dyammtés in his other citations of this and related
passages.

128 The opening xai is here unattested and should be marked with ellipses (IGNTP states that
two mss. of sy© omit the conjunction). Harnack simply began the verse with e3e#8nv.

129 Harnack, Marcion, 203*.

130 Ibid.

131 Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 94.
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“ist nichts zu geben,” and both sources do attest éwg méte immediately before
dvéEopat along with numerous other manuscripts and lectionaries.!32

6.4.24 Luke 9:44
42116 x (20)—0 ydp viog Tod dvBpwmov UEMel mapadiSooBar eig xelpog
avlptdymav. | 42.11.17 Zx. % (20)—0 yap viog oD dvBpwmov uéMet mapadidoadat eig
xelpag avlpadymuwv. | 421117 "EA. % (20)—Yiod dvbpiymou xal mapadobnaopévou
elg xelpag avBpwmwy ob doxyaews 1) Eupaats 003E pavtacias, . . .

Epiphanius’s citation of the second half of 9:44 is unproblematic and repro-
duces the essentially unanimously attested reading of the verse.

6.4.25 Luke10:21

21.6.2— ... 0 x0plog €v T edaryeriw oty wg Tpog Tov Oedv xal matépa Tov (Slov
TdTep, xVple ToD ovpavod xal THS Y7S. | 40.7.9—. .. e0XAPLTTR TOL, TATEP, KVPLE
odpavod xal YA, ... | 4211.6 xf (22)—Edxapiotd ool, xdpte 00 odpavod. odx

elxev 3¢ xai tis Yig, olite mdtep elyev. ENéyyetar 8¢ xdtw Yap elyev val, 6 mathp.
| 42.11.17 Zx. %P (22)—Edxaptotd got, xVpte Tod odpavod. odx elye 8¢ xal Ths Y,
olte mdrtep elyev. Eléyyetan 8¢ xdtw Ydp elyev val, 6 matp. | 42117 "EA. xf
(22)—Edxapiotel xuple tod odpavod, xdv meptédns <té> <xal> TS Yijg xdv <Te>
napondng T6 maTep, . .. Domep Yap &v Aenpdve xotd MOy elacag, @ Mapxiwy,
6 val, 6 Tathp, . .. drrodedectan Tolvuy €& dmavtog T@ 1dilw TaTpl el)aploTEWY TOV
Xptatév xat odpovod xdplov adTév dvopuddety.

Epiphanius here attested several readings also found in Tertullian. First,
ebyaptotd confirms the reading in Tertullian,'33 and the presence of oot here
tends to support the possibility that the absence of tibi in Tertullian was due to
a simple omission on his part. Epiphanius does not attest the xai é£opoloyoduat
found in Tertullian, and though Harnack was convinced that Epiphanius
here abbreviated the citation,!3# it is also possible that the extra words were
inserted by Tertullian. Second, Epiphanius explicitly notes the omission of xai
ThS y#s, confirming that Tertullian’s silence is due to the absence of this ele-
ment. Harnack viewed the omission as tendentious, and Marcion may have
had theological reason for doing so; yet, the words are also missing in P4>

132 Reference to this reading is also made by Williams, “Reconsidering Marcion’s Gospel,”
482n14 [cont.].

133  Since only Tertullian and Epiphanius attest this verse, Braun presumably meant to write
“Epiphanius” in his statement “Gratias ago (ebxaplot®) est confirmé par Adamantius”
(Contre Marcion 1v, 315n2). Interestingly, however, Epiphanius also attests this verb in
40.7.9.

134 Harnack, Marcion, 204*.
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and the 10th century minuscule 27*.135 Gregory, following Klijn, rightly notes
“although the omission of xal Tis y7js can be explained as the result of a par-
ticularMarcionite tendency, nevertheless this isnot a necessary explanation.”36
Third, Epiphanius also confirms that mdtep was not present in Marcion’s text.
Here again Harnack saw a tendentious omission on Marcion’s part,'®? but it
is difficult to find a rationale for this view. Tsutsui rightly asks what tendency
necessitated the deletion of matep,38 and his question is particularly poignant
because Harnack himself, as seen in the discussion of Tertullian, believed that
both Tertullian and Epiphanius rightly attested matp as present in Marcion’s
text in the final clause of Luke 10:21.139 Therefore, the possibility must be enter-
tained that if the word was absent it was not due to an excision by Marcion and
could have already been absent in his exemplar.1*® Ultimately, Klijn is likely

135 Harnack, Marcion, 206*. Blackman, Marcion and His Influence, 46 also saw a tenden-
tious omission. Of course, Harnack did not have access to P45 when he wrote his work on
Marcion. It is curious, however, that Tsutsui offers a theological rationale for Marcion’s
omission (the earth symbolizes all of creation and the Creator God), but does not mention
the reading of P45. Williams simply writes “In X, 21 together with the Chester Beatty papy-
rus, P45, he [Marcion| omitted xot g yng” (Alterations, 14). It is also worth remembering,
however, as E.C. Colwell noted, “As an editor the scribe of P4° wielded a sharp axe....He
frequently omits phrases and clauses. ... He shortens the text in at least fifty places in
singular readings alone” (“Scribal Habits in Early Papyri: A Study in the Corruption of the
Text,” in The Bible in Modern Scholarship: Papers Read at the 100th Meeting of the Society
of Biblical Literature, December 28-30, 1964 [ed. ]. Philip Hyatt; Nashville: Abingdon, 1965,
383; cf. also the extensive discussion of the scribe of P45 in Royse, Scribal Habits, 103-97).

136  Gregory, Reception of Luke and Acts, 181. Cf. Klijn, “Matthew 11:25 // Luke 10:21,” 13-14.
Klijn's summary is helpful: “Marcionite influence on early Greek papyri seems impossible.
This means that here also variant readings originated spontaneously, possibly influenced
by the usage of the Lxx where in this phrase the words xai i y#s are often omitted, as
we have seen above....The omission...can be explained from a particular Marcionite
tendency, but incidental errors, free rendering in quotations, and the influence of the Lxx
are equally possible as sources of corruption” (“Matthew 11:25 // Luke 10:21, 14).

137 Harnack, Marcion, 206*.

138 Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 96.

139 Cf. chapter 4.4.40, in particular n. 215.

140 IGNTP notes that it may possibly have been omitted by the oL manuscript a, with
Athanasius being the only other witness omitting it. Tsutsui offers the rather weak argu-
ment that Marcion may have deleted the first reference to “father” out of stylistic rea-
sons because he did not want to keep two terms of address in the text (“Evangelium,”
96). Braun, on the other hand, argues it was Tertullian “qui a supprimé aussi 'apostrophe
(mditep)” (Contre Marcion Iv, 315n2).
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correct in his conclusion: “It appears impossible to give a definite answer to
this question.”*!

6.4.26 Luke10:25-28

42.11.6 %y (23)—Elmev 10 voux® &v 1@ véuw Tl yéypamrta; xal dmoxpibels petd
TV &mdxpraty Tod vopuxod elmev dpOdg elmes. Tobro molet, xai {foy. | 42.11.17 x. %y
(23)—Elmev 1@ vopnd &v 1@ vépew ti Yéyparmrar; xal dmoxptdeis petd mv dndxpioty
0D vopuxod elmey 6pAQs elmeg. To0To Tolet, xal (hom. | 42.11.17 "EX ey (23)—AMPetar
@v 6 viog Tod Beod ovdéva EmAdva TRV TEP (WG EPWTWVTWY- . .. xal TG XOTA VOUOY
dmoxptfévTt prioavtog dpBig Aehadnxévat xal obtwg Tolet xal {ay), . . .

In this passage, vv. 25 and 27 are also attested by Tertullian. Epiphanius’s
only reference in the scholion to v. 25 is the indication that the pericope
involves a vopwds. In the elenchus, given Tertullian’s testimony that aiwviov
was not present in Marcion’s text, it is interesting that Epiphanius states only
that the Son of God was asked mept {wfic and not mept {wijs aiwviov. Though it is
difficult to ascertain how much significance should be read into this formula-
tion, if it was influenced by the wording of Marcion’s Gospel it would support
Tertullian’s testimony. For v. 26, Epiphanius attests that Jesus asked the vopuxég
a question, the wording of which is essentially unproblematic. Since Harnack’s
view that this verse was definitely missing in Tertullian’s copy of Marcion’s text
has already been questioned,!#? it is possible that Epiphanius is not merely
attesting a later, altered version of Marcion’s Gospel.!3 Following a mere allu-
sion to the scribe’s answer (v. 27), Epiphanius attests Jesus’ reply in v. 28. The
only difference here from the nearly universally attested text is elneg instead of
dmexpidyg, which does not necessarily reflect the reading of Marcion’s Gospel.144

6.4.27 Luke s, 9, 11-13

Anchor. 18.4—. . . €l pelg movwpol Bvteg oidate ddparta dryoda Siddva Tolg Téxvolg
Opdv mepl ixBVog xal dptov Aéywv. | 42.11.6 %3 (24)—Kai elrev tic €& Dudv ket
@lAov, xal mopevaeTal TPOG AVTOV pegovuxTiov, aitév Tpelg dpToug; xal Aotmév

141 Klijn, “Matthew 11:25 // Luke 10:21,” 13. Klijn continues “The presence of the omission in
Codex F, Pseudo-Clement, and Augustine, and in addition to this the omission of the
word in similar expressions in the LXX, make it clear that the omission could have been
brought about in more than one way.” Blackman, however, contends that oL a omitted
ndtep due to Marcionite influence (Marcion and His Influence, 136, 157).

142 Cf. chapter 4.4.43 and n. 240 there.

143 This is the position taken by Harnack, Marcion, 206*—207* and Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 98,
who explicitly refers to “einen von den Schiilern revidierten Text.”

144 1GNTP offers only aeth and geo as supporting this reading. In addition, otwg in the elen-
chus is certainly due to Epiphanius altering the wording.
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aitelte xai dofoetar. Tivar yop €& DUV Tov matépa vidg aithoet ixOOv xal dvtl
ixB00g 8o Emidoet adTd 1) dvtt Qod oxopTtiov; £l 0dv Duels mowypol oidarte Sdpata
dyadd, méow udhov & mamip; | 42.1117 Zy. x8 (24)—Kol elney tig €§ Dpav Eel
@lAov. xal mopeboeTal PO avTOV pegovuxTiov, aitév TPelg dpToug; xal Aotmév
alrelte, xal Sodoetal. tiva yap €€ budv Tov artépa vidg altyoet [V M read aitioog]
80V xal dvti tiyBVog Bewv emidwaet adtd ) [V M read xal] dvtt wod axopmiov; el
odv pels movnpol ofdate Sdparta dyadd. méow pdihov 6 mat)p; | 42.1117 "EA. %8
(24)—. .. AéyeL yap Tiva 6 vidg altioet ixB0v, pn Sewv adtd emdwoet 1 dvtl wod
oxopiov; xai BoTepby ot el odv Opels mowpol dvteg oidarre Sdparta dyadd Sidévar
Tolg Téxvolg DAY, TOTw RAAOY 6 TTarTy)p DGV 6 Eoupdviog; el Totvuv Soparta dyadd
x€xANxev B0y xal Qov, ...

Epiphanius’s citation from Luke 11:5, a verse to which Tertullian alludes,
references essentially unproblematic readings, though the quotation is
quite clearly abbreviated.'*> The most obvious abbreviation occurs with the
summary comment ait@v tpeis dptoug alluding to the conclusion of the verse.
Harnack thought that Marcion’s text omitted mpog adTolg,6 an omission
that is also found in D and d; however, it is not clear that Epiphanius
began his citation at the beginning of v. 5. He may rather have simply used
a brief introduction to the citation of Jesus’ words, similar to his shortly there-
after introducing the second quote with xai Aotmov.

Epiphanius continues the scholion with elements from vv. 9 and 11-13,
verses also attested by Tertullian, with vv. 1-13 additionally attested in the
Adamantius Dialogue. In v. 9, Epiphanius cites aiteite xal dofoetat. The first
verb is confirmed by Tertullian, and the latter may be the reading of Marcion’s
text."*7 For v. 11, Epiphanius attests tiva yap £§ 0uév tév matépa vids altioet iyBov
xal dvtl iyBvog 8o emidwaet adtd. Numerous readings need to be discussed
here. First, Twva is attested, and not tig, as read in several manuscripts, including
8 and D. Second, ydp is only rarely found in the manuscript tradition, though it
is the reading in P45.148 Third, £ is attested with numerous manuscripts against
the TR. Fourth, the article before matépa is attested (it is omitted in several

145 Cf. also Zahn, Geschichte, 2:473 and Harnack, Marcion, 208*.

146 Harnack, Marcion, 208*.

147 Cf. the discussion in chapter 4.4.49.

148 IGNTP erroneously lists P7 instead of P4° as attesting ydp. Also, it is unclear to me why
NA28 chose to list (Mcion® Epiph) as evidence for the critical text tiva 8¢ ¢§ dp@v tév
matépa aithoel 6 viog when the reading attested by Epiphanius could just as easily, and
perhaps more accurately, be listed as slightly varying from the reading of P> (tiva yap &
Vu@Y TaTépa alThoEL vidg).
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manuscripts, including P45 and P75) but no article is present before viég, at least
in the scholion (it is also absent in P%> and a few other manuscripts). Fifth,
according to IGNTP, the word order viég aitaet is also found in D, d, W, and a
few additional manuscripts. Sixth, like Tertullian, Epiphanius does not men-
tion the pair “bread and stone” (cf. Matt 7:9 and the presence of the element
in most manuscripts of Luke).1® Finally, the scholion attests émdwaet adT,
though in the elenchus, in an abbreviated reference to v. 11, Epiphanius writes
a0T® emideaoet.50 In all of this it is very difficult to decipher that which is drawn
from Marcion’s text and that which is due to Epiphanius’s own hand.

The references to vv. 12 and 13 are more cursory, with Epiphanius attest-
ing 7 dvtt Qod oxopmiov for v. 12 and &l odv Opels Tovnpoi oidate Sopara dyadd,
moaw udAov ¢ matnp for v. 13. The content of the former verse is simply sum-
marized by Epiphanius. The latter verse reproduces several unproblematic
phrases from the verse, though Epiphanius has clearly omitted some elements.
v. 13 is attested, however, in a longer form in the elenchus. There Epiphanius
may simply be referring to the verse in the longer form, or perhaps the verse
was expanded in the process of copying. In any case, it is difficult to attri-
bute the expanded citation to Marcion’s Gospel with any degree of certainty
and therefore one should view elements of v. 13 not present in the scholion as
unattested by Epiphanius.!>!

149 Zahn, Geschichte, 2:473 stated that Epiphanius “tibergeht” this element and Harnack,
Marcion, 208* viewed the omission here, as well as in sy*, as “ein Zufall” (Harnack did not
mention that B and several oL manuscripts also omit the phrase). Of course, both schol-
ars were, however, working prior to the discovery of P45 and P73, neither of which contain
this element.

150 The former reading is that of the TR, though also supported by P45, 8, A, C, W, 113, and
other manuscripts. Important witnesses for the reading of the elenchus (also the reading
of NA28) include P> and D.

151 Though Harnack, Marcion, 208* did include a question mark, there is no source
supporting the insertion of “(6 €& odpavod?)” in Marcion’s Gospel. It should, there-
fore, also be recognized that Adalbert Merx’s suggestion that the reading 6 motip 6 €
obpavod “aller Wahrscheinlichkeit nach zu den marcionitischen Anderungen gehort”
(Die Evangelien des Markus und Lukas nach der syrischen im Sinaikloster gefundenen
Palimpsesthandschrift [vol. 2.2 of Die vier kanonischen Evangelien nach ihrem dltesten
bekannten Texte: Ubersetzung und Erlduterung der syrischen im Sinaikloster gefundenen
Palimpsesthandschrift; Berlin: Georg Reimer, 1905], 287), an idea for which T.W. Manson
stated “there is something to be said” (T.W. Manson, The Sayings of Jesus [London: sCM,
1949], 82), is based upon the speculation that a reading that is not attested for Marcion’s
Gospel is a Marcionite interpolation.
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6.4.28 Luke 11:29-32

4211.6 xe (25)—Ilapaxéxontar [V M read mepuéxomtat] 16 mepl Twvad Tod
Tpo@yTov. elyey ydp 1) yeved abty, onpelov od Sofoetar adti). odx elyev 8¢ mepl
Nuweuvy) xal Pagidioons votov xat Zadoudvos. | 42.11.17 Zy. xe (25)—Iapoxéxomtal
o Tepl Twvd o0 TpogyTou. elyey ydp 1) yeved aldty, onpelov ob Sobrioetal adt.
obx elyev 3¢ mepl Nivewn) xai [Nweun xai omitted by V M] Bacthiocong vétov
xol Tohoudvos. | 421117 "E. xe (25)—Kai v adtols ol Soxels mapaxdmrew ob
Sovaoal, & Mapxiwy, Aabelv Ty dPetav. x8v dpélys Yap <to> mepl Twvd Tod
TPOPHTOY, . .. APEAYS 3¢ xal TO mepl TS PBaatAioayg tod voTov xal Ladoudvog xal
Ths Nwvevn ™ cwtplwdy 0mébeaty xal Tod Twvd T6 ®Mpuyra, adTog 6 TPoXEieVog
AdY0g ToD owTipdg <ae> EAEYYEL AEYEL YAp 1) Yeved alTy anuelov aitel, xal anueiov
oV dobgeTal avTy), . ..

Luke 11:29 is also attested by Tertullian where his reference to onueiov o0
dofWoetar confirms this element in Epiphanius’s reference. It seems quite likely
that Epiphanius has abbreviated the citation, making IGNTP’s reference to
Marcion’s Gospel attesting an omission of yevea moveypd €otiv- aonueiov {yrel, xaf
problematic. In any case, the intervening words are simply unattested,'>? and
the attested elements are nearly uniformly attested in the manuscript tradi-
tion. The additional elements added by Epiphanius in the elenchus are likely
a paraphrase of the intervening words based on memory.!53 The remainder of
the scholion and the elenchus reveal that Marcion’s Gospel did not contain vv.
30-32.154

6.4.29 Luke11:42

42.11.6 x§ (26)—Avtl 100 mapépyeafe [V and M read mapépyeabat] v xplow
100 Be0d [Veorr added Beod] elyev mapépyecde [V and M read mapépyecdat] v
xAjow tod Be0l. | 421117 Xy. xg (26)—Avti 100 mopépyesde [V and M read
napépyeadat] Ty xploty Tod Beod elyev mapépyeade [V and M read mapépyeodaut]
™V xAfjaw tod Beod. | 42.11.17 "EA. ¢ (26)—=Edv yap €imy) xatéxete oG mapadoaelg
TGV mpeaPuTépwy DAY xal Tapépyeade [V read mapépyeadat, Veorr napépyeade]to
€\eog xal ™)V xpio tod Beod, ...

This verse is also attested by Tertullian, and Epiphanius’s explicit statement
concerning the reading confirms Tertullian’s attestation of the reading v
uAfjow. Though the Holl/Dummer edition altered the reading of the Epiphanius
manuscripts from mapépyeadal to mapépyeabe, regardless of the original reading
of the scholion, Marcion’s Gospel almost certainly did not read the otherwise

152 Harnack, Marcion, 209* placed these words in brackets.
153 The idea of paraphrasing the verse with the verb “ask” was already seen in Tertullian.
154 The omission of Nwewvy) xaiin the second list of scholia could be a result of homoeoteleuton.
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unattested middle infinitive. The remainder of the verse is unattested, and
it is evident that the elenchus is loosely reflecting the entire verse based on
Epiphanius’s (faulty) memory.

6.4.30 Lukermn:qy
33.10.4—080gv xai 6 x0plog, Emavidv v vopobeaiav xai Todg adtig Staxioug, EAeyev
KOTUEITE TOVG TAPOUG TOV TPoPyT@V xal olxodopelte T pwpela Tav Sucaiwy, xal
ol Tatépeg VUAV dmeéxtevay adtols. | 42.11.6 % (27)—O00al Huiv, 81t oixodopette
TOL UVYLOLTOL TAV TPOPH TV Xatl Ol TTOTEPES DUAY ATEXTEWOY AUTOVG. | 42.11.17 XX. %
(27)—O00ai iy, 8Tt oixodopelte Ta pvnpEla TRV TPOPNTAY, xal ol TaTEPES UMV
Qméxteway avtovs. | 42.11.17 "EA. % (27)—Ei @v mpogytdv moteltal v gpovtida,
Tobg dmoxteivavtog dvetdi{wy, odx &M dTptot adtod Ao of mpogiital, . . . [a series of
citations from the 0T and one from John follows]

Epiphanius provides a citation of Luke 11:47, where Tertullian offers only

an allusion. Most of the reading is unproblematic, though discussion concern-
ing two points is necessary. First, in 42.11.6 Epiphanius attests the reading &
pvpata, whereas in 42.11.17 the scholion reads ta pwyueia. As mentioned in
chapter 5 (5.48), Tertullian’s use of monimentum may point towards the read-
ing t& pvnueio; however, this is not certain.!>5 In 33.10.4, Epiphanius offers the
latter reading, and one would expect that in the process of the production or
copying of the Panarion it is more likely that a change to a far more common
reading was made as opposed to & pvuela being replaced with the almost
singular reading td puvjuata. Much more than Marcion’s Gospel possibly con-
taining this reading, however, cannot be said.

Second, Epiphanius attests xai ot matépes instead of the far more common ot
3¢ matépeg. Volckmar had already made reference to this reading, commenting
that it is an example of a place where Epiphanius “sich...kleine Anderungen
[erlaubt], wenn sie den Sinn nicht beriihren, ohne dass wir desshalb berechtigt
wiren, abweichende Lesartern bei Marcion anzunehmen.’>¢ At the same
time, however, the original hand of & (corrected to oi 3¢) and C also read xai ol
revealing that Epiphanius’s reading is not completely beyond the realm of pos-
sibility. The elenchus, unfortunately, cannot help further with either of these
two issues.

155 All oL manuscripts render the Greek here with monumentum, though this lemma is
generally used in the oL to render both uwyuetov and pwpa. According to Itala, in only
two instances in the Synoptic Gospels does an OL manuscript use monimentum, in both
instances rendering uwyuelov (a in Mark 6:29 and k in Mark 15:46).

156  Volckmar, Das Evangelium Marcions, 33—34.
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6.4.31 Luke11:49-51
42.11.6 31 (28)—Ox elyev di1& Tod70 elmey 1) cogpia ToD Oeod- dmooTéNw elg adTodg
mpogyTag xal mepl alpartog Zayopiov xal "ABeA xal @V TtpognT@v Tt exlynioeTat
&x TS yeveds Tad s, | 421107 Zy. 1y (28)—O00x elyev Sid tobto elney 1) cogpla tod
Beod, dmooTéMw €l alTodg TpogyTag Xal Tept alpatog Zayaplov xal "ABeA xal Tév
TpopNT@V 81t exlnnbhoetan éx ThS Yeveds Tavt. | 421117 "EA. wv) (28)—. .. Tig
mopextouiis [Marcion’s | Tév kAeupd ey gou elPLoXOMEWS ATO TOD dvTtypdpov Tod
%ot Aouxdv edoryyeAion, TV TOTwWY EbpLOXOUEVWY Xal TGV TTapd 0o dpatpedévtwy
EAEYXOUEVLV.

Epiphanius here indicates the omission of Luke 11:49-51 in Marcion’s text
through summary references to the content of these verses.'5?

6.4.32 Lukei12:4-6
42.11.6 %8 (29)—Aéyw T0lg @lAolg nov- un eofndijte dmd AV dmoxTeEVOVTWY TO
adua, eofyiyte 8¢ Tov uetd 6 dmoxtelvat [Veorr crossed out dmobavelv and wrote
dmoxtetvan in the margin] &yovta égovoiav [V reads v égovoiav] Bodelv eig
yéewav. obx elyev 8¢ oty mévte atpoubia dooapiwy Vo mwlodvrat xal [V M omit
xai] &v €€ adTdv odx Eotiv EmAeAnopévoy evamiov Tod Be00. | 42.11.17 Zy. %0 (29)—
Aéyw [V M read Aéyw 3¢] toig @idoig pov, un @ofnbijte dmd v dmoxtevévtwy
TO glpa, QoPeyTe O¢ TOV peTd TO dmoxtelvan [Veorr crossed out dmoBavelv and
wrote droxteivat in the margin] éyovta égovaiov [V reads )y é§ovaiov ] Bokety eig
yéewav [M reads 3¢ tov Eyovra eEovaioy O peTd To drroxtelvat 6 adua Y Yoy
Boelv elg yéewav]. odx elyev 8¢ odyi mévte atpoubia dooapiwy dlo mwhettal, xal
& & altdv odx €oTwy émlehnopévo evamiov Tod Beod; | 42.11.17 "EX. %0 (29)—T4
Aéyw [éyw] Tolg pidoig pov, uy @oyOite dmd TV dmoxTevévTwy TO TRMA, QoPrenTe
3¢ év Eyovta eEouaiay Tod [V reads tév; M reads t6] petd T dmoxteivan T6 o
v Yoy Bokelv elg yéewvay dvoryndlet o, & Mapxiwy, xai té EE7g ThHS TopaBoAris
opodoyfaat. dvev ydp tod Beod 0038V yivertat, xdv dmdpng [V M read éndpng] w6 mepl
T6v oTpoudiny. droddynoat odv mepl TAVY v TQ PYTQ xaTaAEphEVTWY VIO Gol, @
Mapxiwv, xal dmdxpwvat Nuiv i Stavof) mept Tod eouaiav Exovrog. . . . Emeidy) Exet ™y
gEovaiav, 3é3wxag adtdv xprtiy dvta xai ExdoTtw véuovta o xat’ d&iav.

If Epiphanius provides an accurate citation of the opening to v. 4, he attests a
slightly different reading than Tertullian (who included 3¢ uiv).158 If, however,

157 Epiphanius also makes reference to Luke 11:49-51 or the Matthean parallel in Matt 23:24—
26 in 38.5.5 and 66.42.11. Though the question of the wording of the verse is not relevant
for an omission from Marcion’s Gospel, the different wording of all these citations is
another example of Epiphanius’s habit of varying his references and quotations.

158  The inclusion of 3¢ in the manuscript tradition in the scholion in 42.11.17 is likely an assim-
ilation to the nearly unanimously attested Lukan reading.
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one views Epiphanius as simply abbreviating the introduction to the verse,'5%
there is no need to posit the possible omission of Ouiv, as is done by Harnack.
Epiphanius’s attestation to the ensuing element is unproblematic, though
shortened. If the argument in chapter 4.4.59 is valid, namely that Tertullian’s
testimony is largely due to his own and not Marcion’s text, there is no difficulty
in positing that Marcion’s Gospel likely read as Luke does.!60

Epiphanius also offers an abbreviated citation of v. 5. The 3¢ after pof#0vte
is clearly due to Epiphanius’s own hand and provides the transition to the seg-
ment of v. 5 that he references. For the remainder of the verse, the elements that
Epiphanius attests in the scholion overlap with Tertullian’s testimony, apart
from the differing word order &ovta éovaiav.16! Notably, Epiphanius affirms
the reading Baelv for Marcion’s text. In the elenchus Epiphanius is apparently
citing from memory and “fills in the gaps” of his citation in the scholion with
elements from Matt 10:28. Finally, Epiphanius concludes the scholion with a
reference to the omission of v. 6. Though it has often been contended that v. 7
was therefore also necessarily not present in Marcion’s text,'62 it is more pre-
cise, from a methodological standpoint, simply to view v. 7 as unattested.163

6.4.33 Luke12:8

42.11.6 A (30)—Avtl Tod OpoAoYY|TEl EVTiov TAV dyyéAwy Tod Oeod évaymiov Tod
Beod Aéyel | 421117 Zx. A (30)—Avti 100 OpoAoyNoel Evamiov TRV AyYEAwv
700 B0 [V M omit 100 8ol ] évwmiov [V M read éxeivog] tod Beod Aéyel. | 54.2.7—
... 0 6uOAOY@V v Euol, OpoAoYNgw adTOV EvwTiov ToD TTaTpdS Mov. | 65.2.3—. . . TAg
6 OMOAOYRV &v Epol GUOAOYNTW X3y €V aDTE) Eumpoadey ToD TTaTpdg Hov.

159 Cf. Zahn, Geschichte, 2:474 who commented that Epiphanius’s testimony here is “sichtlich
abkiirzend.”

160 The reference in IGNTP to Marcion reading 1 3¢ Yuyy in v. 4 is completely erroneous. The
only place where the soul is mentioned is in the elenchus, and there it is referring to v. 5
(under the influence of Matt 10:28).

161 Inthe elenchus, however, Epiphanius offered a variant word order when referring to these
words in the context of his refutation.

162 Cf, e.g, Hahn, Das Evangelium Marcions, 167; Ritschl, Das Evangelium Marcions, 91;
Volckmar, Das Evangelium Marcions, 94—-95; Zahn, Geschichte, 2:474; Harnack, Marcion,
212%; and Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 103. Hilgenfeld, however, drawing attention to the fact
that only v. 6 is explicitly attested as omitted, entertained the possibility that v. 7 was pres-
ent in Marcion’ Gospel (Kritische Untersuchungen, 465). Cf. also the comments in chapter
4.4.60.

163  Perhaps one could understand Epiphanius’s comment in the elenchus (x&v dmdpyg t6 mept
@V otpoudinwy) as including v. 7; yet, even here the statement could have only v. 6 in view.
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Luke 12:8 is also attested by Tertullian. Epiphanius’s comments here focus
upon the reading évwmiov tod Beod instead of évwmiov T@V dyyéAwv Tod Be0D.164
The explicitly noted omission of tév dyyéAwv confirms that Tertullian’s silence
concerning this element is due to its absence in Marcion'’s text.16> The otherwise
unattested preposition évamio,'66 which both Zahn and Harnack confidently
assumed to be the reading of Marcion’s text,'67 is far from secure as the reading
for Marcion’s Gospel. First of all, the manuscript tradition of Epiphanius’s text
offers two different readings in the two listings of the scholion as it relates to
the element actually attested for Marcion’s text (évcymiov tod 8eod and éxeivog Tod
feod). More significant, however, is the fact that in 54.2.7 Epiphanius also writes
évwmiov. The use of this preposition may therefore be due to Epiphanius’s own
hand. One final observation concerning Epiphanius’s testimony is that though
Harnack appeared to assume that Epiphanius also attested opohoyyoet,'68 this
is not clearly the case. The phrase following Epiphanius’s dvt{ in the scholion is
not necessarily drawn from Marcion’s text.

6.4.34 Luke12:28
42.11.6 Ao (31)—O0x ExeL T6 6 Bedg dugLévwuat Tov X6pTov. | 42.11.17 Ey. Aa (31)—
Odx &xel 6 0 Bedg augLévvuat Tov x6pTov.

Epiphanius, in summary fashion, attests to the absence of most of Luke
12:28. As usual, such cursory references do not provide much insight concern-
ing the precise extent of the omission, though it does appear that the statement
is in conflict with Tertullian’s allusions. As argued in chapter 4.4.64, however,
Tertullian’s allusion to the elements that Epiphanius attests as absent are likely
due to Tertullian himself, and not to Marcion’s Gospel.

6.4.35 Luke12:30
42.11.6 AB (32)—"Yudv 8¢ 6 mamp oldev 81t xpnlete TodTwWY, TAV TopRIX@Y O
[VM omit 3%]. | 42.11.17 Ex. AB (32)—Yudv 8¢ & matp oldev 8tt xprlete TovTwy,

164  Zahn rightly noted, “Dem Ep. kam es nur auf die Beseitigung der Engel an” (Geschichte,
2:474).

165 By extension, this may also make the omission of t@v dyyéhwv in Luke 12:9 likely.

166 The preposition does not occur in the manuscript tradition in either Luke 12:8 or the
parallel in Matt 10:32. It is, however, the reading at the end of Luke 12:6.

167 Cf. Zahn, Geschichte, 2:474 and Harnack, Marcion, 212*.

168  On the basis of Tertullian’s testimony, Harnack, as noted in chapter 4.4.60, reconstructed
the verse with the Matthean 6uohoynow. In his apparatus he noted the Lukan reading and
commented “so hat Epiph. bereits wieder gelesen falls er sich nicht bei der Wiedergabe
geirrt hat” (Marcion, 212%).
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6 gopa eV 8. | 42.11.17 "EX. AR (32)—O018ev 6 martp 8t xpylovaty of padnral Tév
TUPXINEY YPELRV XAl TPOVOET TGV TolohTwWY.

Epiphanius attests the second half of Luke 12:30 in the form in which it is
found in nearly all of the manuscript tradition. The wording is, however, dif-
ferent in two important ways from Tertullian’s testimony. First, Tertullian
does not attest the presence of Ou&v and second, Tertullian attests the word
order ofdev 3¢ 6 matp. It is not entirely clear how to evaluate Epiphanius’s
testimony at this point; however, it is interesting to note that in scholion 34
Epiphanius attests that Marcion’s text did not read Oué&v in Luke 12:32. It would
be curious if Marcion read the possessive pronoun here but not two verses
later. Furthermore, given that Tertullian attested v. 30 without the posses-
sive pronoun it may be that Epiphanius is here interested only in the state-
ment that God knows and supplies the disciples’ needs (cf. the elenchus) and
simply refers to the canonical wording of the verse.!9 If this is the case, then
Tertullian’s word order may also be closer to Marcion’s reading.

6.4.36 Luke12:31
42.11.6 Xy (33)—Zntelte 3¢ T)v Pactieiov ToD Beod xal Tadta mdvta TpoaTedoeTat
Oy, | 421117 By. Ay (33)—Zyrelte 3¢ [V M omit 3¢] v Bagtieioy t0d beod, xat
tadta wavTta mpootednaeTar DUy, | 42.11.17 "EA. Ay (33)—. .. 1) Yap adTod éoTt Td
gvtadfa xat adtod oty 1) Bagtieio- O16 mpoatidyat mavta ta évtadfa, dvta adtod, . . .
Epiphanius’s citation in the first listing of this scholion begins with {ntette
3¢, a reading also attested by D, d, and a.17? Both listings of the scholion also
read mdvta, the reading of Matt 9:33 but also of many (mostly later) Lukan
manuscripts. It is difficult to evaluate whether Epiphanius is offering readings
from Marcion’s text corresponding to the text attested in D, for example, or is
being influenced by the Matthean version. For this reason, the view of Zahn
and Harnack that Marcion definitely read {nteite 8¢ should be viewed with the
same caution when considering wheter mdvta was Marcion’s reading.!”! Both
readings are simply not secure for Marcion. The comparison with Tertullian
also does not allow for further insight as Tertullian did not include any con-
junctions in his citations and never includes mdvta in his citations, even when

169 This is the view advocated by Zahn, Geschichte, 2:476 and apparently Harnack, Marcion,
214%.

170 Volckmar’s statement that Epiphanius here cited the verse “nur ohne mAiv [sic]” (Das
Evangelium Marcions, 34) may apply to 42.11.17, but overlooks the 3¢ in 42.11.6.

171 Zahn, Geschichte, 2:476 and Harnack, Marcion, 214*. Interestingly, IGNTP does not list
“Marcion ap Epiph” for the reading {yteite 8¢, and it is not clear to me whether this was

intentional or an oversight.
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revealing the influence of Matthew by writing primus/prius. Apart from these
two issues, however, the remainder of the verse is essentially unproblematic.

6.4.37 Lukei12:32
42.11.6 A3 (34)—Avtl 100 6 mathp DAV 6 matnp elyev. | 42.11.17 y. A3 (34)—Avtl
100 6 TP VU@V & TTaLTH)p ElYEV.

Epiphanius here makes the simple observation that Marcion’s text did not
contain Op&v. IGNTP indicates that 1247, [524, aeth, and a few church fathers
also attest this reading. Though Epiphanius is the only witness for this verse,
as discussed above, there may be indirect evidence from Tertullian concerning
Luke 12:30 supporting that the possessive pronoun was missing both there and
in the present verse in Marcion’s Gospel.

6.4.38 Luke12:38

42.11.6 Ae [VM omit the numeral] (35)—Avti t00 devtépa 1) Tpity pulaxy elyev
gamepw]j euraxf) [V M read omepviy puiaxv]. | 42.11.17 Xx. Ae (35)—Avtl 00
Sevtépa ) Tpity puland elyev Eomepwi) puAand. | 42117 "EX. Ae (35)—EAnAeyxtal
6 xtvdng uetaatpédag Todg Beloug Adyous dvonTwg Tpog TV Eoutod Bmévotay. 00
yap Npepval yivovtar guAaxal GG vuxTepvai, GO ETTIEPAS EIG TV TPWTNV TV
TPOXOTNV [QUAAXV] TiS EMexTATEWS EYouaat xal 00X Ao TG Ew €l TV ETmépay,
&g obtog dAloxeTal padlovpynoos.

For this otherwise unattested verse, Epiphanius notes that Marcion read
gomepwi] puAaf). Though Epiphanius accuses Marcion of altering his text, D
and several oL manuscripts (d e b ff2 i1 r!) also attest this reading. All but b,
however, have both a reference to the evening watch and the second and third
watch.172

6.4.39 Luke12:46
33.1.8—... 41t éAedoetar 6 adtod deamdtyS. .. xal StyoTouyoel adTov ToV dodAov
xal T uépog adtod uetd Tév drmiotwy oet. | 42.11.6 Ag (36)—"HEet 6 wlptog Tod
JobAov éxelvou xal Styotopnael adTOV xal To uépog adTod META TGV dmicTwy By el
| 421117 Zx. Ag (36)—"HEet 6 x0ptog Tod SovAov €xelvov xai Styotopnoet adtdv xal
TO Mé€POS a0TOD PETA TRV ATioTwy BNaeL. | 42.11.17 "EA. Ag (36)—Tig 6 diyoTtoudv Tov
SodAov; Aéye. | 69.44.2—[context of being prepared] ... 7} odx oldaowv fuépa xai §)
0V Tpoadox@aty (pa 6 SeaTTYG AVTAY TapaylveTal, . . .

This verse is also attested by Tertullian and in the Adamantius Dialogue.
The elenchus reveals that Epiphanius is focused upon the cleaving in two
of the servant, which also explains his offering the opening words of the verse

172 Also noted by Zahn, Geschichte, 2:476 and Harnack, Marcion, 215*.
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and then skipping to the section of interest to him. The omitted section is,
however, referenced by Tertullian. That the precise wording of the opening to
the verse is following Marcion’s text receives support from Epiphanius’s other
references to the verse where he twice refers to the master as a deométyg and
employs the verb £pyopat. The remaining elements attested by Epiphanius
are unproblematic and often confirmed by Tertullian. As already discussed
in chapter 5.55 on Tertullian’s attestation of this verse, Harnack’s view that
Tertullian and Epiphanius are attesting different readings in Marcion’s texts is
questionable.1”3

6.4.40 Luke12:58

27.5.3—[what Gnostics mean by this parable]...u) mwg ¢ dvtidixog mapadd
ge TG xpITH Xl 6 xpLTNG TH VINPETY, xal & VTEETYS BAAY ot el QUAAKNY- ...
| 42.11.6 A (37)—MY) Tote xataolpy) o€ TPOG TOV XPLTHV Xl 6 XPLTYS TapadwaEL
o TQ TpdxTopL. | 42.11.17 Ty AL (37)—My) mote xaTacpy) o€ TP TOV XPLTHY )Xol 6
®PITHG TapadwaeL € TG TPdxToPL.

Epiphanius’s citation of the second half of v. 58 is for the most part unprob-
lematic. Worth noting is the attested reading napadwoet oe also found in P43, D,
d, 157, and 1241.174 The reference to the, for Epiphanius, more familiar Matthean
wording in 27.5.3 increase the likelihood that he is here following Marcion’s
text. Tertullian’s testimony overlaps only in the mentioning of the xpimig as
Epiphanius does not refer to the final comment in the verse mentioned by
Tertullian, namely, the reference to being thrown in prison. Epiphanius’s attes-
tation of the future, rather than subjunctive, tense does, however, make the
reading BaAel more likely.

6.4.41 Luke13:1-9

42.11.6 A (38)—"Hv mapoexoppuévov md tod ABSY Twveg dvoryyéNovtes adtd mepl
6 Todhaiwv, @v 1o alpa cuvépike TTAGTog uetd @V Buatdv adtdv Ewg mou Aéyel
Tepl TAVY €V T Lidwapu Sexaornto amofavévtwy év ¢ Topyw, xal 76 [V M add 6ti]
gdv ) petovononte xal <ta EERfG> Ewg TS TopaBoliis Th cuxds, mept fig elmey 6
vYewpyodg 6t [VM add xal] oxdntw xal BdMw xompla xal €&y ) womay), Exxdov.

173  Thus, it is also not necessary to posit that the canonical reading attested by Epiphanius
“war im Exemplar des Epiph. wiederhergestellt” (Harnack, Marcion, 215*-16*).

174 o€ Toapadwaet is attested in several other manuscripts, including P75, 8, and B. This is one
of numerous examples where advances in textual criticism have aided scholarship on
Marcion’s Gospel. Volckmar, Das Evangelium Marcions, 34 offered the example of the
reading mapadwoet instead of mapad® as an instance where Epiphanius made a minor
change that does not justify positing a variant reading in Marcion’s text. In fact, Tapadwoet
is an earlier reading and likely reflects the reading in Marcion’s Gospel.
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| 421107 Zx. A (38)—"Hv mapoxexoppévov dmd tod RAO6V Tives dvaryyéovteg
adt® mept T@v Fahhadwy, Gv 1o alpa cuvépke TTAGTog petd Tv Buotdv adtdv Ewg
omou Aéyel mepl TGV €V TG Lhwdp Séxa xat 0xtw dmobavovtwy €v Té TpYw, Xal T6
gdv N petovononte xal <ta EERfG> Ewg TS Tapafoliis Th cuxd, mepl g elmev 6
YEWPYOS STl oxdTTw ol PAAW XOTIpLa Xl EQV WY Tomay), Exxdpov. | 42.11.17 "EA.
A1) (38)—ToVTwy TAVTWY EMOMTATO THY dQaipeaty 6 GUANTYS, xpUag 4’ Eautod
™V dANBetay, 318 TO TOV xVPLoV TUUTIEQWVYXEVAL TG XUARS SidaavTt TOUG TOLOUTOUG
ITAGTew xot 6Tt xaA@S of €v T@ XiAwdpu amédavov apoptwAol dvtes xatl Umd Beod
oUTwWS TIHWEYOEVTES. . . .

Epiphanius indicates the omission of Luke 13:1-9 by mentioning the “falsifi-
cation” of v.1 to v. 2 and v. 3 to v. 9. Once again, the references to the content of
the passages are simply summary in nature.'”

6.4.42 Luke13:16
42.11.6 A (39)—Tadtnv 3¢ Buyatépa ABpady, v [V M omit fv] €dnaev 6 Zatovés.
421117 Zx. A8 (39)—Tadtv 3¢ Buyatépa ABpady, v Edvoev 6 Zatavag. | 42.11.17
"EA. A8 (39)—Eitis Quyatpds tod APpadiy émipeetton EAOwy 6 x0plog, 00x aMSTELOG
avtod éotv 6 ARpady.

Epiphanius cites only the elements of Luke 13:16 that were relevant for his

argument connecting the Lord to Abraham and is essentially unproblematic.
The second listing of the scholion reads 7jv and may very well be due to a copy-
ist being influenced by the canonical text. Though oboav is omitted in numer-
ous OL manuscripts, it is here likely to be a simple omission by Epiphanius.

6.4.43 Luke13:28

42.11.6 p (40)—TITapéxoe maAw t6 [V M omit 6] tote Peade APpadu xal Toadn
xald Toxaf xal mavtag Todg wpognTag év T Poactieia tod Beod- dvti 8¢ TovTou
génoinoey 6te [V M read &tt] mavtag tovg ducaious Wdnte ev 1) Pactieia tod Oe0d,
Opdg O éxPoalhopévoug—emoinae 3¢ xpatovpévous—EELw, éxel [V M read xai éxel;
éxel added in margin by Veorr] éoton [V M read €otiv] 6 xAaudpdg xal 6 Bpuyuog
AV 036vTwv. | 42.11.17 Zy. 4 (40)—Tlapéxoe maAw 16 tote Seabe APpadu xal
Toodne ol Taxwf xal mavtag Tovg mpognTag €v Tf) PagtAeia Tod Beod. dvti 3¢
TolToV €moinaey 6te [V M read 6tt] mavtag Todg Sixaiovg 1dnte év Tfj factieia tod
Beod, Dudg 3¢ éxfBaopévougc—:enoinoe [M reads mpoaébnxev; Veorr crossed out
¢moivoe and wrote poaéfnxev in the margin] 8¢ xpatovpévoug—e&w, éxel éotan 6
aAawBuds xai 6 Bpuypds Ta 638vtwv. | 42.11.17 "EA. k (40)—. . . o yap elmev 8eabe
Sucaioug eloepyopévous xal DUAG uy elcepyouévous, aAd &Pede [sic] Todg ducaioug

175 Epiphanius makes a passing reference to the parable in 31.34.4, here also simply referring
to it as the parable of the fig tree.
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&v Tj) PagiAela, budg O ExBarhopévoug. xal wept uév Tob ExBaropévoug HEMNTINGS
BTEPNVATO, . . . | 42.11.17 "EA. vg (56)—34Ma €mtl Tf) adtod aloydvy xatadérotmey 6
gxel Eatat 6 xAavdpog xal 6 Bpuypos TOV 636vTwy.

Epiphanius apparently first comments on the altered section of this verse
before appending the verse opening which, according to Tertullian, was found
at the outset of v. 38.176 The likely original xat should thus be understood as
indicating a retrospective addition and not as attesting a reading wal éxel
(as presented in IGNTP). Taking this final element first, Epiphanius con-
firms that the variant word order in Tertullian was due to his own hand, and
Tertullian confirms that an otherwise unattested €otw in the first listing of the
scholion was due to some sort of error (both the second listing and the refer-
ence in elenchus 56 read £ota).

There are also two significant elements in the sections Epiphanius attests
as altered that are confirmed by Tertullian, namely the readings todg ducaioug
and Opdg 3¢ xpotoupévoug €Ew. Other aspects are more difficult to evaluate.
First, though both Zahn and Harnack reconstructed Marcion’s text with the
otherwise unattested éte, V and M actually attest ét.. Given that Epiphanius
offers the canonical text with an otherwise unattested téte it is unclear, even
if Epiphanius were attesting an opening adverb, how accurate his citation is.
Second, Epiphanius attests different wordings in the scholion and the elen-
chus: the verb dyte in the scholion, but &esde in the elenchus; the pres-
ence of mavtag in the scholion but not in the elenchus; and the replacement
of éxfBaMopévous in the scholion, but its presence in the elenchus.!”” Finally,
Epiphanius writes év tfj Bagtiela whereas Tertullian attested eig ™y Bactieiay,
and Tertullian included eicepyopévovg whereas Epiphanius does not. The pre-
cise reading in these instances appears unrecoverable.

6.4.44 Luke13:29-35

42.11.6 po (41)—Tlapéxope A 16 HEouowy dmd dvatoddv xal Suoudv xal
dvoncAiByaovtan €v Tf) Pagtieiar [M reads PBagtieia pov] xai 6 of Eoyatol Egovtat
np@totl xal T8 mpociAbov of Papioaiot Aéyovtes, EEehbe xal mopedov, &tt Hppdng
oe Bélel dmoxtelvan xal T8 elmey- mopevBévteg elmate Tf) dAwmext TadTy Ewg Smov
[V M read 8tov] elnev odx évdéyetar mpopyty dmoréabat Ew Tepouaadnp xal t6

176  Cf. Zahn, Geschichte, 2:478 who stated that Epiphanius “nachtréglich ein fiir die Polemik
nutzbringendes Textelement [bringt].”

177 It is quite possible that Zahn, Geschichte, 2:413, 478 was correct in contending that the
variant tpocédyxev in the second listing of the scholion arose due to confusion surround-
ing the parenthetical comment and that this confusion carried into the comments found
in the elenchus.
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‘Tepovgadny, TepovaaAny, 1) dmoxtévouoa Tolg TpogyTag xal Atdoforodoa Tolg
dmeaTopévoug xal Té ToMdutg NBéAY o émiouvd&an @g Bpvig T& Téxva cou xal
6 dopletan DUy 6 olxog DAV xal T6 00 [V M omit 0d] p 1nté pe, Ewg ob elmnre:
EVAOYYUEVOS. | 42.11.17 . pat (41)—Tapéxoe A T6 HEovaty dmd dvortohdv xal
Suopdv xal dvohibnoovrat &v T Pactieia xal T6 of Eoyatol Egovtat Tp@TOL XAl TO
npoafiAdov of [V M omit oi] ®apioaior Aéyovtes, &ehbe xal mopedov, 81t Hppdng
ot Béket dmoxtelvon xal t6 elev- [V M omit elnev] mopevbévreg elmarte T ddwmext
tavty Ewg 8mov [V M read 8tov] elmev odx évdéyetan mpopytyy dmorécbat EEw
"Tepovaadnu xai 6 [M omits xatl 6] ‘Tepovoainy, Tepovaadny, v) dmoxtévouan Todg
npogyTag xal AtboBohodon Tovg dmeaTopuévous xal 6 ToAAXIS V)9EA oo émiouvdEal
¢ 8pvig Ta Téxva gov xal T6 dgpleTan Dty § olog Dy [M reads dpdv Epnpog] xal
T4 00 ) Oté pe, Ewg oD elmnre, edhoynuévos. | 421117 "EA. pa (41)—"Opa i
TooaOTIV TOApAY- TTOTYV TrotelTal dgaipeaty Tod edaryyeiov;. ..

Epiphanius attests the omission of Luke 13:29-35 with references to indi-
vidual elements from each of these verses. Though the readings here are not
relevant for Marcion’s Gospel, they do provide some insight into Epiphanius’s
citation habits and the freedom with which he often provides “citations.” For
example, in the reference to Luke 13:34 Epiphanius offers an otherwise unat-
tested word order (wg dpvig T& Téxva gov) and in the citation of the same verse
(//Matt 23:37) in 66.42.9 he simply omits the reference to the 8pvig.178

6.4.45 Luke15:11—-32
42.11.6 uP (42)—TIahw mapéxope [V M read améxoe] maaov m)v mapaforny [VM
read v TapaBorny mdoav] tév SVo vidv, Tod eiAn@dTog TO Mépog TAY LTTapYGVTWY
xal dowtwg damavoovtog [V M omit xal dotrtws Samovioavtog] xal tod dMov.
| 421117 Zy. uP (42)—TIIdAw mapéxope mdoav ™V mapaBoiny t@v dvo vidv, Tod
elAN@oTOg TO UEPOG TAV DTOPXOVTWY Xal dowTwg damavyoavtog xal Ttod dAAov.
| 42117 "EA. uB (42)—O003ev doloet 6 dxbdhovfov T padiovpylag amd thv
TPOTEPOY EAUTE TETOAUNUEVWV-

Epiphanius attests that the Parable of the “two sons” was not present with a
reference to both the prodigal and his brother.

6.4.46 Luke16:16

42.11.6 py (43)—"0 vépog xal ol mpopiitat Ewg Twdvvov xai Tas eig adty fialetat.
| 421117 Zx. puy (43)—O vdpog xai ot mpogijtal €wg Twdvvov xatl mag eig adTy
Biadetar. | 42.11.17 "EA. py (43)—Ei vépov tdooel xal mpoghtag dmoxalel . . . copdg

178 In addition, this scholion provides several examples of variation in the manuscript trans-
mission of the Panarion.
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OUOAOYEITOL UERAPTUPYXEVAL TOV TWTHPA TOIG TPOPHTAIS. .. | 66.75.1—... 0 VOuOg
xal ol Tpogijtar Ewg Twdvvou. | 66.75.5—. . . 6 vopog xat of Tpogitat dypls Twdvvou.

Epiphanius here provides a citation of the opening and final element of
Luke 16:16. The elenchus reveals that he is primarily interested in the mention-
ing of “the law and the prophets,” which likely explains his truncated reference.
Tertullian confirms the opening words, and if Epiphanius is citing accurately,
he would provide evidence for Tertullian’s usque ad rendering €wg. Epiphanius,
however, also writes €wg in 66.75.1 and, only a few lines later, dxpts. The varia-
tion in adverbs reveals that Epiphanius was not always concerned with provid-
ing the exact wording and may not be doing so for Marcion’s text. Turning to
the final words of the verse, they are essentially unproblematic and have very
little variation in the manuscript tradition.

6.4.47 Luke16:19—20, 22, 24-25, 29, 31
4211.6 pd (44)—Ilepl tod mhovolov xal Aaldpov Tob mrwyod, 8t dmmvexdy
OTO TOV dryyEAwy elg OV xOATov Tod APpadu. | 42.1117 Zx. ud (44)—Iept Tod
mAovaiov xal Aaldpou Tod TTwyod, 8Tt dmnveYBy OO TAV dryyEdwv elg TOV xbATTOV
00 APpadu.| 42.1107 "EX. pd (44)—1800, xal &v {@at xai poxaptlopévols xai v
wAnpovopia dvamadoews 6 ABpadp Omd Tod wuplov éyxateréxfy wal Adlapog
&v xéAmorg adtod xamnEiwtal. ... | 42.11.6 pe (45)—NOv 8¢ 88e [V M read &d¢]
mapocodeltal 6 adtdg Addapos. | 421117 Ex. pe (45)—Nov 8¢ &8¢ [V M read
@3] mapoxadeltar 6 adtdg Adlapos. | 421117 "EX pe (45)—El mapaxadettal
Ndlapog &v xéhmorg APpady, . .. | 42.11.6 pg (46)—Elney ABpadu Exovat Mwuoéa
xal ToUG TPOPHTAS, dxouadTwaay aVTAY, Emel o03E Tod EYELPOMEVOL €X VEXPMV
dxodoovaty [V M read dxodovow]. | 421117 Zx. us (46)—Elnev APpadu Exovot
Muwvgéa xal Todg TPoPNTaG, AXOVIATWIAY XVTAY, EMEL 0VJE ToD EYElpopévoy Ex
[VM read dmé] vexp@dv dxodoovaty [V M read dxovovow]. | 42.11.17 "EA. v¢ (56)—
... TG ol voel 8Tt {om alhon 1y papruplor Tuyydvel Tf T00 Aaldpou Tod TTwyod ... dv
mapaBordv td Acipava elage xal ob mapéxopev. .. Saxtiiou 3¢ EuPpeyopévou
el DOwp petd v évtedfev amadayny xal yAwaang xatopuyouévyg Bdatt, wg 6
mAovalog £y @ APpadu did tov Adlapov, ... | 421117 "EA. VB (59)—... EXeyev
6 APpadipt META TV TEAELTIY, OTL Exovatl Mwuaéa xal ToUg TpoeyTag, AXoVTaTWaoY
adTQV. .. 179

Epiphanius’s attestation of this pericope is spread out over several scholia
and elenchi. Of the verses attested by Epiphanius, the Adamantius Dialogue
attests all of them and vv. 22 and 29 are also attested by Tertullian. In scholion
44, the scholion introducing this pericope, Epiphanius references or alludes
to the presence of dvBpwmos. .. Tig Hv mhodotog from v. 19, wTwyds. . . Adlupog

179 Summary references and allusions to this pericope are also found in 59.10.4 and 64.44.1.
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from v. 20, and Lazarus being carried 076 T&v dyyéAwv eig Tov xéAmov Tod ABpadu
from v. 22.180 The fact, however, that Epiphanius introduces the scholion with
mepl raises the question of the extent to which the wording used to summa-
rize the contents of the opening verses arose directly out of Marcion’s Gospel.
Epiphanius may have phrased the scholion in his own words as he led up to the
mentioning of Abraham, the individual in whom he was interested here (cf.
elenchus 44). In scholion 45, Epiphanius quotes viv 8¢ &8¢ mapoxadeitat from
v. 25.181 In scholion 46, Epiphanius cites two elements taken from Abraham’s
words in the final three verses of the pericope. The quotation of éyovat Mwuaéa
xal ToUg TPoPNTAS, dxovadaTwaay avT@V from v. 29 is largely unproblematic,
though it does not contain the éxel attested by Tertullian.!82 For v. 31, however,
the wording €met 003¢ Tob €yelpopévov €x vexpdv dxovaouvaty seems to reflect a
different reading from the one generally found in the manuscripts. In order
to evaluate this verse further, however, the Adamantius Dialogue must also
be considered. Finally, in elenchus 56 Epiphanius implies that though he had
previously mentioned only excerpts from the parable, the entire passage was
present in Marcion’s Gospel. In this elenchus he also alludes to wéppov Adlopov
tvor Bdy 6 dxpov Tod Sextidov adtod Udatog xal xorapuEy TV YAdoTdy pov
from v. 24.

6.4.48 Luke1y:10b

42.11.6 pg (47)—Topéxope t6 Aéyete 8Tt dypelot SoBAof eapev- 8 wpelhopey motfjoat
TETOMXAMEY. | 42.11.17 EY. u{ (47)—Tapéxoe t6 Aéyete 81t [V M omit &tt] dypelot
SodMol éouev- 8 [V reads @] apeilopey mofjoon memomjapey. | 421117 "EA. ug
(47)—. .. [Marcion] od mopadéyetat. ..

180 1od APpady is the reading in the TR; however, the definite article is omitted in many
manuscripts.

181 Holl/Dummer (eds.), Epiphanius 11,113 amended the reading to 3¢ with reference to Zahn.
Zahn, Geschichte, 2:480, who clearly was influenced by his reading of the Adamantius
Dialogue, had stated “Auch Ep. sch. 45 bestitigt od¢, obwohl es dort nicht tiberliefert ist;
denn wozu sonst hitte Ep. geschrieben wde (lies 0¢) mapaxaiettat, o avtog Aalepog, als um
das aus dem Zusammenhang gerissene o3¢ zu deuten?” Though Harnack, Marcion, 221*
also wrote “(lies od¢)” in his apparatus, Zahn’s argument is problematic as the reading 6d¢
is not absolutely necessary to explain Epiphanius’s remark. The lack of an external subject
for the verb could just as easily have led to the clarification. In addition, the év xéAmoig
‘ABpady in elenchus 45 is not necessarily picking up wording from the previous scholion
and elenchus, but may be specifying the &3¢ of scholion 45.

182  Epiphanius quoted these words verbatim in elenchus 59. IGNTP apparently viewed the
introductory words of scholion 46 also attesting Marcion’s text; however, this is likely sim-
ply Epiphanius’s introduction to the citation.
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Luke 17:10a is unattested, but Epiphanius attests that v. 10b was not present.
Harnack observed

Ob diese Bemerkung so verstanden werden muf, daf§ 7—10 ganz fehlten
(Zahn), ist nicht sicher; es ist doch moglich, dafy M. nur 10 b gestrichen
hat, weil ihn die Hirte befremdete; der sinaitische Syrer 14f3t dypetot fort.
Hat Epiph. Vielleicht auch nur sagen wollen, daf dypeiot gefehlt hat und
lautete sein Text urspriinglich: Iapéxoe To <dypeiot év T@> Aéyete xTA.?
Die Refutatio steht dieser Hypothese nicht entgegen.!83

The observation that Epiphanius’s testimony does not require the omission
of the entire pericope is certainly correct; however, the emendation to the
scholia appears somewhat strained.’8* It seems best to view Epiphanius as
attesting that the entirety of v. 10b was not present and to view the remainder
of the pericope as unattested.

6.4.49 Lukeiy:i12-14

42.11.6 ) (48)—"Ote cuvjvtyoav ol déxa Aempol. drméxoe 8¢ TOMA xai Emoinaey
dméatetdey adTodg Aéywy, det&ate Eautodg Tolg iepedat xai dMa dvtl dMwv émoinae,
Aéywv 61t [cf. above under Luke 4:27]. | 42.11.17 Xx. uv (48)—"Ote quvvtyoay
ol déxa Aempol. dméxope 3¢ mOMA xal Emoivoey dméoteldey avtods Aéywy, deifute
gavtodg Tolg tepedal xal dMa dvtl dAAwv €moinae, Aéywv 6Tt [cf. above under
Luke 4:27]. | 42.11.17 "EA. uv) (48)—[cf. above under Luke 4:27 as the refutation
deals with this passage] | 66.41.1—06 xUplog Séxa Aempols exabdpiae xal ol évvéa
dmedvres obx Edwxa d8&ov T B, 6 3¢ elg bmootpédag Epewvey, ...

Elements of Luke 1712—14 are also attested by Tertullian and it is admit-
tedly difficult, at first glance, to reconcile elements of his testimony with that
of Epiphanius. Harnack stated “Nach Epiph. [war] einiges in der Perikope
gestrichen, aber was? Alle Hauptsachen miissen nach Tertullians Bericht
vorhanden gewesen sein.”'85 Noteworthy, however, is that Epiphanius mentions

183 Harnack, Marcion, 223*.

184 Tsutsui also rejects the contention that only dypelol was missing, but not on the basis
of the problematic emendation; rather, he contends that “eine Absicht, mit der man
nur das Adjektiv streichen wiirde, kaum vorstellbar ist” (“Evangelium,” 114). Curiously,
Tsutsui appears to have misread Harnack in that he speaks of Harnack having offered
“zweierlei Vermutungen.” Tsutsui also rejects that the entire pericope was omitted as this
idea is difficult “befriedigend zu begriinden’, but never interacts with the third possibility
that Harnack mentioned, namely, that only v. 10b was omitted.

185 Harnack, Marcion, 223*.
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that Jesus met ten lepers (3éxa Aempol in 17:12), then states dméxoe 3¢ moMa
xai émotyoey followed by the citation of 17:14. Harnack rightly noted the prob-
lem if Epiphanius is referring to elements “cut out” of the remainder of the
pericope (vv. 15-19), for they are all attested by Tertullian; yet, if Epiphanius is
referring to vv. 12c-13, these elements are not attested by Tertullian. Of course,
the question arises as to whether Epiphanius would refer to one and a half
verses as ToMd. If Epiphanius has the whole pericope in mind that may indeed
be unlikely; yet, if he is considering only vv. 12-14, the only verses to which
he makes reference, the excision of half the material may indeed be seen as
omitting “much.”86 If this argument is correct, then it would also be possible
to understand Epiphanius’s words xat dMa dvti dMwv énotyoe followed by the
citation of Luke 4:27 as indicating that in Marcion’s text Luke 4:27 replaced
the material in Luke 17:12¢-13.187

The citation of v. 14 contains an otherwise unattested opening, which is
likely due to Epiphanius.!88 He goes on to attest the verb 3eifate, found in only
a few other manuscripts,'8° followed by the essentially unproblematic éoxvtotg
toig lepedat, an element also attested by Tertullian.

6.4.50 Luke1y:22

42.11.6 48 (49)— EAedoovta Npépat, otav émBuunonte iSelv piav tév Nuepdv Tod
viod tod avBpwmov. | 42.11.17 Zx. w0 (49)—EAedoovtan uépat, dtav embupnante
19etv [V M omit i3etv] piov tédv uepdv tod viod tod dvdpymov.

Epiphanius is the only source for Luke 17:22 and there are two elements of
the attested reading that should be noted. First, though IGNTP records a few
manuscripts reading étav and several manuscripts reading énifuuyonrte, o211 is
the only manuscript listed as reading 8tav émiBuunonre. Second, the location
of i3ty is also attested in numerous oL manuscripts.'%0 Whether Epiphanius
is accurately reproducing Marcion’s text in these two instances is difficult to
ascertain.

6.4.51 Luke18:18-20

Ancor.18.1—. .. 008l dryabos el ) €lg 6 Beds . . . | Ancor. 18.3—. . . €lg Eotwv dryaddg
6 6ed. | 33.7.5— . . Evorydp pévov elvart dryoBdv Bedv Tév Earutod matépa § cwTip AV

186  For a similar argument cf. Zahn, Geschichte, 2:482—-83.

187  For this position of Luke 4:27 in Marcion’s text, cf. the comments above in chapter 5,
n. 307.

188  Tertullian here read the almost universally attested mopev8évres.

189 Cf. above in chapter 5, n. 308.

190 This comment obviously only applies to the first listing of the scholion as id¢iv is omitted
in the second.
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dmepivato. .. | 4211.6 v (50)—Einé Tic mpdg adtov- Siddoxade dyadé, ti mowoag
Lwvpy aiwviov xAnpovounow; 6 & [VM omit 6 3¢] wy pe Aéye [V reads Aéyeta; Veorr
M read Aéyete] dyabov. el Eativ dyaddg 6 Oedg [V M omit 6 Beds]. mpoaédeto éxetvog
6 ot p il &vtl ToD Tag EVvToAdS oldag Aéyet Tag Evtodds olda | 42.11.17 Zx. v (50)—
Elnév 11 mpds adtdv- Sddoxae dyabé, Ti momoog {wiy aiwviov xAypovounow; 6 S¢-
[Veorr added 6 8¢] ) pe Aéye dyabév- elg éoty dryaddg 6 Bed. mpoaébeto éxelvog 6
motip xal vt 100 TG EVTOAdS oldag AéyetL TS EvToAds olda. | 42.11.17 "EA. v (50)—
“Ivor ) Set&y tag dvtoddg idn TpoYEYPAUUMEVDS, AEYEL TAG EVTONAS olda. TO 8¢ 8hov
AEQAAALOV PAVEPOV VTAPYEL Ao THiG dwodouBiog. al el matépa dryabov paoxet xal
Bedv ovopdley, ... | 66.69.5—...w¢ xal &v &) edoryyeAlw bploxeTal 6 YPAUpUOTEDS
mp&ytog xal Sevtepog Aéywy Tl momoag {wiy aiwviov xAnpovourow; 6 Oe Epy- Tipa
TOV TATEPX Xatl TV UNTEPX XATA TO YEYPAUMEVOY. | 69.19.1—[the “insane Arius”
says]...tl pe Aéyeig dyabéy; elg éotv dyados 6 Oeds, ... | 69.57.3—. .. Siddoxade
dryafé, Tl momoag Lwny aiwviov xAvpovopnow; | 69.57.4—. .. Tl pe Aéyelg dyadov;
o0delg dyabos el wi) elg 6 Bedg, . ...

These three verses are also attested by Tertullian and in the Adaman-
tius Dialogue, with Origen and Hippolytus attesting v. 19. Considering
Epiphanius’s testimony, after the introductory elnév tig mpdg adtov, likely
from Epiphanius’s own hand,’! he attests Si3doxode dyabé, ti momoag {wny
aiwviov ¥Anpovopniow from v. 18192 This is the unproblematic Lukan reading
(cf. Matt 19:16 and Mark 10:17) and it is interesting that it is this wording to
which Epiphanius appeals in 66.69.5 and 69.57.3. More problematic and con-
fusing are Epiphanius’s references to v. 19, which also differ from the wording
attested by Tertullian. First, there are the differences between the two scholia.
In the unexpected citation of a negative imperative, does Epiphanius attest
Aéyete or Aéye?193 The only other witness for an imperative here is the Pseudo-
Clementine Hom. 18.1, which reads pn pe Aéye dyafév.194 Although it is some-
what tenuous to view this Pseudo-Clementine passage as attesting Marcion’s
text,'95 it may support the Holl/Dummer view that the reading should be
Aéye. Also, does Epiphanius attest the presence or the absence of ¢ 8ed¢? It is

191 Cf. also Zahn, Geschichte, 2:483. It is thus problematic for Harnack, Marcion, 227*—28%
to have reconstructed Marcion’s opening following Epiphanius’s wording and based on
it apparently to have assumed that Marcion’s text did not read dpywv. Cf. also chapter 7,
n. 164.

192 This is the only instance in these verses where Epiphanius mirrors the testimony of
Tertullian.

193 Inthe bracketed reconstruction by Harnack, apparently intended to offer an attested vari-
ant, he offered only Aéyete (Marcion, 226%).

194 Also mentioned by Fred C. Conybeare, “Three Early Doctrinal Modifications of the Text of
the Gospels,” HibJ 1 (1903): 110; Harnack, Marcion, 225%; and Zahn, Geschichte, 2:483.

195 Cf. chapter 3, n. 55.
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included in all of Epiphanius’s other citations of the verse and seems to be
assumed by the elenchus. It is possible that it was omitted in the first scholion
due to homoeoteleuton. Finally, Epiphanius notes that Marcion added ¢ matyp
after 6 6e6¢.196 The rather different texts attested by Epiphanius and Tertullian
for this verse may very well point to their respective copies of Marcion’s Gospel
containing variant readings.’%” For v. 20, Epiphanius observes that Marcion
read tag évtolds olda instead of tdg évtoAds oidag. The question arising here is
whether the questioner or Jesus spoke these words. Zahn contended that it was
the former, and much more recently Lieu wrote,

although he does not indicate the speaker, it would make best sense on
the mouth of the questioner, thus relieving Jesus of any direct appeal
to the law.198

Though the testimony of other witnesses must still be considered, once again,
it is noteworthy that the reading of« is different than the one attested by
Tertullian.!99

6.4.52 Luke18:31-33

42.11.6 VB (52)—Tlapéxoe T6 maparafBwv Tobg dwdexa EAeyev- 1000, dvaPaivouey
el Tepoadlupa xail TeAeadnoeTal mavTa T& YEYpapuEVR v Tolg Tpo@nTals Tepl Tod
viod Tod avlpcdymou. mapadoboetal yap xat [V M omit yap xai] dmoxtaviioetat
xal Tfj Tplty Nuépa dvaotnaetal SAa Tadta mapéxofe. | 42.11.17 Xx. VB (52)—
[Mapéxope 6 TaparaPwv Tovg Swdexa Ereyey- idod, avafaivouev eig TepoodAupa xal
TeAegOoeTal TAVTA T YEYPappUEVD €V TOTS TTpogyTalg Tept ToD viod Tod dvlpcimou.
mapadolnaeTal yap xat dmoxtavinoetat xal Tf TeiTy) Nuépa dvaathoetal- [VM read

196 Lieu notes that “a form of the pericope with ‘father’ is also to be found in some oL wit-
nesses to Matt 19,17, as well as in other accounts of the exchange in early Christian tradi-
tions” (“Marcion and the Synoptic Problem,” 736—37).

197 Cf. Harnack, Marcion, 225* who referred to some “in den Marcionit. Codd. selbst schwank-
enden Abweichungen.”

198  Zahn, Geschichte, 2:484 and Lieu, “Marcion and the Synoptic Problem,” 736.

199 Lieualso notes, “Only Epiphanius explicitly claims to identify distinctive Marcionite read-
ings whereas Tertullian, characteristically, is concerned to paraphrase the text and to use
it to demonstrate Jesus’ compliance with prophetic demands. Thus Epiphanius alone
reports the reading ‘T know’...” (“Marcion and the Synoptic Problem,” 736). Though it is
not explicitly stated, it appears as though she views Tertullian’s paraphrasing as explain-
ing the differences between his attestation and Epiphanius’s; however, it does not seem
clear to me that the text attested by Epiphanius was the one Tertullian had at hand. In
addition, as was seen in chapter 5, Tertullian explicitly attests the reading ofdag.
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eyepdnoetat] SAa tadta mapéxoev. | 42.11.17 "EA. v (52)—. . . Expue ydp & pytd,
o 37jBev Ta mepl Tod maboug dpvnanTa. . ..

Epiphanius attests that Luke 18:31—33 was not present, once again revealing
the summary nature of many of his “citations” as Epiphanius himself omits
numerous elements in his reference to the verses.200 [t is, nevertheless, clear
that Epiphanius notes that the entirety of vv. 31-33 was not present (§Aa tadta
mopéxoe). 20

6.4.53 Luke18:35, 38, 42—43

42.11.6 var (51)—'Eyéveto 3¢ &v 1@ €yyilew adtov [V M omit adtév]?02 1ff Tepiyw
TUQASS €Pba- 'Inaod vie Aawid, EAENTov pe. xal 8te 16y, pratv- 1) TioTig gov céawxéy
ge. | 42.11.17 y. va (51)— Eyéveto 3¢ év 16 eyyilew adtév tj) Teptyw Tuprds éfda
"Inood vie Aavld, EAénady pe. xal 8te 160y, enaiv- V) TioTig gov Téowxév e. | 42.11.17
"E. va (51)—Aéyet yoOv- vig Aavid, wal ématvetton ol xopiletat té altypa 6 0 Gvopa
6UOAOYN TS . . . 00X dpat Baopxog 6 SLa TNV ETiXANTY TOD GVOUATOS XOUPITAUEVOS TR
TUQAR TO PAETEW.

These verses are also attested by Tertullian and the Adamantius Dialogue.
Epiphanius refers to three verses in the pericope involving the blind man out-
side of Jericho. The attestation of v. 35 is mostly unproblematic with only the
reading 1§ Tepiy® presenting a challenge. IGNTP lists 13, 124, 346, 788, 826, and
983 as also attesting this reading, though Harnack opined that Epiphanius
“hier nicht zu trauen ist.”2°% For v. 38 Epiphanius writes an otherwise unat-
tested imperfect éB6a, almost certainly due to his own hand, before offering
the words of the blind man in the form attested throughout most of the manu-
script tradition. In v. 42 Epiphanius cites the final words spoken by Jesus in v. 42,
after alluding to the healing effected by Jesus’ words and narrated in v. 43.

200 Zahn’s comment that Epiphanius’s citation here does not employ an “Abkiirzungsformel”
and is “verhaltnisméafig sehr genau” (Geschichte, 2:485) might be true as far as it goes; how-
ever, the question remains as to what, precisely, is the point of comparison? Compared to
the canonical text, which Epiphanius presumably is “quoting,” the citation is not particu-
larly “genau.”

201 The omission of these verses has also elicited discussion concerning the unattested verses
surrounding 18:31—33 (cf. Zahn, Geschichte, 2:485; Harnack, Marcion, 56, 226*; and Tsutsui,
“Evangelium,” 116-17), verses concerning which their presence or absence is, for method-
ological reasons, not speculated upon here.

202  This omission could possibly have occurred through homoeoteleuton during the produc-
tion of the Panarion, even though this would only be on the basis of the final nu.

203 Harnack, Marcion, 226*. Cf. also Zahn, Geschichte, 2:48.
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6.4.54 Luke19:29—46

42.11.6 vy (53)—Tlopéxoev 10 xepdiatov o mept [V M omit 16 mepi] Tig Svou
wal BOgorym xal 1o mepl tig méAewg xal tod iepod, 8tt yeypapuévov Av 6 obebs pov
olxog mpooeuyfic xAnbnoetal, xal motelte [mofjtan in V corrected to moteite by
Veorr; M reads motfjte] adtév amiiatov ANatdv. | 42.11.17 y. vy (53)—Tlapéxoev
TO xe@dAatov o Tepl THG Evou xai Bndpaymn xal to mept Thg mdAews xal tod tepod,
Si6tL Yeypappévov Ay 6 olxdg pov olxog mpooevyfis ¥AndoeTal, xal molelte adTdv
omiatov Anotév. | 42117 "EA vy (53)—...€0B0g yap dvemhdvoe, mapaAimiv
Bha Ta xepdAata T TPoELpYéVa D TOV papTupBévTar Témov Tod vaod vt ardtod
Stov xat €ig Svopar adTod Grodounuévov xat amo Tig Teptyw xataimwy Taoay TV
dxorovbiow g ddoumopiag, TS Te HABey elg Bnbpayy-. ..

Epiphanius attests that Luke 19:29—46 was not present with summary refer-
ences to pericopes contained therein. In the elenchus the explicit statement is
made that the “whole” (6Aa) of these passages to which Epiphanius had made
reference had been “jumped over” (dvemydyoe).204

6.4.55 Luke 20:9-17

4211.6 ve (55)—IldAw dméxode ta mept [V M read tv] tod aumeAdvog tod
€xdedopévou yewpyols xai T8 Tl odv [M omits obv] éott té- Aibov 8v dmedoxipacay
ol oixodopodvTeg; | 42.11.17 Zy. ve (55)—IIdAw dméxoe ta wepl To0 aumeAdvog Tod
€xdedopévou Yewpyols xal T8 Ti 00 ot Té- Aibov 8v dedoxiuacay of oixoSopodvres;
| 42.11.17 "EA. ve (55)—. . . x@v TE Yap a0TO TEPKOPY), OUX G’ UGV ATTEXOPEY, GAG
€auTov xal Tolg avTod epiwaey-. ..

Epiphanius attests that the parable in Luke 20:9-16 was not present, refer-
ring to it as the pericope mepl 00 dumeAdvog Tod Exdedopuévou yewpyols. He fol-
lows this by a reference to the omission of v. 17 by making an abbreviated
reference to the verse. Though v. 18, which concludes the thought begun in
v. 17, is therefore also likely to have not been present,2%5 it is not directly
attested as such.

6.4.56 Luke 20:19

42.11.6 V3 (54)—Kai égfmooay emPodely en’ adtdv tag xelpag xal epofyinaav. |
42.11.17 . V8 (54)—Kat elgmoo EmBaely En’ adtov tag xelpag xal épofnbnaay.
| 421117 "EX. vy (53)—. . . vt 8¢ €leyx 7} dmo Tod 1dlov atdpartos, gratv éyéveto v

204 Since this scholion attests an omission, Epiphanius’s citation of or allusion to these
verses elsewhere in his corpus (e.g., Ancor. 31.4; Pan. 34.18.14; 66.43.3) are not relevant for
Marcion’s text, and in this case do not provide further insight into his citation habit.

205 Zahn, Geschichte, 2:486; Harnack, Marcion, 229*; and Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 119 all simply
list vv. 9—18 as omitted without any further comment.
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Ud TéV Npepdv Sddaxovtog adTod v ¢ iep®, elymoay EmBaely Em’ alTOV TAS
xelpag xail EpoPnBnoay, wg Exel T uetd T00T0 KEPdAatov V3. . ..

Luke 20:19 presents a somewhat curious case in that elenchus 53 provides
a citation from Marcion’s text followed by a reference to the following scho-
lion 54. The scholion, however, provides less text than what was written in
the elenchus. Harnack and Tsutsui did not mention this state of affairs and
Zahn, as always, is completely dismissive of any readings found in an elen-
chus.2%6 Though one cannot be certain, it may very well have been the case
that Epiphanius essentially invented a supposed reading for Marcion’s Gospel
in order to provide a transition to the elements attested in scholion 54; how-
ever, ultimately one cannot provide any definitive evidence for or against
this view. Concerning the reading of the scholion itself, Zahn simply asserted
“es besteht kein Grund, dieses Citat fiir ungenau zu halten,”2°7 which is not
quite the same thing as having a reason to view it as accurate. Even Harnack’s
attempts to explain the omission of all the unattested elements on account of
the reading ®apioaiot in Luke 19:1 and the omission of the parable is not fully
convincing.2%8 Unfortunately, therefore, it is difficult to gain any clear insight
into the reading of this verse beyond the elements in agreement with most of
the manuscript tradition.

6.4.57 Luke 20:37-38a

42.11.6 V¢ (56)—Améxoe 6 STi O¢ €yelpovrar ol vexpol Mwuaijs [M reads o6
Muwvaijg] eunvuae ént [V M read mepl] thg Batov, xabwg Aéyel xdptov Tov Bedv
ABpaarp wal Toadne xal Taxwp. Bedg 3¢ eatt {wvtwy xal ol vexpdv. | 42.11.17 Zy.
v (56)—Améxoe T6 6T1 3¢ Eyelpovtarl ol vexpol, Mwuatis épnvuae ént [V M read
mepl] Tig Batov, xalag [V M read dwg] Aéyet xOptov [V M read 6 xbptog] tov Oedv
ABpaap xai Toodoe wat Taxwp. Bedg 8¢ dott {avtwy xal olxt vexpdv. | 42.11.17 "EA.
V¢ (56)—Oavpdoatl €atv émt T avoly Tod patatdgpovog, g ovyt veoel Tt lay
adt) ¥ paptuplo Tuyydver T o0 Aaldpov Tod mTwyod xal Tff mopaBor @V )
TUYY@POLpEVwY el TNV Pactdeioy eloeAfely- .. . | 42.11.6 v{ (57)—Ovx elye Tabta 81t
3¢ gyelpovrtat ol vexpol xat Mwuaijg épnvuae Aéywv Beov APpadi xat 8eov Toadue xal
Bedv Taxdf Bedv Lovtwv [V M read 0eds {wovtwv]. | 421107 Zx. v (57)—O00x elye
Tadta 671 8¢ €yelpovran ol vexpol xal Mwuaijg épnvuae Aéywv Beov ABpadu xal Bedv

206 Zahn, Geschichte, 2:486 referred to the references as “ebenso bedeutungslos fiir uns wie
alle anderen Irrtiimer in den Refutationen.”

207 Ibid.

208 Harnack, Marcion, 228*. For example, how do either of these points explain the omission
of tov Aadv as the object of their fear?
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"Toodoe ot Bedv Taxwf Bedv Lhvtwv. | 42.11.17 "EN. v (57)—Awd 16 Sevtep@doat tov
owThpa TV TOPABoANY, NITTAG TP NUAY EVTETAXTAL, . . .

That Luke 20:37—38a was not present is, rather curiously, attested twice
by Epiphanius. The reason that he gives for this in elenchus 57 is that the
Savior stated the parable twice and therefore he wrote it twice. Precisely how
Epiphanius came to commit this error is unclear; Harnack was right to note
“irrtiimlich zweimal geschrieben.”29 It is interesting, however, to note the dif-
ferences in the two “citations” of the omitted passage and once again notice the
variant and imprecise manner in which Epiphanius refers to biblical verses.
Though Harnack wrote “37. 38 getilgt,”?1° Tsutsui rightly notes that it is actually
only vv. 37—38a that are attested as omitted.?!! v. 38b is simply unattested.?!?

6.4.58 Luke 21:18

42.11.6 v (58)—TIdAw mapéxoe 6 Bpi& €x Thg xe@odls DUAV ob py dmdintat. |

42.11.17 Zy. vy (58)—TIdAw mopéxoe T8 Opi& éx Thig xepalijs DUAY ob uyy drdAnTol.

| 42.11.17 "EA. v (58)—[the refutation is missing—M left blank lines]
Epiphanius attests that Luke 21:18 was not present, citing the entirety of the

verse except for the opening conjunction xal.

6.4.59 Luke 21:21-22
42.11.6 V0 (59)—TIdAw mapéxope tadta ToTE of €v Tf) Tovdaiq pevyétwaoay €ig Td
8y ol o EERG, did Ta Emipepdpeva év TG pnTd [V M read ta emigepdpevov] Ewg
TANpwOT) VT T YeYpapuEva. | 42.11.17 L. vO (59)—ITdAw mapéxoe tadta ToTE
oi &v 17) "Tovdala pevyétwoay eig Ta Epn ol o €EfS, 1d o Emipepbpeva v T@ PV
gwg mANpwbf mavta [V M omit mdvta] ta yeypouuéva. | 42.11.17 "EA. vO (59)—
Aoxel Mjbvy xextyuévog Todg dmavtag lowg adTd dvortoug lvat xai odx oldev 81t
X8V pepov pYTov OT adTod xataAelplf), EAeyxov moteltal xal TOMGY ExagTov
oNTAY DT adTOD TOPANOTEVTWV. . . .

Epiphanius attests that Luke 21:21-22 was not present by beginning with a
citation of the opening words of v. 21 and then making reference to “the ensu-
ing (in the stated)” (td émipepdueva €v T PT@ or Ta Emiepduevov) element in

209 Harnack, Marcion, 229*. Cf. also Zahn, Geschichte, 2:414—15,

210 Ibid.

211 Tsutsui, “Marcions Evangelium,” 120.

212 Tsutsui does posit, however, that v. 38b was omitted “da er mit vv.37—38a inhaltlich eng
verbunden ist und sich nicht leicht auf v.36 beziehen laf3t” (ibid.).
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v. 22. It seems, therefore, that Epiphanius’s xai té é&fis here does not extend
beyond these two verses. Vv. 23—24 are therefore unattested.?!3

6.4.60 Luke 22:4

42.11.6 & (60)—Zvveddnoe Tols otpartnyols t© [V M read xal t6] mds adtdv
noapadP adtols. | 421117 Xy £ (60)—Zuvedddnoe Tolg oTpatnyols 1O mAG
adtdv mopad® adTols. | 42.11.17 "EA. £ (60)—. .. cuvehdAnoey, Tic SN 1) Toddag;
76 Tl Totfjoat AN 1) rapadodvat oV cwThpa; . . .

Though Tertullian also referred to this verse, he only attested mapad@.
Epiphanius attests only some elements in the verse and it is not particularly
helpful to speculate concerning the presence or absence of unattested ele-
ments.?!* The first listing of the scholion attests the reading xat t6, which Zahn
believed was the reading of Marcion’s text. Zahn supported this contention by
arguing

Da jenes xat zwischen Worten steht, welche im katholischen Text durch
nichts getrennt sind, so wird es auch nicht wie sonst oft zwei bei Mrc.
getrennte Stiicke, welche Ep. besonders hervorheben will, an einander
reihen.215

Since, however, Epiphanius addresses the two actions in the verse (discussing
and betraying) in two separate statements at the outset of the elenchus, it is
not certain that Zahn’s argument holds.?!6 At the end of the verse, Epiphanius
attests the word order found in many manuscripts: a0tov Tapadé avTols.

213 Volckmar, Das Evangelium Marcions, 166 viewed vv. 23—24 as present in Marcion’s Gospel,
a position rejected by Zahn, Geschichte, 2:488. Both Zahn and Harnack, Marcion, 231*
recognized that Epiphanius does not clearly attest the omission of all four verses and
therefore appealed to Tertullian’s continuing with v. 25 immediately after v. 20, and thus
his silence regarding vv. 21—24, as evidence for the omission of the entire passage. Tsutsui
problematically lists an “Auslassungsangabe bei Epiph Schol 59" for vv. 21-24.

214 E.g, Zahn, Geschichte, 2:490 asserted “es wird apytepevawv nicht gefehlt haben” whereas
Harnack, Marcion, 232* stated “tolg dpytepedatv fehlt vor toig atpatyyois” (IGNTP also lists
an omission for Marcion). Volckmar apparently made some type of error when he wrote
that Epiphanius attested “XX11, 4 nur ohne xat toig atpatyyois” (Das Evangelium Marcions,
34). I tend to view Osburn’s contention that the quotation here is “a verbally precise cita-
tion” as somewhat problematic given Osburn’s own qualification that immediately fol-
lows, namely, “with the exception of the omission of toig dpytepebot xai and the addition
of xai after atpatnyols” (review of New Testament in Greek, 525).

215 Zahn, Geschichte, 2:490.

216 Harnack, Marcion, 232* reconstructed the text without xadi.
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6.4.61 Luke 22:8

42.11.6 £ (61)—Kaoi elmev 1@ TTétpe xal tolg Aowmols: dmehbévteg étolpdoate tva
pdywpey 6 Mdoya. | 421117 Zyx. o (61)—Kai elney 1@ [Tétpw xal toig Aotmols:
amedvres Etowpdoarte fva pdywuey T Idoye. | 42107 "EX. Ea (61)—. .. el yap
TpooTdoael ETolpudleobal adtd earyely o Idoya, . . .

Epiphanius is the only source attesting this verse and Luke 22:8 is here ren-
dered in an almost completely unique manner.2!'” The only point of contact
with the manuscript tradition is in the placement of 16 Ildoya, also attested
in a handful of minuscules.?!® Though Zahn strongly asserted that Epiphanius
gave no indication of having shortened or altered the text and therefore con-
cluded “jede hiervon abweichende Wiederherstellung des marcionitischen
Textes [ist] Willkiir,” such a view simply ignores that Epiphanius often varies
the wording of his “citations” from those of his source considerably. For this
reason, no certainty can be ascribed to this reading actually representing the
wording of Marcion’s text.

6.4.62 Luke 22:14-15

30.22.3—TdAW & adTdg 6 xOplog Aéyel emibupia emebdpmoa Todto 16 [Tdaya poryelv
1e®” Dp@v- xat odx elme amAdg Idoya, dMa tobto té [ldoya, . . . | 30.22.5—. . . adTdg
3¢ aAndis Eleyev émbupia émebdpnon tobto T IMdoya Qoyelv ped” Vudv-...
| 42.11.6 EB (62)—Kai dvémeoe, xai of dwdexa dmboTool oy adT® xol elmev:
emBupia emediunoa tobto 10 IMdoya paryely ued’ Oudv Tpod Tod pe mabelv. | 42.11.17
"E. & (61)—. .. %ol wi) Aéye 8Tt 8 Epedhe puotiplov Emitehely, Todto mpowvduale
Aéywv- BEAw ped’ Dudv gayely 1o Idoya. ... | 42107 Zx. &B (62)—Kai dvémeoe
xal of dwdexa dmboTolol oy adT®, xai elmev- Emibupia emebiunoa todto 16 Mdoya
poryely ped’ Oy mpod tod pe mabety. | 42.11.17 "EX. EB (62)—Avénesey 6 owthp, @
Mopxiwv, xal ot Swdexa dméaTorot uet’ adTod. €l AVETETE Xl TUVAVETETOY, . . . Xal
émbupla Emebiunoa todto 10 Ildaoya @oyelv ued’ Opdv mpd tod pe mobelv. ..
| 51.27.2—380ev xai adtdg 6 cwtnp T Mdoya teretdoas eERALey eig 0 8pog petd
70 BePpwrévar émbupia embupnoag. xal éxetvo 10 Mdoya 10 Tovdainov petd Tév
uadnTv Epayey, ... | 77.27.1—. .. ayadyy 3¢ émbuplav énediunoe proag émbupia
enebOpmon Toto 1O oy Qoryely ued’ Vdv. ...

For Luke 22:14-15, though v. 15 is also attested by Tertullian and Eznik,
Epiphanius is the only source for v. 14. v. 15 is cited in several other locations
in the Panarion; however, it is only in scholion 62 that Epiphanius refers to
v. 14. He cites most of the verse here, though does not mention the opening
e eyéveto 1) Wpa. Harnack stated that Marcion apparently did not read these

217 Harnack rightly stated “Die Fassung ist selbstandig” (Marcion, 232*).
218 1GNTP lists 13, 69, 124, 346, 543, 788, 826, 828, and 983.
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words and Zahn thought that the omission was not accidental.!® Volckmar,
though, contended that this was simply one of numerous examples were
Epiphanius abbreviated his citation and ignored something not relevant for
the argument.?2° Once again, it is best not to speculate concerning a phrase
that is simply unattested. The remainder of the verse is essentially unprob-
lematic, though it should be noted that Epiphanius attests dwdexa, found in
Matt 26:20 and many manuscripts of Luke (but not in P>, B, D, and several
OL manuscripts, among others). It is possible that the numeral was present in
Marcion’s text; however, it cannot be ruled out completely that Epiphanius is
being influenced by the Matthean wording.

For v. 15, Epiphanius attests xai elnev- émbupia nebipnon tobto 6 mdoya
poryely ued’ Opdv mpo Tod pe mabelv. In the opening words, once again, the omis-
sion of mpés avtol after elney is the reading of the Matthean parallel (Matt
26:21) and should not be viewed as evidence for an omission in Marcion’s text.
Epiphaniusis very consistent in his citation of the words of Jesus in this verse,?2!
though his apparent lack of interest in the final phrase elsewhere lends cre-
dence to the view that here it arose from Marcion’s Gospel. Furthermore, apart
from the inclusion of the demonstrative pronoun todto, the citation of what
Jesus said corresponds precisely to the reading attested by Tertullian.

6.4.63 Luke 22:16
42.11.6 &y (63)—TITapéxoe T8 Aéyw yap Oy, 00 ui) @dyw adTd Amdptt, Ewg dv
[VM omit &v] minpwbf év tf factreia tod Beod. | 42.1117 Zx. &y (63)—Iapéxoe
T6 Aéyw Yap [VM omit yap] Uiy, 00 pi @dyw adtod amdptt, Ewg dv TANpwbf év T
Baotkeio tod Og0d. | 42.11.17 "EA. &y (63)—Tobto mepieiley xai Eppadiovpynoey, tva
37i0ev wi) ooy év Pacteio tod Beod Ppwtd 1) motd:- . ..

Epiphanius here attests that Luke 22:16 was not present.?22

219 Harnack, Marcion, 233" and Zahn, Geschichte, 2:490.

220 Volckmar, Das Evangelium Marcions, 34.

221 The only exception is the “citation” in 42.11.17 "EX. & (61) where Epiphanius offers several
very imprecise references (cf. chapter 3, n. 58).

222 Harnack’s view that Marcion likely deleted vv. 1718 was noted above in chapter 3, n. 57.
As Schmid, “Marcions Evangelium,” 76 points out, however, “Davon, daf§ auch Lk 22,1718
im marcionitischen Evangelium gefehlt hat, ist weder bei Epiphanius noch sonst etwas
bekannt.” Schmid also provides a convincing refutation of the view of Amphoux that “les
v. 19b—20 viennent, selon toute vraisemblence, de la révision de Marcion, ou ils rempla-
caient les v. 16-18 supprimés” (“Les premiéres éditions de Luc 11. L'histoire du texte au 11¢
siecle,” ETL 68 [1992], 30).
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6.4.64 Luke 22:35-38

42.11.6 £5 (64)—Tlapéxope 18 8te dméotetha Dpds, pi Tvog VoTEPHOATE; xal T&
€&, e 6 [M omits 6] xai TodTo T Yeypouuévoy Sel tereadijval, Té- xal petd
qvépwy cuveroyiodn. | 42.107 Ey. 8 (64)—Tlapéxoe 6 8te dméoteiha DUES, u)
Tvog botepoate; xoi T EERG Sid T6 xal Tobto T yeypapuuévoy Sel tekeodijvar, Té- xai
META Gvopwy auvehoyiody. | 42.11.17 "EX. &3 (64)—Kav mapadng ta pparta, dmd
Tod Epyou gaivovtal adTOV ol TéTOL, TPOGYOVTOS TOD VEUOU XAl TTPOXNPUTTOVTWY TRV
TPoPNTAV xal xvplov TANpodvTog.

With a reference to the opening and closing words of Jesus’ question in
Luke 22:35, Epiphanius indicates that this verse xai td ¢£7jg was not present. As
already noted by Zahn, “Die Grenze wird nicht ndher angegeben, nur hervorge-
hoben, daf} in v. 37 der Grund der Tilgung gelegen habe.”?23 Since, vv. 35-38
are clearly interrelated, it is most likely that the entire pericope is in view in
Epiphanius’s comment.224

6.4.65 Luke 22:41

42.11.6 & (65)—Amneondody dn’ adt@dv woel Alfou Podny [V reads BoAn] ol feig
T yévarto mpoayUxeto. | 421117 Xy. & (65)—Amneondody drn’ adtdv woel Aoy
BoAyy xai Beig T yévata mpoonlyeto. | 421117 "EA. & (65)—Oeic ta yovara
bpatds E0ve xal alobntdg énetélee. el 8¢ alobntdg, xatd 1o eldog <dvbpwmivov>
To Epyov émoinoe THg yovuxAiaiog ... | 69.60.1—... 3oty A’ adT@v woel Aifou
BoAwy xal dmeABowv nlyeto xal EAeye: . ..

Epiphanius here attests an essentially unproblematic text, in which the
“kneeling” is of particular interest for him. The far more imprecise citation of
the verse in 69.60.1 may also support the sense that the wording is here being
governed by Marcion’s text.

6.4.66 Luke 22:47

38.4.13—oUtw xal 6 Toddag i OéAeté ot pral dodval, xal €yw adTov Tapadwow
Opi; xal Ov &v @LANow, adTodg EaTl, xpaTthoate adTov. xal EABwV 6 mpoddTyg xalpe
‘Poffi Eleye, ... | 42.11.6 & (66)—Kai fyyroe xatagdjoor adtév Tovdag [V M
omit Tovdog] xal elmev. | 421117 Zy. & (66)—Kal fyyloe xatagiifioor adtév
Toddag xai elmev. | 42.11.17 "EX. &g (66)—"Hyyloe oapxi 8vti deamdty xai 0ed odpa
Aafovt, xatapidfioat dAvOwa xelhy xal od doxnoet vta xal pavtdlovta. | 66.63.9—
10—... %ol Aéywy adtd aipe Poffi, wal Eleyyduevos xal dxodwy, Etaipe, €@’ @
ndpet; 00t0g 6 Tovdag eptpoarto Tév Kdiv. . .

223 Zahn, Geschichte, 2:491.
224 So also Zahn, Geschichte, 2:491; Harnack, Marcion, 234*; and Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 124.
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Epiphanius is the only source for Luke 22:47, and it is obvious that he
has offers an abbreviated reference to the verse as he is interested in mak-
ing the point that one can kiss only a corporeal body. In addition, it may be
that Epiphanius initially did not include the explicit reference to Judas, as
it is not found in the manuscript tradition for the first scholion. That which
is quoted in both scholia, as already noted by both Zahn and Harnack, has
points of contact with Matt 26:49.225 Both also apparently believed, however,
that Epiphanius accurately reflected Marcion’s text. Zahn reconstructed.. . . xai
yytoe xotapidjoat adtév xai elney . . ., and went so far as to state “Das xat eurev
beweist, daf Mrc. die bei Lc. fehlende Anrede des Judas aus Mt. 26, 49 oder die
kiirzere aus Mc. 14, 45 heriibergenommen hatte.”?26 Harnack reconstructed.....

\
v

Toddas . . . xal Hyyloe xataguifjoot adtév xal elney (xaipe paPpel [sic]).2%7 It seems
that both Zahn and Harnack may have been too hasty in their assessment.
First, there is no manuscript evidence for Luke ever containing the reading
xotapiAfjoal.228 Second, Epiphanius seems to have omitted the universally
attested 6 'Inood after yytoe. Third, in both Matthew and Mark, the reference
to Judas saying something precedes the kiss. Finally, and most significantly, in
Epiphanius’s two other references to this scene in 38.4.13 and 66.63.9-10, he
clearly draws from Matt 26:48-50 and in both instances cites Judas’s words.
It seems quite possible that Epiphanius may have seen this verse in Marcion’s
text, but then simply jotted down the gist of the verse under the influence of
Matthew’s version.

6.4.67 Luke 22:50—51
42.11.6 EC (67)—Tapéxodev 8 [V M read 1] énoinoe [létpog, &te endrale xal
dgpeileto 6 0dg Tod dovAou Tod dpytepéws [V M omit tod Sovdov tod dpytepéus].
| 42.1117 Zx. EC (67)—Topéxoey 8 émoinoe Tétpog, dte émdrtake wal dpeileto
[M reads dgpeihe] 6 0dg T0d SovAov Tod dpytepéws. | 42.11.17 "EA. £ (67)—Aoxdv
elg Ty TTétpov 6 dmatewv xpdmrew 10 év dAndeiar yevépevov Thig doEoAoyiag
700 owTHpPog TO PYTOV TERWY, ATEXPUPEV. GG OVIEV WPEATEL XAV TE Yap AVTOG
dmmoxdy, Nuels oldauey Ta feoanueta. PeTA yap TO dmoxdat T6 wtlov 6 x¥VpLog TAAY
APy ldoaro, tva dmodety i) 6Tt 8eds ot xal B0l Epyov EmeTédeaey.

In scholion 67 Epiphanius attests that Luke 22:50 was not present, referring

to what Peter (cf. John 18:10) did in cutting off the ear (“of the high priest” is

225 Cf. Harnack, Marcion, 234* and Zahn, Geschichte, 2:491.

226 Zahn, Geschichte, 2:491.

227 Harnack, Marcion, 234*.

228 Also noted by Harnack, Marcion, 234*. Zahn stated that it was also drawn from either
Matthew or Mark (Geschichte, 2:491).
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found only in the second listing). The elenchus reveals that v. 51 was also not
present in Marcion’s text. v. 49, present in some reconstructions but listed as
omitted in others, is actually unattested.?29

6.4.68 Luke 22:63—64

42.11.6 Ey) (68)—O1 cuvéyovteg evémaulov dépovteg xai ToTTovTes xat [VM omit xai]
Aéyovteg- Tpogy TevTov Tig EoTy 6 maioag ot; | 42.11.17 Zy. &1 (68)—O1 cuvéyovteg
gvémaulov SEpovTeg xal TOTTOVTES Xal AEYOVTEG: TTPOPWTEVTOVY, TiG €0 TV 6 aloag oF;
| 421117 "EX. & (68)—"Ortt 10 cuvéyovtes xai T evémandov xal o Selpat xal 0
oot xai 0 TpogRTEVTOY TS Eo Ty & Ta{oag o€, TobTo 0 86X Y, dNAG dgTis EaTL
TWUATIXTG Xl EVTAPXIOV VTTOTTATEWS SNAWTINOY, . . .

For the obviously abbreviated references to these verses, Epiphanius high-
lighted only those elements relevant for his refutation of Marcion relating to
the bodily reality of Jesus. For v. 63 the attested elements are unproblematic,
as is the citation of what those smiting Jesus said at the end of v. 64. It is worth
noting, however, that Epiphanius attests the phrase with the verb tontw in
V. 24, against P7°, B, among others.

6.4.69 Luke 23:2

42.11.6 £8 (69)—TIIpoaédeto peta 16 [V M read tobto] todtov elpopey Siaatpépovta
T €0vog xal xataAbovTa TOV VOOV xail TovG TPy Tas. | 421117 . &0 (69)—
[Tpogédeto peta w6 [V M read todto] todtov nipapey Staatpépovta o E0vog xal
xataAbovTa T6V VéMov xal Tovg Tpo@NTtas. | 42.1117 "EA. &9 (69)—. .. &tav yap
gvtadfa mpoabeing TO WY YEYPAUMEVOV, TUKOQAVTAV TEAUTOV. .. AéywV &TL ToDToV
nlpapey xatadbovra TV véuov xal Tovg TpoehTag, T dvtiluyoy Tohtou EAéyEel ot,
@ patatémove, adtod Tod owthpog Aéyovtog odx NABov xarTaddoat Tov véuov xal Todg
TPOPNTOG, GANG TTANpGTat [Matt 5:17] od Svartal Tolvuv 6 adTog <6> Aéywv odx
NABov xatardoat Sid T6 xatakdety xortyopeloat. o yop elyev obtwg T YTy, AN
nbpopev TodTov StaaTpépovta TOV Aady, Aéyovta Eautov Xplotov Pagtiéa. | 42.11.6
0 (70)—IIpoa@xy petd T6 xeAedovta @opoug uy dodvar xal AmoTTPEQOVTA TAG
yuvalixag xal Té téxva. | 42.11.17 Zy. o (70)—IIpoa®xy peta [V M omit petd] t6
XEAELOVTA POPoUg WY) dobva xal [Veorr M insert 6] dmoatpépovTa Tag yuvaieog xal
Ta Téxvat. | 42.11.17 "EA. 0 (70)—. .. 00 ydip dméatpeev Tnools yuvainag 1) téxva- ...

229 Once again, Volckmar, Evangelium Marcions,167 listed v. 49 as present in Marcion’s Gospel;
whereas, Zahn, Geschichte, 2:491; Harnack, Marcion, 234*; and Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 124
assume that Epiphanius’s testimony here included the omission of v. 49. Parker, Living
Text, 159 cautiously suggests that Marcion’s omission here may have left a trace in the
manuscript tradition in v. 51 being omitted in o171.
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Though Tertullian also attests Luke 23:2, his testimony does not overlap
with that offered by Epiphanius. In the scholia 69 and 70 Epiphanius refers to
two additions in Marcion’s text of this verse. Holl’s emendation in scholion 69
sought to clarify Epiphanius’s meaning, but it is clear from the elenchus that
Epiphanius does not view the entire statement as a Marcionite addition, but
only the reference to destroying the Law and the prophets.23° In the text that
Marcion’s Gospel shares with Luke the Op@v after o €8vog is omitted,?3! and
though this is the reading of the majority text, it may be a simple omission by
Epiphanius.?32 The added phrase is found, in slightly different forms, in the
OL manuscripts e, b, ¢, ff2, gat, and i (and also in a few Vulgate manuscripts).
It appears, therefore, that there is some point of contact between the read-
ings preserved in these manuscripts and the reading in Marcion’s Gospel.
Concerning the second addition involving the turning away of wives and chil-
dren mentioned in scholion 70, though it is not elsewhere attested in v. 2, ¢
and e contain a similar statement in v. 5. Once again there seem to be points of
contact. Here also Epiphanius’s reference to the text Marcion’s Gospel had in
common with Luke seems to be summary in nature and little weight should be
given to the Epiphanius’s formulation.

6.4.70 Luke 23:33-34, 45
42.11.6 oot (71)—Karl EABSVTeS el Témov Aeydpevov Kpaviov Tomog éotadpwaay adtov
ol Siepeplioavto ta tpdtia adtod [V M omit adtod] xal éoxotiody 6 Atog. | 42.11.17
Zy. oa (71)—Kai EABovTeg eig TomOV Aeyduevov Kpaviov témog éotadpwany adtov
ol Stepeploavto T ipndtia adtod xal éoxotiody 6 fAtog. | 42.11.17 "EA. oot (71)—. .. 6
yap W) gdpxo Exwv obte aTavpwlijvar Stvatal.... el yop SAwg éotavpwdy, TS
o0 PAEmELS TOV EoTaLpwWEVOY a@NV Exovta xal HAolg Tag Yelpag TyvOuevoy xal
m6dag; . . . Emedy) Gpoloyeltal xal Topd ool TTAVEE TPOTTTAYELS 6 XVPLOG.

For these verses the testimony of Tertullian also must be considered and
for vv. 34 and 45 the testimony of Ephrem and Eznik, respectively. As Zahn
already noted, Epiphanius “gibt kein Citat, sondern fafdt 33a. 34b. 44a [sic]

230 Cf. also the comments in Zahn, Geschichte, 2:492. Though it is unclear from where pre-
cisely Irenaeus is drawing the information, he also makes a reference to Marcion holding
the view that Christ abolished the law and the prophets (Haer. 1.27.2).

231 710 £vog being the reading of Marcion’s text receives support from Epiphanius selecting
the wording tov Aadv in his own reference to the verse in the elenchus. It is also curious
that between the scholia and elenchus one reads three variations of the form of the aorist
verb.

232  Both Harnack, Marcion, 235* and Zahn, Geschichte, 2:492 are hesitant to view the posses-
sive pronoun as missing in Marcion’s Gospel.
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ungenau zusammen.”?33 For v. 33 Epiphanius attests a text very similar to Matt
27:33, where for Luke, éA86vteg, i, Aeyduevov, and Kpaviov témog are all singu-
lar readings. This wording is almost certainly due to Epiphanius. Tertullian’s
allusion cannot help us further concerning most of these readings and there-
fore much of the precise reading of Marcion’s text remains unclear.23* For
V. 34, only v. 34b is attested by Epiphanius.?35 The major problem here is that
Tertullian explicitly indicated that this element of the verse was not present
in Marcion’s Gospel. Volckmar concluded that “Epiph. hier ungenau iiber den
Text des Marcion berichtet” and that “er [Epiphanius] beim Zusammenfassen
der ganzen Kreuzigungs-Geschichte mehr das allgemeine Ev. als das specielle
Marcion’s im Auge oder Sinn gehabt hat.”236 Supporting Volckmar’s point is the
fact that in the elenchus, Epiphanius seems to have only the crucifixion itself
in view, not the details surrounding the event.237 Finally, Epiphanius refers
to v. 45, which, interestingly, is two verses subsequent to the verse discussed
in the following scholion. Here he simply makes reference to éoxotiofy 6 jAtog, in
agreement with the majority reading in Luke. In sum, given that Epiphanius
is likely simply summarizing elements of the entire account as evidenced, in
particular, by the Matthean wording in v. 33; skipping to a verse beyond the
one he discussed in the following scholion; and the elenchus revealing that
it was only the fact of the crucifixion in which he is interested, it may very
well be the case that these elements did not arise directly from the wording of
Marcion’s Gospel.

233 Zahn, Geschichte, 2:492.

234 Harnack, Marcion, 235%-236* somewhat confusingly reconstructs vv.32—33 based on
Tertullian’s allusion, followed by v. 33a based on Epiphanius’s scholion.

235 Iam not sure to what Nathan Eubank, “A Disconcerting Prayer: On the Originality of Luke
23:34a,” JBL 129 (2010): 523 is referring when he writes that the prayer in Luke 23:34a is
“apparently [cited] by Marcion (in Epiphanius, Pan. 42.11.6) in the second century,” as
there is no reference to the prayer in Epiphanius’s interaction with Marcion’s text.

236  Volckmar, Das Evangelium Marcions, 48. Cf. also Zahn, Geschichte, 2:492 who agreed with
this analysis. Harnack, Marcion, 236" stated in his reconstruction “Verteilung der Kleider,
von M. gestrichen (aber Epiph. las es wieder” and in his apparatus “Epiph. hat in seinem
Exemplar gelesen.” He, however, gave no explanation for how he envisioned this state
of affairs coming about. Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 126 also simply observes the difference
and comments: “Wie man diese Tatsache beurteilen soll, ist unklar” It should also be
noted, however, that a few pages later in his monograph, Volckmar recognized, “Da aber
endlich nichts hindert, dass auch im Exemplar des Tert. zufllige Liicken gewesen sein, so
muss immerhin die Méglichkeit hiervon in Betreff der von Tert. angegebenen Auslassung
der Kleider-Vertheilung (23, 34) im Auge behalten werden, wenn auch die abweichende
Angabe des Andern gerade hier vollig erklarlich ist” (Das Evangelium Marcions, 51).

237 Volckmar himself also makes this point (Das Evangelium Marcions, 47-48).
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6.4.71  Luke 23:43
42.11.6 of (72)—Ilapéxope T6 aNpepov eT’ Euod €ay év T mapadelow. | 42.11.17
Zx. off (72)—Tapéxope 16 aVpepov pet’ Euod €ay) év ¢ mapadeiow. | 42.11.17 "EA.
0B (72)—Kahdg tobto xal dppoding mapéxopag, & Mapxiwy- drfipes [V M read
énfipes] yap amé oeawtod ™y elgodov Tod mapadeisov.

Epiphanius here attests that Luke 23:43 was not present.238 Though Zahn also
viewed vv. 37-42, and Harnack and Tsutsui vv. 35—42, as omitted, Epiphanius’s
testimony simply leaves these verses unattested.?3°

6.4.72 Luke 23:46
42.11.6 oy (73)—Kal Quvioag euvi ueydAy e&émvevaev. | 42.1117 Zy. oy (73)—
Kol pwwoag ewvi] peyddy é&émvevaey. | 421117 "EA. oy (73)—El é&émvevoey, @
Moapxiwy, xoi wviy ueydAny dmédwxey, tobev eEémveey 1) i 10 éxmvéoy; | 69.49.5—
7—...¢nl 100 otavpod EAeye @ motpl el yelpdg gov mopatinut O TVEdUA
uov ... [references/citations drawn from John 19:33 and Matt 27:46]...xai
¢Eémvevae ool T edayyéhov. 6 B¢ Eémvenae xal el yelpdis oov xal 6 ¥ Puyy pov
tetdpaxtal [ John 12:27] xal té dAa Tdvta Ths dAndeiog Aeyolay, . . 240

This verse is also attested by Tertullian and possibly in the Adamantius
Dialogue. As was the case in Tertullian’s testimony, at the outset of the verse
Epiphanius does not make reference to what Jesus said, but only to his having
cried out. He then immediately attests the final element of the verse referring
to Jesus expiring.2#! The wording attested by Epiphanius is essentially unprob-
lematic with very little variation in the manuscript tradition.

238  The verbatim wording for this verse is also found in Ancor. 54.7 and in Pan. 66.40.3, though
also with the introductory duiv Aéyw oot in the latter reference.

239 Cf. Zahn, Geschichte, 2:492 who stated that it is “sehr zweifellhaft” that vv. 37—43 were in
Marcion’s text. Harnack, Marcion, 236* expressed the opinion that vv. 3543 “scheint voll-
standig gefehlt zu haben,” a sentiment followed by Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 126. Regarding
23:35-36, Ps 2216, 7 in Marc.4.42.4 is not clearly a reference to these verses being in
Marcion’s text (cf. Harnack, Marcion, 236* contra Zahn, Geschichte, 2:492).

240 The only point of contact with Marcion’s text here is ¢&énvevoe. In Ancor. 69.8 and Pan.
74.6.8 Epiphanius cited mdtep, €ig xelpdg gov mapabioopat 16 mvedud pov from Luke 23:46.
Since he did not attest these words for Marcion’s text no relevant insight can be gained
from these two passages.

241 Harnack’s comment, “Das kann eine Verkiirzung sein, aber es ist auch sehr wohl moglich,
daf} spétere Marcioniten das Wort Jesu ausgelassen haben, weil es ihnen unbequem
wurde” refers to a theoretical possibility but remains speculative (Marcion, 236*). Zahn's
assertion that Epiphanius has “willkiirlich contrahirt” (Geschichte, 2:493) is also possible;
however, the fact remains that Epiphanius simply leaves Jesus’ words unattested.
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6.4.73 Luke 23:50, 53

4211.6 08 (74)—Kai 800 dwp dvépatt Twohe, xabedwy 16 odua évetdAke
owdévt [VM omit owdévt] xai EBnxev év pyiuott Aakeutd. | 42.1117 Zx. 08 (74)—
Kot [V M omit xai] i8ov, dvip dvépartt Twone, xabedwy T odua evetiMée ovdéve
[Veorrinserted otvdvt in margin] xat €Ovxev v pvuott AaEevtd. | 44.3.7—. .. &t
gbdmreTo 16 avtod odua xatEodto Twone 6 dmd Aptpadaiag evrvAifar adtd &v
awdbvt xat dmodéabal €v pviuartt. . .. | 64.67.17—. . . 70 d1d t00 Team g xexndevpévov
&v atvdévi xal v pvpartt xav® tebev dvéaty), mdvtwg 8Tl olx apwiay. | 77.8.2—. .. 10
3¢ opa eihiEag Twong otvddviamébeto . . . | 77.28.1—. .. awdiwv yap eidyoog T6 o
adTod ol TEpLEYEVETO Exelvou ToD dpatgpvols xal Thg adTod peyloT)s Suvauews.

These verses are also attested by Tertullian and possibly in the Adamantius
Dialogue. For v. 50, Tertullian only alluded to the fact that Joseph was the indi-
vidual caring for the body, whereas Epiphanius offers a fuller phrase. The sec-
ond listing of the scholion does not read the opening xai, and it may have been
added to the first listing under the influence of the canonical text. Though the
conjunction is almost universally present in the manuscripts, it may simply be
unattested for Marcion’s Gospel. The rest of the phrase is unproblematic.

For v. 53, Epiphanius quotes more of the verse, though it is still obvious that
he has abbreviated his reference. Once again the two listings reveal a difference
concerning the presence or absence of a word, in this case owdévi, where only
M originally contained the word and then only in the second listing. Here also,
Epiphanius may not have originally included the term, though it is attested by
Tertullian. Furthermore, it is probable that the skip from v. 50 to v. 53 led to
the clarifying t6 o®po, and it is not certain that it was present in Marcion’s text
instead of the otherwise attested pronoun.?4? In addition, the omission of the
pronouns with the ensuing verbs may again be due to Epiphanius’s shortened
reference. At the same time, that Epiphanius did have Marcion’s Gospel in
view, at least to a certain extent, may be supported by the actual verbs that he
uses to describe the actions. Elsewhere when he speaks of “wrapping” the body
he uses the verb é\icow or eiléw, whereas here he writes évetdhi&e. Similarly,
in other instances when he references the “placing” of the body in the tomb
he utilizes various forms of dmotiyut or tibnui, whereas here he writes €0vxev.
Finally, Epiphanius concludes the citation with a brief description of where
the body was laid: v pvjpatt Aakevtd.

242 Harnack, Marcion, 237* followed Epiphanius in his reconstruction. His comment in
the apparatus, “t6 c@ua mit D (add. . 'Ingod) > adté, desen [sic] Stellung vor oder nach
(évethike) schwankend” is a rather convulted indication of just how different D’s reading

is from the one attested by Epiphanius.
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6.4.74 Luke 23:56

42.11.6 oe (75)—Kal Omoatpépacat al yuvaixes [V M omit al yuvaixes] notyaoov
T6 gaPPoTov xatd TOV Vopov. | 42.11.17 Xy. o€ (75)—Kal Omootpépacar al yuvaixeg
Novyxaoay T cdffoatov xatd oV vopov. | 42.11.17 "EA. o (75)—I166ev dméatpedoy
al yovaixeg; S ti 3¢ xal 10 Nobyooav yéypamtal, G o Seify ¥ ypagn ™y
adTAV papTupiay, EAéyyxouady cov Ty dvotay, @ Mapxiwv; 180 yap xal yuvaixes
paptupodat xal dmdatodot xal Tovdadot xal dyyelot xai TwaWp, 6 PrAagnTov Svtwg
opa xofehwv xal évetoog. | 44.3.8—dpua 8¢ xal al yuvaixes elyov ety mod
wotehelQy) T Aeipava, o adTd TINTWat S1d POPWY xal APWUATWY, WG TO TPATOV.
| 56.2.7—xal popTupel uév Twaye 6 amd Aptpadaiag, uaptupodat xal al gépovaal
Hopat lg O pvijpe xal 1) T Exatdv Artp@v Thg dAdng G, 8Tt odx v Sdxnatg 0vdE
pavtaaia.

The reference to Luke 23:56 once again evidences Epiphanius offering an
abbreviated citation.2*® The opening xai is, according to IGNTP, attested in
other versions; however, it is difficult to ascertain whether Epiphanius is here
accurately reflecting Marcion’s text.2** The first scholion does not attest ai

yuvaixeg, and the subject of the verb was likely added for clarity in the second
scholion. Epiphanius then references the final element of the verse, writing an
otherwise unattested word order volyacav 10 gdBBatov followed by the oth-
erwise unattested xatd tov vopov. The other interactions with this verse or its
parallels by Epiphanius do not offer any insight; yet, it is difficult to attribute
either of these readings to Marcion with any degree of certainty.24>

6.4.75 Luke24:4—7

Anchor. 34.6—. .. 611 uéNet 6 vidg Tod dvBpwmov mapadidoaat xal cTavpwlijvat
ol T Tpity Nuépa dvacTival...| 42.11.6 o¢ (76)—Elnav of év éobijtt Aaumpd:
Tl Qyrette [Veorr added te above the line] tév {Gvta petd tév vexpdv; Vyépbn,
uvodyte oo EAdAnaey ETL v ued’ DAY, [VM omit pued’ dudv] &t Set tov vidv tod
dvbpwmov madely xal Tapadodijvar. | 421117 Ex. o5 (76)—Elnay oi év éobtt Aaunpd:
Tl Qyrette Tov {Ovtar PeTd TAV vexp@v; Vyépdy, wwabnte Soa EAdAn ey Tt v ued’
Op@v [Veorr inserted ped’ dudv in margin], 6t det tov viov Tod dvbpwmov malely
[VM read moMa madelv] xai mapadobijvat. | 42.11.17 "EX. o5 (76)—O008¢ obrol o€

243 Chapter 5, n. 420 indicates the reason why, contra Harnack, I see only Epiphanius attest-
ing this verse. For this reason, I also view Wtoipacav dpwpata xai popa (reconstructed by
Harnack) as unattested in this verse.

244  Curiously, Harnack, Marcion, 237" reconstructed the opening without either xai or ¢.

245 Inresponse to Harnack’s comment concerning xotd tov vépov “wahrscheinlich absichtli-
che Korrektur, um ein Mifdverstandnis zu verhiiten” (Marcion, 237*), Tsutsui queries “Was
fiir ein Miflverstindnis?” (“Evangelium,” 126).
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neibouay ol &ytot dyyedot, & Mapxiwv, Sporoyodvtes pév adTdv To Tpipepov HeTakd
vexp@v yeyeviiabay, {@vta 8¢ Aotmdv xal 0OXETL VEXPOV, ... Aéyouat Yap adTals:
dvéaty, odx Eotv O8e. 16 8¢ dvéoty) Tl doTw, el i) &tt xal Exounfn; cagéotepov
yap avto Swyyolvtal uviodyte ydp, gnaty, 6Tt €Tt meptwy Tadta EAeyev Uiy, Tt del
mtadely ToV vidv Tod dvbpimou. | 56.2.8—9—uaptupodat 8¢ xai of dyyehot Tals yuvaul
TeQnVéTeG 8TL dvéaTy, oty EoTwy Ode- Ti Qyrelte ToV {AvTa META TAVY VeEXpQ; xal 00X
elmoy 81 odx dmébave, GANE dvéaTy, . . . | 62.7.6—. .. dvéoty yap Xplotds 6s prot
M Ypa@: ... | 69.59.4—. .. mhs diyettar 6 &yyehog pdoxwv tals mepl Maplav T
{nreite Tov {dvTa peTa Tav vexpdv; 0pds, 6 L év 1dla DedthTL xal copxt dvéaty, odx
v 8¢ peta TAV vexpv. xal Ti pnoty adtals dvéaTy, odx EoTv OJE; . ..

For these verses, though vv. 4, 6—7 are also attested by Tertullian, Epiphanius
is the only witness for v. 5. Epiphanius’s only reference to v. 4 is the allusion to
the men in shining garments at the conclusion of the verse. The rather clearly
summary and imprecise nature of Epiphanius’s introduction to scholion 76
makes any reconstruction of precise wording tenuous and speculative.246 The
first quoted element is the phrase ti {ntette tov {dvta petd Tév vexpdv from v. 5,
an unproblematic phrase that is nearly uniformly attested in the manuscript
tradition.

In v. 6, the verb 7yép0y is certainly drawn from Marcion’s text as in every
other allusion to or citation of this verse, including the elenchus, Epiphanius
uses the verb dvicmyut (all three synoptic passages utilize 7yépOy). Since
Epiphanius has obviously abbreviated his reference, it is problematic to assert,
as Harnack did, that Marcion did not read o0x Zotiv @3¢, even if the omission
is also found in D and numerous oL witnesses.2*” The following three words
(wwnabnte Soa EAdAnoev) correspond to Tertullian’s testimony;24® however, then
the two witnesses diverge. Epiphanius attests the étt &v that may have been
a simply omission by Tertullian but does not attest the Optv or év ) TodAaia
found in Tertullian. Here, however, the ped’ du&v, assumed to be Epiphanius’s
reading by Holl and followed by Harnack and Tsutsui,?4 creates challenges.

246 Harnack, Marcion, 238*, however, did follow Epiphanius’s testimony, though with at least
some uncertainty, when he reconstructed év éoffjtt Aapmpd (dotpantodey?) for the conclu-
sion of 24:4.

247 Harnack, Marcion, 238%. It is also interesting that whenever Epiphanius quoted the full
phrase including “he is not here,” he utilized the order found in Mark 16:6, where 7)y¢p6 is
written first, and not that of Matt 28:6 or Luke 24:6, where vjyép0y follows.

248 &oa is the reading of D and, according to IGNTP, the Syriac versions and the Persian
diatessaron.

249 Harnack, Marcion, 237*—38" and Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 127. Tsutsui views the reading
attested by Epiphanius as the literal reading of later Marcionites, a position that seems
rather questionable.
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It is originally found only in the second listing of the scholion in M, where it
was also added by the corrector of v. It is possible that the omission occurred
through homoeoteleuton, though the omission of Optv could have led to the
phrase being added for clarity.25° It is difficult to draw any firm conclusions,
but it should be noted that it is possible to reconstruct the almost univer-
sally attested Lukan text from a combination of Tertullian’s and Epiphanius’s
testimony.

For v. 7 there are, once again, differences from Tertullian. &t 3t tév viév T0d
dvBpwmov are found in both witnesses,?5! as is the verb mapadofijvat. Epiphanius,
however, also writes that it was necessary for the Son of Man to suffer (in the
first listing of the scholion) or to suffer many things (in the second listing of
the scholion). This wording is found in Matt 16:21//Mark 8:31//Luke 9:22 and is
also the wording Epiphanius repeats in the elenchus. Harnack, therefore, cor-
rectly noted that Epiphanius is here “unzuverlissig.”?52 Finally, both Tertullian
and Epiphanius are simply silent concerning the phrase &l yelpag dvlpwmwy
apaptwA@y, and to view the unattested element as “wohl keine zufillige
Auslassung” is speculative.253

6.4.76 Luke 24:13, 15, 18, 25—26, 3031

23.6.5—xal &g 0 Aouxdg SiaBeBatodtan adTOV TOV CWTHpo HETA TO dvaaTijvaL €x TGV
vexp@v Qpbat xoartd Ty 638y Tolg mept Tév Nabavem xal tdv Khedmow xal todToug
vevouBeTévat amd TRV PaAp@Y xal Ao T@v TPoey TV 8Tt oltwg Edel Tadely TOV
Xptotév xal gvaativar ex vexp®dv T4 Tpity Nuépe. | 42.11.6 of (77)—Ilapéxoe 6
elpnuévov mpdg Khedmaw xal tdv dMov, 8te quvivmoey adtols, T8 @ dvénTot xal
Bpadeis tod motede mdow [M omits ndow], olg EXdAnoay of mpogiitat- ol Tadta
#det mabely; xai dvtl 3¢ tob £¢’ olg ENdAnoay of Tpogfitan Emoinoey [V M omit
¢moinoev] ¢’ olg ENdAnoa Dpiv. EXéyyeton 8¢ 8t 8te Exhaae TV dpTov, vedyBnoay
vtV [V M omit adtév] ol dpBapol xai éméyvwaay adtéy [V M omit adtév].
| 421117 Zy. of (77)—TIlapéxode 6 elpnpévov mpodg Khedmav xal tov dMov, dte
cuwvoey adTols, T6 @ dvénrot xal Bpadels Tod mioTeve Thoty olg EAdAncay of
npogijtaL oyl Tabta £det madely; xal dvtl 8¢ [V M omit 8¢] 100 ¢’ olg EAdAnoay
ol mpogfiTar Emoinaey £¢’ ol ENdAnoo Dpbv. ENéyyetan 8¢ 8t &te Exdoe TOV dpTov,
Wvoixdnoay adTt@v ol dpdaApol xal eméyvwaoy avtov. | 42.11.17 "EA. o (77)—I160ev

250  Cf. Zahn, Geschichte, 2:493, who viewed the phrase as “zur Vervollstindigung erfunden.”

251 In the discussion of Tertullian’s testimony his word order was questioned as unlikely.
According to IGNTP only P75, 8%, B, C*, and L attest the reading tov viov tod dvBpcymou étt
el of NAZS.

252 Harnack, Marcion, 238*.

253  Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 127.
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1) ¥\do1g Tod dpTov Eyéveto; Aéye, @ Moapxiwv. ... énoinoag 8¢, & Mapxiwy, dvti tod
o0 tadtd EoTwv & EAdAnoay of mpogiiTal; ob Tabtd oty & EAdAnoa Duly; el 8¢ elmev
adTolg EAdAvoa DUly, TdvTy €yivewaxov adTov &v &md o0 Adyov Tod EAdAnTa Duiv.
TG 0DV &v Tf) ¥Adoet Tod dpTou Aéyet ivolyBnoay adTdv of dpbaiuol xai éméyvawaay
adToV xal dpavtog Eyéveto; Empemey ydp avTd Bedd vt xal uetafdMovtt adtod
TO OQMA €lG TVEVHATIXOV Jeevival UEV aiTo adua aAndvéy, apavtodobal 3¢ dte
gBovAeto, STt mavTo adT® duvaTd. . .. oly UToAeiTeTal 3¢ got dvtihoyio oVdEuiaL.
&xhaae yop ToV dptov aags xal S1édwxe Toig adtod nabnTals.

For these verses, Epiphanius is the only witness for vv. 18, 30—31; Tertullian
also attests vv. 13, 15 and 25 and the Adamantius Dialogue possibly attests vv.
25—26. In the opening comments to the scholion, Epiphanius alludes to Jesus
meeting (v. 15) two disciples (v. 13)?%* and indicates that one of them was
named Cleopas (v. 18). Though some confirmation of Tertullian’s equally brief
comments can be found here, only the mention of the proper name adds
anything further to our knowledge of Marcion’s text, assuming that these
introductory words were actually drawn from Marcion’s Gospel and are not
simply Epiphanius’s own words. Epiphanius’s use of mapéxoye initially gives
the impression that the following statement was omitted in Marcion’s Gospel;
however, the ensuing clarification reveals that what Epiphanius actually
attested is the reading & dvéntot xal Bpadeis Tod mioTedew ndow ofg EAdAnoo Dulv-
ovyl tadta €det mabely; for vv. 25—-26. When compared with the Testimony of
Tertullian, the only differences up to ol are what appear to be simple omis-
sions of Tj) xapdia after Ppadels and éni before mdow. Though Epiphanius and
Tertullian agree that Marcion’s Gospel did not contain the reading of canonical
Luke (ol éAdAnoav of mpogfitar), they disagree on whether Marcion’s text read
ol éAdAnoo duiv (Epiphanius)?%5 or ofg éAdAnoey mpdg Ouds (Tertullian). Up until
Zahn, it was often argued that the reading in Epiphanius was due to an error on
his part.256 Zahn, however, and then Harnack and Tsutsui, viewed this reading
as a later Marcionite one, a possibility that cannot be discounted.?5” The final
element cited by Epiphanius (from the beginning of v. 26) is unproblematic.258

254  Williams’s translation of wpog KAgdmav xat tov dAov as “to Cleopas and the other disciples”
wrongly renders the singular tév §Xov as a plural and thus would imply that more than
two individuals were addressed by Jesus’ words (The Panarion, 313).

255 In the elenchus Epiphanius offered a free adaptation of this reading.

256 Cf. Hahn, Das Evangelium Marcions, 217; Ritschl, Das Evangelium Marcions, 127n1;
Hilgenfeld, Kritische Untersuchungen, 439n2; and Volckmar, Das Evangelium Marcions, 46.

257  Cf. Zahn, Geschichte, 2:494; Harnack, Marcion, 238*-39*; and Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 128.

258 In 23.6.5 Epiphanius offered a slightly different wording and conflated v. 26 with 24:7. The
reading here appears to follow the text more closely. It is not clear to me why Lieu contends
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Epiphanius concludes scholion 77 with a reference to vv. 30—31. Without a
doubt, he simply alludes to elements in v. 30 and then provides an imprecise
“citation” of v. 31. Here, first of all, there are once again differences in the manu-
script traditions of the first and second listing of the scholion. The omission
of the pronouns in the first listing could possibly have arisen through copying
errors;25 however, it is more likely that they were added for reason of clarity in
the second listing.260 The only wording that actually could be considered to be
reflecting Marcion’s text is ol d¢Bouol xai enéyvwaoy.261

6.4.77 Luke 24:38-39
Ancor. 91.6—. . . 19eT€ e, 8Tt €y it Tvedpa yap ootéa xal adpxa odx Exet, xabuwg
gue Bewpeite &yovta. | Pan. De incarnatione 3.4—ueta ydp 16 eloeAelv (John
20:19) Edeike xelpog xal Todag xal TAELPAY VEVUYHéWY, doTén Te xal vedpa xal
T8 dNat, &g W) elva pavtaciov 6 dpwpevoy- | 42.11.6 on (78)—Ti TeTaparypévol
goté; 1dete tag xelpds nov [V M omit pov] xat tovg médag puov [V M omit pov],
8t mvebua doTd odx Exel, xabwg eue Bewpelte Exovta. | 42.11.17 Ey. on (78)—Ti
TETOPAYMEVOL E0TE; 1BETE TAG XEIPAS pov xal Tovg édag mov, &Tt Tvedua 0aTd odx
gxet, xabag eue Bewpette Eyovta. | 421117 "EA. on) (78)—...viv 3¢ Eneidy éxelvog
WHoASYYTE Xai 0 TEpUfpe T Pt TadTa, . . . capdS Tod cwthpog SiddEavtog <8ti>
xal UETA GVATTOTY 60TA XAl aapxa EXEL WG AVTOG ERAPTOPNTE AEYWY QG EUE OpATE
gxovta. | 64.64.7—. .. 18ete 6T mvedpa adpxa xat 6aTd 0X EEL, WG OPATE UE EXOVTAL.
| 69.67.3—xalimep petd T6 eloeAlely denviwy datéa xal gdpxa, TUTOV AGYXVS
xal TOToV NAwY, Pnrapwpevos UTTO Tod OwUd, OPWKEVOS VIO TAV MadNTAY,...
| 77.9.5—. .. 1eTe Tag Xelpdig pov xat Todg Tédag o xal Tovg TUTTOVS TAY HAwWY, 8Tl
gyw elpt adTés. YrAagyoate xal iSete Tt mvedpor adpxa xal datéa odx ExEL, kabwg
gue Bewpeite Eyovra. xai Todto elwv Omédet&ey adTols Tag Xelpag xal Todg Tédag.
In Epiphanius’s final scholion he interacts with Luke 24:38-39, two verses
that are also attested by Tertullian and possibly the Adamantius Dialogue. The
brief citation of the question ti tetapayuévol éoté from v. 38 corresponds to
Tertullian’s testimony and is unproblematic. v. 39, however, presents several
challenges. First, yet again, the first and second listing of the scholion differ

“Epiphanius’s report is ambiguous” and I would hesitate to follow her conclusion “v. 27
and perhaps v. 26 may have been absent” (“Marcion and the New Testament,” 413).

259 No other manuscripts attest their omission.

260 The variant spellings of the aorist passive of dvolyw (apart from a passage in Severin of
Gabala, according to IGNTP, the use of this verb is a singular reading) in the two listings
of the scholion are insignificant.

261 It appears that Epiphanius himself expanded the reference in the elenchus to include a
reference to Christ vanishing in order to continue his refutation.
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with the first listing omitting both possessive pronouns.26? It is difficult to
posit a mechanical error for the omissions, and the second listing may reflect
a clarifying expansion and harmonization with the most common canonical
text, a reading that Epiphanius himself attests in 77.9.5.262 Second, Epiphanius
skips directly from the opening element in v. 39 to the final element. Thus,
though in Tertullian ynAagnoaté pe xal dete is unattested, in Epiphanius
8t el adtog Pragnoaté pe xal 1Sete is unattested. Just as the omission in
Tertullian may have been due to his own hand, the omission here could also
be due to Epiphanius’s abbreviated reference. It is slightly problematic there-
fore, to make a statement contending that “both witnesses agree that Marcion’s
text omits the invitation to touch Jesus and see” or that Epiphanius’s version of
Marcion’s Gospel definitely did not have the phrase 61t el adtog.264 The ele-
ment is simply unattested, as is much of vv. 38—39. Third, though Epiphanius
does not mention “flesh” in the scholion, the term is present in the elen-
chus. Furthermore, Epiphanius also makes reference only to “bones” in Pan.
De incarnatione 3.4.265 Once again, though a possible correspondence with
Tertullian means that odp& may have been omitted in Marcion’s Gospel, over-
lapping simple omissions cannot be ruled out entirely. Despite these difficul-
ties, that the final phrase (xabag €ué Bewpelte Exovta) arose from Marcion’s text
is potentially confirmed by Epiphanius slipping into an otherwise essentially
unattested wording wg €ué oparte éxovta in the elenchus, which he also uses in
64.64.7.266

262  The variant spellings for the accusative plural of éotéov are insignificant.

263  As was the case for Tertullian’s attestation (cf. chapter 4, n. 456), Carter again too quickly
concludes “Epiphanius’s version has Jesus refer to his hand and his feet here, duplicating
the possessive pronoun” (“Marcion’s Christology,” 556).

264 Carter, “Marcion’s Christology,” 556. Part of the problem impacting Carter’s conclu-
sions may be found in the rather curious conviction expressed on the previous page:
“Tertullian’s approach thus lacks the accuracy that Epiphanius brings to his record of
Marcion’s text” (ibid., 555). On the one hand, such a statement simply betrays a certain
lack of familiarity with the sources, and on the other hand, even if one were convinced
that Epiphanius brings “accuracy” to his attestation, no reference to “omissions” occur
in either the scholion or the elenchus here. Based simply on the attestation of Tertullian
and Epiphanius greater nuance is required concerning the reading of Luke 24:39 in
Marcion’s text.

265 Though in context Epiphanius had just referred to John 20:9, there is no mention of
either “bones” or “flesh” in John 20:20. The point is that when Epiphanius imports ele-
ments from the Lukan account, he only mentions the bones.

266 InAncor. 91.6 and Pan. 77.9.5, however, Epiphanius also wrote the Lukan phrase.



CHAPTER 7

The Adamantius Dialogue as a Source

The previous three chapters have considered the testimony of the two most
important sources for Marcion’s Gospel, Tertullian and Epiphanius. As already
noted in chapter 3, the third major source for this text is the Adamantius
Dialogue. In the ensuing chapter a variety of issues related to this text are first
considered, followed by a discussion of the verses relevant for the reconstruc-
tion of Marcion’s Gospel found in the Adamantius Dialogue.

7.1 Advances in Understanding the Adamantius Dialogue

The so-called Adamantius Dialogue (I1ept Tig €ig 8edv 6pbTj¢ wioTews or De recta
in deum fide)! is a five-part dialogue between the “orthodox” Adamantius and
several opponents (the first two, Megethius and Marcus, are Marcionites),?
with the debate adjudicated by the “impartial” pagan Eutropius, who, unsur-
prisingly, declares Adamantius the winner of each individual debate and at the
conclusion of the text declares Adamantius the champion. In his final speech,
Eutropius affirms that all those who have turned away from the ecclesia cathol-
ica have turned away from the truth.2 Many of the most relevant issues related
to this text are helpfully discussed in the recent monograph by Kenji Tsutsui.
In this work he provides an outstanding introduction to the history of research,

1 Though the original title of this document is unknown, the text appears to have been handed
down initially as a writing of Origen (Adamantius). Pretty mentions three Greek manuscripts
of the text (D, E, and G) with the title “A Dialogue of Origin against the Marcionites” and
notes that the Latin translation by Rufinus, whether by his own hand or a later copyist, is
introduced by Incipiunt libri Adamantii Origenis adversus haereticos numero quinque trans-
lati Rufino presbytero et missi Paulo (Adamantius, 1-2). Cf. also Schmid, Marcion und sein
Apostolos, 197.

2 In Books 3-5 the opponents are a Bardesanite and Valentinians. For a brief overview of the
opponents in the dialogue, cf. Pretty (trans.), Adamantius, 6-8.

3 Though this conclusion is readily predictable, throughout the entire course of the dialogue
Eutropius reveals himself to be anything but an impartial observer. As Pretty observed, “time
and again the adjudicator seems to be partial to the Catholic debater” (Adamantius, 56n87).
Even the text itself recognizes this point as, in the very first debate, Adamantius’s opponent
Megethius scornfully comments to Eutropius &g gaiverat, ob dixaots el, &M\ dvtiducog (Adam.
30,13 [113]).

© KONINKLIJKE BRILL NV, LEIDEN, 2015 DOI 10.1163/9789004282377_008
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sources, structure, and evaluation of the Adamantius Dialogue. Several of the
most important conclusions found therein, along with those found in Schmid’s
work, will be highlighted below.*

For the critical text of the Adamantius Dialogue, when considering all five
books contained in this work, one must still rely on the 1901 edition by W.H. van
de Sande Bakhuyzen.5 For the text of books one and two, however, Tsutsui
has offered a new edition of the text.6 For the Latin translation by Rufinus, a
complete new critical edition has been provided by Vinzenz Buchheit.” Recent
commentaries providing helpful discussion of the text, or parts thereof, can be
found in English (Pretty) and German (Tsutsui).®

When considering the Adamantius Dialogue as a source for Marcion’s
Gospel, two issues are particularly important. First, the question of the relative
value of the Greek and Latin textual tradition is vital. With C.P. Caspari’s dis-
covery of the Latin translation of the dialogue in the Bibliothek zu Schlettstadt
in 1876 and its publication in 1883,° the differences between it and the previ-
ously known Greek text led to discussion concerning the original form, date,
and wording of the text. Caspari argued that the Latin translation demon-
strated that the extant Greek text had become disordered, with part of book 2
having been shifted to book 5, and also that the original form of the Greek
text could be found behind the Latin translation. A corollary of this view was
that the original version of the dialogue should be dated to the beginning
and not to the end of the fourth century c.£.1° Zahn took up Caspari’s views and
provided a significantly more in-depth consideration of the issue, ultimately

Cf. Tsutsui, Auseinandersetzung, 1-109 and Schmid, Marcion und sein Apostolos, 197—236.
Reference to this work was made in chapter 3, n. 15.

SEEN

6 Tsutsui, Auseinandersetzung, 295-345. Though not providing a detailed proof that the
Greek manuscript B (Codex Venetus Marcianus gr. 496 [soll. 843]) is the archetype for
all the other extant Greek manuscripts of the dialogue, Tsutsui did provide a few help-
ful thoughts concerning this position that is “lingst bekannt und heute von niemandem
ernsthaft angezweifelt” (Auseinandersetzung, 24, cf. 15, 23-26). Citations of the Greek text
of the Adamantius Dialogue are taken from the Tsutsui edition for books one and two and
the Bakhuyzen edition for books three through five.

7 Vinzenz Buchheit, Tyranni Rufini librorum Adamantii Origenis Adversus haereticos inter-

pretatio (STA 1; Munich: Wilhelm Fink, 1966). Citations of the Latin text of the Adamantius
Dialogue are taken from this edition.
Cf. Pretty (trans.), Adamantius, 35-192 and Tsutsui, Auseinandersetzung, 11-294.
Reference to this work was made in chapter 3, n. 15. Tsutsui incorrectly lists the title as
“Kirchengeschichtliche Anecdota,” both in his footnote reference and the bibliography
(Auseinandersetzung, 2n5, 359).

10 Cf. Caspari, Kirchenhistorische Anecdota, iv.
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concluding that the Latin text more faithfully preserves an original text that
was written ca. 310 C.E. and that the Greek text had undergone a revision
between 330 and 337 C.E.I! Zahn retained this view in his discussion of the
Adamantius Dialogue as a source for Marcion’s Gospel.!? Over the ensuing
decades, though some individual elements of Zahn's analysis were questioned,
the basic conviction concerning the relationship between the Greek and Latin
versions of the dialogue remained essentially unchanged.!® This view, however,
was turned on its head by Buchheit with an article published in 1958.14 In it,
he convincingly argued that it is not the Greek text that has undergone a revi-
sion, but rather that Rufinus is responsible for the changes. Buchheit argued
that Rufinus, desiring to provide further support for Origen’s orthodoxy in
the argument with Jerome concerning this point, took advantage of the tradi-
tion concerning the authorship of the dialogue by Origen and undertook the
attempt “den Dialog in die Zeit der Verfolgungen, eben in die Zeit des Origenes,
zuriickzudatieren.”’> Thus, the dialogue does not belong in the age of the perse-
cutions by the Empire, but to the post-Nicene age, and the Greek textual tradi-
tion must be taken far more seriously than the Latin.!® Buchheit’s view quickly
persuaded the majority of scholars.!'” Subsequent to Buchheit, as Tsutsui has

11 Cf. Theodor Zahn, “Die Dialoge des ‘Adamantius’ mit den Gnostikern,” zkG 9 (1888):
193-239.

12 Zahn, Geschichte, 2:419—26.

13 Cf. the overview in Tsutsui, Auseinandersetzung, 8-13.

14  Vinzenz Buchheit, “Rufinus von Aquileja als Filscher des Adamantiosdialogs,” ByzZ 51
(1958): 314—28. Buchheit offered the same thoughts in slight edited form in the introduc-
tion to his edition of Rufinus’s text (Tyranni Rufini, XXXV—XXXXVIII).

15 Buchheit, “Rufinus als Félscher,” 326. Cf. also the brief comment by Bart D. Ehrman,
“Rufinus reworked the dialogue by altering the places that showed it was written after
Origen’s day in order to use it to vindicate Origen’s orthodoxy” (Forgery and Counterforgery:
The Use of Literary Deceit in Early Christian Polemics [Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2013), 49)-

16 This is not to say, however, that Rufinus’s Latin text is irrelevant or worthless. As
Tsutsui observed, “Es steht fest, daf§ Rufinus ein besseres griechisches Exemplar vor
sich hatte als wir heute, was allein schon aus Zeitgriinden naheliegt [emphasis added]”
(Auseinandersetzung, 26). This is in part evidenced through the absence of the displaced
section of text, as already mentioned above. The problem remains, however, that Rufinus
took great liberties with the text that he had, as well as with its translation. The Latin text,
therefore, must be used with great caution, particularly concerning precise wording or
textual reconstruction questions.

17 An exception is found in Timothy D. Barnes, “Methodius, Maximus, and Valentinus,” j7s
30 (1979): 47-55 who argued that the dialogue was written by Maximus (also the “guess”
of Pretty [trans.], Adamantius, 18—20) and “long before A.D. 300, probably close to the
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pointed out, “die jiingste Phase der Untersuchung zum Adamantiosdialog hat
sich aus der Beschiftigung mit dem Bibeltext Markions entwickelt.”'® This fact
creates the transition to the second major issue involved in considering the
Adamantius Dialogue as a source for Marcion’s Gospel.

Given the priority of the Greek textual tradition of the dialogue over the
Latin, the obvious question still remains concerning the sources utilized by
the Adamantius Dialogue, along with the related question of the extent
to which biblical citations in the text reflect the text of Marcion’s Gospel.
Concerning the sources for the Adamantius Dialogue, as noted below, the text
at some points clearly claims to be citing verses from Marcion’s Scriptures,
including his Gospel. Zahn stated,

Marcions Evangelium und Apostolikum versichert Adamantius wieder-
holt zu kennen, in der Hand zu haben und daraus vorzulesen. Er konnte
ebenso gut die Antithesen vor sich gehabt haben.!®

Harnack, however, questioned these views, contending

Die Mitteilung vieler Antithesen Marcions, ohne daf8 doch jemals
das Werk der Antithesen selbst genannt wird, macht es gewif$, daf3
er dieses Werk aus eigener Wissenschaft iiberhaupt nicht gekannt, ja
wie es scheint, von seiner Existenz gar nichts gewufit hat....seine
Unkenntnis des Werks der Antithesen [wirft] ein schlimmes Licht auf
seine Kenntnis der Marcionitischen Werke iiberhaupt.2°

middle of the third century” (Barnes, “Methodius,” 53). This view has been effectively
refuted by Schmid, Marcion und sein Apostolos, 203—5 and Tsutsui, Auseinandersetzung,
47. Moll also makes reference to Barnes rejecting Buchheit’s view, though precedes it with
the comment “this [Buchheit’s] insight has been accepted by many scholars since, ...
with the exception of Robert Pretty, who, in his English translation of the Dialogue...
did not even mention this important article” (Arch-Heretic, 53n36). Moll is technically
correct, however, he does not relate that Pretty’s translation and commentary, which
appeared posthumously in 1997, was actually completed in the early 1960s as a doctoral
dissertation (Pretty [trans.], Adamantius, X11, XX). Though Buchheit’s work did appear
just prior to Pretty’s work and should therefore perhaps have been considered in it, a
project completed in the early 1960s as opposed to the late 1990s does provide some
context for the work reflecting an earlier stage in scholarship on this text.

18 Tsutsui, Auseinandersetzung, 19.

19  Zahn, “Die Dialoge,” 234.

20  Harnack, Marcion, 59*.
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Schmid approaches the issue from a slightly different angle. Given the later
dating for the dialogue and the significant amount of material in books three
through five that is nearly verbatim or actually verbatim with Methodius’s mept
tod adtekovaiov (De autexusio) and mept dvaotdoews (De resurrectione), Schmid
sees an “umfingliche Abhéngigkeit des Verfassers von Methodius’ Schriften.”?!
He then argues by analogy:

Dieser Umstand wirft nun aber auch ein bezeichendes Licht auf den
Quellenwert der Schrift insgesamt, denn es steht zu vermuten, daf3 der
Verfasser auch fiir den ersten Teil des Dial., in dem sich ja die Diskussion
mit den Marcioniten findet, eine durch andere Quellen vermittelte
Kenntnis der marcionistischen Argumente und Bibelstellen hatte. Ist
diese Annahme richtig, dann hatte der Verfasser trotz gegenteiliger
Behauptungen vermutlich keine marcionitische Bibel in Hinden.22

Tsutsui provided several text internal arguments for seeing source material
used in books one and two of the Adamantius Dialogue and concludes that the
author used one source for both books. This one source, though having been
modified and expanded in the early third century, ultimately dates to “die Zeit
von Irendus und Tertullianus, spatestens von Origenes.”?3 There has, thus, been
a clear shift away from seeing the Adamantius Dialogue as directly interacting
with Marcion’s biblical texts and towards the view that he is solely dependent
on (an) anti-Marcionite source(s). Though I am skeptical that the precise iden-
tification or even the number of sources can definitively be identified,?* the
question of greater interest and relevance here concerns the extent to which

21 Schmid, Marcion und sein Apostolos, 207. For a comprehensive discussion of the
Adamantius Dialogue’s use of Methodius as a source, cf. Tsutsui, Auseinandersetzung,
44-65.

22 Schmid, Marcion und sein Apostolos, 207.

23 Tsutsui, Auseinandersetzung, 91-92.

24  Cf. also the helpful and somewhat critical thoughts in Sebastian Moll, review of Kenji
Tsutsui, Die Auseinandersetzung mit den Markioniten im Adamantios-Dialog. Ein
Kommentar zu den Biichern I-I1, ZAC 14 (2010): 45153, esp. 452. On the issue of the sources
used by the Adamantius Dialogue in books one and two, Moll, in my estimation rightly,
concludes “Ob der Verfasser des Dialogs bei seinem schriftstellerischen Wirken aber nun
aus einer oder mehreren Quellen geschépft hat, ist heute nicht mehr auszumachen”
(ibid., 452). Problematic in a completely different sense was Zahn's view that the citations
in book 1 of the dialogue, apart from a reference to Luke 8:30, “keinen Anspruch darauf
haben, aus Mrc/s Bibel herzustamment” whereas “[es sich] sehr anders verhilt mit dem
2. Buch” (Geschichte, 2:422). The attestation in these two books simply does not allow for
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biblical citations in the Adamantius Dialogue, regardless of their source or
sources, reflect Marcion’s Gospel. This question is best addressed through spe-
cific considerations under the following headings and sub-headings.

7.2 The Adamantius Dialogue’s Testimony Concerning Marcion’s
Gospel

Before considering actual citations in the Adamantius Dialogue it is impor-
tant to note the insights provided by recent scholarship on this text concern-
ing its usefulness as a source for Marcion’s Gospel. It must be admitted that
the general trend is not encouraging in terms of this text as a source for the
actual readings found in Marcion’s Scriptures. First, there are the observa-
tions of those who have worked on critical editions of the text. In his intro-
duction to the Latin critical edition, Buchheit drew attention to “ein bisher
ungeklértes, aber fiir die Herstellung und Beurteilung der Markion-Bible sehr
wichtiges Problem: Welche Glaubwiirdigkeit verdient Rufin als Ubersetzer der
Bibelzitate in unserem Dialog?”?> In order to answer this question, Buchheit
considered the citations of Genesis, Ephesians, and Romans in the dialogue.?6
The results of his survey are that

Ruf. kiirzt nicht nur oder erweitert, 143t nicht nur Zitate aus oder erginzt
solche. Er iibersetzt im heutigen Sinne iiberhaupt nicht. Er pafit sich
zwar manchmal, keineswegs regelmiflig, ungefihr dem griech. Text an,

general, or perhaps even simplistic, classification in terms of the reliability of their being
derived from Marcion’s Scriptures.

25 Buchheit, Tyranni Rufini, X11.

26  These books were chosen because of the availability of data concerning Latin read-
ings from Vetus Latina volumes or the preparation thereof. His analysis of citations drawn
from these three books is found in Buchheit, Tyranni Rufini, x1v—xxvil. In his earlier
article, after highlighting multiple problems with the manner in which Rufinus trans-
lated the dialogue in general, Buchheit specifically pointed out “Selbst beim Ubersetzten
der Schriftzitate ist Rufin nicht anders verfahren” and provided the summary analysis:
“Von den 178 im griechischen Text verwendeten Zitaten aus dem NT sind von Rufin 42
stark erweitert, 7 erheblich gekiirzt, 40 leicht veréndert, 5 durch Paraphrase wiederge-
ben, 18 ausgelassen und nur 66 wortlich iibertragen, bzw. aus bereits vorhandenen
Ubersetzungen iibernommen worden. Von diesen 66 Zitaten sind aber 41 von so geringem
Text, daf ihre wortliche Ubertragung selbstverstindlich ist” (“Rufinus als Falscher,” 326.).



THE ADAMANTIUS DIALOGUE AS A SOURCE 353

doch so, dafd er einen lat. Text einfiigt, den er auch sonst verwendet hat,
oder der seiner Zeit geldufig war.2”

As it relates to the question of reconstructing Marcion’s text, therefore,
“scheidet Ruf. von vornherein fiir die Rekonstruktion der Markionbibel aus.”?8
In his above-mentioned work containing a new edition of the Greek text of the
first two books of the dialogue, Tsutsui writes that he is under the impression
that the views and exegesis attributed to the Marcionites in the Adamantius
Dialogue are “echt” in the sense that they can be traced back to the origi-
nal underlying source. At the same time, however, he is quick to add “Der
Adamantiosdialog ist allerdings kein zuverléssiger Zeuge fiir den Text der Bibel
Marcions. Der Umgang mit dem Bibel text ist sehr frei.”2?

A second avenue for insight into the question surrounding the Adamantius
Dialogue as a source for Marcionite readings is through the work that has been
done on Marcion’s Pauline texts. Here, Clabeaux, with specific reference to the
citation of 1 Cor 15:29—42 in book 5 of the dialogue,3° argues

The disagreement between the Latin and Greek versions of Dial. Adam.
in this citation serves as a stern warning to those who would accept
uncritically the testimony of Adamantius. The text of the Dialogue is so
unsettled that conclusions about Marcionite variants which are based on
this evidence alone are unsound.3!

Schmid, for his part, refers to a “desastrose Quellenkenntnis, die der Dial.
spiegelt.”3? After examining 34 Pauline citations,32 Schmid summarizes that

27  Buchheit, Tyranni Rufini, XXVII1-XXIX.

28  Ibid. After considering further citations purportedly from Marcion’s text of Galatians,
Ephesians (sic), and Romans, Buchheit reiterated, “Ruf. hat bei der Ubersetzung des
Dialogs keine lat. Bibel Markions verwendet. Er scheidet daher als Zeuge fiir die Rekon-
struktion dieser Bibel aus” (ibid., xxxv).

29 Tsutsui, Auseinandersetzung, 92.

30  Cf. Clabeaux, Lost Edition, 58-59. Here Clabeaux notes that there are 13 variants from
the Nestle(-Aland) text in the Greek, all of which are singular readings. The Latin reflects
only three of these variants and also extends the citation through v. 44a instead of ending
at 42a.

31 Clabeaux, Lost Edition, 58-59.

32 Schmid, Marcion und sein Apostolos, 209.

33 Cf. Schmid, Marcion und sein Apostolos, 210-35.
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der Vergleich der Dial.-Zitate mit den Zeugnissen von Tertullian und
Epiphanius [zeigt], daf die Pauluszitate des Dial. aufs Ganze gesehen
eine relativ grofSe Ferne zum marcionitischen Text aufweisen.34

Furthermore, apart from the comparison with Tertullian and Epiphanius, he
was not able to find any other positive criteria for distinguishing between
Marcionite and non-Marcionite readings in the Adamantius Dialogue; dis-
covered multiple readings evidencing omissions, rearranging, and combin-
ing multiple passages; saw indications that in general the precise wording
was irrelevant with some indication that the author, whether consciously
or unconsciously, shaped some verses in a Marcionite direction; and noted
that these phenomena, with only a few exceptions, are found throughout the
dialogue.3> Schmid’s final statement is

Alles in allem kann der Dial. als selbstindige Quelle fiir den marcion-
itischen Text m.E. nicht methodisch kontrolliert ausgewertet werden und
ist daher fiir diesen Zweck auszuscheiden (Ausnahme: sicher etablier-
bare Ubereinstimmungen mit Tertullian oder Epiphanius).36

It is abundantly clear that on the basis of the examinations undertaken by
these four scholars, the Adamantius Dialogue must be viewed rather skepti-
cally concerning its value as a source for Marcion’s Gospel. Nevertheless, the
issue, on the one hand, cannot be settled simply through an argument by anal-
ogy and, on the other hand, the testimony of the Adamantius Dialogue must in
any case be compared with that of the other sources. For this reason, attention
must now be given to the specific issue of the Adamantius Dialogue’s attesta-
tion of Marcion’s Gospel.

7.21  References to “Gospel(s)” in the Adamantius Dialogue

A difficulty merely on the terminological level is that the text of the Adamantius
Dialogue includes a variety of referents for the term edayyéAiov. For example,
the plural “Gospels” is used in contexts where the multiple Gospels used
by Adamantius and his church are contested by the Marcionite Megethius
(cf. Adam. 8,23.25.33 [1.5]; 10,34 [1.6]; 14,2 [1.7]).3” When a single “Gospel”
is mentioned, at times it is explicitly identified. For instance, in response to

34  Ibid., 236.

35  Ibid.
36  Ibid.

37  Cf. also Tsutsui, Auseinandersetzung, 128.
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Adamantius citing a passage from John to make a point, where Megethius
protests that this is not written év ¢ Nuetépw edayyeriw (Adam. 36,17 [117]).
Adamantius then offers a quotation from Luke noting that the point in conten-
tion can also be established with a passage xata o¢ (Adam. 36,21 [1.17]). Here,
clearly, the “Gospel” in question is Marcion’s Gospel.3® In Adam. 200,21-22
(5.14), Adamantius states that since Megethius is present he will read from
“the Gospel” accepted by the Marcionites. There are also clear instances
where “the Gospel” is Matthew, as in the reference to the fulfillment of Zech 9:9
inMatt21:7 (Adam. 48,21[1.25]) orJohn,aswhen Adamantius petitions Eutropius
to request the Gospel to be read leading to a reading of John 13:34. At the same
time, however, there are passages that are less clear as when Adamantius refers
to a citation from Luke 11:11-13///Matt 7:9-11 as &v 1§ edayyeAiw (Adam. 110,3-6
[2.20]). Though, as discussed below, this may indicate an intention to cite from
Marcion’s Gospel, certainty is not possible. In sum, Tsutsui rightly notes the
terminological ambiguity with the observation,

Der Singular 16 ebayyéAtov kann sowohl das ‘eine’ Evangelium Markions
wie auch das Evangelium im allgemein iiblichen Sinne entweder der
‘frohen Botschaft’ oder der Schrift, die diese beinhaltet, bedeuten.3

This ambiguity often results in some level of uncertainty concerning whether
or not the text is claiming to offer a reading from Marcion’s Gospel.

7.2.2  Statistical Analysis of the Adamantius Dialogue’s Testimony

By my count there are 75 verses in the Adamantius Dialogue that need to be
considered as possibly witnessing Marcion’s Gospel,*® with most, but not all,
of these verses being found in contexts where the debate is explicitly taking
place with Marcionites. In the ensuing analysis these verses are discussed and

38  Exchanges also take place concerning the Apostolikon. Adamantius and Megethius have
an interaction in which Megethius indicates that he does not believe in Adamantius’s
pdAoy dmoatoAk® to which Adamantius replies mpoéveyxe 10 dmoatoAcdy gov, el xai ta
pdAiotar wepteexoppévoy ati (Adam. 10,19—21 [1.5]). In book 2 Adamantius and Markus
have a discussion concerning the “legitimate” scriptural basis for arguments from the
Pauline letter collection. Adamantius asks Markus ¢ dnootéiw edy; to which Markus
replies 1@ éu@ dmootohn® meibopar. Adamantius then states &yw 0 dmogTodinév gov xal
dvaryvwoxw (Adam. 66,810 [2.5]).

39  Tsutsui, Auseinandersetzung, 128—29.

40  The difficulty of ascertaining whether a citation arose from Marcion’s Gospel was noted
above and the challenges of evaluating a citation of a synoptic passage were already
noted by Harnack, Marcion, 181*.
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considered specifically in terms of their value in the endeavor to reconstruct
the text and readings of Marcion’s Gospel.

7.3 The Adamantius Dialogue’s Citations and Citation Habits

Harnack’s skepticism concerning the Adamantius Dialogue’s knowledge of the
actual Marcionite biblical text, along with his skepticism of other elements in
Zahn's view of the dialogue, were already noted above. Concerning Marcion’s
Gospel in particular, Harnack noted,

Daf$ sein [the Dialogue’s] Zeugnis in der Regel von geringerem Belang
ist als das des Tert. und Epiphanius, gilt auch hier [concerning Marcion’s
Gospel], da er nicht aus M. selbst, sondern aus Gegenschriften geschopft
hat; auch bleibt es an mehreren Stellen unsicher, ob sie iiberhaupt
aus M.s Evang. stammen....Dafl der Grundtext und die lateinische
Ubersetzung Rufins dfters erheblich auseinandergehen, erhoht noch die
Schwierigkeiten der Verwertung.*!

At points he expressed a similar sentiment in the apparatus to the recon-
structed text as in, e.g., his comments on Luke 9:18-21: “Im allgemeinen muf
man sich aber auch erinnern, dafl dei Zitate im Dial. nicht dieselbe Sicherheit
bieten wie die bei Tert. und auch bei Epiphan.4? At the same time, however,
there is some evidence that a particularly critical assessment of the dialogue
did not carry over into Harnack’s actual use of the text in his reconstruction as
evidenced by his tending to include, rather liberally, data from the Dialogue in
his reconstruction.*® The inconsistency concerning the use of Rufinus’s Latin
text of the Adamantius Dialogue was also observed by Buchheit who, after
citing Harnack’s observations concerning the necessity of carefully consider-
ing whether or not a citation in the Adamantius Dialogue is drawn from the
Marcionite bible or not, observed,

Das Erstaunliche ist nun, dafl Harnack trotz dieser methodisch guten
Ausgangsbasis bei der Rekonstruktion der Markionbibel sich der

41 Harnack, Marcion, 181%.

42 Ibid., 201*.

43  To take simply one example, Harnack reconstructed Luke 24:37 based on the citation by
Adamantius in Adam. 198,17-18 (5.12) in a discussion with Marinus (identified as a fol-
lower of Bardesanes). Adamantius simply gives no indication that he is using Marcion’s
text here.
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Ubersetzung Rufins in einer so grofiziigigen Weise bediente, dafd ernst-
este Bendenken an seiner Methode auftreten.#+

In addition, Tsutsui’s statement concerning the immense freedom that the
Adamantius Dialogue takes when referring to biblical passages was already
cited above and Clabeaux makes essentially the same observation: “Another
severe drawback of Dial. Adam. is a general tendency for looseness in New
Testament citations.”#> This freedom or looseness is demonstrated in a number
of passages to which Tsutsui makes reference,* and can also be seen at several
points in the discussion below.47

Finally, it is important to point out that all of the problematic elements
observed by Schmid in his study of Marcion’s Apostolikon involving omis-
sions, rearrangement of verse elements, amalgamating elements from mul-
tiple verses, and at times revealing general disinterest in the precise wording
of “quotations” can also be found in the citations involving Gospel texts. An
additional challenge here, however, is that the tendency towards or harmoniz-
ing influence of Matthean readings is also readily apparent. Indeed, Tsutsui
points out, “Daf8 die Markioniten haufiger aus dem Matthdusevangelium zitie-
ren als aus dem Lukasevangelium, spricht ebenfalls gegen die Zuverlassigkeit
des Dialogs.”*8 Regardless of whether the inclination to Matthean readings is
due to the author of the Adamantius Dialogue or involved harmonizations that
had already taken place in his source,*? the end result is that the citations in
the Adamantius Dialogue are often some distance removed from the wording
of Marcion’s Gospel. Lieu’s statement already quoted in regards to Epiphanius
can be repeated here as it relates to this problem in the Adamantius Dialogue:

44  Buchheit, Tyranni Rufini, X111.

45 Clabeaux, Lost Edition, 58. Even Zahn, though placing significant confidence in the lon-
ger citations in book two of the Adamantius Dialogue, recognized that shorter passages
may have been cited by memory and that the possibility must be kept in mind that “der
Verfasser der Dialoge... manchmal seine Erinnerung an den katholischen Test auf die
Citate auch des 2. Buchs hat einwirken lassen” (Geschichte, 2:425).

46  Tsutsui, Auseinandersetzung, 92, 92n28 refers the reader to the following examples: Adam.
38,1315 (1.18); 48,10—28 (1.25); 22,6 (1.10); 24,2 (1.10); 26,28 (1.12); 28, 6-8.8-10.22.30 (1.12-13);
32,2426 (1.16); 38,10-12 (1.18); 40,5.7-10.27 (1.20—21); 44,1819 (1.23); 50,20—21 (1.26); 66,31—
32 (2.5); 94,6 (2.18); 102,611 (2.19).

47  Cf, as one of several examples, 6.4.2 below.

48 Tsutsui, Auseinandersetzung, 92.

49  The latter position is embraced by Tsutsui, Auseinandersetzung, 92 who refers to “a
‘Matthéisierung’ der Grund-Quellenschrift...die im Laufe der Uberlieferungs- und
Uberarbeitungsgeschichte stattgefunden haben diirfte.”
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There is a marked tendency in patristic citation for Matthew to influence
quotations of Luke (or Mark), and this is more generally evident in both
Epiphanius and Adamantius.>°

In my view, therefore, Schmid’s view concerning the Adamantius Dialogue
as a source for readings in Marcion’s Pauline letter collection holds true
for the Adamantius Dialogue as a source for readings in Marcion’s Gospel, i.e.,
the Adamantius Dialogue can only function as a secured source for Marcion’s
Gospel in conjunction with the evidence from other sources. In other instances
readings can be assigned only the possibility, or at most a slight probability, of
reflecting Marcion’s Gospel.

7.4 The Adamantius Dialogue as a Source

In the ensuing analysis of the testimony of the Adamantius Dialogue, as has
been the case in chapters 4—6, other sources for passages are mentioned at
relevant points. Comparison is also made with the testimony of Tertullian and
Epiphanius as analyzed in the foregoing chapters.

7.41  Luke 3:1; 4:31

64,1415 (2.3)>—[Mark.] Kabog meptéyet to edoryyéhtov 61t emt TiBepiov Kaioapog,
gmtL Tév ypdvwy ITiAdTov. | Sicut scriptum est in evangelio, anno quinto decimo
Tiberii Caesaris, temporibus Pilati. | 98,2—3 (218)—[Ad.] . .. xai ot Enyyyeilato
6 undémote pavelg Tpd v Tifepiov Kaioapog xpévwy;... | ... Et quando promisit,
qui nunquam apparvit ante tempora Tiberii Caesaris? .. .| 102,22—23 (2.19)—
[Ad.]...olte dyvwarog Ty, olte téte MPATOV, GG oaty, Emt TiBepiov xateAbiv
gpdwn &v Kagapvaodp. ... | ...neque ignotus est, neque, ut dicunt, temporibus
Tiberii primo manifestatus est in Cafarnaiim. ...

Elements of Luke 3:1are also attested by Tertullian, Epiphanius, Irenaeus, Hip-
polytus, Origen, and (Pseudo-)Ephrem and of 4:31 by Tertullian, Irenaeus,
Origen, Hippolytus, and possibly an anonymous Syriac manuscript. For 3:1, in
response to the query by Adamantius concerning when Christ descended to
save humanity, Markus responded with a reference to the statement in “the

b1

Gospel” émt TiBepiov Kaioapog, émt tév xpévwv ITtddtov. The statement confirms

50  Lieu, “Marcion and the Synoptic Problem,” 737.
51 For the references to the Adamantius Dialogue, Adam. is not repeated in front of refer-
ences to the relevant locations in the editions of Bakhuyzen and Caspari (cf. chapter 3,

n.15).
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the reference to the rule of Tifepiov Kaioapog by Tertullian and Epiphanius,
though only Rufinus’s Latin also provides the year, an element likely here
drawn from the canonical text.52 Markus also adds a reference to émt t@v
xpévwv ITiAdtov. In 98,2—3 (2.18) Adamantius speaks of the “time” of Tiberius
Caesar, revealing that the language including a reference to the xpévos of a
ruler may be due to the author of the dialogue.>® Finally, in 102,22—23 (2.19),
and with reference to a Marcionite claim (&g ¢aow), Adamantius once again
refers to Christ coming down and appearing under Tiberius in Capernaum.
With this statement, the Adamantius Dialogue seems to confirm Tertullian’s
order (31 followed by 4:31) and also attests the verb xatijAfev and the location
Kagapvaovu found in Tertullian for v. 31. In addition, the épdwy that Tertullian
attested as a verb used “at another place” also appears in this context in the
Adamantius Dialogue.

7.4.2  Luke 5:36, 38

90,5—9 (2.16)—[Mark.] [follows citation of John 13:34]...Aéyet yap mdAw 0
cwtp BAMouaty olvov véov elg doxods véoug xal dugétepol cuvTnpodvTaL. . . . TEAL
yoap Aéyel 6 ocwtp obdelg EmBdAder EmPAnpo  pdwoug dyvdgov  inatie
ToAUQ. . ... | ... Dicit enim salvator quia Si mittatur vinum novum in utres novos,
utraque conservabuntur. . .. Et iterum: Nemo assuit assumentum panni rudis ad
vestimentum vetus. ... | 90,22—23 (2.16)—[Mark.] ... 003elg ydp, pvaly, EmBaMeL
Qo pdxoug dyvagov €mi lpation Tadald. | ... Nemo enim, inquit, assuit pannum
rudem ad vestimentum vetus.

The parable found in 5:36—38 is also attested in Tertullian, Epiphanius,
Philastrius, and Ephrem. In the Adamantius Dialogue, the comments by
Markus in which the first citations of verses from this parable are found is
rather curiously introduced with a citation from John 13:34, which immedi-
ately places the fidelity with which Markus is presenting texts from Marcion’s
Scripture in question.>* At the same time, however, the parable that follows
clearly factored prominently in Marcion’s text and thought.55 The order of the

52 Contra Zahn, Geschichte, 2:422n4, 455 who, not surprisingly in the light of his esteem for
the translation by Rufinus, saw greater precision in the Latin text.

53 It is worth noting that the reconstructions of Zahn, Harnack, and Tsutsui do not mention
this passage in the Adamantius Dialogue.

54  Concerning the use of this verse, Tsutsui observes, “Eine hiretisch-polemische
Interpretation von John 13,34 ist sonst m.W. weder bei Markioniten noch bei anderen
Sekten belegt” (Auseinandersetzung, 256)

55  Harnack referred to the parable as one of the “vier Haupstellen fiir Marcions Lehre”
(Marcion, 261%).
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elements as presented here is once again “wine” and then “patch,” reflecting
the order already seen in Tertullian and Epiphanius. Yet, the references are
clearly related to the Matthean wording in Matt 9:16-17, and the parallel to
the elements from Matt 9:17 cited here (BdMovaw olvov véov eig daxods véoug
xal dupétepol guvtypodvtat) is not found in Luke 5:37 (attested in Tertullian
and Epiphanius), but rather in 5:38. Positing this reading for Marcion’s Gospel
would be tenuous. Furthermore, Markus twice refers to Luke 5:36, again draw-
ing heavily on the Matthean wording (9:16). The differences between these two
“citations” are a clear indication of the imprecise nature of the references in
the Adamantius Dialogue. Though both of these references also contain the
phrase émifAnpa pdxovg dyvagov likely attested by Tertullian and Epiphanius,
it is difficult to see corroborating evidence in the Adamantius Dialogue as the
citations here are essentially reproducing Matthean wording.

7.4.3 Luke 6:8
36,14 (1.17)—[Meg.] ... 0 3¢ Xp1otdg xal Tovg StaAoytauovg TV avBpwmwy fidew. |
... Christus autem etiam cogitationes hominum noverat.

In an antithesis introduced with a reference to Gen 3:9, Megethius makes
reference to Christ knowing the thoughts of men. Tsutsui notes that the word-
ing here is closest to Luke 6:8; however, also rightly observes that there are
several other instances where a similar sentiment can be found (cf,, e.g., Luke
5:22; 9:47).56 Neither Zahn nor Harnack make reference to this passage in the
Adamantius Dialogue in their discussions of 6:8,57 and Tsutsui, in his recon-
struction, explicitly indicated that the verse was “unattested.” In any case, its
attestation is clearly uncertain.

7.4.4 Luke 6:27—28

26,19-21 (112)—[Meg.]...0 3¢ xdplog N&VY, dyabds v, Aéyel dyamdrte Tovg
gxOpovg V@V xol elyeabe Omep T@V Stwndvtwy VUAS. |...Noster autem bonus
dominus dicit: Diligite inimicos vestros, et orate pro eis persecuntur vos. | 30,28
(114)—[Ad.]... dyamare tog &xBpols Ouv...|... Diligite inimicos vestros... |
88,26 (2.15)—[Ad.]...dyandte tobg €xOpodg DUV, VIO Tod owTHpog Aeyduevov
obx Eott &évov... | ... Diligite inimicos vestros, nec hoc novum est, ...

Luke 6:27—28 is also attested by Tertullian. For these verses, Megethius once
again brings them up in an antithesis. The citation is drawn from Matt 5:44 (cf.
elyeale Omep TAV dwwwdvtwy DUAS), though both Luke 6:27 and Matt 5:44 con-
tain the phrase dyandre todg éxBpos Uuav. This latter element is also the only
element repeated by Adamantius at two later points in the dialogue. It is not

56 Tsutsui, Auset’nandersetzung, 178.
57 Cf. Zahn, Geschichte, 2:460 and Harnack, Marcion, 190*.
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surprising that this pithy statement appears verbatim in all three instances.
The offering of prayer for those who persecute you (Matt 5:44) contradicts
Tertullian’s attestation of the Lukan prayer for those who abuse you. The
Matthean reading here should be rejected for Marcion’s text.58

7.4.5 Luke 6:29

32,4—6 (1.15)—[Meg.]...6 3¢ xbplog, dyadog dv, Aéyel év @ edayyehiw €dv Tig
e pamioy ig ™V glarydva, Tapddeg adT@ xal TV ENWv. | ... Dominus autem, qui
bonus est, dicit in evangelio: Si quis te percusserit in dexteram maxillam, praebe
ei et alteram. | 38,2—3 (1.18)—[Meg.] ... 0 3¢ dyabog xVptog Aéyet €dv Tig gov dpy
T lpaTiov, mpoadeg adT® xal Tov X1Tdve; | ... bonus autem dominus dicit: Si tibi
quis aufert tunicam, da ei et pallium? | 38,8 (118) [Ad.]...é&dv Tic gov dpy T
luartiov. .. | Si quis sustulerit tibi vestimentum . ..

Luke 6:29 is also attested by Tertullian. In the Adamantius Dialogue, v. 29a
and v. 2gb are attested in two antitheses. In the first of these, Megethius cites
Luke 6:29a, though heavily influenced by Matt 5:39. This influence is even
more apparent in the Latin where Rufinus added dexteram to the citation,
essentially simply quoting the Matthean text. In the final element of 6:29a, an
element to which Tertullian alluded, the Adamantius Dialogue’s use of mopddeg
is unattested for either Luke or Matthew and likely is due to the author of the
dialogue.?® Having already seen the influence of Matthew in only the few texts
from the Adamantius Dialogue considered thus far, and given the general inac-
curacy of citations in the Adamantius Dialogue, significant hesitation con-
cerning the accuracy of the Adamantius Dialogue’s reading is called for and
Harnack’s reconstruction éav tig oe pamioy €ig v alayéva, mopdbes (rpéadeg?)
adT® xal v §Mny,8° following the wording here, should be questioned.

The attestation of Luke 6:29b is closer to the Lukan version in the Greek text
of the Adamantius Dialogue with its use of the verb alpw and the order ipdtiov/
xttwv. Only the verb mpoatibnui, used neither in Matthew nor in Luke, tends
more towards the sense of Matt 5:40 (dgeg adtw).5! Rufinus, however, is once
again much closer to the Matthean version. Not only does he have the Matthean

58  Harnack, Marcion, 193* simply noted that the reading here is “nach Matth.” and ignored it
for his reconstruction. Zahn, Geschichte, 2:461 referred to the citations listed here as “nicht
marcionitisch.”

59  No other witnesses for this reading are listed in IGNTP for Luke or in Tischendorf and von
Soden for Matthew.

60  Harnack, Marcion, 193*. Concerning the suggested reading mpéofeg, cf. the comments in
the discussion of Tertullian in chapter 4, n. 98.

61 Concerning the wording here, Pretty, after noting the reference to Luke 6:29 and Matt
5:40, stated “Not an exact quotation, however” (Adamantius, 61n116).
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order (tunica/pallium), the use of auffere reflects the reading in k at Matt 5:40
and the use of dare is closer to the Matthean sentiment (the oL utilizes either
dimittere or remittere). Further indicating the imprecision of Rufinus as unre-
liable is his variant translation of the same Greek wording only a few lines
later in the speech by Adamantius. Yet, because Tertullian also attested the
Matthean order of the coat and cloak, Harnack believed that “der Rufintext
vorzuziehen [ist]."62 As discussed in chapter 4.4.14, however, Tertullian’s testi-
mony may have been influenced by his own citation habits and the Matthean
inclination of Rufinus serves to place his variation from the Greek text under
significant doubt concerning its attestation of Marcion’s Gospel. It is extremely
difficult to envision a methodologically controlled manner in which Rufinus
can be seen as supporting Tertullian. In sum, it is rather significant to note that
without the clearly Matthean readings in the Adamantius Dialogue there is far
less reason to see “einen aus Luk. und Matth. gemischten Text” here, even if
such harmonization remains possible.53

7.4.6  Luke 6:38
32,16-18 (115)—[Ad.]...dxove Tob edayyehiov Aéyovrogs @ petpelte MéTpw

avtipeTpnOnoetal OPv....| ...audi et in evangelio quid dicit: Qua mensura
metieritis, eadem remetietur vobis....| 66,3233 (2.5)—[Ad.]...® pétpw
uetpeite uetpndoetat Vuly, ... | ... Qua mensura mensi fueritis, eadem remetie-
turvobis, . ..

The final words of Luke 6:38, also attested by Tertullian, are cited in two
locations in the Adamantius Dialogue. As rightly noted by Tsutsui, since the
comments immediately following the citation in 32,17 (1.15) refer to a clear
citation of Matt 10:33 as being found in “the same Gospel,” the implication is
that this citation is taken from Matt 7:2 and not Luke 6:38.54 Interestingly, the
Lukan dvtipetpndnoetat (though this verb is also attested in some manuscripts
of Matthew, including N, ©, and f3) is found here as is the same otherwise
unattested word order seen in Tertullian (& petpeite pétpw). It is unlikely, how-
ever, that the Adamantius Dialogue is here confirming Tertullian’s word order,
even if the reverse order is found in 66,3233 (2.5).%°

62 Harnack, Marcion, 193*. The same view is expressed by Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 84.

63 Harnack, Marcion, 193*.

64 Cf. Tsutsui, Auseinandersetzung, 172.

65  Zahn, Geschichte, 2:462 only viewed the citation in book 2 to be relevant, per his usual
practice (cf. n. 24 above).
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7.4.7  Luke 6:43
56,14-16 (1.28)—[Meg.] Kabug Aéyel 6 edayyérov ob dvvatar dévdpov gampov
AOPTIOVG XAAOUG EVEYKED, 003 JEVdPOV KoAGY XapTrolg xoodg Evéyxal, ... | Sicut
in evangelio dicit: Non potest arbor mala bonos fructus facere, neque arbor bona
malos fructus facere. ...| 58,11-13 (1.28)—[Meg.] ... o0 SVvatat 3évdpov gampdv
KOPTIOVG KAAOUG TPOEVEYKELY, 66 00 dévSpov xaddy xapTrols campols Tpoeveyxal.b7 |
... Non potest arbor mala bonos fructus affere, neque arbor bona malos fructus
afferre. | 58,15-16 (1.28)—[Ad.]...xal el mepl Qboewv EAeyey, olx &v xopmodg
WVOUATEY-. .. | ... Si enim de natura dixisset, non utique fructus nominasset . . .
This verse is also attested by Tertullian, Hippolytus, Origen, Pseudo-
Tertullian, and Philastrius. The two references to this verse by Megethius are
quite clearly to the parallel Matt 7:18,%8 though with the ordering of the elements
in an otherwise unattested order “rotten tree” and then “good tree.” In addition,
the two citations differ in the verbs used to express the “bearing” of good or
bad fruit (with the latter reference also having variant readings in the manu-
scripts of the Adamantius Dialogue) as well as different adjectives for the bad/
rotten fruit (xopmods xoxots/ xapmods gampods). Significantly, neither the vari-
ant word order or the Matthean plural xapmnodg are attested by Tertullian.5®
Though Harnack recognized that the Adamantius Dialogue is the only witness
for this order, he nevertheless contended that this reversed order was found
in Marcion’s Gospel since “die... Umstellung fiir M. verstdndlich [ist], weil
ihm... der schlechte Baum das Gesetz, resp. der Weltschopfer ist.””? Tsutsui
questioned this view on the basis of the unanimous attestation of the other
sources,”! to which I would add that it is somewhat precarious to base one’s
argument for Marcion’s reading on a supposed theological reordering of the
elements. It seems more likely that the Adamantius Dialogue, as is so often
the case, simply contains an inaccuracy.”? In addition, both Zahn and Harnack’s
contention that Tertullian and the Adamantius Dialogue agree concerning the
use of the verb mpogépw (mpoopépw) not only ignores the variation within
the Adamantius Dialogue, but also assumes that the Greek behind Tertullian’s

66  The corrector of B and Bakhuyzen read mpoeveyxelv. B* reads mpogeveyxeiv.

67  Bakhuyzen reads mpoevéyxat. B reads mpogevéyxat.

68 Cf. Zahn, Geschichte, 2:463, who viewed the two citations here as irrelevant “weil dem 1.
Buch angehorig” but also added that in both instances Matt 7:18 is cited.

69  The plural of “fruit” is also used in the comment by Adamantius in response to Megethius.

70  Harnack, Marcion, 195*.

71 Cf. Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 85 and chapter 8.8.

72 Tsutsui offered the possible, but by no means necessary, suggestion: “Adamantius hat
moglicherweise einen von Marcions Schiilern revidierten Text angegeben” (ibid.).
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Latin is readily apparent. Both of these positions are problematic.”® At this
point, even without taking the additional sources into account, the uncertainty
surrounding the evidence in both Tertullian and the Adamantius Dialogue
already begins to reveal why Tsutsui referred to “diesem im Wortlaut nicht
mehr genau festzustellenden Vers.””*

7.4.8  Luke 6:45

58,20—24 (1.28)—[Ad.] ... ¢ dyabog dvBpwmog éx tod dryabod Enoavpod mpogépet
dryadd, xal 0 mowpdg dvbpwmog €x Tod movnpolh Gnoavpod mpopépel movnpd. éx
to0 meplocedpatos Ths xapdiag T6 ordua Aadel. éx yap Ths xapdiag eEépyovrat
Stahoytapol movpol. ... | ... Bonus homo de bono thesauro profert bona, et malus
homo de malo thesauro profert mala. Ex abundantia enim cordis os loquitur. De
corde enim procedunt cogitationes malae. ...

This verse is attested by Tertullian and Origen. The citation here is similar to
the situation in Luke 6:38, in that Adamantius begins his statement with a ref-
erence to a demonstration of his point from “the Gospel” followed by a citation
from Matthew (Matt 7:15). The following citations from Matt 12:35, 34; and 15:19
thus reveal their Matthean origin both through the context and their wording.
Worth noting, however, is that the order of the elements cited with the word-
ing from Matt 12:35, 34 is that found in Luke 6:45 and that the Lukan mpogépet is
used.” Harnack is ultimately correct in his conclusion concerning the recon-
struction of Marcion’s text: “Dial. 1, 28 gehort nicht hierher, da der Spruch hier
nach Matth. zitiert ist (nur mpogépet stammt aus Luk.).””6 At the same time, this
statement reveals some of the methodological difficulty in Harnack’s approach
to and use of the Adamantius Dialogue in that he made no such comment con-
cerning the citation by Adamantius of Luke 6:38 where an even more explicit
reference to the Matthean origin of the verse is made.

7.4.9 Luke 7:19

50,12—14 (1.26)—...[Meg.] dxovoag [John] ydp év 1@ Seouwtyplw Td Epya Tod
Xptotod Emepe Todg padnrag adtod mpds adTdv Aéywv ab €l 6 Epxdpevos, 1) Etepoy
TPoadox@ueY; . . . | Cum audisset in carcere positus opera Christi, mittens duos ex

discipulis suis ad eum dicens: Tu es qui venturus es, an alium expectamus? | 50,
15-16 (1.26)—[Ad.] El mepl Xplotod EmuvBdveto Twdvwys, #Aekev ob el 6 Xpiotég-

73 Cf. the comments in chapter 4.4.20.

74  Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 85.

75  Zahn, Geschichte, 2:463, not surprisingly, does not view the citation here as relevant.
76 Harnack, Marcion, 195*.
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pdoxet Yap ob €l 6 Epyduevo, 1) Etepov mpoodox@pey; . . . | Si de Christo interrogaret
Iohannes, dixisset utique: Tu es Christus? Nunc autem dicit: Tu es qui venturus es?

The question posed by the disciples of John the Baptist in Luke 7:19 is attested
by Tertullian. In the Adamantius Dialogue, Megethius once again argues with
a citation essentially drawn from Matthew (Matt 11:2-3),7” and Adamantius
repeats elements in their Matthean form (cf. €tepov).” With regard to Marcion’s
Gospel, Zahn simply noted “cf. D1. 819” without further comment;”® however,
Harnack offered the observation “In Dial. 1, 26 ist v. 19 nach Matth. Zitiert.”80
It is presumably for this reason that Harnack rightly followed the wording of
Tertullian and reconstructed only the final element of Luke 7:19.

7.410 Luke 7:27

981113 (2.18)—[Ad.]...o0tog ot mepl o0 yéypamral (Sod dmooTéMw TOV
ByyEAGY MOU TIPS TIPOTWTIOV GOV, GG KOTUTXEVATEL TV 636V cov Eumpoadév gov. |
... Hic, inquit, de quo scriptum est: Ecce mitto angelum meum ante faciem tuam,
qui praeparabit viam tuam ante te.

This verse is also attested by Tertullian and Epiphanius. In the Adamantius
Dialogue the citation of Luke 7:27 is found within a long speech by Adaman-
tius in which he is apparently intending to refute Marcion on the basis of his
own text, in particular from the Apostolikon. After several quotations from
Paul’s letters, he cites the words spoken by “the Savior” concerning John in sup-
port of the Law and Prophets having announced Christ. The citation does not
contain €yw, as found in the parallel Matt 11:10, thus supporting the citation
of Epiphanius. For this reason, it is likely that Tertullian was being influenced
by Matt 11:10 or LxX Mal 3:1 in his reference to the verse. In the verse opening,
on the other hand, the Adamantius Dialogue reads oOtog whereas Epiphanius
reads adtés. Though both Zahn and Harnack reconstructed the latter reading,8!
as noted in chapter 6.4.13, the otherwise unattested word may simply be due
to imprecision on the part of Epiphanius. For the remainder of the wording
cited by Epiphanius, who breaks off his citation after mpd mpoocwmov gov, the

77  Rufinus presumably added duos from the variant reading of Matthew known to him.

78  étepov instead of &Nov is the only difference between the question in Matt 11:3 and Luke
7:19. It is not surprising that several manuscripts (including §, B, L, W, among others)
attest the Matthean reading; however, given that the citation in the Adamantius Dialogue
is obviously from Matt 11:2—3, it is curious, and misleading, that IGNTP lists only this vari-
ant as “Marcion ap Adam” in its apparatus.

79  Zahn, Geschichte, 2:463.

80 Harnack, Marcion, 196*

81 Cf. Zahn, Geschichte, 2:464 and Harnack, Marcion, 197*.



366 CHAPTER 7

Adamantius Dialogue and Epiphanius offer the same text. The Adamantius
Dialogue also confirms Tertullian’s wording 6¢ xatagxevdael v 686v cov, which
was already seen to be likely for Marcion’s text due to Tertullian’s citation habit.
Finally, the Adamantius Dialogue attests the final £unpoc@év gov, which is unat-
tested by Tertullian. Though Harnack reconstructed the final element based
upon the Adamantius Dialogue he also stated “Ob M. unpoafév gov gelesen
hat, ist fraglich.”82 Whether there is a simple omission in Tertullian or a con-
forming of the reading to the canonical text in the Adamantius Dialogue can-
not be definitively determined.

7.411  Luke 8:30

36,19—22 (117)—[Ad.]... 6 Xptotos®® mapd ol apyidaipovog Aéywy- Tl gol éativ
vopas; 6 8¢ guatv elme: Aeyemv. lowg oy xatd ot Myvéet xal Sid Todto émuvdverto. |
... quomodo interrogat lesus daemonem: Quod tibi nomen est? Et ille respondit:
Legio. Utique secundum te nesciebat et propterea interrogabat.

Tertullian provided a brief attestation to Luke 8:30 with a reference to the
multitude of demons calling themselves Aeyedv. The citation by Adamantius in
the Adamantius Dialogue is considerably longer and is followed by a statement
indicating that the verse is found in Marcion’s text. Zahn took the claim to be
citing from Marcion’s Bible at face value and therefore identified the citation as
“echt.”8* Harnack reconstructed the verse following the Adamantius Dialogue’s
citation, though he added an actually unattested introduction ¢ 'Ingodg Aéywv
(presumably loosely based upon Rufinus’s Latin translation). Harnack also
viewed Marcion’s Gospel as definitely reading éotv dvopa; however, it is not
certain that this was the case (cf. also Rufinus’s nomen est and the reverse order
in several manuscripts including P75, §, B, and D).

7.412  Luke 9:1-2
82,2—5 (212)—[Ad.] Avaywwoxw éx tod edayyehiov: cuyxoleadpevog 3¢ Todg
dcodexa, Edwxev avtols dvvau xai egovaiav eml mdvta Tt Sopdvia xal véaoug
Bepamedew, xat améateidey avTodg xnpvaaewy TV factieioy Tod 6ol xal idabat. . . . |
Legam de evangelio: Convocans autem Iesus duodecim discipulos, dedit eis virtu-
tem super omnia daemonia et languores curare, et misit eos praedicare regnum
dei et curare. . ..

The Adamantius Dialogue is the only witness for v. 1; however, Tertullian
also attests v. 2. The citation of Luke ga-2 is introduced with a reference to

82 Harnack, Marcion, 196*.
83  Breads 6edg, which Bakhuyzen emended to Xptotés.
84  Zahn, Geschichte, 2:465.
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Adamantius reading from “the Gospel,” likely intended to be a reference to
Marcion’s Gospel.8> Harnack reconstructed this passage according to the Greek
text of the Adamantius Dialogue, though also including 6 'Ingofg based on
Rufinus’s text.86 This Iesus, however, should be viewed as due to Rufinus’s own
hand, either clarifying the referent or following a reading known to him that is
also attested in a few majuscules, Syriac witnesses, and the OL manuscript c.
The Adamantius Dialogue confirms Tertullian’s reference to Jesus having
sent the disciples xnpdaoe v Bacirelav tod feod. The lack of Matthean influ-
ence seen so often elsewhere may support the view that here the Adamantius
Dialogue is accurately reflecting his source and thus may be closer to the read-
ing of Marcion’s Gospel than in other instances.8”

7.413 Luke 9:3

22,5-9 (1.10)—[Meg.]... 6 8¢ xUplog NuAV & dyadds, dmoaTEMLY ToUG UabnTdg
adTod €l TV olxoupéwy, Aéyel punte bmodnpata v Tolg ooty V@Y, PNTE TTHpay,
<pnte paPdov,>88 unte Sbo xit@vag, uite xoAwov év tals {wvatg Dpdv....|...
Dominus autem noster, qui bonae naturae est, mittens discipulos suos in orbem
terrarum, dicit: Neque calciamentum in pedibus vestris sit, neque pera, neque
virga, neque duas tunicas habeatis, neque aes in zonis vestris. . ...

Luke 9:3 is alluded to by Tertullian. Megethius makes reference to the verse,
though also clearly harmonized to Matt 10:9-10//Mark 6:8—9 (cf. also Luke
10:4). Tsutsui has helpfully noted that, on the one hand, the repetition of ute
may point to Luke 9:3 as providing the syntactical basis for the reference, even
if this is not certain. On the other hand, however, he points out that these ele-
ments are found together, even if in a different order, only in the Matthean and
Markan passages. Thus, even if this antithesis were drawing from Marcion’s

85  Shortly before this comment by Adamantius, Markus relates that his party does not
accept anything beyond “the Gospel and the Apostle” (Adam. 80,28 [2.12]).

86 Harnack, Marcion, 200*. Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” go includes 6 'Inoos in the Greek citation
of the Adamantius Dialogue without any indication that the external subject is only found
in the Latin text.

87  Tsutsui, Auseinandersetzung, 241-42 views this section of the dialogue as connected with
Adam. 8,23-10,33 (1.5) in the source.

88  Tsutsui, Auseinandersetzung, 155 argues that this textual emendation is justified on
the basis of the oT reference in the antithesis making reference to a pdBdog, Rufinus
reading neque virga, and the omission in the Greek readily explainable on the basis of
homoeoarcton.
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Gospel, due to the uncertain text basis of this “citation” no reconstruction can
be based upon or even derived from it.89

7.414 Luke 9:6

82,5-7 (212)—[Ad.]...xal Omofag pet’ dAiyov Aéyet ékepybpevol 8¢ Swpyovro
waTd TOAELS xal xwpag evoryyeAL{dpevot xal Bepamebovteg Tavtoyod. ... | ... Et post
pauca iterum dicit: Cum autem exissent, egrediebantur per civitates et vicos,
evangelizantes et curantes ubique. . . .

The Adamantius Dialogue is the only witness for this verse and the refer-
ence to it is found in the continuation of the statement cited above under Luke
9:1—2. Here Harnack once again followed the Adamantius Dialogue’s wording
verbatim in reconstructing Marcion’s text, and thus also viewed Marcion as
reading méAeig xal xwpag.9° The elements, in this and the reversed order, are
also found in some oL and Sahidic witnesses and may have been found in the
Adamantius Dialogue’s source. It is far more difficult, however, to determine
whether Marcion’s Gospel also contained this reading since there are no other
sources to corroborate the Adamantius Dialogue’s testimony.

7.415 Luke 9:16

108,23—25 (2.20)—[Ad.] ... &&v 3¢ xal T6 &v T edaryYEAlW YEYPAUUEVOV GVoryVRTLY
0Tl 6 xbplog dvaPrédoag eig Tov obpavov ebyaptatel, ... Ot |...Sed et quod dixit:
Dominus respiciens in coelum gratias egit, ...

Luke 9116 is attested in Epiphanius, and is here cited towards the conclusion
of a long speech by Adamantius. Though the citation is once again found in
a series of passages possibly collected in order to refute Marcion on the basis
of his own Scriptures and corresponds to a certain extent with Epiphanius,2
it is not clear that the Adamantius Dialogue is here reflecting Marcion’s text.
Even if the text or its source was drawing on Marcion’s Gospel, it is apparent
that Marcion’s readings are not reflected throughout. The opening ¢ x0ptog is
clearly a specification of the subject by Adamantius, and the ebyaptotel is unat-

89  Though Harnack in general tended to include a maximum of source references in his
reconstruction of Marcion’s text, or at the very least make reference to potential attesta-
tion of a verse, here he did not note this passage in the Adamantius Dialogue in his appa-
ratus (cf. Harnack, Marcion, 200*). It is also not referenced by either Zahn, Geschichte,
2:465 or Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” go.

90 Cf. Harnack, Marcion, 200*.

91 The second half of the sentence in the Greek text continues a reference to Luke 22:17,19//
Matt 26:26—27 discussed below.

92 Cf. the table in Tsutsui, Auseinandersetzung, 267-68.
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tested for Luke 9:16 and the parallels in Matt 1419 and Mark 6:41. Epiphanius
attests the expected edAdynoev, and Zahn had already noted concerning the
Adamantius Dialogue “das Citat gibt sich nicht als wortlich genaues.”3 In addi-
tion, Tsutsui makes the important observation that in the immediately follow-
ing reference to Luke 22:17, 19, where the verb edyaplotéw is used, the dialogue
employs ebloyéw. Though the latter reading is also attested for Matt 26:26,
Tsutsui notes that in the reference here to Luke 9:16 and Luke 22:17, 19 “die
Verben ebloyelv und evyapiotelv regelrecht vertauscht [sind]” and adds “was
jedoch bei einem freien Zitat unerheblich ist.”94 For this reason, it appears that
this reading is due to imprecision in the Adamantius Dialogue and that there
is no reason to label ebyopiotel as a “spétere LA” as is done by Harnack in his
reconstruction.® Finally, it should also be noted that though Harnack began
the reconstruction of this verse with todg mévte dptoug %. T. Yo ixBbag placed in
parentheses,® this element is not attested by any source.

7.416 Luke 9:18—20

14,9 (17)—[Ad.] Aéyet odv 6 Xprotdg &1t viog avbpwmov elul. ... | Quid ergo est,
quod dicit Christus, quia filius hominis sit?...| 84,1-5 (213)—[Mark.] 'Ev 1@
edaryyeAiw Aéyel 6 Xplotdg Tiva pe Aéyouatv ol dvBpwrot, Tov vidv Tod dvlpwmov;
A€yova ol padytal: Twdvwnyv Tov Bartioty, dAAot 3¢ "HAlov, dAot ¢ 6Tt Tpo@nTYg
TIG TV dpxaiwy dvéoty). elme 8¢ adrols- Dpels O¢ Tiva; dmoxpibels 8¢ TTétpog elme- ToV
Xptatov. | In evangelio dicit Christus: Quem me dicunt esse homines, filium homi-
nis? Dicunt ei discipuli: Alii Iohannem baptistam, alii Heliam, alii, quia propheta
aliquis antiquus surrexit. Dixit autem ad eos: Vos vero, quem me esse dicitis?
Respondens Petrus dixit: Tu es Christus.

Luke 9:20 is also attested by Tertullian, but the Adamantius Dialogue
is the only witness for vv. 18-19. Beginning with v. 20 first, so that a point of
comparison for the reference in the Adamantius Dialogue can be estab-
lished, Tertullian only alludes to the question posed by Jesus and to the fact
that Peter responded. The precise wording for the reconstruction remains
uncertain.®’ Tertullian does, however, cite Peter’s response as Tu es Christus,
which is also the reading of Rufinus’s Latin, but not of the Greek. Harnack
stated that the question of which reading was originally the reading of the

93 Zahn, Geschichte, 2:466.

94  Tsutsui, Auseinandersetzung, 287.

95 Harnack, Marcion, 200%.

96  Ibid.

97  The Greek and Latin text of the Adamantius Dialogue also differ in offering duels 3¢ tiva;
and Vos vero, quem me esse dicitis?, respectively.
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Adamantius Dialogue is “nicht sicher zu entscheiden.”¥8 For Marcion’s text, at
least, on the basis of Tertullian’s testimony, slight preference is to be given to the
wording o €1 6 Xpiotég. Complicating the situation, however, is the observation
made in chapter 5.37 that it is not impossible for Tertullian, despite repeating
this phrasing three times, to have been influenced by the synoptic parallels or
for a similar influence to have occurred for Rufinus.%? It is worth noting, how-
ever, that neither Tertullian nor the Adamantius Dialogue contain a reference
to the Christ being “the Son of the living God” (Matt 16:16) or “of God” (Luke
9:20). Though it is methodologically questionable to draw firm conclusions, it
is possibile that the response followed the wording of Mark 8:29.100

Significant questions also surround the reconstruction of vv. 18-19. For v. 18,
Tsutsui observes that the reference to the Son of Man may have arisen from the
parallel Matt 16:13.1%! The influence from the Matthean parallel, at least at this
point, may be supported by the very loose citation in 14,9 (1.7) of a conflated
reference to Matt 16:13//Mark 8:27//Luke 9:18. Rufinus appeared to understand
the reference as coming from these passages. Alternatively, however, the Greek
text could be referring to any number of instances where Jesus referred to
himself as the Son of Man (e.g., Luke 5:24).192 At the same time, it should be
noted that the entire wording, and not simply the reference to the Son of Man,
appears to have been drawn from Matt 16:16.103

In v. 19, the Greek and Latin text once more show variation. The reference
to one of the prophets of old who has risen again reveals that Luke 9:19 is cer-
tainly influencing the citation. It is possible that the Adamantius Dialogue’s
source is here reflecting elements of Marcion’s text. Yet, once again, certainty is
not possible. Harnack’s reconstruction of the verse opening with an otherwise

98 Ibid., 201*.

99  The word order dmoxpifeic 8¢ Ilétpos elne is that of Matt 1616 (also found in most Lukan
manuscripts, but not P75, 8, B, C, and several others), and may have led Rufinus to slip into
the Matthean wording.

100 Harnack, Marcion, 201* viewed Marcion of already having a text harmonized to Matthew/
Mark, whereas Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” g91-92 viewed the omission as a deliberate
Marcionite alteration. Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” g1 also referred to the Greek text as “wohl
einen von den Schiilern Marcions zuriickkorrigierten Text,” which is not necessarily the
case. Zahn is overly certain in his statement, “von amoxpifeig an ist offenbar Mr. 8, 29 sub-
stituirt” (Geschichte, 2:466).

101 Tsutsui, Auseinandersetzung, 244.

102 Both options are mentioned by Pretty (trans.), Adamantius, 44.

103 The opening énnpwtoev in Harnack’s reconstruction (Marcion, 201*) is not attested in
any source.
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unattested Aéyovaw (adtd) ol pabdyral is thus rather speculative.l%4 This word-
ing is far more likely to be alluding simply to the content of the text.

One final observation to be made here is that though Harnack’s reconstruc-
tion for these three verses followed Adam. in general and also specifically
inclined towards the wording of Rufinus’s Latin,'°> he also felt compelled to
include the following statement, already cited above, in his apparatus:

Im allgemeinen muf} man sich aber auch hier erinnern, daf} die Zitate
im Dial. nicht dieselbe Sicherheit bieten wie die bei Tert. und auch bei
Epiphan.106

Whether, however, this actually means that Harnack viewed his reconstruction
here, or at other points where he followed the wording of Adam., as less secure
is not readily apparent.

7.417 Luke 9:22

180,7—9 (5.4) [Ad.] ...l yap & Soxelv oyfjuartt dvbpwmov Eaiveto, Tig xpeio Tod
Aéyew EquTdy VIOV avBpwmoy; Expfv Yap ATAGS Aéyewv- el Tov dvBpwrov ToAAG
nabelv. . ... | ... Nam sividebatur tantummodo esse homo, ut quid se filium homi-
nis diceret et non magis hominem? Nunc autem dicit quia Oportet filium hominis
multum pati.. .. |198,1—4 (512)—[Ad.] ... 3¢l oV viov Tod dvOpwymov oA Tadelv
xal amodoxipaatijvar amd TV TpecBuTépwy xal ApYlEPEwY xal YPOUMATERY Xal
aTavpwlivar xat ued’ uépag tpels dvaativat.... | ... Necesse est filium hominis
multa pati et reprobari a presbyteris et pontificibus et scribis et crucifigi et tertia
die resurgere. ...

This verse is attested by Tertullian and Epiphanius. In the Adamantius
Dialogue, this is the first instance of the present study considering a verse that
is attested in book 5 of the dialogue, a fact which creates even more challenges
in evaluating the reference as a source for readings in Marcion’s Gospel. As Lieu
has noted in her comments concerning another verse cited in book 5 of the
Adamantius Dialogue, Luke 23:46 (discussed below), “this part of the Dialogue
is less secure evidence for the Marcionite Gospel.”197 In book 5, one extended

104 Such phrasing is unattested for Matthew, Mark, or Luke.

105 Harnackstated that “Rufin in dem ganzen Zitat der zuverldssigere Zeuge zu sein [scheint]”
(Marcion, 201%).

106 Ibid.

107 Lieu, “Marcion and the New Testament,” 413. This is certainly part of the reason for not
including the reference to Luke 18:27 in this part of the dialogue in the reconstruction of
Marcion’s Gospel. Cf. chapter 3, n. 76.
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citation from Luke 18 is explicitly introduced as being read from Marcion’s
Gospel (discussed below), and a series of citations from Paul’s letters is intro-
duced as being read from Marcion’s Apostolikon (Adam. 222,10-12 [5.22]).
Concerning the citations from the Apostolikon, Zahn was convinced they were
drawn from Marcion’s text, a position shared by Harnack.l°® Clabeaux and
Schmid, however, disagreed with this view.199 Tsutsui, for his part, believes that
a collection of citations from Marcion’s Pauline letters may well be found here.
At the same time, Tsutsui also states,

Das angebliche Fehlen der eindeutigen Ubereinstimmung des Wortlauts
mit den iibrigen, angeblich zuverldssigen Zeugnissen iiber die Lesart
der markionitishcen Bibel bedeutet schon allein angesichts der bereits
erwdhnten Freiheit bzw. Unzuverldssigkeit im Umgang mit Bibelzitaten
im Adamantiosdialog gar nichts.!10

On this view, even if the texts were collected from Marcion’s Scriptures, their
wording in the Adamantius Dialogue is, once again, potentially rather different
from Marcion’s readings.

The citation of Luke 9:22 occurs several sections prior to Adamantius’s state-
ment that he will read from Marcion’s Gospel. As noted in the table in chap-
ter 3.2.1, Zahn did not view the verse as being drawn from Marcion’s Gospel,
Harnack noted Zahn's rejection without expressing an opinion of his own, and
Tsutsui, in his reconstruction, seems to view the verse as attesting Marcion’s
Gospel.I Tt is, in fact, very difficult to evaluate the Adamantius Dialogue’s
testimony here. The opening words are the same as those in Tertullian and
Epiphanius.'? The order of those rejecting Jesus follows the canonical order,
which is different from the almost singular order in Tertullian. Finally, though
the Adamantius Dialogue, with Tertullian and Epiphanius, attests the element
uetd tpels Nuépag (though note the variant Greek word order), otavpwdijvar is
unique among the sources here,'® and the reading dvactijvar disagrees with

108 Cf. Zahn, “Die Dialoge,” 426 and Harnack, Marcion, 62*.

109 Cf. Clabeaux, Lost Edition, 61-65 and Schmid, Marcion und sein Apostolos, 208.

110 Tsutsui, Auseinandersetzung, 94.

111 Cf chapter 3, n. 41.

112 Though Rufinus’s Latin reflects the Greek in Adam. 198,1—4 (5.12), the citation in Adam.
180,7-9 (5.4) once again reveals the apparent liberty that Rufinus took in his translation.

113 Cf. chapter 4, n. 166. It appears that the Adamantius Dialogue is conflating an element
from Luke 24:7 with Luke g:22.
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Epiphanius, while not necessarily agreeing with Tertullian.!* Harnack’s incli-
nation towards the former with a parenthetical comment in his reconstruc-
tion, “(otavpwbijvat: ist wahrscheinlicher)” and acceptance of the later in his
reconstruction should both be viewed with skepticism.

7.418 Luke10:22

42,30—44, 2 (1.23)—[Meg.] ... 6 8¢ 100 Xptotod mat)p &yvwatés Eotty, Wg adTog
6 Xplotog dmeprvato mept adtod el oddels Eyvew TOV Tatépa el U 6 vidg, oV
TOV VI6Y TIG Ywwoxel el pn 6 mothp.... |... Christi autem pater nulli cognitus
est, sicut ipse Christus pronuntiat, de se dicens: Nemo novit Patrem nisi solus

filius, neque filium quis novit nisi pater....| 44,14.22—23 (1.23)—[Ad.] ... o0delg

YWooKeL TOV uidy el ) 6 Tatp . . . 008elg olde TéV vidv. .. | ... Nemo novit filium nisi
pater ... Nemo novit filium. .. | 44,29 (1.23)—/[Eutr.] ... 003¢ig olde tév vidv el pi) 6
Top ... | ... Nemo novit filium, nisi pater, . . .

Luke 10:22 is also attested by Tertullian, Eznik, and possibly Irenaeus. In the
Adamantius Dialogue the citation of part of the verse by Megethius is once again
found within an antithesis. When compared with the testimony of Tertullian,
the Adamantius Dialogue attests less of the verse and has elements that both
correspond to and differ from Tertullian. First of all, the Adamantius Dialogue
attests the same inversion of “father” and “son” found in Tertullian. Here it is
interesting that though Adamantius and Eutropius do not repeat the entire
citation, that which they do restate corresponds syntactically to the first half
of the phrase, but with the “son” and the “father” attested in their Matthean/
Lukan order. Megethius’s order may therefore reflect the order found in the
Adamantius Dialogue’s source and the order of Marcion’s Gospel.!'> In addi-
tion, however, the reference here is closer to Matt 11:27 than it is to Luke 10:22,
whereas Tertullian attests a text close to the latter. The inclination to Matthean
phrasing in the Adamantius Dialogue is once again apparent. In addition, the
Adamantius Dialogue has the curious combination of &yvw and ywwoxet in
the Megethius citation, ywwoxet and olde in the Adamantius citation, and
only of3¢ in the Eutropius citation.""® Tertullian attests ywdoxet, which may be
the reading in Marcion’s text as &yvw (and then oi8¢) could have arisen from

114 Cf. the discussion in chapters 4.4.30 and 6.4.20.

115 This point may also, at least to a certain extent, refute Zahn's certainty that the correspon-
dence in order between the Adamantius Dialogue and Tertullian is “zufillig und bedeu-
tet nichts” (Geschichte, 2:470). Zahn's perspective is, of course, shaped by his conviction
that essentially no attestation of Marcion’s texts is found in book 1 of the Adamantius
Dialogue.

116  Rufinus, however, reads novit throughout.
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variant traditions in the reading of Matt 11:27.17 Ultimately, however, Zahn is
likely correct in his observation: “Ob Mrc. ywwoxet oder &yvw geschrieben, ist
nicht mit volliger Sicherheit zu bestimmen [emphasis added].”"'8

7.419 Luke1:m-13

110,1-6 (2.20)—[Ad.] ... AMéyovtog év T@ ebaryyeAin- édv Tvar pyotv €€ Dudv altion
6 uldg adtod dptov, uy Alfov Emidwael adt@; 1) v aitioy Oy, un Sew emdhwaet
adT@; #) xal altioy woév, i émiddoel adTd oxopmiov; el obv Dpels, mowpol 8vteg,
oiSate doparta dryoda S1dvar Tolg TEXVOIG DUGV. . . . | ... dicentis in evangelio: Quem
ex vobis petit filius suus panem, numquid lapidem dabit illi?™® aut ovum si peti-
erit, numquid dabit ei scorpionem? Si ergo vos, cum sitis mali, nostis bona data
dare filiis vestris. . ...

These three verses are also attested by Tertullian and Epiphanius. With
Adamantius’s reference to providing a saying found “in the Gospel,” he may
be indicating the intention to offer a text from Marcion’s Gospel even if, once
again, one can detect Matthean influence. An immediate problem is that unlike
Tertullian and Epiphanius, the Adamantius Dialogue begins the series of ques-
tions with one involving bread and a stone. Though both Zahn and Harnack
viewed this element as present in Marcion’s text,120 the Adamantius Dialogue
alone cannot secure the reading, a reading which has in any case become
less likely with the discovery of P45 and P75.12! Even prior to this question,
however, the opening édv...aitoy, found in later manuscripts of Matt 7:9,
also differs from Epiphanius and seems unlikely for Marcion’s Gospel, even as
the Adamantius Dialogue confirms the readings T and €& Ou@v. The ensuing
question in v. 12 agrees with the syntax of later readings in Luke 11:12 (cf. the
syntax in Matt 7:10), though it is the uniquely Lukan element involving an egg
and a scorpion that is attested. Thus, despite obvious Matthean influence, there
is at least some reflection of Luke here.!?? Tertullian and Epiphanius confirm
the general content of the verse; however, the precise wording remains largely

117 Von Soden lists both variants for Matt 11:27, but neither for Luke 10:22.

118  Zahn, Geschichte, 2:470.

119 Concerning the omission of the question involving a fish and a serpent, Pretty observed
that though it is not in Rufinus “the mention of fish further down seems to imply that it
stood in the original just as it stands in the present Greek text” (Adamantius, 106m33). Cf.
also Bakhuyzen (ed.), Dialog, 1.

120 Cf. Zahn, Geschichte, 2:473 and Harnack, Marcion, 208*. Harnack’s reconstruction essen-
tially followed the Adamantius Dialogue’s text for Marcion’s text of Luke 11:11-13.

121 Cf also chapter 6, n. 149.

122 On the basis of the presence of this element, Tsutsui asserts: “Diesem freien Zitat liegt Lk
11,11-13 zugrunde” (Auseinandersetzung, 288).
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opaque. In Luke 11:13, which corresponds in many instances with the wording
of Matt 7:11, the Adamantius Dialogue shares several readings with Epiphanius.
One should, however, be extremely wary of positing the Matthean &vteg,
attested only in the Adamantius Dialogue, for Marcion’s Gospel and also note
that the Adamantius Dialogue is the only witness for Si8évat tolg Téxvolg Hpdv.
Once again, significant uncertainty surrounding the citation of these verses in
the Adamantius Dialogue results in only minimal insight for Marcion’s Gospel.

7.4.20 Luke11:52 (42? or 467?)
68,3 (2.5 —[Ad.]...oval Ouiv ypouuatels...|...Vae vobis, scribae et
Pharisaei? . ..

This verse is attested by Tertullian. Concerning the reference in the
Adamantius Dialogue, Zahn commented, “fraglich ist, ob das jedenfalls
ungenaue Citat DI 824...auf v. 46 oder 52 sich bezieht."?3 In his apparatus,
Harnack stated, “zu v. 42 oder 52 s. Dial. 11, 5.124 Clearly, the reference in Luke,
if indeed a Lukan reference was at some point in view, is not obvious. In any
case, however, it is apparent that the citation is following Matthean wording
(cf. Matt 2313, 15, 23, 25, 27, 29), in both the Greek and Latin reading,'?® which,
at least for v. 52, contradicts the testimony of Tertullian. Ultimately, therefore,
this reference is of no value in reconstructing Marcion’s text.

7.4.21 Luke12:9

32,19-21 (115)—[Ad.] ... &v T Aéou 8¢ &v ne dpvnontat Eunpoatev T@V dvbphmwy,
dpwoopat xdyw adTov Eumpocfev Tod matpdg pov Tod Ev obpavols....|...
Quicunque me negaverit coram hominibus, et ego negabo eum coram patre
meo, qui est in coelis. . . .| 66,33—35 (2.5)—[Ad.] ... & &v dpwonTat pe Eumpoadev
AV avbpwmwy, dpvigopal xdyw adTov Eumpocdev Tod moTpdg pou Tod €v Tolg
odpavois. ... | ... Qui negaverit me coram hominibus et ego negabo eum coram
patre meo, qui in coelis est, . . .

Luke 12:9 is also attested by Tertullian. The two citations in the Adamantius
Dialogue occur in the same context as the references to the Matthean parallel
to Luke 6:38 discussed above. Here, as there, the citations are clearly rendering
Matt 10:33 against the testimony of Tertullian, who follows Luke 12:9. Once

123 Zahn, Geschichte, 2:474.
124 Harnack, Marcion, 210*.

125 The influence of Matthew is even more obvious in Rufinus’s translation.
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again, the Adamantius Dialogue offers no insight here for the reconstruction
of Marcion’s text.126

7.4.22 Lukei12:46

24,812 (1.10)—[Ad.] . .. obteg yap Aéyet [the Gospel] &1t et 6 xOptog Tob xood
SovAov &v Nuépa 1) ol yvaoxet xal &v Gpa 1) od Tpoadoxd xal SiyoTopnoeL adTéY xal
BYoeL 10 uépog adtod peta TRV dmiotwy. ... | ... Denique it dicit quia: Veniet domi-
nus servi illius in die, qua nescit, et hora, qua non sperat, et dividit eum ac partem
eius cum infidelibus ponit. . ..

Luke 12:46 is also attested by Tertullian and Epiphanius. Somewhat curi-
ously, neither Zahn, Harnack, nor Tsutsui make any reference to this passage
in the Adamantius Dialogue.!?” Though one is always confronted with the
challenge of whether Marcion’s Gospel is in view in the Adamantius Dialogue,
the reference to “the Gospel” saying these words at least makes an intended
utilization of Marcion’s Gospel possible.'?® Though the citation is very close
to the canonical text and to the testimony of both Tertullian and Epiphanius
at relevant points, the singular reading describing the slave as xoxdg, as well
as the inversion of the verbs mpoodoxdw and ywwoxw, should not be viewed as
relevant for reconstructing Marcion’s Gospel.

7.4.23 Luke12:47—48
112,10-12 (2.21)—[Ad.] ... 6 yap dodAog gnatv 6 yvolg xai uy momaag dapygetal
TOM, 6 8¢ pn yvoug, momoag!2? 8¢ d&lo mTANYQv, dapoetat SAiya. ... | Not in
Rufinus’s Latin translation.

Luke 12:47—48 is also attested by Tertullian. In the Adamantius Dialogue
it is only the Greek text that contains the citation, as the final three and a
half sentences of Adamantius’s speech here are not found in Rufinus’s Latin.
Both Bakhuyzen and Pretty mention the possibility, and indeed likelihood, of

126 Neither Harnack or Zahn made reference to the passage in Adam. 32,20-21 (115).
Concerning the citation in Adam. 66,3335 (2.5), Harnack simply observed “Dial. 11, 5
ist Matth. 10, 33 wiedergeben” (Marcion, 212*); whereas Zahn concluded, “D1. 824... gibt
wortlich Mt. 10,33, kann also nichts beweisen” (Geschichte, 2:474).

127 IGNTP, however, does reference the passage.

128 The context is the discussion following Megethius’s antithesis that the Creator God
told the Israelites to plunder the Egyptians, whereas Jesus, when sending out his
disciples, told them not to take shoes, tunics, etc. Adamantius takes the discussion in
the direction of “just war theory” and the question of legitimate retaliation or the killing
of evil men. He supports such actions with this citation of Luke 12:46.

129 This is the reading of B¢ and Bakhuyzen. B* reads un momoog.



THE ADAMANTIUS DIALOGUE AS A SOURCE 377

Rufinus having abbreviated the passage.!3? Both verses are abbreviated with
V. 47 essentially being summarized and only the first sentence of v. 48 being
cited. Though Harnack simply reproduced the Adamantius Dialogue’s text in
his reconstruction, in his apparatus he noted that the omission of 10 8éAnua
o0 xupiov avtod is a “wahrscheinlich willkiirliche Verkiirzung,” presumably by
the author of the Adamantius Dialogue.'3! Tertullian’s allusions unfortunately
allow for the confirmation of only very few readings and thus, though it is
clear that the verses are attested for Marcion’s Gospel, little insight into precise
wording can be gained.

7.4.24 Luke12:49, 51

66,35—68,2 (2.5)—[Ad.] ... ocdx H\Bov enoty Padely elpyvny, dMAS pdyorpay xal 0dx
ABov Bakelv elpvvm, dMa mthp ... |... Non veni, inquit, mittere pacem sed glad-
ium, et: [gnem veni mittere super terram, . ..

These two verses are also attested by Tertullian. Adamantius introduces the
series of references of which these citations are a part as being 100 cwtiipog 1|
¢wv). Both Zahn and Harnack noted the citations, which makes it somewhat
unexpected that Tsutsui offered no explanation for not having included the
reference in his reconstruction.’®? Zahn had already noted, “DI. 824 scheint
ungenaue Vermischung von Mt. 10,34 u. Lc. 12,49.51."133 Interestingly, however,
for 12:49, which is cited second, it is Rufinus’s Latin, varying from the Greek
text, which is essentially confirmed by Tertullian. The only difference is the
preposition used in the phrase super terram.!3* Of course, it is possible that
Rufinus elected to offer the Lukan phrasing instead of the harmonized
Greek reading; however, it is also possible that here he better reflected the
original reading and it is the Greek text that has suffered corruption. The first
citation agrees with Matt 10:34 verbatim and even if the Adamantius Dialogue’s
source at some point reflected Marcion’s reading for Luke 12:51, it has been
completely lost here. Tertullian’s testimony clearly reveals that Marcion’s text
did not contain the reading of Matt 10:34. Though Harnack did express some

130 Bakhuyzen stated “Wahrscheinlich hat Ruf. hier, wie an vielen anderen Stellen gekiirzt”
(Dialog, 12) and Pretty expressed a similar, though slightly more guarded sentiment, con-
cerning the passage: “Its authenticity is not established, but it contributes to the argu-
ment, and the practice of Rufinus to abbreviate must not be overlooked. This may be one
of many places where he has done this” (Adamantius, 108n142).

131 Harnack, Marcion, 216*.

132 Cf. Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 106—7.

133 Zahn, Geschichte, 2:476.

134 On the reading super terram versus Tertullian’s in terram, cf. chapter 5, n. 236.
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reservation about the Adamantius Dialogue’s testimony, he apparently allo-
cated too much significance to it in his statement, “M.s Text war bereits durch
Matth. 10, 34 beeinflufit (wenn auch pdyaipav zu Unrecht vom Dialog ihm
zugeschrieben wird).”135

7.4.25 Luke13:27
28,10-11 (1.12)—[Ad.] ... Aéyet 8’ &v & ypdupatt Tod edayyeAiov dvaywpeite am’
guod, ol epyaldpevol v dvopiav. ... |...Et rursus in evangelio invenimus scrip-
tum, domino Christo dicente: Discedite a me, operarii iniquitatis, in tenebras exte-
riores! ibi erit fletus et stridor dentium, et quamplurima his similia. . .. | 28,18 (1.12)
[Eutr] ... avoywpeite &n’ éuod;...|...Discedite a me operarii iniquitatis!... |
44,1516 (1.23)—[Ad.]...dvoywpelte dm’ éuod, ol gpyaldpevor TV dvouiav,
oU3EmoTE EYVWV VUGS, . . . | . . . Discedite a me, qui operamini iniquitatem, quoniam
non novivos. ... | 44,30 (1.23)—[Eutr.] ... o03émote Eyvwv OUAS. | . .. non novivos.
Luke 13:27 is attested by Tertullian. In book 1 of the Adamantius Dialogue,
Adamantius and Eutropius twice cite the verse with the wording of the parallel
in Matt 7:23.136 As was the case for Luke 12:46 above, neither Zahn, Harnack, nor
Tsutsui mention these passages in the Adamantius Dialogue. Though it is again
the case that no insight into Marcion’s Gospel can be gained, Adamantius’s ref-
erence to “the Gospel writing” in the context of his argument with Megethius at
least makes an intended reference to something in Marcion’s Gospel possible.!37

7.4.26 Luke16:13

56,11-12 (1.28)—[Meg.]... o003l dbvatar Sual xvpiolg SovAevew:-...|... Nemo
potest servire duobus dominis....| 56,2023 (1.28)—[Ad.]...o03els ¢waiv
Stvartat dual wuplotg SovAedewv- 1] yap TOV Evar LTV TEL Xail TOV ETEPOV Ay TEL, 1] £VOG
qvBékeTan xal Tod Etépou xatagpovioet. ob dhvache Bed Sovevew xal papwvd. |
... Nemo potest, inquit, duobus dominis servire; aut enim unum odio habebit et

135 Harnack, Marcion, 216*.

136  Worth noting is that the verb dvaywpéw, attested in 0, f3, and other later manuscripts for
Matt 7:23, is used in the citations. In addition, Rufinus adds further Matthean passages to
the reference in Adam. 28,10-11 (1.12), and in the citation Adam. 44,1516 (1.23) the order
of the elements in Matt 7:23 is reversed.

137 Tsutsui notes that for several reasons the second citation does not fit particularly well into
its present context nor make particularly good sense there. He concludes, “Es handelt sich
daher wahrscheinlich um einen fremden und ungeschickten Einschub in eine zusam-
menhingende Argumentation, fiir den der Dialogverfasser verantwortlich sein wird”
(Tsutsui, Auseinandersetzung, 190). The precise source for the insertion, however, is
unclear.
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alterum amabit, aut, unum patietur et alterum contemned. Non potestis Deo ser-
vire et mamonae.

This verse is also attested by Tertullian. Concerning the references in the
Adamantius Dialogue, it is not surprising that Zahn, due to the passage’s loca-
tioninbooki, stated that it “schon des Orts wegen nicht in Betracht [kommt]."138
Harnack more cautiously observed that it is “nicht sicher” whether the passage
should be considered.!3® Tsutsui, however, simply lists the reference without
further comment.!#0 In any case, Megethius cites part of the verse, once again
with the wording from the Matthean parallel as evidenced by the absence of the
Lukan oixétyg. In the discussion of Tertullian’s testimony it was already noted
that his own omission of oixétng may have been influenced by the Matthean
version and for this reason, the testimony of the Adamantius Dialogue does
not aid us further in the reconstruction. Adamantius then berates Megethius
for having cited only part of the verse before citing Matt 6:24 verbatim in its
entirety. Given that the exchange in its extant form is clearly based on the
Matthean passage, once again the Adamantius Dialogue cannot offer insight
for Marcion’s Gospel and only Tertullian’s testimony is ultimately relevant.

7.4.27 Luke16:19—31

76,16-78,6 (2.10)—[Ad.] . .. &vBpwmds Tig Ay Tholatog xai évedidVoxeto Topplpay
xal Boaoov, edppatvopevos xab’ Nuépay Aapmpds. TTwyds 3¢ Tig dvépatt Adlupog
EBEPANTO €ig TOV TUAGVA NAXWUEVOS ol ETIOVUGY YopTagBivat 4o TGV TITTEVTWY
Qi Thg Tpamédys Tod mAovaiov dAAG xal of xhveg Epyduevol EXELyov TG TPADUATA
adTod. €yéveto amobavely TOV TTwyoY xal dmeveyBijvar adTov UTo dyyEAwy Elg TOV
w6Amov ABpady. dméBave 8¢ xal & TAoVT10g xal ETdey &v T@ §dy. Emdpag oy Tolg
dpBadpods adtod, dmdpxwy &v Baadvols, 6pd ABpadu dmd uoxpdbev xai Adlopov €v
T ®6AT® adTod, xal alTds puvioas elney: tdtep APpady, EAénaé ue xai méppov
Aéopov, o Py T depov Tod Sonetddov B8artog xat koo vEy T YAGTTd pov, 8Tt
d3uvipat &v Tff pAoyl TadTy. APpady 8¢ lmev- Téxvov, uwiodytt 8Tt dméafes ob Ta
dryadd év T {wf gov xat Adapog dpoieg Ta xod. vOv 8¢ GOeM! mapaoketta, ob 82
d3uvdoat. xal €l TEow ToUTOoIG HETAED DUGY xal NGV YAoua péya EoThpuetal, 8mtwg
ot évtabfo SwBivar mpdg dpuds wiy Shvavtal, undé éxelbev Gt dlamepdaty. Epwtd
odv ot, mdtep, tva TEUPYG adTéY elg T obklay Tod TaTpds pov- Exw Yap éxel mévte
63eApolg- Smwg StapapTipyTaL adTols v xal avtol EABwaty eig TodTov ToV TéTOV TG

138  Zahn, Geschichte, 2:479.

139 Harnack, Marcion, 220*.

140 Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 111.

141 Tsutsui follows the original reading in B and the reading supported by Koetschau. Beorr,
Bakhuyzen, and Rufinus attest 63e.
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Bagdvou. Aéyet adTd Exovat Mwaéa xal TOUG TPOPYTAG, AXOVTATWTAY AVTAV. 6 3€
elmev- olyl, mdtep, G €dv Tig €x vexp@v mopevdf Tpds adTolS, METAVOYTOUTY. &
3¢ elrev- el Mwioéws xal ThV Tpo@nT@v 0dx fixovaa, 008 8v Tig éx vexpdv améAdy
dxovaovay avtod. | ... Homo quidam erat dives, indutus purpura et bysso et
in epulis cotidie laetabatur. Pauper autem quidam nomine Lazarus iacebat ad
ianuam eius ulceribus repletus, desiderans saturari de micis, quae cadebant de
mensa divitis: sed et canes venientes lingebant ulcera eius. Factum est autem,
ut moreretur mendicus, et ablatus <est> ab angelis in sinum Abrahae. Mortuus
est autem et dives est sepultus est in infernum. Elevans autem oculos suos, cum
esset in tormentis, vidit Abraham de longe et Lazarum in sinu eius. Et ipse excla-
mans dixit: Pater Abraham, miserere mei et mitte Lazarum, ut intinguat sum-
mum digiti sui in aqua, ut refrigeret linguam meam, quia crucior in hac flamma.
Abraham autem dixit: Fili, recordare quia recepisti bona in vita tua et Lazarus
similiter mala: nunc autem hic requiescit, tu vero cruciaris. Et in his omnibus
inter vos et nos chaos magnum confirmatum est, ut hi, qui hic sunt, ad vos venire
non possunt, neque, qui ibi sunt, huc transire. Rogo ergo te, inquit, pater, ut mittas
eum in domum patris mei—habeo enim quinque fratres—ut denuntiet eis, ne et
ipsi veniant in hunc locum tormentorum. Dicit ei: Habent Moysen et prophetas,
audient eos. At ille dixit: Non, pater, sed si quis a mortuis perrexerit ad illos, tunc
poenitebunt. At ille dixit: si Moysen et prophetas non audierunt, neque, si aliquis
a mortuis perrexerit, audient eum.

This passage is by far the longest citation of a Gospel text in the Adamantius
Dialogue and it is not entirely clear, even within the dialogue itself, whether
the reading of this passage by Adamantius is intended to be viewed as a
reading of Marcion’s Gospel though apparent points of contact between
the Adamantius Dialogue and other sources point in this direction. Of these
verses, vv. 22—23, 26, and 29 are attested by Tertullian and vv. 19—20, 22, 2425,
29, and 31 by Epiphanius. For v. 19, Epiphanius only alludes to the rich man.
The Adamantius Dialogue’s citation, with D, X, oL manuscripts, and several
other witnesses, does not include 3¢ in the verse opening but otherwise attests
the text of canonical Luke. In v. 20, Epiphanius again makes only a minimal
reference to the poor Lazarus. In the first half of the verse the Adamantius
Dialogue reads as NA28; however, the dialogue then attests eig with P, T, a few
other manuscripts and church fathers. The omission of adtod is only found
in the Greek text of the Adamantius Dialogue.'*? and the dialogue offers the
TR spelling of the perfect passive participle. The extent to which Marcion’s
readings are reflected here is uncertain. The Adamantius Dialogue is the only

142 IGNTP lists only Augustine and Hilary also attesting the omission of the possessive
pronoun.
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witness to v. 21, and once again there are variations between the Greek and
Latin text. Rufinus omits the opening xal and inserts v Prylwv, likely under
the influence of Matt 15117, though it is also found in numerous manuscripts
of Luke. Once again the Adamantius Dialogue reads as NA?8 until the end of
the verse, where &\etyov is read with D, numerous oL manuscripts, and a few
other witnesses and tpadpata is, according to IGNTP, found only here among
Greek witnesses, though possible attested in oL and Vulgate manuscripts.

V. 22 is the first verse in this passage attested by both Tertullian and
Epiphanius. Apart from Tertullian’s allusion to 6 mtwyds, these two sources
refer only to Lazarus’s presence in Abraham’s bosom (Tertullian) or his having
been carried by the angels to Abraham’s bosom (Epiphanius). Thus, for much
of the verse, the Adamantius Dialogue is the only witness to specific wording.
Curiously, though Harnack essentially followed the Adamantius Dialogue’s
wording for most of vv. 19-31, he here, without any other source attesting
the reading, reconstructed the opening of the verse as éyéveto 3¢ dmoboveiv.143
Whether Marcion’s text contained the conjunction or not is unclear. Differently
from Epiphanius, the Adamantius Dialogue does not include definite articles
before dyyéiwv and ABpadp. The first reading is singular, while the latter is
also found in many other manuscripts including P7>Vid, 8, A, B, and D. Once
again, Harnack’s reconstruction is confusing in that he follows the Adamantius
Dialogue in the former unattested reading, but Epiphanius in the latter. The
remainder of the verse is unproblematic. In v. 23, the Adamantius Dialogue
does not attest the opening conjunction, thus reading év ¢ &3y as linked to
the burying at the conclusion of v. 22. This reading is also found in 8%, numer-
ous OL witnesses, and several church fathers. Tertullian, unfortunately, does
not reveal the syntax involving this element. The ensuing odv in the Greek text
is elsewhere unattested, and Rufinus reads autem with several OL witnesses.}44
The only significant reading is found in Tertullian’s confirmation of the singu-
lar ¢ »6Am®.145

Vv. 24 and 25 are both also attested by Epiphanius, though, as noted in
chapter 6.4.47, the former verse is found only in an elenchus. Epiphanius’s
wording (attesting wéuov to yAbaoaoav), is essentially verbatim to that of the
Adamantius Dialogue. The only difference is that the Greek Adamantius
Dialogue omits adtod after Sonctdov (it is present in the Latin text),!46 which is an

143 IGNTP lists several other witnesses omitting the conjunction.

144 Harnack, Marcion, 221* included odv in his reconstruction without comment. Rufinus’s
vidit may also be attesting a different tense than the present 6pg.

145 Cf. chapter 5.69 and n. 297 there.

146  Rufinus also attests a few additional minor variations in the phrase in aqua, ut refrigeret.
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otherwise unattested omission. The verse reads in agreement with canonical
Luke nearly throughout; however, given the presence of the verse in an elen-
chus of Epiphanius and the usual uncertainty surround the precise wording in
the Adamantius Dialogue no more than the mere probability for the reading
of Marcion’s text can be posited. In v. 25, Epiphanius attests only viv 8¢ &3¢
napaxadeital, and the challenges surrounding the reading &3¢ were already
noted above and in the previous chapter.!*” In the Adamantius Dialogue the
word order APpadu 8¢ elrev is, according to IGNTP, attested only here; dméhafeg
o is read with the majority text; and ogov is not present after t& dyadd, along
with most 0L manuscripts and a few other witnesses. It is unclear whether any
of these readings are reflecting Marcion’s Gospel.

V. 26 is alluded to by Tertullian, and he directly attests only xdaopa péyo.
In the Adamantius Dialogue, Rufinus attests v in the verse opening as opposed
to the Greek text’s éni. The order du&v xal Yudv is attested in only a few other
witnesses. The reading 6mwg ot évtadBa StaBfivart Tpodg Opds uy Svvewvtat is striking.
Both Zahn and Harnack posited a tendentious, Marcionite change,'*® which is
possible, especially given Tertullian’s explanation of Marcion’s interpretation
of this passage.'*® At the same time, however, certainty is impossible. Finally,
the Adamantius Dialogue, with P75, 8%, B, D, and a few other witnesses, does
not read of before éxeifev and reads &3¢ with D, numerous 0L manuscripts, and
several patristic witnesses.

Vv. 27 and 28 are both attested only in the Adamantius Dialogue. Zahn
already noted that variants here are “meist in [sic] DI. selbst nicht sicher tiber-
liefert und zugleich nichtssagend.”’>° In v. 27, the omission of &lne 3¢ in the
Greek text'd! is, according to IGNTP, elsewhere attested only in 4579* and v
oixlav is a singular reading. In v. 28, éxel, again found only in the Greek text, is
a nearly singular reading.!>? Both w) and toftov tov TémO0V are readings shared
with D, the latter also attested by many oL manuscripts and several church
fathers. As has been the case throughout, these attested readings have no more
than a mere probability of having been found in Marcion’s Gospel.

V. 29 is once again also attested by Tertullian and Epiphanius. Both of these
sources attest the direct speech, with only the Adamantius Dialogue attesting

147 Cf.n.141 above, and chapter 6.4.47 and n. 181 there.

148 Cf. Zahn, Geschichte, 2:480 and Harnack, Marcion, 222*.

149 The absence of évev is also attested in D, W, ¢, d, e, and Chrysostom.

150 Zahn, Geschichte, 2:480.

151 The Latin has inquit.

152 IGNTP lists only the Armenian version, one Georgian manuscript, and Augustine as
attesting this reading.
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the introductory formula. The opening Aéyer adt® is the reading of the
TR,'53 and the absence of ‘ABpady is here also attested in e, an Ethiopic man-
uscript, and Hillary. Harnack’s comment that the omission of Abraham here
(and in v. 30) is “nicht zufillig” is a bit strange in the light of Abraham appear-
ing in vv. 22 and 24. Simple omission on the part of the Adamantius Dialogue
are quite possible. The reading of the remainder of the verse is verbatim with
Epiphanius and largely confirmed by Tertullian (apart from the éxel in his
attestation, and the inversion in the order of the final two words, likely due to
his own hand).

The Adamantius Dialogue is the only witness for v. 30. The omission of
Abraham was already mentioned above. The reading €x vexp@v is also attested
by D, F, most oL manuscripts, along with several other witnesses.!>* The
remainder of the verse reads as canonical Luke,!% though the reconstruction
of Marcion’s text must remain tentative.

The conclusion of the final v. 31 is also attested by Epiphanius. A number of
minor variants are found in the Adamantius Dialogue’s citation. According to
IGNTP, 6 3¢ elnev is a singular reading’®® and #jxovoav has very minimal attes-
tation. The final phrase has points of contact with readings in “Western” wit-
nesses, though dxotdgovaw adtod is elsewhere attested only in 1! and sy®. Both
Zahn and Harnack draw attention to the sense of Epiphanius’s reference agree-
ing with the Adamantius Dialogue’s attested text;!57 yet, the precise reading
remains uncertain.

7.4.28 Luke1y:1
88,4-5 (2.15)—[Ad.] ... odai éxeive 8t” 00 T oxdvdatov Epyeta;. .. | . .. Vae sit illi
homini, per quem scandalum venit? ...

Luke 1721 is also attested by Tertullian, though unfortunately his phras-
ing offers minimal insight into the wording of the verse. Though Zahn con-
tended, “auf die ziemlich freie Anspielung D1. 830 . . . istnicht viel zu griinden,”58
Harnack’s reconstruction takes up most of the Adamantius Dialogue’s

153 Harnack has made some type of error when he stated that this reading instead of Aéyet 3¢
was “mit geringeren Zeugen” (Marcion, 222%).

154 Rufinus, however, reads a mortuis.

155 Rufinus reads tunc poenitebunt at the conclusion of the verse.

156 Harnack stated “fast allein” without mentioning any witnesses (Marcion, 222%).

157 Cf. Zahn, Geschichte, 2:480 and Harnack, Marcion, 222*.

158 Zahn, Geschichte, 2:481.
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wording.!5® The problem, however, is that once again the reference by
Adamantius follows the Matthean parallel in Matt 18:7, made even more
explicit in Rufinus’s Latin. It is therefore quite precarious to follow Harnack’s
view that Marcion’s Gospel was “dem Matth. ndher” since the Adamantius
Dialogue so often simply offers Matthew’s reading.6°

7.4.29 Luke18:16

32,26—27 (1.16)—[Meg.] 6 3¢ dyabog wOplog dpete eyaiv to maudia Epyeabot mpdg
ME- TAV Yap TotoUTwy Eativ 1) PagtAela Tév odpaviv | Bonus autem dominus dicit:
Sinite pueros venire ad me; talium enim est regnum coelorum.

The Adamantius Dialogue is the only witness for this verse. Luke 18:16 is
cited by Megethius in an antithesis over and against the prophet of the creator
God who told a bear to devour the children who met him (cf. 2 Kgs 2:23). It
is to be expected that Zahn believed the verse to be unattested “denn DI. 814
gehort nicht hieher [sic].”6! Harnack went to the other extreme, contending
that Luke 1816 is here attested “wortlich in einer Marcionitischen Antithese.”62
It is worth noting that though the passage reads “kingdom of heaven” as in
Matt 19:14, a reading also found in a few manuscripts of Luke, &pyeabot mpdg
ue is the wording of Luke 18:16. The Lukan passage, therefore, may very well lie
behind this citation. At the same time, however, Tertullian referred to an antith-
esis involving the Elisha passage set against Matt 18:3—4, and not Luke 18:16
(Marc. 4.23.4)'%® making the source of the antithesis here somewhat uncertain.
This reference, once again, cannot offer anything more than a possibility for a
reconstruction of Marcion’s text.

7.4.30 Luke18:18-22

2,18-19 (1.1)—[Meg.] ... 00deig &yabds e wy €lg, & mathp. | ... Nemo bonus, nisi
unus deus pater. | 92,24-32 (2.17)—[Ad.] . .. mpogeAdbvtog adTd Tvog- Aiddoxoe
dyade, ti momoag enotv {wipy alkviov xAnpovounow; elne 3¢ Inoods- Ti e Aéyerg

159 Harnack, Marcion, 222* reconstructed...oxdvdeda. .. odal éxetvey 8’ o0 (0 oxdvdaiov)
gpeTaL

160 Part of the problem here is that Harnack offered a modern, critical text of Matthew in his
apparatus, namely T\ odai @ dvBpwme, 8t 00 T axdvSodov Epyetat instead of the reading
found in the TR, B, K, N, and many other manuscripts: mAvv odai t@ dv8pme éxeive, 3t’
00 18 axdvdodov Epyetat. Had he done so it perhaps would have been more apparent that
in the Adamantius Dialogue even the Greek text is following Matthew, though with the
omission of 1§ dvBpdmey.

161 Zahn, Geschichte, 2:483.

162 Harnack, Marcion, 225*.

163  Cf. also the comments of Tsutsui, Auseinandersetzung, 172.
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dryaBdv; ov3elg dryabos el pi) el 6 Bedg- 6 8¢ Epy)- Tag Evtolds oldag- ) ovelons, i)
KotXevaYS, 11 ¥AEYNS, undE PevdopapTupnays, T TOV TATEP GOV Xal TV PN TEPA
oov. xa, groty, Tadta mavte EpdAaka éx vedtyrog. dxovoag Tadta 6 'Ingoug elmey
adT@- €v oot Aeimel: mdvta Soar Exelg mANoov xal 38 TTwyols, xal E&els Broaupdy
&v obpav@. | ... cum accessisset ad eum quidam, dicens ei: Magister bone, quid
faciens vitam aeternam consequar? Ait ei Iesus: Quid me dicis bonum? Nemo
bonus, nisi unus deus. Et adiecit dicens: Mandata nosti: Non occides, non adul-
terabis, non furaberis, non falsum testimonium dices, honora patrem tuum et
matrem tuam. At ille ait: Haec omnia servavi a inventute mea. Respondens vero
Iesus dicit ei: Unum tibi restat. Vade, omnia, quae habes, vende et da pauperi-
bus, et habebis thesaurum in coelo. | 94.2—3 (2.17)—/[Eutr.] ... &v €t oot Aeimey, tva
woplay) Bnaavpov €v odpavd; | ... Adhuc unum tibi restat, ut thesaurum integrum
adipiscaris in coelo.

All of Luke 1818-22 is attested by Tertullian, with vv. 18—20 also attested
by Epiphanius and v. 19 additionally attested by Origen and Hippolytus. In
92,24-32 (2.17), Adamantius appeals to what the Savior said in “the Gospel,
making an appeal to Marcion’s text possible. After a generic introduction to
the passage,'64 the first citation offers Luke 18:18 verbatim and in precisely the
same manner as attested by Tertullian and Epiphanius. Not only is the cita-
tion confirmed through the other witnesses, it is significant in the light of the
usual inclination towards the Matthean wording that the Adamantius Dialogue
here attests the phrasing of Luke. For v. 19, after once again offering a loose
paraphrase of the introduction to the direct speech, Adamantius again offers
the Lukan text verbatim. As such, it attests a text along the lines of the read-
ing witnessed by Tertullian, which, as noted in the discussion of this passage
in chapter 6.4.51, differs from the reading attested by Epiphanius. At the same
time, however, the citation of v. 19 by Megethius in the Greek text of 2,18-19
(11) attests 6 matvp, which Epiphanius indicated Marcion had added after
6 8edg. Rufinus’s Latin translation reads deus pater, attesting the same reading
as Epiphanius.

For v. 20, the Greek text of the Adamantius Dialogue attests a change of
speaker with the phrase 6 8¢ £y (cf. the 6 8¢ elrev in 18:21 of canonical Luke).
It seems, therefore, that the reference by Adamantius makes explicit what is
left implicit in Epiphanius, namely that the questioner began speaking one

164 As also noted in the discussion concerning Epiphanius’s testimony (cf. chapter 6.4.51),
I view these introductions as due to the respective author’s own hand. I therefore find
Zahn's statement “apywv fehlte nach allen Zeugen” (Geschichte, 2:483) problematic.
Though it is theoretically possible that Marcion’s Gospel, like several oL manuscripts,
did not read dpywv, only allusions, not precise attestations, are available for the opening
words in Marcion’s text.
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verse earlier in Marcion’s text than in canonical Luke. Yet, a curiosity is that
the reading oldag, and not oida, is found here in the Adamantius Dialogue. Lieu
rightly observes,

In Adamantius this attribution [of the phrase involving the verb olda
to the questioner] is made explicit although it appears inconsistent
with the retention of the second person, ‘you know’, of the manuscript
tradition, hence provoking an emendation by earlier editors.!6

The emendation she mentions is found in Bakhuyzen’s text, where he appealed
to Zahn's comments on the passage.'%6 Zahn argued that Rufinus was not
able to decipher the passage as found in the Greek text, and therefore altered
the introduction to v. 20 to et adiecit dicens and moved the change of subject to
v. 21 (with at ille ait). Zahn’s conclusion was:

In der That ist der schon von Rufin vorgefundene Text des DI. sinnlos, aber
nur weil er einen alten kleinen Schreibfehler (o1ag statt o8a) enthilt. Ep.
gibt die Aufkldrung.167

Tsutsui, however, disagreed with the view that the passage as it stands is
“sinnlos” stating,

Es wirkt zwar befremdend, dafl der Mann Jesus fragt, ob dieser die
Anordnungen kennt; aber sprachlich sowie sachlich ist das durchaus
moglich (‘Du kennst ja die Anordnungen,...Und all dies habe ich
befolgt...’").168

He also rightly raises the methodological question of whether Epiphanius’s
testimony can be used as an argument for the reading in the Adamantius
Dialogue.}®® Thus, it appears that the Adamantius Dialogue attests a reading
found in neither Tertullian nor Epiphanius.!’? The commands, however, cor-
respond verbatim with Tertullian’s testimony, including the order py govebayg,

165 Lieu, “Marcion and the Synoptic Problem,” 736.

166  Cf. Bakhuyzen (ed.), Dialog, 92.

167  Zahn, Geschichte, 2:484.

168  Tsutsui, Auseinandersetzung, 263.

169 Ibid.

170  Given variation such as this, Harnack was certainly correct to note in his apparatus that
“das, was M. selbst aufgenommen hat, hier unsicher ist” (Marcion, 226*).
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w1 potxevays found in Matt 1918 and Exod 20:13-14/Deut 5:17-18 in the HB. In
addition, since this entire passage has been influenced by Matthew to a far
lesser extent than most other passages in the Adamantius Dialogue, it may
here be reflecting Marcion’s text. Though it was argued that the omission of
(a) possessive pronoun(s) at the conclusion of the verse in Tertullian was likely
a simple omission on his part, at least as far as the first possessive pronoun is
concerned, one cannot use the testimony of the Adamantius Dialogue to deter-
mine definitively that both pronouns were present.

Tertullian’s allusion does not offer the precise wording of v. 21, though it
could have read as attested in the Adamantius Dialogue. Certainty, however,
is not possible even if it is highly likely that the introductory words were not
the otherwise unattested xai ¢vow, as reconstructed by Harnack.!”! For v. 22,
only the Adamantius Dialogue attests the opening words, which, as opposed
to the other instances in this reference, agrees with the Lukan wording fairly
closely. It is possible that this wording is reflecting the Adamantius Dialogue’s
source and Marcion’s Gospel. The direct speech is also attested by Tertullian,
and the Adamantius Dialogue attests the same omission of &t found there. In
addition, in the later citation by Eutropius (Adam. 94.2—3 [2.17]), the adverb
is present, lending further credence to its absence in Marcion’s Gospel.1”2 As
already noted in the discussion of Tertullian’s testimony, Harnack curiously
broke off his reconstruction here as Tertullian and the Adamantius Dialogue
attest the remainder of the verse, apart from the concluding words found only
in Tertullian, verbatim. It is thus possible that Marcion’s Gospel read d6¢ and
very likely that it read év o0pav.1”3

7.4.31 Luke18:35-38, 40—43a

200,21-30 (5.14)—[Ad.] 'Emedn mdpeiow ol mept Meyebiov, ol tod Sbyuartog
Mopxiwvog, éx to0 adtdv edayyeAiov dvaryvmoxw- eyéveto O¢ &v @ &yyilew adtév
elg Teptyw, xai TIg TUPAOS Emaut@y €xddyto mapd TV 6d6v. dxodaag d& ExAou
Sramopevopuévou emuvdveTo Tl &v iy ToTo. dmyyyEA 3€ adT® 6Tt Inaols mapépyeTal,

171 Harnack, Marcion, 226 where the reconstruction is followed by “[oder ¢ 8¢ elnev- Tadtat]”

172 Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 116 observes that a conflation or corruption due to Mark’s reading
(Mark 10:21) is unlikely. Slightly more speculative, but nevertheless plausible, is his conten-
tion that the adverb was omitted by Marcion, “um die falsche Interpretationsmoglichkeit
zu beseitigen: als ob das Dekaloggebot eine essentielle, integrale Vorstufe zur Erlosung
sei. Es steht keineswegs auf derselben Ebene wie das darauffolgende, von Jesus selbst
stammende Gebot” (ibid.). Rufinus’s Latin also omits the adverb, though his vade seems
to have arisen from Mark.

173  Theless precise citation by Eutropius in Adam. 94,2—3 (2.17) may also indicate a closer cor-
respondence to the source and Marcion’s Gospel in the wording as spoken by Adamantius.
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xal EBonae Aéywv- Tnood vié Aavid, EAénadv pe. atabelg O¢ Exéhevaey adTov dydijvat.
gyyloovtog 8¢ adtod Emnpwtyoey adTév- Ti cot Bédelg momjow; & 8¢ elme- xvpte, va
dvarédw. xal dmoxpdelg elmey 6 'Inoods- avapredov- 1) mioTig oov géowxé oe. xal
mopaypijuae avéBAedev. | Verum quoniam adhuc <ad>est et Megethius, Marcionis
dogma defendens, de ipsorum evangelio lego: Factum est autem, cum appropin-
quarent lericho, et ecce quidam caecus mendicans sedebat secus viam. Audiens
autem turbas praeterire, interrogabat, quid hoc esset. Dictum est autem ei, quia
Iesus transit. Et exclamavit dicens: Iesu, fili David, misere mei! Restitit autem lesus
et iussit eum adduci ad se. Cum autem venisset, interrogavit eum dicens: Quid
tibi vis faciam? At ille dixit: Domine, ut videam. Et respondens lesus dixit: Vide!
Fides tua te salvum fecit. Et statim vidit. | 202,4.8—9 (5.14)—[Eutr.] ... dvapieov,
1) TioTIC ToL TETWNKE TE. . . . VIE Aauil, EAENTOV . . .. xDple, va dvaPAéw. | ... Vide!
Fides tua te salvum fecit . .. Miserere mei, fili David! . .. Domine, ut videam . . .

Of these verses, Luke 18:35, 37—38, and 42—43 are attested by Tertullian
and Luke 18:35, 38, and 42—43 are attested by Epiphanius. As already men-
tioned above in the discussion of Luke 9:22, these verses are introduced by
Adamantius as being read from Marcion’s Gospel. For this reason, though
found in the more problematic book 5, the citation has generally been viewed
as arising out of Marcion’s Gospel.'”* As was the case for Luke 18:18-22, it is
worth noting that the citation here is following the Lukan version and not the
Matthean or Markan parallel (cf. Matt 20:29—34 and Mark 10:46—52). For v. 35,
Tertullian’s allusion to a TupAds confirms only a bare minimum of the content
of the verse, namely one of the characters involved. Epiphanius attests
the same opening éyéveto 8¢ év 1@ &yyilew adtév,17® though as already noted
in the discussion in chapter 6.4.53, his Tfj Teptyw is rather questionable for
Marcion’s text. The remainder of the verse is attested only in the Adamantius
Dialogue and two readings must be discussed. First, the xai in xal Tig TugpAdS s,
according to IGNTP, otherwise attested only in three oL manuscripts (c, {2, and
1), Origen, and syP. The Palestinian Syriac is the only witness attesting Rufinus’s
xai 1000, Zahn argued that the Latin reflects a reading “offenbar urspriingli-
cher, denn wozu sonst tig vorangestellt?”176 Though Harnack reconstructed
“xai (‘ecce’),” in his apparatus he rightly recognized that this reading is “nach
Matth. 20, 30."177 For this reason, even if Rufinus’s reading is more original for
the text of the Adamantius Dialogue the likelihood of Matthean influence ren-
ders the supposition that it was Marcion’s reading highly tenuous. The reading

174 Cf, e.g, Zahn, Geschichte, 2:426 (here erroneously referring to the citation being found in
book 4), 485; Harnack, Marcion, 226*-27%; and Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 117-18.

175 Rufinus’s plural is likely due to the influence of Matt 20:29//Mark 10:46.

176  Zahn, Geschichte, 2:485,.

177  Harnack, Marcion, 226*—27*.
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gtV exalbnro mapd ™y 636v, however, is also attested in D, d, and e rendering
at least a slight possibility that this reading was in Marcion’s text.

For v. 36, the Adamantius Dialogue is the only witness, making insight
into Marcion’s Gospel difficult. Most of the verse, however, is fairly uniformly
attested in the manuscript tradition with only the &v posing a challenge.1”® There
are many manuscripts, including D, which read the particle, and it is not
beyond the realm of possibility that it was present in Marcion’s text. v. 37 is
another instance where Tertullian offers only an allusion to Jesus mapépyetat.
Though Harnack reconstructed with the Adamantius Dialogue’s aorist passive
A yyéndn, 170 this otherwise unattested reading may not be reflecting Marcion’s
text. The remaining attested elements are unproblematic, though it is impor-
tant to note that 6 Nawpalog is not attested. Harnack and Tsutsui explicitly
label this a tendentious omission on the part of Marcion,'8% and though it may
not have been in Marcion’s text, for methodological reasons I cannot follow
Zahn'’s certainty that the verse was “jedenfalls ohne o Na{wpatog, was Tr. nicht
unberiiht gelassen hitte.”181

V. 38 is attested by both Tertullian and Epiphanius. After the unproblematic
opening words as attested in the Adamantius Dialogue all three sources attest
‘Inood vié Aawid, éAénady pue.'2 Vv. 40—41 are once again attested only in the
Adamantius Dialogue.'83 Both verses attest slight differences in the Greek and
Latin versions, and even Zahn recognized the secondary nature of Rufinus’s
text.18% Whether, however, Marcion’s text contained omissions is unclear.18>

178 Rufinus, along with many oL manuscripts, attests the wording quid hoc esset; but, one
should not assume that a variant Greek word order necessarily lies behind the Latin.

179  Zahn, Geschichte, 2:485 wrote the form dmyyyéhy.

180  Cf. Harnack, Marcion, 227" and Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 117.

181 Zahn, Geschichte, 2:485,

182  Eutropius also refers to this verse in his response to Adamantius’s statement.

183 Both Zahn, Geschichte, 2:485 and Harnack, Marcion, 227* view the omission of v. 39 in the
Adamantius Dialogue as due to a mechanical error caused by éAénadv e at the conclusion
of both vv. 38 and 39 (cf. also above chapter 5, n. 331). Such an error is, of course, possible;
however, the words éAénadv ue are not attested for v. 39 in the only source referencing the
verse (Tertullian).

184 Zahn wrote, “Dl. lat. ergéinzt den griech. Text, in welchem o Iygovg und mpog avtov fehlt,
setzt aber am Schluf} ein sonst unbezeugtes dicens zu” (Geschichte, 2:485). Harnack also
noted the otherwise unattested dicens, but added “also zu konservieren” (Marcion, 227%).
Why the fact that the reading is otherwise unattested is viewed as support for Rufinus’s
accuracy is unclear to me. Eutropius offers a verbatim citation of the final words of v. 41in
his response.

185 According to IGNTP, the omission of ¢ Tyools is elsewhere only attested in A, whereas
the omission of mpdg adtév is found in numerous manuscripts including D and several oL

manuscripts.
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Though the Greek text offers otherwise essentially unproblematic readings,
the fact that the Adamantius Dialogue is the only witness again makes confi-
dence concerning Marcion’s wording difficult to attain.

The final two verses of this pericope are also attested by Tertullian and
Epiphanius. For v. 42, both of these other witnesses cite only the final ele-
ment of the direct speech, with Epiphanius also alluding to dvafieov. All
three sources thus attest ¥) miotig cov géowxév oe. The words introducing Jesus’
response, however, are found here in an otherwise unattested form.!8¢ Though
Harnack reconstructed Marcion’s text following the Adamantius Dialogue,'8”
it is highly speculative to posit this reading as definitely that of Marcion’s
Gospel. The healing narrated in v. 43, and cited in the Adamantius Dialogue
(xal mapoypfipa avéBAepev) is only alluded to by Tertullian and Epiphanius.
Tertullian, however, also referenced elements from the conclusion of the verse
as he began his discussion of the ensuing pericope.

7.4.32 Luke 22:17,19
108,25-26 (2.20)—[Ad.] Aafav 3¢ dptov xal TotVpLov xal AOYN TS, . . . | Not in
Rufinus’s Latin translation.

Tertullian also attests Luke 22:19. As already noted in the table in chapter
3.2.1 and in the discussion above of Luke 916, it is not certain whether the
Adamantius Dialogue is here attesting Marcion’s text.!88 As also noted above
when Luke 9:16 was considered, the verb ebAoyvoag appears to have arisen out
of that verse even as the ebyaptotel there arose from Luke 22:17, 19. For this rea-
son, Harnack’s reconstruction with ebAoynoag in parentheses is unnecessary.'89
If the Adamantius Dialogue is attesting Marcion’s text, for v. 17 there is no more
than a reference to the motptov. For v. 19, the Adamantius Dialogue attests only
the Aafawv dptov, which is also attested by Tertullian. In essence, therefore, the
Adamantius Dialogue does not provide additional insight even if Marcion’s
Gospel were to lie behind this reference.

186  Eutropius’s subsequent citation of the verse only includes the direct speech and not
the introduction to it. According to IGNTP, the word order elnev 6 Ingofs is unique to the
Adamantius Dialogue; dmoxpi8eis is read with D, 157, and numerous oL manuscripts; and
abt® is omitted wit W, ¥'*, 1200, and the Persian Diatessaron.

187  Cf. Harnack, Marcion, 227*.

188  The passage is also not attested in Rufinus’s Latin translation. Though Pretty usually made
reference to such differences, his translation does not note the absence here (cf. Dialogue,
106).

189 Harnack, Marcion, 233*.



THE ADAMANTIUS DIALOGUE AS A SOURCE 301

7.4.33 Luke 23:46, 50, 52-53
198.8-12 (5.12)—[Ad.] xai pwvioas ueydAy ewvij 6 'Tnoods elne: mdtep, €lg xelpdg
cou apadoopat T6 Tvedud pov, xal e&émvevae, xat [sic] idob dwp dvépatiIwene,
altnaduevos 6 ahua, evetuAEEY v ovddvt xal EBnxev v xavd pwpeiw. | Et excla-
mans voce magna lesus ait: Pater, in manus tuas commendo spiritum meum. Et,
cum hoc dixisset, exspiravit. Et iterum subiungit: Ecce vir, nomine loseph, petiit
a Pilato corpus eius et involvens illud in sindone nova, posuit in sepulchre novo.
As already noted above in the discussion of Luke 9:22, the reference to Luke
23:46 here elicited Lieu’s comment concerning book 5 of the Adamantius
Dialogue containing less secure evidence for Marcion’s Gospel. There clearly
is even greater uncertainty surrounding whether the Adamantius Dialogue is
here attesting Marcion’s Gospel as there is when dealing with the overtly
anti-Marcionite elements of the dialogue.!®° For none of these four verses,
however, is the Adamantius Dialogue the only source as Tertullian attests all
four of them and Epiphanius attests all but v. 52. For the beginning of v. 46
Tertullian attests only that Jesus “cried out to the father” whereas Epiphanius
states xal pwwoag ewvij peydAy. Both these sources then skip to the end of
the verse with Tertullian attesting to07o. .. elrwv e&émvevoey and Epiphanius
only e&énvevoev. The Adamantius Dialogue, for its part, cites the entire verse.
Harnack’s reconstruction of the verse is somewhat confusing. He followed
the Adamantius Dialogue verbatim through 6 mvedpd pov and apparently fol-
lowed Tertullian for the reconstruction of the conclusion of the verse as tofto
3¢ eimay e&émvevoey. In his apparatus, Harnack noted that in his view this verse
in the Adamantius Dialogue followed a passage definitely taken from Marcion’s
Gospel (Luke 24:25—26, discussed immediately below), then cited the passage
from the Adamantius Dialogue (noting the two variations in the Latin),'®! and
concluded:

Dieser Text ist originell; denn peydAy @wvj) mit D > ¢. u. und »ai mit a
syret > to07o 3¢ eimwv. So haben also spétere Marcioniten gelesen.!92

First of all, D reads ¢ 'Inoodg peydAy @wvjj so that there is both agreement and
disagreement with the reading in this manuscript. Second, though a and sy¢
(and sys, according to IGNTP) are the only manuscripts that read only xaf, the

190 Zahn, Geschichte, 2:492—93 did not make mention of the passage in the Adamantius
Dialogue whereas both Harnack, Marcion, 236*—37* and Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 126 only
noted the reference to v. 46.

191 Le, the word order voce magna and the verb commendo.

192 Harnack, Marcion, 236*—37*.
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vast majority of manuscripts of Luke read xai tadta eindwv e&énvevoe. A sim-
ple omission in the majority reading is not out of the question. Third, even
if Harnack’s connection of these readings to the traditions he cited were
correct, it is not clear to me how this is an argument for this being the read-
ing of later Marcionites. Finally, since Harnack accepted the first reading in
the Adamantius Dialogue but not the second, it remains somewhat opaque
what precisely Harnack viewed as the reading of (presumably) “frithere” and
“spétere” Marcionites.

Vv. 50, 52-53 are attested in a much more summary fashion in the
Adamantius Dialogue. For v. 50 Tertullian alludes only to Joseph; Epiphanius
cited the opening of the verse. The Adamantius Dialogue reads xai in the Greek
text, but not in the Latin, thus resulting in the same uncertainty concerning
the conjunction already seen in Epiphanius. In v. 52 it appears that Rufinus
added a Pilato for clarity, and the Adamantius Dialogue’s allusion to the verse,
even if it is attesting Marcion’s Gospel, does not really bring any insight beyond
the generally unproblematic elements already attested by Tertullian. The final
verse disagrees with Epiphanius in the presence of év before ow3évt and in the
phrase év xaw® pwpeiw.!92 The novo attested by Tertullian is also found here;
however, influence from Matt 27:60 cannot be ruled out. In sum, though some
elements of the verse are essentially unproblematic, several specifics remain
uncertain and must remain so in the reconstruction.

7.4.34 Luke 24:25-26

198.5-7 (5.12)—[Ad.] & dvdnrot xal Bpadels Th xapdia Tod TioTevew énl ndaw olg
gENdAnoa Tpog dudg 6t €det Tadta abelv Tov Xplatov. | O insensate et tardi corde
ad credendum de omnibus, quae locutus sum vobis! Nonne ita scriptum est, pati
Christum et sic introire in gloriam suam?

Luke 24:25-26 is another passage attested only in book 5 of the Adamantius
Dialogue. Once again, however, the Adamantius Dialogue can be compared
with other sources as Epiphanius attests both verses and Tertullian attests
v. 25. As already noted in the discussion of Epiphanius’s testimony, however,
Tertullian and Epiphanius do not agree in aspects of their attestation.'®* The
Adamantius Dialogue agrees with Tertullian in the entire citation, apart from
the verb éAdAnoa instead of Tertullian’s éAdAnoev. The Adamantius Dialogue’s
verb, however, is found in Epiphanius, and it may be that these two later sources
are attesting a later Marcionite reading.1> At the very least, the agreement with
Epiphanius highlights the likelihood that the Adamantius Dialogue is here

193 pwpeiw is found in several manuscripts, including D.
194 Cf. chapter 6.4.76.
195 Also noted in chapter 6.4.76.
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reflecting a Marcionite text. For v. 26, the Greek of the Adamantius Dialogue
agrees with Epiphanius in the wording &det tadta madetv, though with an oth-
erwise essentially unattested reversing of the order of €3¢t and tadt0.196 Given
the likelihood that the Adamantius Dialogue is here attesting a Marcionite text
and the essentially unproblematic nature of tov Xptotév, this wording can be
taken up with little hesitation in the reconstruction.

7.4.35 Luke 24:37-39

198,17-21 (5.12)—[Ad.] ... Soxodaow adtdv gavtaciav elvat T tetapaypévol EoTe;
xat tva i Stdoytapol dvaPaivovaty eig Ty xapdiay Du@V; 1Bete Tag Yelpdg pov xal
Tog odag Mov 8Tt €yw elut adTog, 6Tt TVedpa 0o TéX ol adipxa ovx Eyxel, xabig
gué Oewpelte Exovta. | ... cum et ipsi putarent eum phantasma esse, dicit: Quid
conturbatis estis? et quare cogitationes ascendant in cordibus vestris? Videte
manus meas et pedes meos, quia eqo sum ipse, et quia spiritus carnem et 0ssa non
habet, sicut me videtis habere. | 178,4—7 (5.3)—[Ad.] BdAe v ScnTuAdy Tov &lg
ToUg TUTTOUG TAVY HAwy xal TNV XElpd gov €lg TV TAEVPAY, xal k1) Yivou dTTlaTog GG
TLOTOG. TIVEDMA Yo adipxar xoil 0aTéR 0UX EXEL WG EuE bpate Exovta. | Mitte manus
tuas in fixuras clavorum et in latus meum, et noli esse incredulus sed fidelis et:
Spiritus carnem et ossa non habet, sicut me videtis habere.

The final verses possibly attesting Marcion’s Gospel in the Adamantius
Dialogue are also found in book 5 and face the same questions concerning
their value for Marcion’s Gospel as the other verses from this book. Tertullian
also provides attestation for these verses and Epiphanius attests vv. 38—39. For
v. 37, though the Adamantius Dialogue could possibly be viewed as supported
by Tertullian’s phantasma, the difficulty surrounding the wording was already
discussed in chapter 4.4.97. One simply cannot be absolutely certain of the
reading in Marcion’s text. v. 38 has only three words attested in Epiphanius,
which agree with Tertullian’s more extensive citation. The reading in the
Adamantius Dialogue agrees with much of Tertullian’s wording, though differ-
ing in the tva i and the concluding €ig ™v xapdiav duév. The former reading
is attested in D, d, L, and /253; however, it cannot be posited with certainty for
Marcion’s text. The reading with ei¢ may be supported by Tertullian, though the
Adamantius Dialogue here reads a singular whereas Tertullian attests a plural.
Harnack commented, “ob M. xapdia im Sing. (mit BD itala) oder Plur. gelesen
hat, ist fraglich.”197

196 Both Zahn, Geschichte, 2:494 and Harnack, Marcion, 239%, in my estimation rightly,
referred to Rufinus’s Latin translation here as “willkiirlich.”

197 Harnack, Marcion, 239*. Despite this observation, Harnack reconstructed the text follow-
ing the wording in the Adamantius Dialogue.
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As already noted in the discussion of Tertullian and Epiphanius, v. 39 pre-
sents several challenges. In the Adamantius Dialogue parts of this verse are
quoted in two speeches by Adamantius. The opening of the verse is attested
only in the first instance, where several aspects correspond with the testimony
of Tertullian and Epiphanius, even as the Adamantius Dialogue attests both
possessive pronouns in their canonical location. Given the variation between
the sources, the precise reading here is unclear. With Tertullian, the Adamantius
Dialogue attests the phrase 61t éyw eiut adtég, though once again the precise
word order in Marcion’s text cannot be reconstructed with certainty. More sig-
nificantly, the Adamantius Dialogue does not attest the phrase Yniagnoaté pe
ol 18ete, a phrase also not attested by Tertullian and Epiphanius. Though the
discussion of the latter two sources revealed that some caution and nuance
is necessary, the phrase may not have been present. On the other hand, the
Adamantius Dialogue does attest adpxo, which was not attested in Tertullian
and Epiphanius. Worth noting, however, is the variation in the wording
between the two citations of this part of the verse and between the Greek and
the Latin.'®® Zahn, Harnack, and Tsutsui all make references to the omission
of both Ynragnoaté pe xai idete and odpxa xai.199 Certainly, this conviction is
related to the theological assumption that Marcion’s Docetic Christology could
not allow for these statements to be present in the text.200 It is important to
emphasize, however, that if the theological consideration is removed, there
is slightly greater uncertainty concerning the supposed omissions.2%! The ele-
ments may not have been present in Marcion’s Gospel, but appropriate nuance
should be expressed. The final phrase in the verse is attested in two different

198 Zahn contended “Das an sich geringere Zeugnis des DL. fiir copxog bedeutet umsoweniger,
als der griech. und lat. Text in Bezug auf Stellung und Numerus uneins sind” (Geschichte,
2:495). Carter, “Marcion’s Christology,” 554—55 refers to the presence of “flesh,” which sup-
ports the argument that Adamantius wishes to make, as resulting in the unlikelihood
that the Adamantius Dialogue is providing accurate attestation of readings in Marcion’s
Gospel.

199 Cf. Zahn, Geschichte, 2:495; Harnack, Marcion, 239*; and Tsutsui, “Evangelium, 130.

200 Cf, e.g, the discussion of Marcion’s “theologisch-hermeneutischen Ansatz” in these
verses in Markus Vinzent, “Der Schluf des Lukasevangeliums bei Marcion,” in May,
Greschat, and Meiser (eds.), Marcion und seine kirchengeschichtliche Wirkung: Marcion
and His Impact on Church History, 84—86 (citation from p. 81).

201 Both Zahn and Harnack may have been influenced in their views by an erroneous under-
standing of the reading in D. Zahn, Geschichte, 2:495 stated that “die grof8ere Auslassung”
(i.e., YnAagnoaté ue xai 1ete) was also found in D and Harnack, Marcion, 239* asserted
that pe xal {8ete was missing in this manuscript. In reality, however, only the pronoun pe
is not attested in D.
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forms in the Adamantius Dialogue, once again revealing the inconsistency with
which the wording of biblical passages are found in this source. As discussed
in the previous chapters, Tertullian and Epiphanius also exhibit variation here
so that though it is quite clear that the element appeared in Marcion’s text, the
precise wording remains somewhat opaque. Given the relative consistency in
the manuscript tradition and variation possibly attributable to the sources for
Marcion’s Gospel, Marcion’s text may have read xafag gpe fewpelte Eyovra.



CHAPTER 8

Additional Sources

Having considered the testimony of Tertullian, Epiphanius, and the Adamantius
Dialogue, in this final chapter of source analysis, the remaining, additional
sources for Marcion’s Gospel are considered. As already noted earlier in this
work, these sources, though necessary to consider, in almost no instance
provide significant, further insight into Marcion’s text.! In fact, of the verses
attested by these sources only Luke 24:42—43 (attested by Eznik) are not found
in other sources.? For this reason, the following discussion does not provide
extensive analysis of the citation habits of Irenaeus, Clement of Alexandria,
Origen, Hippolytus, Pseudo-Tertullian, (Pseudo-)Ephrem, Jerome, Philastrius,
and Eznik, but rather considers their attestation of Marcion’s Gospel predomi-
nantly in comparison with the primary witnesses for this text. In nearly every
instance, these sources provide further confirmation of a tradition affirming a
certain passage in Marcion’s text without being able to provide further insight
into the wording of Marcion’s Gospel.? It should also be noted that the Syriac
or Armenian texts of (Pseudo-)Ephrem and Eznik are provided in modern lan-
guage translations with reference to the original text reserved only for the very
rare instances where such reference is necessary and significant.

8.1 Luke 1:1—2:52

Origen Ex libro Origenis in Epistolam ad Titum—quique [including Marcion]
neque de virgine natum fatentur, sed triginta annorum virum eum apparuisse in
Judaea.* | Hippolytus, Haer. 7.31.5— ... Mapxiwy v Yéveatv tod owtijpog Nudv

1 Harnack’s observation to this effect was cited at the outset of chapter 3.

2 If, however, one evaluates the texts attested in (Pseudo-)Ephrem differently (cf. chapter 3,
n.18), additional otherwise unattested verses would be found in these sources.

3 Beduhn rightly notes, “All of these ‘other sources’ involve reporting the quotation and inter-
pretation of specific biblical verses by Marcionites, and in this way suggest that the particular
verse was found in the Marcionite New Testament. .. . Although we cannot put much stock in
the exact wording of a verse in such a report, we can reasonably concludes in most cases the
presence of the particular verse in some form in the Marcionite New Testament” (First New
Testament, 45).

4 The text of Ex libro Origenis in Epistolam ad Titum is that of the Lommatzsch edition
(cf. chapter 3, n. 23).

© KONINKLIJKE BRILL NV, LEIDEN, 2015 DOI 10.1163/9789004282377_009
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navtdnas(wv) Tapytioarto, .. .5 | Jerome, jo. hier. 3a—Numquid iuxta Marcionem
dicere possumus quod et nativitas eius in phantasmate fuerit, quia contra
naturam qui tenebatur elapsus est? [preceded by comments referring to the
events of Luke 4:29-30].6

In addition to the testimony of Tertullian and Epiphanius, these brief com-
ments by Origen, Hippolytus, and Jerome confirm that the opening two chap-
ters of Luke were not present in Marcion’s Gospel.

8.2 Luke 321

Irenaeus, Haer. 1.27.2; 4.6.2—(Jesus] venientem in Iudaeam temporibus Pontii
Pilati praesidis, qui fuit procurator Tiberii Caesaris, ... Si autem Christus tunc
inchoavit esse quando et secundum hominem adventum suum egit, et a tempori-
bus Tiberii Caesaris commemoratus est pater providere hominibus, ...” | Origen,
Ex libro Origenis in Epistolam ad Titum—quique [including Marcion] neque de
virgine natum fatentur, sed triginta annorum virum eum apparuisse in Judaea. |
Hippolytus, Haer. 7.31.5-6—...4Md& <ydp ¢nol> xwpls Yevéoewg <év>8
gtel mevtexaudexdtw ThHS 1yepoviag Tiepiov Kaloapog wateAnivbota avtov
dvewley, . .. Siddaxew v tals cuvarywyals. | (Pseudo-)Ephrem, An Exposition of the
Gospel1— ... the beginning of the divinity in which they believe appeared at
those times, in the years of Pontius Pilate, ...

Irenaeus, Hippolytus, and (Pseudo-)Ephrem add a few further insights to
the testimony of this verse provided by Tertullian, Epiphanius, and in the
Adamantius Dialogue. Hippolytus seems to support Tertullian’s word order
making the reconstruction &v &tet mevtexaudexdtw TiBeplov Kaicapog more
likely, though his also including t#jg yepoviag may reveal that this is simply
a reflection of the canonical text. Irenaeus may support the reading émt tév
xpovwv ITiAdtov attested in the Adamantius Dialogue; however, once again a
later reference to temporibus Tiberii Caesaris raises the same question as in the
Adamantius Dialogue concerning whether this may be an expression due to
Irenaeus’s own hand. Both Irenaeus and (Pseudo-)Ephrem referred to Pontius
Pilate, whereas the Adamantius Dialogue referred only to Pilate; here again

5 The text of Refutatio omnium haeresium is that of the Marcovich edition (cf. chapter 3, n.17).

6 The text of Adversus Joannem Hierosolymitanum liber is that of the Feiertag edition (cf. chap-
ter 3, 1. 21).

7 The text of Adversus haereses is that of the Brox edition (cf. chapter 3, n.16).

8 The apparatus reads “év addidi ex NT” (Hippolytus, 313).

9 The translation is that of Egan (cf. chapter 3, n. 18).
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the precise reading remains obscure. Though these passages do not explicitly
state that the first two chapters of Luke were missing in Marcion’s Gospel, that
Luke 1—2 were not present may very well be implied.

8.3 Luke 416, 23, 29-30

Ephrem, Commentary on the Diatessaron 11.23—11 entra donc a Bethsaide,!©
chez les Juifs, et I'évangéliste n'indique pas d'autre parole de leur part que:
Médecin, guéris-toi toi-méme. Et ils le saisirent, et ils sortierent vers le flanc de
la montagne. Il n'est guere vraisemblable que leur colére ait été causée par des
paroles sur le Dieu juste opposé au Dieu bon. Car si Notre-Seigneur leur avait
parlé du créateur, et quen retour, ils 'eussent saisi pour le précipiter, pour-
quoi I'évangéliste ne mentionnerait-il pas de semblables réactions en d’autres
endroits?!! | Jerome, Jo. hier. 34— ... et ante resurrectionem, cum eduxissent
eum de Nazareth, ut praecipitarent de supercilio montis, trasivit per medios, id
est elapsus est de manibus eorum Numquid iuxta Marcionem dicere possumus
quod et nativitas eius in phantasmate fuerit, quia contra naturam qui tenebatur
elapsus est?

Though both Ephrem and Jerome mention the contents of certain verses
also attested by Tertullian in their reference to Luke 4:16—30, their comments
on Marcion’s views and interpretation of these events cannot aid in the precise
reconstruction of the wording of his text even as they provide further confir-
mation of the presence of these verses, and the possible abbreviated recount-
ing of the passage, therein.1?

8.4 Luke 4:31

Irenaeus, Haer. 1.27.2—[Jesus] venientem in Iudaeam...| Origen, Ex libro
Origenis in Epistolam ad Titum—quique [including Marcion] neque de virgine

10 In a note Leloir observed, “Par erreur, l'auteur parle de Bethsaide au lieu de Nazareth”
(Commentaire de lévangile concordant, 208n5). Harnack, however, stated that this was
a “Korrektur spéterer Marcioniten, die jede Verbindung Jesu mit Nazareth abschneiden
wollten” (Marcion, 186*). Such a view is possible, though not certain.

11 The translation is that of Leloir (cf. chapter 3, n.19).

12 On the place and importance of Ephrem as a source for Marcion’s theology and biblical
interpretation, cf. Barbara Aland, “Marcion: Versuch einer neuen Interpretation,” zTx 70
(1973): 423m19.
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natum fatentur, sed triginta annorum virum eum apparuisse in Judaea. |
Hippolytus, Haer. 7.31.5-6— . . . 1ddaxe &v Taig quvarywyoals.

In conjunction with the insight into Luke 31 noted above, these three
sources also attest 4:31. Both Irenaeus and Origen refer to Jesus appearing in
Iudaea, though this likely did not appear in the text here and would also dif-
fer from Tertullian’s attestation. Hippolytus may provide some confirmation of
Tertullian apparently referring to the end of the verse with wording closer to
Mark 1:21 than to Luke 4:31.

One final point to make here is that in the discussion of the opening of
Marcion’s Gospel, Harnack also mentioned a comment found in a 7th century
Syriac manuscript preserved in the British Museum (cod. Add. 17215 fol. 30):

Our Lord was not born from a woman, but stole the domain of the Creator
and came down and appeared for the first time between Jerusalem and
Jericho, like a human being in form and image and likeness, but without
our body.!3

Itis not clear, however, that the reference is to the opening of Marcion’s Gospel.
Harnack stated “Woher die Kunde stammt, Jesus sei zuerst zwischen Jerusalem
und Jericho erschienen, habe ich nicht ermitteln konnen.”** Roukema is prob-
ably correct in stating

Most probably this text alludes to the allegory according to which it was
essentially Christ who, disguised as the Samaritan, appeared on the way
from Jerusalem to Jericho.®

Rather problematic, however, is the fact that this parable is elsewhere unat-
tested for Marcion’s text. In addition, though Zahn accepted the tradition as
authentic,'¢ there is some doubt as to whether the fragment actually preserves
a statement of Marcion, and therefore should not be invoked, or at the very
least invoked with extreme caution, for either the opening of Marcion’s Gospel
or the parable of the good Samaritan.'”

13 The translation is taken from Roukema, “The Good Samaritan,” 57.

14 Harnack, Marcion, 185*.

15 Roukema, “The Good Samaritan,” 58.

16 Zahn, “Ein verkanntes Fragment,” 371-77. Cf. also Werner Monselewski, Der barmher-
zige Samariter: Eine auslegungsgeschichtliche Untersuchung zu Lukas 10,25-37 (BGBE 5;
Tiibingen: Mohr [Siebeck], 1967), 19-21.

17 Cf. Roukema, “The Good Samaritan,” 58.
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8.5 Luke 5:33-34

(Pseudo-)Ephrem, An Exposition of the Gospel 64—You cannot order the bride-
groom’s companions to fast, as long as the bridegroom shall be with them. |
Ephrem, Hymns Against Heresies, 47.4—Auch der Fremde...kannte...als
Briutigam jeden Tag (Freude und) Ergotzen—wihrend Johannes in Trauer,
Entsagung und Fasten (lebte).—Nicht konnen die Sohne des Brautgemaches
fasten. Die Leute des Schopfers sind Faster,—der Fremde, der nicht existiert,
ist ein Schlemmer.!8

These two verses are also attested by Tertullian. In Ephrem’s Hymn there
is an allusion to John's disciples fasting, followed by a reference to v. 34 with
the statement that the “sons” of the bridegroom cannot fast. (Pseudo-)Ephrem
also attests this latter verse, though including the reference to the bridegroom
being with them. Both references do not offer insight beyond that found in
Tertullian, though they do offer additional confirmation of the presence of the
passage in Marcion’s text.

8.6 Luke 5:36—37

Ephrem Hymns against Heresies 44.6-7—Nicht tut man neuen Wein in
abgeniitzte Schlduche. Er gab (neue) Sinne—wie (neue) Gebote, neues Ohr—
wie (neues) Gebot. Denn von einem alt gewordnen Ohr—werden neue
Melodien nicht vernommen. Dariiber muss man staunen, dass er (neue)
Gebote gab,—nicht die alten, und dass er (die alten) Glieder gab,—nicht
fremde! Die Sinne, die er heilte,—verkiinden laut von ihm: Auch wenn
neu sind—die Ausspriiche, die er tat, ist er (dennoch) nicht der Fremde! |
Philastrius, Diversarum hereseon liber 45.2—Quid est, inquit [Marcion], quod
in evangelio dicente domino scriptum est: Nemo pannum rudem mittet in vesti-
mentum vetus, neque vinum novum in utres veteres, alioquin rumpuntur utres, et
effunditur vinum? .. . [Luke 6:43 follows]

This parable is also attested by Tertullian, Epiphanius, and the Adamantius
Dialogue. Ephrem attests Luke 5:37 in this hymn against Marcion, though cit-
ing the text in the form of the Matthean parallel.! Philastrius makes refer-
ence to both Luke 5:36, 37, though once again in a form strongly influenced by

18  The translation is that of Beck (cf. chapter 3, n. 27).

19 Beck notes, “Matth., 1X, 17 der Text wie Pe$ u. vs, nut statt des Partizip bdlydta steht der
Relativsatz: da-blay, wahrscheinlich aus metrischen Griinden” (Hymnen Contra Haereses,
156n1).
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Matt 9:16-17. As was the case with the testimony found in the Adamantius
Dialogue it is difficult to evaluate whether pannum rudem here is attesting the
reading apparently found in Tertullian and Epiphanius or simply following
Matthew. Though once again no significant insight can be gained concerning
the wording of Marcion’s Gospel, these further references to this parable
underscore its importance in Marcion’s thought noted in the previous chapter.

8.7 Luke 6:20, 24

Eznik, De deo 405—The law of the Just One is in opposition to the grace of
Jesus... “the latter gives happiness to the poor and woe to the great.”?0

Luke 6:20 is attested by both Tertullian and Epiphanius, with Tertullian
also attesting v. 24. Eznik alludes to both verses in the context of a Marcionite
antithesis contrasting what Jesus did with a reference to the Just One giving
“beatitude to the great (Sir 31:8) and misery to the needy.”?! The reference to
blessing for the aghkatatc’ (poor) and woe to the mecatown (“rich”; Blanchard
and Young translate “great”) confirm the unproblematic testimony of Tertullian.

8.8 Luke 6:43

Origen, Princ. 2.5.4—[with reference to the Marcionites] Sed iterum ad scrip-
turae nos revocant verba, proferentes illam suam famosissimam quaestionem.
Aiunt namque: Scriptum est quia non potest arbor bona malos fructus facere,
neque arbor mala bonos fructus facere; ex fructu enim arbor cognoscitur.?? |
Hippolytus, Haer. 10.19.3—[with reference to the Marcionites] 310 xal Taig
mopaBoais tals edaryyedals ypdvtal, obtwg Aéyovteg: ob ddvatatl dévdpov xaAdv
xapmodg mowpolds Totely xal ta €&, ... | Pseudo-Tertullian, Adversus omnes
haereses, 6.2—Hic ex occasione qua dictum sit: omnis arbor bona bonos fructas

20  The translation of De deo is that of Blanchard and Young (cf. chapter 3, n. 32). A brief,
helpful overview and summary of De deo can be found in Robert P. Casey, “The Armenian
Marcionites and the Diatessaron,” /BL 57 (1938): 186—88. For a helpful overview of and
comments on Eznik’s discussion of Marcion, cf. Wolfgang Hage, “Marcion bei Eznik
von Kolb,” in May, Greschat, and Meiser (eds.), Marcion und seine kirchengeschichtliche
Wirkung, 29-37.

21 DeDeo (trans. and cross-reference Blanchard and Young), 405.

22 The text of De principiis is that of the Koetschau edition (cf. chapter 3, n. 33).
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facit, mala autem malos, .. .23 | Philastrius, Diversarum hereseon liber 45.2—
[Luke 5:36 precedes] ... et iterum: non est arbor bona quae facit malum fructum,
neque arbor mala quae faciat bonum fructum.

This verse is also attested by Tertullian and in the Adamantius Dialogue,
where the challenges of reconstructing the precise wording of Marcion’s
text were already discussed. Worth noting is that in each instance here, the
source offers the order “good tree” followed by “bad tree” with Tertullian and
against the testimony of the Adamantius Dialogue. In addition, the influence
of the Matthean parallels (Matt 7:17-18; 12:33) are readily apparent, in particu-
lar in the varying verbal constructions (e.g., potest facere, dOvatat motelv, and
facit). Nevertheless, none of these sources appear to support the Adamantius
Dialogue’s (one) use of Tpogépw.

8.9 Luke 6:45

Origen, Princ. 2.5.4— ... bonus homo de bono thesauro cordis sui profert bonum,
et malus de malo profert malum.

Origen, along with Tertullian, attests 6:45 for Marcion’s Gospel, as the
Adamantius Dialogue is not referring to Marcion’s text. Shortly after Origen’s
comments invoking the Matthean parallels to Luke 6:43 cited above, Origen
refers to Luke 6:45 as evidenced by the use of cordis and the second half of
the reference.2* Origen also provides a citation of the passage, as opposed to
Tertullian’s allusion, even if it is clearly abbreviated. Harnack did not make
reference to this passage, and it must be admitted that it is not entirely clear if
Origen’s refutation here of Marcion’s interpretation of certain passages is also
attesting the actual reading of Marcion’s text.

810  Luke 7:22

Eznik, De deo 358—“Heal,” he [the Good God and Stranger] said, “their lepers,
and give life to their dead, and open their blind, and make very great healings
as a gift to them, so that the Lord of creatures might see you and be jealous and
raise you on a cross.”

As noted in chapter 4.4.22, Tertullian’s allusion to this verse does not offer
any insight into its actual wording and the reference by Eznik provides only

23 The text of Adversus omnes haereses is that of the Kroymann edition (cf. chapter 3, n. 34).
24  The reading xopdiag avtod is the majority reading, likely influenced by Matt 12:35.
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minimal additional information. Though the words supposedly spoken by “the
Good God and Stranger” make reference to a few of the specific elements of
Luke 7:22, though in a variant order, a reconstruction of the verse beyond the
bare mention of these elements is not possible.

8.1 Luke 7:23

Ephrem, Against Marcion I, xxxix/86— . .. Blessed is he, if he is not offended in
me, ... Blessed is he if he is not offended in me... Blessed is he if he remains
steadfast and is not offended in me.2>

Ephrem cites Luke 7:23 three times in relatively close succession in
a discussion concerning the interaction between Jesus and John, with the
final reference including a singular reading of remaining steadfast. Though
confirming the presence of this verse elsewhere attested by Tertullian
and Epiphanius, the passage does not offer insight into the wording beyond
Epiphanius’s attestation.

8.12 Luke 8:20

Ephrem, Commentary on the Diatessaron 1.9—|a citation of Luke 11:27 pre-
cedes] Marcion dit: Par ces paroles ils le tentaient, pour savoir s'il était vrai-
ment né. Il en serait de méme pour les paroles: Voici que ta mere et les freres
te cherchent.

Is his commentary on the Diatessaron, Ephrem refers to the Marcionite
interpretation of Luke 8:20 as involving a “temptation” on the part of Jesus,
an interpretation also referenced by Tertullian (Marc. 4.19.7). Since Ephrem is
not providing citations of Marcion’s Gospel, he here provides further evidence
for the Marcionite interpretation of this verse, but not for its precise wording.

8.a3 Luke 9:28, 30314, 32, 35

Ephrem, Against Marcion I xxxix/87—But concerning Moses and Elijah who
were found on the mountain in company with 15U, what do they (ie. the
Marcionites) say that they were doing in his presence?; x1/88-89... Or were

they with him to say to him (i.e. to 1SU) ... ; xli/g1—Was it in order to fight that

25 The translation is that of Mitchell, Bevan, and Burkitt (cf. chapter 3, n. 36).
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he went up thither?...did he make war against the Maker or...?...; xlii/g1
And perhaps 15U too shewed them that glory on the mountain in order to incite
Moses, etc., ... ; xlii/92—93. .. against his [the Stranger’s] disciples and against
him [who said], ‘This is my Son and my Beloved, [for] He [the Maker] had
sent only two against them.; xliii/94—95 Again, the Stranger who proclaimed
there, ‘This is my Son and my Beloved, ... seeing that the voice came from the
heaven of the Maker, who is to tell us that he is not the Son of the Maker, in a
case where the voice which came was coming from the heaven of the Maker,
especially when the mountain was the mountain of the Maker, and the cloud
of Moses, etc. belonged to the Maker, and the prophets likewise who were
on the mountain (were the prophets) of the Maker? | Ephrem, Commentary
on the Diatessaron 14.9—Et s'il est un Dieu étranger, comment Moise et Elie
s'entretenaient-ils avec lui?. .. Et lorsqu’on a entendu la voix: Celui-ci est mon
Fils et mon bien-aimé; ecoutez-le, ou donc était le Dieu juste?

In both his work Against Marcion and in his Commentary on the Diatessaron
Ephrem makes reference to Jesus’ encounter with Moses and Elijah in Luke
9.26 Tertullian attests all the verses to which Ephrem refers, and Epiphanius
attests vv. 28, 30—31, and 35. Once again, even though Ephrem provides con-
firmation concerning the presence of certain verses in Marcion’s text, specific
wording is not accessible through Ephrem’s accounts. For instance, though
the references in Ephrem’s Commentary on the Diatessaron are influenced
by the wording of Matt 17:3 (/Luke 9:30) and Mark 9:7 (//Luke 9:35),%” the inter-
action with Marcionite interpretation of the events narrated in these verses
would require their presence in Marcion’s Gospel. The precise wording of Luke
9:35 in Against Marcion is also not reflecting Marcion’s text as the citation here,
as Mitchell, Bevan, and Burkitt note, is the reading “as in syr.C, and often else-
where in Ephraim.”?8

Significantly, though Epiphanius also attests v. 31, Drijvers explicitly appeals
to Ephrem’s writings to argue against Harnack’s view that 9:31 was missing
in Marcion’s Gospel.2® As argued above, in my view, Ephrem thus further

26  Against Marcion contains a particularly interesting, extended interaction with a
Marcionite interpretation of the encounter involving a battle between the Stranger and
the Maker. Cf. HJ.W. Drivers, “Christ as Warrior and Merchant: Aspects of Marcion’s
Christology,” in Papers Presented to the Tenth International Conference on Patristic Studies
held in Oxford 1987: Second Century, Tertullian to Nicaea in the West, Clement of Alexandria
and Origen, Athanasius (ed. Elizabeth A. Livingstone; StPatr 21; Leuven: Peeters, 1989),
73-85.

27  Also noted as such by Leloir, Commentaire de (évangile concordant, 247n2 and ng,
respectively.

28 Mitchell, Bevan, and Burkitt, S. Ephraim’s Prose Refutations, xliinz.

29  Drivers, “Christ as Warrior and Merchant,” 76—77, 82.
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confirms the presence of that part of the verse attested by both Tertullian and
Epiphanius.3°

8.14  Luke 9:60

Clement of Alexandria, Strom. 3.4.25.3—xav gvyxpyowvtal [heretics, including
Marcion] tfj To0 xvpiov Qwvij Aéyovtog 76 PIAimTe- dpeg Todg vexpods Bdat Tovg
EQVTEAY VEXPOUG, a1 O¢ dcorolBet pot, . . .3

This verse is also attested by Tertullian. Clement’s reference to these words
being spoken to Philip is curious as neither Luke, nor the Matthean parallel,
mention Philip. It is not likely that this was drawn from Marcion’s Gospel.32
The citation itself has also been influenced by Matt 8:22 as the verb dxolovbéw
is drawn from there, an influence not found in Tertullian. Up until dxoAotfet pot,
however, the wording and syntax is that of Luke 9:60 and essentially confirms
the wording of Tertullian. The only difference is the word order tobg caxvtév
vexpodg, which was already seen possibly to be the order in Marcion’s Gospel.33

8.5 Luke 10:22

Irenaeus, Haer. 4.61—Hi [including Marcionites?] autem qui peritiores apos-
tolis volunt esse sic describunt: Nemo cognovit patrem nisi filius, nec filium nisi
pater, et cui voluerit filius revelare, . . . | Eznik, De deo 392—So who was that one
who was able to accomplish such great things, if not the Lord of all who said,
“Everything was given to me by my Father”?

Luke 10:22 is also attested by Tertullian and in the Adamantius Dialogue. It
is not entirely certain if Irenaeus is referring to Marcionites or Marcion’s text;
however, the same inversion of “father” and “son” found in Tertullian and in
the Adamantius Dialogue is also found here. In addition, Irenaeus’s cognovit
would support the Adamantius Dialogue’s reading of a perfect verb rather
than Tertullian’s present. It is difficult, however, to ascertain how much weight
should be given to the verb tense here. Eznik attests only the verse opening,

30  Cf. the discussion in chapters 4.4.35 and 6.4.21.

31 The text of the Stromata is that of the Stéhlin, Friichtel, and Treu edition (cf. chapter 3,
n. 43).

32 Harnack was slightly less committal: “Ob sie [the Marcionites] ihn [the saying] an
Philippus gerichtet bezeichnet haben, ist nicht sicher” (Marcion, 204*).

33 Contra Tertullian (cf. chapter 4.4.37).
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essentially agreeing with the attestation of Tertullian, though including the
possessive pronoun at the end of the phrase (hawre imme). Here also it is ques-
tionable whether Eznik can provide actual insight concerning the exact text of
Marcion’s Gospel and so some uncertainty concerning precise readings in this
verse remains.

816  Luke 3

Origen, Fragment 180—¢mnel 3¢ oi dmd Mapxiwvog Eovat ™y A&y oltwg Tov
8pTov gov TV Emtovatov Sidov Nuiv To kb’ Nuépav.34

Where Origen and Tertullian overlap in their attestation of this verse, they
agree. At the same time, however, though it is possible that tév dptov gov lies
behind Tertullian’s question in Marc. 4.26.4, it cannot be reconstructed from
Tertullian’s reference. In general, given Origen’s attention to textual details,
including the fact that he drew explicit attention to the two different forms
of the prayer found in Matthew and Luke in his own discussion of the Lord’s
Prayer (Or. 18.2),3% it may very well be the case that he saw this reading in a
copy of Marcion’s Gospel.

8.17 Luke 11:27

Ephrem, Commentary on the Diatessaron 11.9—Bienheureux le sein qui t'a
porté et les mamelles qui tont allaité. Marcion dit: Par ces paroles ils le ten-
taient, pour savoir s'il était vraiment né [a citation of Luke 8:20 follows].

Ephrem’s reference to Luke 8:20 was noted above. Immediately prior to that
reference he referred to Marcion’s interpretation of Luke 11:27. Ephrem simply
provides further attestation for Marcion’s use of part of this verse also refer-
enced by Tertullian.

34  The text of the fragment is that of the Rauer edition (cf. chapter 3, n. 47). Elements of the
following comments are also found in Roth, “Text of the Lord’s Prayer,” 60.

35  Origen explicitly noted: &yovat 8¢ ai Aé&etg o0 uév Matbaiov tdv tpdmov Tobrov: mtep Hudv
6 &v Tolg odpavols, drytaa®tw T6 dvoud cou- EAGETw 1) Bactleior gov- yevnbntw 10 BéAnud gov
@G €v obpav® xai €ml ThS YHg: ToV dpTov MUY Tov Emtodatov 3o¢ Nulv anpepov- xal deg Nulv
o SQEM T NUGY, OGS xal NeETS dpreapey Tolg dpetAéTalg NuAY- xal () eloevéyxys NUAs elg
TELPATUSY, GMG POt Nuds drd Tod TTovnpod, Tod 3¢ Aouxd oltws: mdTep, dytaadtw o Svoud
gou- EABéTw 1) BaatAeia gou- ToV dpTov NudY TOV Emtotatov Sidov v To xad’ Nuépav- xal deeg
Mulv Tag apaptiog M@V, xal yap adtol dpiepey mavtl 7@ dpeilovtt Nutv- xal u) eloevéyxys Nds
netpaapudy (the text is that of the Paul Koetschau edition Origenes Werke: Zweiter Band:
Buch v—vi1 Gegen Celsus, Die Schrift vom Gebet [GCs 3; Leipzig: J.C. Hinrichs, 1899]).
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818  Luke18:ag

Origen, Princ. 2.5.1, 4—. .. nemo bonus praeter unum sit deum patrem. .. nemo
bonus nisi unus deus pater, .. .| Hippolytus, Haer. 7.31.6—xal &g a0tog [Jesus]
bpohoYel <Aéywv> Ti pe Aéyete dyabdy; el<g> éotv dyabés.

This verse is also attested by Tertullian, Epiphanius, and in the Adamantius
Dialogue. Origen twice refers to the verse as used by heretics in an attempt to
distinguish the good God and Father of Jesus from the God of the world, rather
clearly a reference to Marcion’s teaching.36 The two citations by Origen vary
slightly, though in both instances they are closer to the syntax of Tertullian
and the Adamantius Dialogue. It is also noteworthy that pater, as attested in
Epiphanius and in the Adamantius Dialogue, is also attested here. Hippolytus,
on the other hand, attests a singular reading Aéyete (according to IGNTP),
apparently influenced by Matt 19:17. It is unlikely that this wording is reflecting
Marcion’s text even as a fifth attestation to the passage underscores its impor-
tance for Marcion.

819  Luke 2215

Eznik, De deo 415—And concerning the Pasch he said to his disciples: “I desire
strongly to eat this Pasch with you.”

The testimony of Tertullian and Epiphanius already revealed a high ver-
batim agreement concerning the wording of this verse, which is further con-
firmed by Eznik. The inclusion of the demonstrative pronoun in “this Passover”
agrees with Epiphanius. Since the omission by Tertullian may have been due to
his own hand the likelihood is slightly higher that it was present in Marcion’s
Gospel.

8.20  Luke 23:34a

Ephrem, Commentary on the Diatessaron 21.3—Et si l'on pretend que c'est le
pere du dieu étranger qui a amené les ténebres, on peut objecter quelles ne
sont pas de son domaine et que, si elles en étaient, il ne les aurait pas amenées,

36  Lieu refers to the second citation, and though perhaps technically correct in stating that
the passage refers “to anonymous heretics who cite the saying of Jesus” (“Marcion and the
Synoptic Problem,” 736), little speculation is involved in positing that Marcion and his
followers are addressed in this section of De principis.
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d’abord parce qu'il est bienfaisant et ensuite parce que le Seigneur a dit:
Pardonnez-leur, parce qu'ils ne savent pas ce qu'ils font.

Though elements of v. 34 are attested by Tertullian and Epiphanius, v. 34a is
only alluded to here. Harnack contended that

der Vers ist hochst wahrscheinlich von M. hinzugesetzt und eingedrun-
gen in [Harnack lists various manuscripts attesting the reading]. Daf3 es,
obgleich urspriinglich, getilgt worden, ist ganz undenkbar.3”

It appears that two questionable judgments are presented here. First, as Tsutsui
already noted, the suggestion that Marcion inserted this verse is unlikely. He
then goes on to suggest that v. 34a was not present in the copies of Marcion’s
Gospel available to Tertullian and Epiphanius, but that it later found its way
into Marcion’s text through the influence of other manuscripts containing the
element.38 Second, it is important to note that the element is simply unat-
tested by Tertullian and Epiphanius and that their silence is not evidence for
its omission. The, according to Harnack, “unthinkable” omission of v. 34a is not
actually attested by any source. It is possible that different copies of Marcion’s
Gospel contained different readings, but it is also possible that Ephrem’s com-
ment here is simply a constructed argument not actually reflecting a reading
in Marcion’s text. It is perhaps best simply to note the possibility that Ephrem
attests v. 34a and that it is unattested by Tertullian and Epiphanius.3?

37 Harnack, Marcion, 236*.

38 Cf. Tsutsui, “Evangelium,” 125-26. For further discussion of v.34a, cf. Joél Delobel, “Luke
23:34a: A Perpetual Text-Critical Crux?” in Sayings of Jesus: Canonical and Non-Canonical:
Essays in Honour of Tjitze Baarda (ed. William L. Petersen, Johan S. Vos, and Henk J. De
Jonge; NovTSup 84; Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1997), 25-36 and Eubank, “A Disconcerting Prayer,”
521-36.

39 It certainly seems too bold to claim “Marcion’s Luke...include[s] the prayer in Luke’s
Gospel” and to use this claim to contend that therefore a written source for the verse, “if
not original to Luke must be at least early second century, prior to Marcion’s Luke (ca.
140 C.E.)” (Kim Haines-Eitzen, Guardians of Letters: Literacy, Power, and the Transmitters
of Early Christian Literature [ Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000], 120). Haines-Eitzen’s
view may, of course, ultimately be correct concerning the reading and its source; however,
considerable nuance should be present if Marcion’s Gospel is to be employed as evidence
in the argument. For instance, though Haines-Eitzen also refers to Blackman, Marcion
and His Influence, 50 as support for the reading in Marcion, on this page Blackman only
makes reference to Harnack’s view. Blackman himself is more cautious, listing 23:34a
as a passage that should be reckoned “with less probability” to “a small class of tenden-
tious alterations by Marcion which crept into the Old Latin tradition at certain points”
(Marcion and His Influence, 60).
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8.21 Luke 23:44—45

Ephrem, Commentary on the Diatessaron 21.3—S'il [ Jesus] avait été fils du dieu
étranger, le soleil n'aurait pas été enténébré lorsque le Seigneur fut élevé sur sa
croix, . .. | Eznik, De deo 358—And the Lord of creatures having become angry,
in his anger he rent his robe and the curtain of his temple. And he darkened his
son, and he clothed his world in umber.

Both of these verses are attested by Tertullian, and v. 45 by Epiphanius.
Ephrem and Eznik interact with Marcionite interpretation of the verses and in
so doing provide additional attestation for elements referenced and alluded to
by Tertullian and Epiphanius, e.g., the darkness over the land, darkening of the
sun, and the tearing of the temple curtain.*® Casey contended that Eznik, due
to the reference to the tearing of “his robe [i.e., the high priest’s robe] and the
curtain of his temple,” is drawing on the Diatessaron.*! Regardless of whether
one finds this view convincing in terms of the use of the Diatessaron, it is
unlikely that a reference to a robe being torn was in Marcion’s Gospel.

8.22  Luke 24:42—43

Eznik, De deo 407— ... So too, those ones will not eat fish now, but there in the
resurrection, just as he too after his resurrection ate the fish which he found
among the fisherman.

The content of these verses are attested only by Eznik.4? In the context of a
discussing involving the eating of fish by Marcionites, Eznik offers an allusion
to ix00og in v. 42 and €payev in v. 43. The reference to the fish being “found
among the fisherman” is unlikely to reflect any specific reading in Marcion’s
Gospel.43

40  E.g, Casey already noted “Eznik’s text xawarecaw zaregakn implies the reading éoxotiofy
6 fidtog in agreement with the Diatessaron and Marcion’s Luke” (“Armenian Marcionites,”
192n7).

41 Ibid., 192.

42 Zahn argued, “Aus dem Schweigen Tr’s iiber wirkliches Essen folgt wohl, daf§ 42 un. 43
fehlten” (Geschichte, 2:495). Apart from the problematic use of an argument from silence,
Harnack rejected this view with the question “Aber was soll v. 41 fiir sich allein bedeuten?”
(Marcion, 240*) before referring to Eznik’s attestation of the verses.

43 Interestingly, such a reference seems to fit the circumstances of John 21:12-13 better than
the context of Luke 24.



CHAPTER 9

The Reconstruction of Marcion’s Gospel

The preceding chapters four through eight have analyzed every verse from
Marcion’s Gospel attested by the sources. In these chapters, the attempt was
made to present all the relevant issues for gaining insight into Marcion’s text,
though admittedly the analysis offered in these discussions has not yet been
distilled into readily accessible conclusions concerning the text of Marcion’s
Gospel. It is to this task that I now turn in the present chapter. Of consider-
able importance is the observation that numerous readings in the verses
reconstructed below differ to varying degrees from Harnack’s reconstruction,
and several verses for which the sources are silent and that Harnack indicated
were omitted in Marcion’s Gospel are here more appropriately identified as
unattested.! These differences are due to my attempt to present the data found
in the tables in chapter two more accurately than has been done previously
and thus to reflect Marcion’s text more precisely. At the same time, however,
this increased accuracy, though important, is not the most significant contri-
bution in the following reconstruction. Rather, since perhaps the most pro-
nounced weaknesses of all previous reconstructions, including Harnack’s, is
the lack of distinction between various levels of certainty for attested read-
ings, the following reconstruction clearly reveals the attempt to indicate what
level of confidence can be assigned to any particular reading for Marcion’s text.
Therefore, even when the wording of this reconstruction agrees with that of
Harnack’s, the ability to see an assessment of the relative confidence that one
can place in a specific reading seeks to provide significantly more helpful
insight into Marcion’s Gospel. Though such assessment necessarily involves
some level of subjectivity in terms of how one evaluates not only the testimony
of a particular source but also the attestation of readings in the NT manuscript
tradition, at the very least the more contentions elements of reconstruction
should be clear. In order to accomplish the goal of greater clarity and nuance,
the following markers have been used in the reconstruction:

1. Text that is set in bold reveals secure readings confirmed both by
the methodological consideration of citation habit and attestation in the
extant manuscript tradition. In addition, when a reading in Marcion’s

1 Verses that Harnack indicated were omitted that are in reality unattested include Luke 5:39;

22:43; 24:12; and 24:40.
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text is attested by multiple sources or is the unanimous reading of the
extant manuscript tradition, it is generally treated as secure. The highest
level of confidence can be ascribed to these readings or only to the words
utilized, if the word order is unclear (cf. point 6).

2. Textin bold italics reveals very likely readings where an author’s citation
habit provides confirmation of the reading, but either corroboratory evi-
dence from the manuscript tradition is lacking or some uncertainty arises
due to a source providing only an adaptation or allusion to the passage.?
Alternatively, a reading can be very likely when the manuscript tradition
is essentially uniform or a group of witnesses clearly attest a reading,
even if an author’s citation habits do not provide significant insight into
the verse.

3. Text set in regular type reveals probable readings where citation habits,
explicit statements in a source, or the manuscript tradition have pro-
vided some, but not determinative, evidence for a reading.® In addition,
some allusions of relatively unproblematic elements in verses are
included here. Only slight confidence can be placed in these readings
having been those of Marcion’s text.

4.  Text set in italics reveals possible readings that are attested by a source,
though ultimately no confidence can be placed in these readings being
found in Marcion’s text.

5. Italic text set in (parentheses) reveals those instances where a source
attests certain elements from verses, but where, despite some allusion to
the reading, precise wording is not attested. Some elements that are
attested with variant wording in different sources and where a decision
between the two is not possible are also placed in parentheses.

6.  Text set in {curly brackets} is attested text where the word order for
Marcion’s text is uncertain. The words set inside these brackets, however,
may reflect any of the levels of confidence discussed above. In other

2 It may also be the case that a source’s citation habit tends to confirm a reading other than
the one attested by that author. In such cases the negative evidence cannot create a reading
evaluated as “secure” and thus will never be more than “very likely”

3 Concerning this latter point, e.g., in chapter 5.51 it was noted that in Luke 12:14 Tertullian’s
iudicem could be rendering either xpttiv or dicaotiv and that the NA27 apparatus reflects this
fact. Given, however, that the former is the reading of both early and varied witnesses such
as P75, 8, B, and D it seems slightly more likely that this reading was also found in Marcion’s
text. Thus, T have considered Tertullian’s iudicem to be “probably” instead of simply “possibly”
rendering xptv. Consonant with the explanations of these levels of confidence in the main
text above, I would argue that the manuscript tradition offers slight confidence instead of no
confidence for xpitv having appeared in Marcion’s Gospel.
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words, it may be secure, very likely, probable, or possible that certain words
appeared in Marcion’s text even if their order cannot be determined.

7. Ellipses are used to indicate unattested elements in the verses and com-
ments made on readings within a verse are placed in [brackets].#

In the following reconstruction of Marcion’s Gospel according to the sources,
as has been the case throughout this volume, the chapter and verse numbers
follow that of canonical Luke. Following the reference, italicized cross-refer-
ences to the chapter and section of this monograph where a verse or pericope
is discussed are provided within [brackets].

11-2:52 [ 6.4.1; 8.1]—Not Present

31 [57 6.4.1 7.4.1; 8.2]—=&v 1@ {&ter mevrexadexdtw} s pyeuoviag TiRepiov
Kaioapog mt tédv xpdvwv Iovtiov ITiddTov . ..

3:2—20—Unattested [though indirectly attested as not present]3

3:21-4:13 [4.4.2; 6.4.1]—Not Present

414—-15—Unattested

4:31 (5.3, 7.4.1; 8.4]— .. . xatHAlev [épdvy) may have appeared in the Antitheses]
elg Kagpapvaodp moAw tig Todhaias, . . . v Stddoxwy . . . &v Tf) cuvarywyT).

4:32 [4.4.1]— . .. éEemMooovTo 6¢ mdvtes émt ) oy adtod, St év EEovaia v &
Adyog adTov.

4:33— Unattested

4:34 [4.4.2]— ... Ti iy xat oof 'Inood [Nalepyvé may not have been present];
NAOeg dmoréoan pds; oida [oe likely present] tig €, 6 &ytog o0 Beod.
4:35 [5.4]—. . . émetiunoey adtd ¢ Tyools . ..

416 [5.2; 8.3]— ... Naupéh ...

417—22—Unattested [and possibly not present]

4:23 [5.2; 8.3]— . . . ({atpé, depdmevaoy gequTdy). ..

4:24—26—Unattested

[4:27 is found below before 17:14]

4:28—Unattested

4:29 [5.2; 8.3]— ... eE&Bakov adTéV . . . yoryov adTov Ewg dpplog Tob Bpoug. ..

4 Unattested elements within a verse include those elements that may be unattested due to
simple omission by a source. Even though there may therefore be grounds for positing that
some of those elements were present in Marcion’s text, doing so would involve a, in my esti-
mation, precarious “drawing conclusions from silence”; nevertheless, citation habits and the
manuscript evidence may occasionally allow a bracketed comment drawing attention to
the likely presence or absence of an unattested element.

5 Cf. chapter 3, n. 67.
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4:30 [5.2; 8.3]— ... dd pégov adTAY €mopedeTo.
4:36—39—Unattested
4:40 [5.5]— ... 7ag yeipas émtidels é9epdmevey avrols.

4:41 [5.5]—2E&pyovro [ 8¢ xai likely present] dauudviat . . . xpavydlovra ... . ab &l 6 vids
o0 9eo0d. [xai likely present] émitipdv (odx eler adta Aadety) . ..

4:42 [5.6]— . .. émopeddy el Eoqpov . . . of 8yAot . .. xaTelyov aUTV . ..
4:43 [5.6]— ... {0¢el ue xai tais étépais méeaty edayyedicacdar} mjv BactAsiay od
deod. ..

4:44—Unattested

51— Unattested

52 [5.7]—... (ol adil) ...

5:4—8—Unattested

59 [5.7]—0dapPog (yap meptéoyev) adtov. . . emi 7 dypa T@v (yFwy . ..

510 [5.7]—...viovs ZeBedaiov ... (td Ziuww)... (elnev mpos tov Ziuwva)...un
@oBod, amé tof viv yap dvdpdmovs Eoy Lwypdv.

511 [4.4.3]— ... mAola . . . GQEVTES . . . ixohovEn ooy adTR.

512 [5.8 6.4.3]— ... Aémpag . ..

513 [5.8 6.4.3]—...Mpato... (Aéywy: 0w, xaSapicdyt xal e0déws 3 Aémpa
anjAdev an’ aitod).

514 [5.8 6.4.3]—...aneAbwv Seifov oeautdv T@ iepel xal mpogéveyxe 10 d@pov
mept ol xardaptopod gov xadig [6 attested by Tertullian likely is not Marcion’s
reading] mpocétakey Mwicf, {iva 1) els paptiptov todro Duiv}.

5:15-16—Unattested

517 [5.9]—[Attested but no insight into wording can be gained]

518 [5.9]— . .. (&vdpwmov 8¢ v mapadedvpuévos) . ...

5:19—Unattested

5:20 [4.4.4]—[Attested but no insight into wording can be gained]

5:21 [4.4.4]— ... Tig [Sdvaran likely present] {dqelvar apapriog} i puy) pévos 6 fed.

5:22—23— Unattested

5:24 [5.9; 6.4.4]—{iva 8¢ eidyre St éouaiav Eyet 6 vidg Tod dvlpwmou dgrévan
apopriog émi tis yiish . . . éyetpe xai dpov Tév xpdfartéy oou. ..

5:25—Unattested

5:26 [5.9]— ... (el8ouey mapddola orjuepov).

5:27 [5.10]— ... teAdvyy . .. (elrev adt- dxodobSet pot)

5:28—29—Unattested

5:30 [5.70]—. .. peTd TV TEAwvdY (xal auapTwldy). . .

5:31 [4.4.5]— . .. o0 Xpelav Exovaty ot \ytaivovteg lotpod AN of xoxdds ExovTes.
5:32— Unattested

5:33 [5.11; 8.5]— ... of uadnrai Twdvvov vyaredovary muxva xal derjoets motodvral . . .

(ol 9¢ gol) Exdiovary xal mivovary.
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5:34 [5.11; 8.5]—wuy Svvavrar vyatedey of viol ol vuupdvos, ép’ doov {uer’ avt@v
Tty 0 viupLos}.

5:35 [5.11]— . .. 8ray dmapdyj dm’ adtdv 6 viuguos . . . vyoreboovaty . . .

5:36—38 [4.4.6; 6.4.5; 7.4.2; 8.6]—[This parable is attested in multiple sources;
however, the precise wording can no longer be reconstructed. It is likely that
6 olvog was discussed before 16 £nifAnue and the Matthean énifAnpa pdxoug
dyvdgou may have been present in Marcion’s text. The attestation of v. 38 is

uncertain|

5:39— Unattested

6:1 [5.12]—...év caffdtw. .. éneivagay of uadytal, Aoy Tods aTayvag YwyovTes
Tatls yepoiv.

6:2 [512]—...7dv Paptoaiwy ... [That the Pharisees voiced an objection is
clear but no precise wording can be reconstructed].

6:3 [5.12; 6.4.6]— . .. 000€ ToiT0 AVEYVwTE, Tl Emoinae Aawid . ..

6:4 [5.12; 6.4.6]—[an opening conjunction or interrogative particle is unat-
tested] elojAdev elg Tov ofxov To0 Ye0d . . . Tovs &prous Tis mpodéews ...

6:5 [4.4.7; 6.4.7]—[The location of this verse here or after Luke 6:9 is uncer-
tain]. .. x0pids oty 6 vids Tod dvdpwmov xat Tod gerBBdTov.

6:6 [5.13]— ... xelp... &ypd.

6:7 [5.13]—mapemnpodvto. . . of Papioaior (ef &v @) cafBdrw Iepancie, va elpwary
xatyyopely aitod).

6:8 [7.4.3]—[Attestation uncertain]

6:9 [5.13]— .. . &eory tois odfBacty dyaomotfoar 1 wif; Yuyy cdoar jj dmodéoat;
6:10-11—Unattested

612 [5.14]— . .. dvéPy eis 70 8pos . . . ravuxTepelwy Ev T} TTPOTEYY . . .

6:13 [5.14]— ... éxAelduevos . .. Sbdexa . . . dmootéAovg . . .

6114 [5.14] —Ziuwver . . . wvéuacey Ilétpov . ..

6:15—Unattested

6:16 [5.14;, 6.4.8]— ... Tov8av [ Toxapiityy or Toxaptwd] &g Eyévero mpoddtyg.

617 [5.15; 6.4.8]— ... xatéBy &v avtoig... mAfjfos. .. and (mdoys mijs Tovdalag xai
Tepovaadnu xai . .. ) Topov (xai Ziddvog) xai Tijs mepalas.

6:18—Unattested

6:19 [6.4.9]—xal wag 6 &xhog édjrer dmrecdat adtod. ..

6:20 [4.4.8; 6.4.9; 8.7]—xal altos emdpag Tovg d@OaApols adtod . .. paxdptot of
mTwyol, 8Tt adtdy éativ 1) Bactieio tod Beod.

6:21 [4.4.9]—paxdplot ol TEWAVTES... 8Tl yoptacdoovrar.  paxdpiol ot
xAalovtes. . . 8t yeddoovow.

6:22 [4.4.10|—paxdprol Eate tav {utaroovary Ods} ot dvlpwamot . . . xal dvetdicovary
xal éxfBadovary T dvopa DGV wg Tovnpov Evexa tod vied Tod dvlpwmov.
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6:23 [4.4.77; 6.4.10]— . . . xatd [tardter or Tt atdTet| Emvolovy Tl TPOPNTALS Ol TATEPES
adTv.

6:24 [5.16; 8.7]—[m\v was likely present] ovai [Ouiv was likely present] Toig
TAoUaiolg, 8Tt ATMEYETE TNV TTAPAXAYTLY DUAV.

6:25 [4.4.12]—odai [Opiv may have been present] of umenAnauévor [viv likely not
present], 8t wetvdoete. odal [Opv may have been present] of yeAdvres viv, 6t
mevdjoete xal xAaioere.

6:26 [5.17]—odai [buiv may have been present] drav {duds xadds sirwory}
[mavteg may not have been present] of dvSpwmor- xata Tadta [ydp may have
been present] émolovy xai Tols Pevdompoprtars ol TaTEPES AVTOV.

6:27 [4.4.13; 7.4.4]—0Ma& Oiv Aéyw Tolg dxodovaty- dyamdte Tovg €xOpods UGV . ..

6:28 [4.4.13; 7.4.4]—€bAoyeite ToU¢ ptgolvras Uuds xal mpooelyeade mepl TAV
gnnpeadévrwy HUas.

6:29 [4.4.14; 7.4.5]— . . . (v araydva) mdpeye xal TV &MV . .. {(dro tod) alpovtdg
(oov) TOV XITAVE dpes adTd xatl TO IRATIOV}.

6:30a [4.4.15]—mavti. .. aitobvri oe 8idov . .. [6:30b is unattested |

6:31 [4.4.16]—xal xabog {Oplv yiverdar 6élete} mapa [t6v may have been pres-
ent] avdpwmwy, oltws xal Juels moteite adtors.

6:32—33— Unattested

6:34a [5.18]—xai éav Savioyte map’ dv éAnilete ucls dmodaBely, mola {ydpts éotiv
Uuiv} ... [6:34b is unattested]

[6:35a is unattested] 6:35b [5.19]— . .. xai éreade viol e0l, STt adTés ypyoTds Eorty
entl Tovs dyaplarovs xal movypols.

6:36 [5.20]—Yiveode [odv likely not present] olxtippoves, xabwg [xal may not
have been present] 6 mortyp V&V @xretpey Huds.

6:37 [4.4.177]—[xal likely not present] uy xpivere, fva py) xprijre- [xai likely not
present] uy) xaradixdlets, iva us xaradixacdijre: dmohdete, kol droivdoeote.

6:38 [5.21; 7.4.6]—0idote xai Sodjoerar Uiy uétpov xaAdv, memisouévov xal
[oecodevpévoy may have been present] dmepexyvvvduevoy dwoovary el Tov
x6Amov Vu@Y 16 . . . abtQ {uétow @ petpeite} dvriuetpydjoerar Yuiv.

6:39 [4.4.18]—[Attested but no insight into wording can be gained]

6:40 [4.4.19]—obx Eatty padn g Uep tov Stddioxarov [adtod likely not present] . ..

6:41 [5.22]—[ Attested but no insight into wording can be gained]

6:42 [5.22]—[ Attested but no insight into wording can be gained]

6:43 [4.4.20; 7.4.7; 8.8]—[Variously attested and thus rendering the precise
wording obscure. It is likely that the order of the elements was 3év3pov xoAdv
followed by dévdpov oampéy, and it is clear that the references to the impossi-
bility of these trees bearing bad or good fruit, respectively, was present. The
verb most likely used is motéw. |
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6:44—Unattested

6:45 [5.23; 7.4.8; 8.9]—0 dyados dvIpwmog éx ol dyadol Syoavpod Tijs xepdiag adtod
TPOPEPEL TO dyarddv, xall 6 ToVypos €x Tol ToVyPod TPoPEPEL TO TTOVYPGY.

6:46 [5.24]—7( [3¢ may have been present, pe likely present] xalefre: xdpte,
xUpte, xal 00 motelte & Aéyw;

6:47—49— Unattested

71— Unattested

7:2 [4.4.21]—[ Tertullian indicates that the account involves a centurion]

7:3—8—Unattested

7:9 [4.4.21; 6.4.11]— ... Aéyw [3¢ likely not present] Ouiv, rocadtyy wiotv 003E év
@ TopajA e0pov.

7:10-11— Unattested

712 [5.25]—[Attested but no insight into wording can be gained]

7:13— Unattested

714 [5.25]—[Attested but no insight into wording can be gained]

715 [5.25]—[Attested but no insight into wording can be gained]

716 [5.25]—...é56%alov tév 9edv...[8tu likely present] {uéyas mpoprtys}
eynyeptar &v nuiv xal [6tt likely present] émeoxéaro 6 deds Tov Aady avrov.

717—Unattested

718 [4.4.22]—  Attested but no insight into wording can be gained]

719 [4.4.22; 7.4.9]— . . . o0 €1 & Epydpevos, 1) &Nhov mpoodoxduey;

7:20 [4.4.22]—[ Attested but no insight into wording can be gained]

7:21— Unattested

7:22 [4.4.22; 810]—...(Tvplol dvafrémovary, ywlol mepimatolary). .. (vexpol
eyelpovrar) . ..
7:23 [4.4.22; 6.4.12; 8&11]— ... podptds [éotiv may have been present] 8¢ 0d

axavdahodf) év éuol. [the verse may have had a textual alteration so as to
make explicit that it is referring to John the Baptist being scandalized]

7:24 [5.26]— ... mept Twdvvov- ti EEnASarte {Sedoacdar eis Ty Eoyuov}; . ..

7:25—Unattested

7:26 [4.4.23]— ... mpo@HTYY; val . . . xal TEPITTETEPOV.

7:27 [4.4.24; 6.4.13; 7.4.10]—o00t0¢ €ott epl 00 yéypamtar o dmooTéMw TdV
SryyeEAOV [ov TIPS TPOTWTOV 0oV, 8§ KATATKEVATEL TV 636V gou [Eumpoabév
oov is unattested by Tertullian but is attested in the Adamantius Dialogue;
Marcion’s reading is uncertain].

7:28 [4.4.25]— ... pellwy (év yevwyrois) yuvaudv Twdvou (ovdels éotiv)- (6 0¢
uixpdtepos év 7 Bactdelq tob Seol peilwy abtod éotiv).

7:29—35— Unattested

7:36 [6.4.14]— . . . xaul eloehdvv eig 0V olxov ToD Papioaiov xarexAidy.

7:37 [5.27; 6.4.14]— ... YuW] . . . AUAPTWALS . ...
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7:38 [5.27; 6.4.14]— . .. oTdoa émiow mapet Todg médas . . . {tols Sdpuot EPpeke . . . Tals
BpiElv. .. eEépaoaey .. . xateqilet Todg médas . . . HAewpeyv. .. }

7:39—43— Unattested

7:44 [6.4.15]— . . . €Bpe&ev Tovg Médag pov . ..

7:45 [6.4.15]— . . . xatagrodoa . . .

7:46 [6.4.15]— ... fAewpe.. ..

7:47 | 5.27]—][ Attested but no insight into wording can be gained]

7:48 [5.27]—[Attested but no insight into wording can be gained]

7:49—Unattested

7:50 [5.27]— ... 5 mioTig cov céowxéy oe . . .

81—Unattested

8:2 [5.28]—...yvvalxes. ..

8:3 [5.28]—...ywj... émrpdmov Hpwdov ... altives xal dtyxdévovy adtd Amod T@V
Urrapy vty adTAlS.

8:4 [5.29]—. .. 318 mapaforis.

8:5—7—Unattested

8:8 [5.29]— ... 0 &wv dta dxovétw.

8:9—15—Unattested

816 [5.30]—(0U0¢l5) ... AMoyvov . .. xaAVTTEL. ..

8117 [4.4.26]— ... XPUTITOV . .. QaVEPOV YeVioeTal . . .

818 [4.4.27]—PMémete. .. midg dxovete: 8¢ { ... av} &y Sobnoetar adtd- [d¢ likely
not present, though xai may have been present] 8¢ &v uy €y, xat & doxef Eyety
Gpbnoetat am’ adtod.

8:19 [6.4.16]—Not Present

8:20 [4.4.28; 6.4.16; 8.12]—{dmyyyéAw. . . abt@} 5 wjtyp cov xal of adeAgpol cov {#w
gojxaaty (0eiy S$EAoVTES oe}.

8:21 [4.4.29|—is uot pjnp xai tives uot adeApol, el ) ot Tovg Adyous pov dxovovTeg
ol wotodvTeg adTONE.

8:22 [5.31]—... 0téASwpuev eig 70 wépav . . .

8:23 [5.31; 6.4.177]—mAedvtwv [3¢ likely present] adtév dpidmvwoev... (Aaiday
aAvEuou Elg TV Aluvpy) . ...

8:24 [5.31; 6.4.177]— . .. 0 9¢ EyepIeis émetiuyoe Té avéuw xal T Saldoay) . ..

8:25 [5.31]— ... Tls 0¢ 0tds éorry, 6¢ [wal may have been present] ofs dvéuors {xai
) Saddaoy émrdooet};

8:26—Unattested

8:27 [5.32]—...avijp...daudvia. ..

8:28 [5.32]— ... Tyood vié o0 Seob . . . wij ue Bacavioys.
8:29—Unattested
8:30 [5.32; 7.4.11]— ... Tl ool {otiv Svopal}; 6 8¢ elme- Aeyedv . .. {Saupdvio ToIG} . . .

8:31 [5.32] — ... mapexddovv ... gig Ty dfBvoaov. ..
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8:32 [5.32]— ... (émétpepey avrols).

8:33—42a— Unattested

8:42b [6.4.18]— ... [éyéveto 3¢ év 1) OmAyew adtodg may not have been drawn
from this verse] {guvénviyov adTév ol yAot}

8:43 [5.33; 6.4.18]— ... yuw) 5 (odoa év pioer alluaros) ...

¢

8:44 [5.33 6.418]— ... Hato... 00 inatiov adtod... (érmy § plors 00 aluaros
aurs).

8:45 [5.33; 6.4.18]—xal elmev 6 xUpids Tig pov paro of uadyral [perhaps Marcion
read ITétpog xat ol abv adT®?] (émtardra, of Gylot quvéyouaty oe xal dmodAiBovary;)

8:46 [5.33 6.4.18]—...Hhatd pol T xal {ydp Eyvewv Shvapw éEerbodoav dm’

gpod}.
8:47—Unattested
8:48 [5.33]— ... 1) mloTis gov déowxév o . ...

8:49—56—Unattested

9:1 [7.4.12]—ovyxadeoduevos G¢ Tobs dddexa, Edwxev avtols Govauty xal ééovaiay énl
Tyt Tat dauudvia xal véaous Sepamedety.

9:2 [5.34; 7.4.12]—xal dméotethev avtods xypdooey v Boactieiav tod Ogod xal
{aa0at.

9:3 [5.34; 7.4.13] —[Attested but no insight into wording can be gained]

9:4—Unattested

9:5 [5.34] ... uy dééwyvrar [Opds likely present] ... {tdv xovioptdy dmd tdv moddy
[Opdv likely present] drotivdéare} els paptiptov. ..

9:6 [7.4.14]—¢&&epydpevol 8¢ djpyovto xata méAels xal xduag edoryyeMbpevol xal
Bepamedovteg movTayod.

9:7 [5.35]— ... Hpadys ... o Tivewy (8t) Twavvys (§yépdn éx vexpdv).
9:8 [5.35]—vmé tvawy... HAlag ... Mwv. .. (8tt) mpopritys €lg tdv dpyalwy
(avéory).

9:9-11—Unattested

912 [5.36]—...&véprjuw. ..

913 [5.36]— ... dpTot ... xal iySles ...

9114 [5.36]— ... {dvdpes mevtanetoyidiot} . ..
9a5—Unattested

916 [6.4.19; 7.4.15]— . . . avaBA&pag el TOV 0Vpavoy ebASynaey ér’ adrols. ..
9117 [5.36]— ... 16 meplogedoay. ..
918 [7.4.16]— . . . Tivat e Aéyovary of dvdpwror, TOV viov T00 dvIpwmov;

919 [7.4.16]— (ol 6¢ dmoxptévtes eimav) Twdvwyy oV Bamtiotiy, dMot 3¢ "HAlav,
8ot 3g 8Tt TPoPNTYS TIG TAV dpyaiwy dvEaTy.

9:20 [5.37; 7.4.16]—7Uuels 8¢ tiva. .. ; {dmoxpiSeis 0¢ Ilétpog} elme- ab €l & Xplotdg
[a reference to Christ being “of God” or “Son of the living God” may have
been missing]
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9:21 [5.37]— . . . mapyyyetdey uydevi Aéyew TodTo.

9:22 [4.4.30; 6.4.20; 7.4.177]— ... 3l oV vidv Tob dvlpwmov moAAG Tabely xat dimo-
Soxtpacbijvar dmd tdv mpeoPutépwy {xal ypaupuatéwy xal dpytepéwv} xal
droxtavdfivar xai petd tpels Nuépag eyeplijvat.

9:23— Unattested

9:24 [4.4.31]—0¢ [yap &v likely present] 0y v Yuyyv avtod odoat dmoAéaet
AUV xal 8¢ dmoéay) altyy Evexev Euol . . . oroel adTHV.

9:25—Unattested

9:26 [4.4.32]—0¢ [ydp likely present] &v ématoyuvlf ne {xdyw ématgyvvioouar}
avTov [v. 26b may not have been present but technically it is unattested]

9:27— Unattested

9:28 [4.4.33; 6.4.21; 8.13]— . .. (mapadaBwy ITetpdy xai Twdavvyy xai TaxwBov avéBy)
eig 6 &pos . ...

9:29 [4.4.34]— . .. xal & lpatiopés avtod [Aevwds likely present] égaotpdmtwy.

9:30 [4.4.35; 6.4.21; 8.13]—xai (00 {00 dvdpes} auveddhovy adT®b ... Mwlofg xal
"HAlog

9:31a [4.4.35; 6.4.21; 8.13]— . .. (SpIévrec) &v by

9:31b [4.4.35]—Not Present

9:32 [4.4.35; 8.13]— ... €ldov v &av adtol ... [Moses and Elijah] cvvestdrag
avT).”

9:33 [5.38]— - .. (év 1@ Siaywpileadar) . . . & Iézpos . . . xaddv éorv {@Se fuds} elva,
xal movjowpey O3e Tpels oanvas, {uiav ool xai Mwicel piay xal "HAle piav}, wj
eldwg & Aéyet.

9:34 [5.38]— . .. VEQENY . ... (émeaxiadey avTois) . . .

9:35 [4.4.36; 6.4.22; 8.13]— ... pwwn [éyéveto may have been present] €x tijg
ve@édng oUtds [Aéyovoa may have been present]- éottv 6 vidg pov 6 dryarmytds
abdtod dxoverte.

9:36—39—Unattested

9:40 [6.4.23; 8.14]— ... E0en}dn T@Y padyTdv gov . . . olx povvydyoay éxBalety adTé.

9:41 [5.39; 6.4.23]— ... TpdS adTOVG: @ Yeved dmiotos Ewg OTE ETopat TS DUAS;
Ewg méte dvéEopan DAY . ..

9:42—43—Unattested

9:44 [6.4.24]—...0 yap vidg tod dvlpwmov méMer mapadiSoobar eig yelpog
avBpwmwy.

9:45—Unattested

6 Cf. the following n. 7.

7 If the argument that Tertullian is referring to v. 32 in Marc. 4.22.16 is valid (cf. the discussion
in chapter 4.4.35), then perhaps greater certainty could be assigned to guveAdAovv adt® in
v. 30 and to the reading here.



420 CHAPTER 9

9:46 [5.40]— ... pellwy. ..

9:47 [5.40]— [ Attested but no insight into wording can be gained]

9:48 [5.40]—[Attested but no insight into wording beyond maudiov can be
gained]

9:49—-53—Unattested

9:54 [5.41]—[ Attested but no insight into wording can be gained]

9:55 [5.47]—[ Attested but no insight into wording can be gained]

9:56—Unattested

9:57 [4.4.37]— . .. dxodovdrjow got Smov &v amépyy).

9:58 [4.4.37]—[Attested but no insight into wording can be gained]

9:59 [4.4.37]— . . . Scrpar Tov matépa prov.

9:60 [4.4.37; 8.14]—dipeg Tovg vexpols Bdnpat Todg {vexpovs Eautdv}, ob 3¢ dredde
xal Sidryyehe v Bagtieioy tod Geod.

9:61 [4.4.37]— . .. dmotdéacdar (1ol els ToV 0lxdv uov).
9:62 [4.4.37]— . . . PAéTwy €lg & dmtiow . . .
101 [5.42]— ... dvédetey . . . étépous éBSourixovta . . . améoTeldey . . . ls .. . IOAY ...

10:2—3—Unattested

10:4 [5.42]— . . . wjde paBoov, uy) dmodypara . . . undéva xata T 600V domdonade.
10:5 [4.4.38]—¢€ig v .. v elo€Ad e oixiav . . . Aédyete- elpyvy (16 ofkw TolTw).
10:6—Unattested

10:7 [5.42]— ... &&og [ydp may have been present] 6 épydrys o uiodod airod . ..
10:8 [5.42]— ... déxwvTat. ..

10:9 [5.42]— . .. (Aéyete adrols) {n BactAela Tod Seod . . . fyyixev}

10110 [5.42]— . .. uy Séxwvtan Opuds . . . (elmate).

10111 [5.42]— ... TOV XOVIopTéV . . . (dmopacooueda) . .. wARy . .. ywvawoxete |8t likely

present] 7yyixev 5 BactAeie Tod eob.
10:12—-15—Unattested

10:16 [5.43]— ... 0 {dferddv duds} éué dderel. ..
10:17-18—Unattested
10:19 [4.4.39]— . .. (0{0wpt or dédwxar) . .. v é§ovaiay Tod mortelv émdvw . . . Spewy

xal oxopminy. ..

10:20—Unattested

10:21 [4.4.40; 6.4.25]— . . . ebyoploT® oot xai E§opohoyodpat, xVpte Tod odpaved, 81t
driva v xpumre gools xal cuvetols dmexdAvias vymlors- vai, 6 matip. ..

10:22 [4.4.47; 7.4.18; 8.15 | —mdvra uot mapedédy Umd Tod matpds . . . obSelg Ywarel Tig
oty 6 mathp &l p 6 vidg xal Tig ot & vidg &l N & TaThp Kol § €dv. .. 6 vidg
amoxaAiyy.

10:23 [5.44]— . . . paxdptot of dpdaAuol of BAémovres & fAémete.

10:24 [5.44]—Aéyw yap duiv 6Tt mpopijtar ovx eiday, A buets BAEmete.
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10:25 [4.4.42; 6.4.26]— ... vopds ... (ti¢ éxmetpdlwy adtoy)...tl mowoog Lwnv
XAV)POVORNTW;

10:26 [6.4.26]— ... €lmev ... &v 1@ véuw Tl yéypomtay; . . .

10:27 [4.4.43; 6.4.26]— . ... dyam)oe xOptov tdv Bedv aov é€ SA¢ s xapdias gov xati
&8s tis Yuydis oo xal . . . Sng s laydos . ..

10:28 [6.4.26]— ... 8p0& elmes- Tolto molet, xat {oy.

10:29—42— Unattested

11 [4.4.44]—... & 10 ebvat... {év témw Twi} TpoceuxdpEvoV. .. (EméV) TIS TAV

polnTdv (mpds adtdv)- wbpte, Sidakov Nuds mpooedyeadat, xadig [xai may have
been present] Twdvvy é3idagev Todg pabyrag altod.

11:2 [4.4.45]—matep [Mu&v 0 €v Tolg odpavols may not have been present] ... 0
dytov vedua . . . ENOETw 1) Bagtieior gov.

11:3 [4.4.46; 8.16]—Tdv dipTov cov TV Emtovatov Sidov Hulv 6 xad’ Huépav.

114 [4.4.47]— . . . dpeEg MUY TS AUapTIOG . . . w7 dpes uds elaeveySiva els Tetpaopdv.

115 [4.4.48; 6.4.27]—(xal elmey) ... Tig ¢§ Dudv E&et pidov, xai mopevoetat mpdg
adTov pegovuxtiou, (xal eimy adtd- pile, ypijody uot) TeELS dpTOUS;

11:6—Unattested

11:7 [5.45]— . .. (ol Ta oudior wov et éuod eis v xoityy elaiv) . ..

11:8 [5.45]— ... (el xal 00 ddoet avrd dvaorag did 0 elvar pidov avtod, did ye T
avaidetay avtod) ...

119 [4.4.49; 6.4.27]— ... aiitelte ol Sobvoetal . . . {yrelre xal elpijoete, xpolete al
avorynaeTaL. . .

1:10—Unattested

1111 [4.4.50; 6.4.27; 7.4.19]—7iva yap é& dudv tév matépa {vids aitjoet} tyBov xai
vl iyB0og Bew {Emdnael adTR}.

1112 [4.4.50; 6.4.27; 7.4.19|—1) xai aitijon Wov, uy) Emdwoer adtg axopmiov;

1113 [4.4.50; 6.4.27; 7.4.19]—¢l 00v Upels movypol . . . oidare Sépara dyada didévat Tois
TEXVOIS VU@V, Téow UAMOV 6 Ttortp . . . dwael Tvedpa dytov. ..

11:14 [5.46]— ... daudviov . . . xwepdv ...

1115 [4.4.51]— . . . &v PeeeoU . . . ExBaNNet T Satpéviat.

11:16-17—Unattested

11:18 [5.46]— (el 0¢ xai 6 gatavds ép’ éavtov Oteueplady) . . .

119 [5.46]—ei [3¢ likely present] éyw év BeeAleBoiA éxfdidw a daudvia, ot viol
Vudv év tivi éxfairovaty;. ..

11:20 [5.46]—¢l 8’ €yw &y daxtidw Seod ExfBdMw ta deudvia, dpa 1yyixey e’ Duds

1) BaatAgiea tod Jeov.
1:21 [4.4.52]— . .. & loyvpds xabwmAloueves. . .
1:22 [4.4.52]— . .. loyvpdtepos. . . (vixijoy or vixnaer) ...

11:23—26 Unattested
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11:27 [4.4.53; 8.17]— ... (éndpaca. .. pwviv) yuv éx Tod GyAov . . . paxapia 7 xoAie 3
Bactaoacd oe xai paarol oUs édjAaaas.

11:28 [4.4.58]— ... uevolv. .. poxdplol ol dxovovtes TV Adyov Tod Geod xal
TOLODVTES . ...

11:29 [4.4.54; 6.4.28]— ... 7 yeved alty . . . anpelov ob Sobnoetar adtyj . ..

11:30—32 [6.4.28]—Not Present

11:33 [4.4.55]— ... Moyvov . .. (elg xpdmTyy) . .. emt Ty Avyviay . . . iva mdot Adumy) . . .
11:34—36—Unattested

11:37[5.47]— . . . épwtdadTov Paptoalos . . . Smws {dptatiioy (map adtd)} . . . dvémeoey.

11:38 [5.47]— ... (fpéaro) {Sraxptvéuevos év éavt@} (Aéyerv) did T od mpdtov
gBanticdy ...

11:39 [5.47]— . . . (of Paptoaior) {Tod motypiov xal Tod mivaxos 6 éwdev} xadapilete,
70 0¢ Eowey Dudy yeuet dpmayijs xal movyplas.

11:40 [5.47]— . . . oUy 6 mowjoag 6 Eéwdey xai 10 éowSev émolyoey;

11:41 [5.47]— . . . 667 Ta Imdpyovra Edeypoaivyy . . . mavra xadapa {éotar Juiv}.

11:42 [5.47; 6.4.29 ] — . . . (0Tt dmodexaroite TO §ovoauov xal T0 THyavoy xal dv Adyavoy
xal) mapépyeode ™V xAjow xal Ty dydmyy Tod Seol . . .

11:43 [5.47]— . . . MpwToxadedpiay . .. aomaATUOlS . . .

11:44—45—Unattested

11:46 [5.48]— ... (xai Buly Tols vouuxols odal) 81t poprilere (Tods dvSpdimovs) popria

dvaBdoraxta ... ¢ daxTiAw . .. (00) mpoaadere . . .
11:47 [5.48 6.4.30]—ocbat Opiv, 81t oixodopelte Ta uvuata TGV TPOPNTAY xal of
TOTEPEG VMOV ATTEXTEVAY A)TOUG.

11:48 [5.48]— . . . popTupelte ) cuveudoxely Tolg pyols TRV TATEPWY DAV . . .
11:49-51 [ 6.4.31]—Not Present
1052 [4.4.56; 7.4.20]— ... 70lg VOpColg... TV ¥AeWa ThS yvooews (adtol odx

eloniASate xal Tols eloepyouevous ExwAioare).

11:53-54— Unattested

121 [5.49]— ... (fplato Aéyev) mpdg Todg uabntds. .. mpocéyete . . . amd tis {uns
{r@v Paproaiwy, fris Eotiv Iméxpiars}.

12:2 [4.4.57]—0v3ev 0¢ ou(v/y)xexahvpupévov [éotiv likely present], & ovx
amoxaAvpdjoetart, xal 000y xpuTToV 8 00 YvwadnaeTal.

12:3 [4.4.58]— . .. (mpos 16 0d¢ Edaijoare) . . . (xypuyHjoetar) . ..

12:4 [4.4.59; 6.4.32]—MNéyw 3¢ Opbv Tolg @ldog pov- v @ofndiite dmd tdv
AmoXTEVOVTWY TO oiua, xal pete TerdTa (U1 EYSvTwy TEPITTOTEPY Tt Totoat).

12:5 [4.4.59; 6.4.32]—Vmodeibw 8¢ Uuiv tiva pofydre: opnbnte TV petd T
gmoxteivat {Exovta eEovaion} Badely elg yéevvaw. vai Aéyw Tuiy, Todtov gofiidyre.

12:6 [ 6.4.32] —Not Present

12:7—Unattested
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12:8 [4.4.60; 6.4.33]—MAéyw yap Dpiv mag &g OpoAoyyoel [uncertainty in the man-
uscript tradition of Adversus Marcionem renders a decision between the
reading ué and év éuol impossible] [Tertullian’s coram does not reveal the
preposition used] t@v dvBpwmwy, duodoyriow év adT® évamiov Tod Beod.

12:9 [4.4.60; 7.4.21]1—06 J¢ dpvyoduevos e évamov T@v avlpwmwy, drapyySicera
évamiov tod Oeod.

8¢ av elmy [Adyov likely pres-
ent] gl tév vidv Tod dvbpwmov, dpeloeTat adtd, 65 8" dv elmy) ig {6 Tvedua 10
dytov}, obx dednoetal adTd.

1211 [5.50]—...mpoo@épwaty...Eml. .. TAS QEXCS... (un mepuvioyte mds 3 Tf
amodoyyonade 7 Tl elyte).

12:12 [5.50]—706 yap dytov mvedua Siddéet Duds év alty i dpa, & Oel eimeiy.

12:10 [4.4.61]—[xol dg may have been present]

12113 [5.57]— ... TIS. . . €l7E T) AFeAQ® pov uepioaabar uet’ Euod v xhnpovopiav.

12:14 [5.51]— . . . Tls pe xaréotyaey xpiTv [1) ueplativ may not have been present]
ép’ Opudg.

12:15— Unattested

12116 [4.4.62]—. .. mapaPodny . . . (dvSpwmov T1vog) mhouaiov. ..

12:17-18—Unattested

12:19 [4.4.62]—/[Attested but no insight into wording can be gained]

12:20 [4.4.62]—¢lney [3¢ likely present] adt® 6 Bebg: dppw/ov, TardTy TH vuxti THY
Yuxnv gov drartodory [&mo cod may have been present]- & 3¢ froipagag, tivog
gooalt;

12:21—Unattested

12:22 [5.52]—. .. (u) uepyuvare) i Yuyii (ti pdyyte, unde) T oauart (Tl évdionade).

12:23 [5.52]—) . .. Yuyn (mAeidv éorv) Ths TPOPHS . . . TO TWue ToD EvalparTos.

12:24 [4.4.63]—...xdpaxag ... o0 omelpovaty 0ddé Oepilovaty olde cuvdyovary els
anodjxag [xai 6 Bedg Tpéget adtovs attested though likely not present] ...

12:25—26—Unattested

12:27 [4.4.64]— ... Td xpiva. .. {oly Vpaiver 0lde vijder} ... o08E Tolopav (év mday
7 06€y avrod meptefdeto wg v ToUTwY).

12:28 [4.4.64; 6.4.34]—] ... TV YépTov...06 Beds dupiédet attested by Tertullian
though likely not present] ... Aryémoror.

12:29—Unattested

12:30 [5.53; 6.4.35]—tadta yap [mavta may not have been present| ta &y tod
xdouov émifyroday {oldev 8¢ 6 mothp} [Oudv may not have been present] 8t
xenZete TovTwv.

12:31 [4.4.65; 6.4.36]— ... {nteite de v Pactheiov Tod Beod xai tadte [mdvra is
attested by Epiphanius, but may not have been present| mpootedyoetat Opiv.

12:32 [6.4.37]— ... 0 maTp [Oucv attested as missing] ...
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12:33—34— Unattested

12:35 [5.54]— . . . al Soples meptelwouéva . . . of Alyvor xatduevot.
12:36 [5.54]— . . . TPOTIEYOMEVOLS TOV KUVPIOY . . . AVAAVTY] €x TAY YAUWY . ..

12:37 [5.54]— ... doDAot. .. xDplog. ..

12:38 [6.4.38]— . . . éomeptvij puldonjj . . .

12:39 [5.55]— . . . &l jjdet 6 oixodeaméTys mole dpg 6 xAEmTys (Epyetar), [Eypnyopnaey
&v xai possibly not present] odx &v dgrxev Stopuydiivat tév olxov aitod.

12:40 [5.55]— . . . yiveade Erotua, 81t jj dpa 0b Soxelre 6 vids Tod dvSpwmov Epyeta.

12:41[5.55]|— ... 0dIépos . . . mpds nuds {1} xai mpos mavTas TV mapafodiy . . . Agyeist;

12:42 [5.55]—[Attested but no insight into wording can be gained]

12:43 [5.55]— . . . €EABwv 6 xDplog. . .

12:44 [5.55]—...€nl maow ol vmapyovawv [avtod likely present] xatagtioel
aOToV.

12:45 [5.55]—[Attested but no insight into wording can be gained]

12:46 [5.55; 6.4.39; 7.4.22]—WNEet & wlplog tod Joddov éxelvou...Juépa. .. o0
TTPOTO0KE . . . WPQ . . . 0V YIveoxel, xal SYOTOMNTEL abTOV Xal TO MEpog adTod META
v aniotwy Boet.

12:47 [5.55; 7.4.23]— . . . d00Aog 0 yvoUs . . . xal uy motyjoos . . . dapyoerat moAd,

12:48 [5.55; 7.4.23]—0 0¢ uy) yvols, moujoag 6¢ déia TAnydv, daprjoetar SAiya (mavti
0¢ ¢ €869y moAd, moAd fyrySfjoetar map’ avtod, xai @ mapédevro moAd, meptoabTepoy
altyaovaty avTov).

12:492 [5.56; 7.4.24]—n0p jA%ov Badelv €lg Tjv yijv . .. [12:49Db is unattested]

12:50—Unattested

12:51 [5.56; 7.4.24|—0oxelre [6T1 likely present] {mapeyevduny eiprjvyy Baleiv} éni
)V yiY; oUyl, Aéyw Duly, dAMa Stapeptoudy.

12:52—Unattested

12:53 [5.56]—0taueptoHjoetar matip éml vk xal vids émt matpl, xal pjTyp émi
Svyatpl xai Svydyp éni untol, xol TeVBePd Emi TV VOV . . . xarl viupy Emi TV
mevlepdy . ..

12:54—55— Unattested

12:56 [5.57 | —Umoxprral, 6 uev mpéowmov Tod odpavoed xal Tis yijs doxiud{ete, {tov 3¢
xatpov} todrov [mhg may not have been present] odx oidarte doxiuddev.

12:57 [4.4.66]— ... xai dp’ éavtdy 0l xpivere T dixatov.

12:58 [4.4.67; 6.4.40]— ... pjmote xataclpy g€ TEOS TOV XPITHV Xl O PTG
TAPadWaEl o€ T4 TpetxTopt . . . PaAel els puAaxiy.

12:59 [4.4.67]— . .. o0 ) €EENBY exelbev Ewg xal dmods Tov Eayartov xoSpdvryy.

13:1-9 [ 6.4.47]—Not Present

13:10-13— Unattested
13:14 [5.58]—. .. (10 caffdrw éSepdmevaey) ...
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1315 [5.58]— . . . Exagrog Yuwv tols adpBacty ob Avet {Tov dvov 7j Tov Bodv altod} dmo
s pdTvys xal daoryorywv motiley;

13116 [ 6.4.42]—Tadtyy 6¢ Suyatépa Afpadu . . . €dnaev 6 Zatavds ...

13:17-18— Unattested

13119 [5.59|—0pole éotiv 3 Pacideio o0 €00 xbxxw orvdmews, Oy Aafwv dvdpwmos
éometpey v Q) xijmew avtod.

13:20 [5.60]— ... v PactAeiov Tod Beod.

13:21 [5.60]—duola éoriv {Guy . . .

13:22—24—Unattested

13:25 [5.61]—a¢’ 00 &v éyepdj 6 oixodeométys xai droxAsioy iy Hpav. .. xpolew ...

dmoxptdeis (épef) . . . ovx oldet [Ou8s likely present] w69y éoté.

13:26 [5.61]— ... Epdyouey évamidy oov xai émiouey xal v tals mAatelols Uy
édidatas.
13:27 [5.67; 7.4.25|— . . . améoyre am’ guod mavres épydrar dvoulag.

13:28 [4.4.68; 6.4.43]—éxel Eotan 6 xAavdpds xal 6 Ppuyprds Tév d36vtwy, (frav
Siperde) mavrag Tovg Sieaiovs eloepyouevous (év Tj BaatAeia) tob Beod, dudg 3¢
xparTovpévong EEw.

13:29—35 [ 6.4.44]—Not Present

141-1—Unattested

1412 [5.62]— ... dptorov 7} delmvoy . . . pawvet . ..

1413— Unattested

14:14 [4.4.69]— . . . obx Exovaty dvtamododvat. . . &v Tf) dvaoTdoet. ..

14:15— Unattested

1416 [5.63]— ... dvdpwmds Tis émolyoe deimvov [péya may have been present] xai
éxdAeoey moAroYs.

1427 [5.63]—...dméoteidey . ..

1418 [5.63]— ... (fpéavro) . .. mapauteioSar . . . dypdv pydpaca . . .
1419 [5.63]— . .. ({Edyn) Bodv sydpaca . ..
14:20 [5.63]— ... yuvaixa &mua. ..

14:21 [5.63]—...dmjyyeidey ... téte émapdels 6 oixodeondtys ... éEeAde . . eis Tag
mAarelag xal piuag Tijs méAgws . . .

14:22 [5.63]— . . . &1 Témog éotiv.

14:23 [5.63]— . . . els Tag 6d0v§ xatl pparypols . . .

14:24 [5.63]—...0U00els . .. yeboeTal . ...

14:25-35—Unattested [concerning 14:26 cf. chapter 3, n. 74]
15:1—2—Unattested

15:3 [4.4.70]— . . . Tatpaorny . ..

15:4 [4.4.70]— ... mpdRartar. . . dmOAéTS . . .
15:5 [4.4.70]— ... €0pwiv. ..
15:6 [4.4.70]— ... SUYYAPYTE . ..
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15:7 [4.4.70]—([the allusion to xapd...émnt. .. apapTwAd petavoodvtt may have
come from this verse]

15:8 [4.4.70]— ... Spaypds . . . dmoréay) . . . Qyrel.. ...

15:9 [4.4.70]— ... €bpodaa . .. quyxdpnTe . ..

15110 [4.4.70]—[the allusion to xopd. .. &ni... auaptwAd petavoodvtt may have
come from this verse; Tév dyyéAwv may not have been present]

15:11-32 [6.4.45]—Not Present

16:1—Unattested

16:2 [5.64]—[ Attested but no insight into wording can be gained]

16:3—Unattested

16:4 [5.64]—[ Attested but no insight into wording can be gained]

16:5 [5.64]—[ Attested but no insight into wording can be gained]

16:6 [5.64]—[Attested but no insight into wording can be gained]

16:7 [5.64]—[ Attested but no insight into wording can be gained]

16:8—Unattested

16:9a [4.4.71]—(xal éyw or xayw) {Aéyw Opiv}, {momoarte Juiv} @idovg éx Tod
papwva thg ddixiag . . . [16:9b is unattested|

16:10—Unattested

16:11 [5.65]—=¢! [odv may have been present] év 1@ {uauwvd ddixw} morol olx
gyéveade, T6 aAydtvov Tis buly mateiaer,

16:12 [5.65]—[xatl likely present] ef év w0 dAotpiw marol oy ebpedyte, T0 udy Tis
{dwaer dutv};

1613 [4.4.72;  7.4.26]—003€lg... dvvatar  Sual  xuplolg  dovAedew. .. {€vog
xatappowoet xal Tod Etépou dvbékeTat}- ob divaahe fed Souhely xal puopwva.

16114 [5.66]— . ... of Paptoaior ptAdpyvpor . . . éeuvxtipilov. ..

16:15 [5.66]— ... DpEL éoTe ol ducatoBvTeg EquTodg EvATiov TRV AvBpwmwy. .. ¢ ¢
Seds yvawaxet tag xapdiag dudv, T VdyAov oty mapa avdpwmors BoEAvyua eotiy
7@ €.

16:16 [4.4.73; 6.4.46]—6 vépog xal of mpopfitar wg Twdvwvou- (8 or dg’) o 7
Baciieio tod Seod evaryyedilerar xai mdg els avtyy Brdderar.

16:17 [5.67]—edxomatepoy . . . TOv olpavév xal Ty yijv mapeAdely 1 TV Adywv Mou
play xepalioy mopeldeiy.

16118 [5.68]—[mdg likely present] 6 dmoAddwy t)y yuvaixa avtod xal [tag may have
been present] yaudv érépayv potyevel, xal. .. o AmoAeAvuévyy dmd dvopos yau@y
opolws uotyds atty.

16119 [6.4.47; 7.4.27]—8vBpwmds Tig v mhodatog xai vedidvoxeto mopplpay xai
Boooov, ebppatvépevos xad’ Nuépay AApTPAS.

16:20 [6.4.47; 7.4.27]—mrwyds 3¢ Tic Ovéuatt Adlapos EPERAnTo el ToV
TIUADVOL . . . PAXWHUEVOS.
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16:21 [ 7.4.27 | —xai émiBupudy xoptacdijvat &md T@V mImTéVTwY & ThS Tpatédng Tod
mAovaiov- dMG xat of xOveg Epyduevol EAetyov Ta Tpaduare avToD.

16:22 [4.4.74; 6.4.47; 7.4.27]|—¢€yéveTo. .. amofavely Tov Twydv ol dmeveydijval
adTov Ud TGV dryyElwy elg OV xéATov 100 APpadu. amébave 3¢ xal 6 TAovalog
xal ETdgn.

16:23 [5.69; 7.4.27]—...&v ©® &3y [in the Adamantius Dialogue this element
immediately follows &tden] éndpag odv Todg dpbodpods adtod, dmdpywy év
Bacdvots, 6pd APpadiu drd popdfey xal Adlopov &v Té xOATE adTod,

16:24 [6.4.47; 7.4.27]—xai adtds uwoug elnev mdtep APpady, EAénody pe xai
néppov Adlopov, tva By o dpov Tod Senctvdov adtod Bdatog xai xorrapdEy
™V YAQTTAV Hov, 8Tt dduvidual €v Tf) Aoyl TadTy).

16:25 [6.4.47; 7.4.27]—{APpod 8¢ elmev-} téxvov, uwodntt 8t dmélaPes ob &
dyadd . ... &v tf) {wfj oov xal Adlupog dpoiwg Ta xaxd. viv 8¢ Wde mapoxoheitat,
ab 3¢ 6duvdoal.

16:26 [5.69; 7.4.27]—xal éml mAow TovTolg METAED {OpAV xal NUAV} ydopua uéya
gompetal, mwg ol évraida Swfijval. .. mpog DA un dvvewvrtarl, undé exelfev
@de dtomep@aty.

16:27 [7.4.27]— ... épwtd odv ot, Mdtep, var TEUPYG ATV el TRV olxlay Tod TaTpéS
pov-

16:28 [7.4.27]—E&xw Yap éxel MEVTe ASeAQOUG: STwg StapapTVEYTOL AUTOTS . . . ) Xl
avTol ENBwatv eig {TobTov ToV TéTOV} Tij Bagdvou.

16:29 [4.4.75; 6.4.47; 7.4.27]—AéyeL adT® . . . Exovat éxel Mwaga xal Tobg TpopyTag,
AxoVTATWTAY AVTAV.

16:30 [7.4.27]—6 8¢ elmev- odyl, mdtep... 00N &dv Tig éx vexp@y mopevdfj mpdg
aOTOVG, LETOVOYTOUTLY.

16:31 [6.4.47; 7.4.27]—06 6¢ elmey- €l Muwiioéwg xai Tév Tpoentév odx fxovoay, ovd’
&v TIG €x vexp@v améAdy) dxodaouaty adTod.

17:1[5.70; 7.4.28]— .. . ta oxavdade .. . oval . ..

17:2 [5.70]—0uvépepey adtd, el olx Eyevvidy 1 ef {uvAixdg Aidos} {mepi Tov TpdynAov
adtol mepiexeito} xal Eppimto els Ty Sddacoay 7 {va v @V uixpdv TovTwy
axavoalioy}.

17:3 [5.70]— ... QUaPTY . .. 0 AOEAQOS . . . EmLTIUNTOY . . .

17:4 [4.4.76]—...€v émtdng [thg Wuépag likely present] dpaptioy eis
oc... (dproes or dpeg) . ..

17:5-10a—Unattested

17:10b [6.4.48]—Not Present

17:11 [5.71]— ... Zapapeias . ..

17:12 [5.71; 6.4.49]— . . . 8éxa Aempol . . . [the final phrase of v. 12 is not present]

17:13 [6.4.49]—Not Present
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4:27 [5.2; 6.4.2]—[dméaTethey adTodg Aéywv from Luke 17:14 perhaps stood here]
noMol Aempol Noav év 1@ Toparid év Nuépang 'Ele[o]aiov to0 mpogytou xal
o0vdels avtay exalapioty el pn Ne[e]udv 6 Zopos.

1714 [5.71; 6.4.49]— . . . mopevbévteg deiéare autols Tols tepeboty ... év T@ Imdyety
exadapiocdnaay.

17115 [5.71]—els [3¢ likely present] é adrdv. ..

1716 [5.71]— ... (abtos Bv) Zauapitys.

1717 [5.71]—[ Attested but no insight into wording can be gained]

1718 [5.71]— ... Sodva 66&av T 9 . . .

1719 [5.71]— ...y TloTIs TOU TETWXEY TE.

17:20 [5.72]—¢émepwnPelg d¢ Umo OV Paploainwy moTe Epyetan 1 Pagtiela Tod
Beod ... odx éoyerar ) Bagiieia toi deol uere mapaTypyoews.

17:21 [ 5.72]—008¢ Aéyouvaty- (800 WOk . . . (600 éxel- idoT yap 3 BactAeia Tod Jeod évros
Vudy éotiv.

17:22 [6.4.50]— ... éAeboovrar Huépat, Stav émbupunoante {idetv} play @y Huepdy
00 viod Tod dvpwmov . ..

17:23—24— Unattested

17:25 [5.73]—mpdtov [8¢ may have been present] def tov viov dvSpwmov moa
madety xal amodoxtuacdiva . . .

17:26 [5.73]— . . . (év) Tals nuépats Ndde . . .

17:27— Unattested

17:28 [5.73]—. .. (év) Tals puépats Adt. ..

17:29—31—Unattested

17:32 [ 5.73 ] —MVnoVEVETE THS yuvaxds Awr.

17:33—37— Unattested

1811 [5.74]— ... mapaBoAyy. .. (mpds 0 Oelv mdvtote mpogelyeadar altovs xal u)
Eyxaxety)

18:2 [5.74]— ... xpITVS. ...

18:3 [5.74]—)mpa. . .

18:4—Unattested

18:5 [5.74]—[Attested but no insight into wording can be gained]

18:6—Unattested

18:7 [5.74]—o0 [ 3¢ likely present] 9eds . . . mowyjoet v éxdixyaty Ty éxAextdv adrod
T@Y Bowvtwy TPOG AVTOV JUpas xatl VuxToS . . .

18:8—9—Unattested

18:10 [4.4.77]—{&vBpwmot Svo}...elg O lepdv mpooedEacar. .. Paplooios. ..
TEAWVYG.

18:11 [4.4.77]—[An arrogant prayer attested but no insight into wording can be
gained]
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18:12 [4.4.77]—[An arrogant prayer attested but no insight into wording can be

gained]
18:13 [4.4.77]—[A humble prayer attested but no insight into wording can be
gained]
18114 [4.4.77]— . . . xatéPn (oltog) Sedicatwpévos. . . (map’ éxelvoy). ..
18:15—Unattested
1816 [7.4.29]— ... dpete ta moudia Epyecdar mpds ue ... AV yap TololTWY E0TIY 1)

BaaiAela v odpavidy.

1817—Unattested

1818 [5.75; 6.4.51; 7.4.30]—(. .. Tig adtv... Aéywy) S1ddoxare dyale, Ti momoag
v aticwviov xAnpovopnow;

1819 [5.75; 6.4.51; 7.4.30; 8.18]—(elmey . .. Inoods) i pe Aéyeig [Epiphanius attests
W pe Aéye/ Aéyete] dyabév; oddels dyabos el w elg [Epiphanius attests elg
gotwv Gyadog] o Sedg ¢ matip [Tertullian may have read only 6 0Oeég in
Marcion’s Gospel. The differences may be due to variation in copies
of Marcion’s Gospel].

18:20 [5.75; 6.4.51; 7.4.30]—[ Various openings to the verse are attested: Tertullian
attests tag évtohdg oldag; Epiphanius attests tag évrolds ofde; and the
Adamantius Dialogue attests 6 8¢ &gy Tag évtolds oldag. The differences may
have resulted from variation in copies of Marcion’s Gospel.] uy poveiays, uy
Hotyebans, un xAéys, unyde PevdouapTupyays, Tiua TOV TATEPA GOV Xal THY Uy TEPX
gov.

18:21 [5.75; 7.4.30]— . . . Talta mdvra épvdaa éx vebtyros.

18:22 [4.4.78; 7.4.30]—dxovous . . . tabta 6 Tyoovs elmey avt@- €v oot Aeimer mévta
oo Eyelg maAnoov, xal Sd¢ mrwyols, xai €8eg Bnoaupdy &v odpavd- xai Sedpo,
dxodobBet pot.

18:23 [5.75|—[ Attested but no insight into wording can be gained]

18:24—30— Unattested

18:31-33 [ 6.4.52]—Not Present

18:34— Unattested

18:35 [5.76; 6.4.53; 7.4.31|—€yéveto ¢ év T eyyilety avrov eig Tepiyw, xal [Rufinus
(600] TIg TUPADS ETAUITAV ExabyTO TTaPd TIV OJ6V.

18:36 [7.4.31]—dxotaag d¢ dyrov Stamopevopuévou emuvldveto Tl dv £l Todto.

18:37 [5.76; 7.4.31)—admyyyéAdy 8¢ adtd &1t Inoods [6 Nalwpaiog may have been
missing] mapépyeTal.

18:38 [4.4.79; 6.4.53; 7.4.31]—xal £Bonaev Aéywy- Tyaod vié Aavid, ENénady pe.

18:39 [5.76]—o0( ¢ mpodyovres émetipwy @ TvpAd [likely adt®] v arynoy . ..

18:40 [7.4.31]—ctafels O¢...¢Exéhevaey avtov dydfjvar. .. eyyioavtog 3¢ adtod
TN PWTNTEY AVTOV-
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18:41 [7.4.31]—i oot Béderg momjow; 6 8¢ elmev- xbpte, v dvafAédw.

18:42 [4.4.80; 6.4.53; 7.4.31)—xal dmoxptSeis elney 6 Tyoods- avdBAepov- ) mioTis gov
TETWKEY CE.

18:43 [5.76; 6.4.53; 7.4.31]—wal Toporypfipa dvéPAedey. .. xal mds 6 Aads . .. {alvoy
Ewxev} T Jed.

19:1—Unattested

19:2 [5.77]— ... Zaxyeios . . .

19:3—5—Unattested

19:6 [5.77]— ... Umedééaro altéy ...
19:7—Unattested
19:8 [5.77]— ... tanplaw. .. Td@v dmapydvrwy . . . {(tols mrwyols) didwut}, xal el Tivés

Tt EguxopdvTyoa, {TetpanAoly dmodidwut}.

19:9 [5.77]— - . - oYjuepov cwtyplia {TodTew TG ofxw} . ..

19:10 [4.4.81]—"\Bev ydp 6 vidg Tod dvBpemov [{ytioat xal may not have been
present| c@oat T6 ATOAWALS.

19:11 [5.78]— ... mapafBorny. ..

19:12—Unattested

1913 [5.78]— . . . So0A0uG . . . ESwxev ADTOLS . . . UVES. ..

19:14—21—Unattested

19:22 [5.78]— ... adomypds . . . dpwv & 0dx Ednxa xal Jepilwy & ovx Eometpar.

19:23 [5.78]— ... (o0v Toxw) ...

19:24—25—Unattested

19:26 [5.78]— ... xai 8 doxel Eyery dpdoetau . ..

19:27—28—Unattested

19:29—46 [6.4.54]—Not Present

19:47—48—Unattested

2011 [4.4.82]—...of Papioaior . ..

20:2—3—Unattested

20:4 [4.4.82]—¢ Bantiopa [the presence or absence of 16 cannot be deter-
mined] Twdvvov & odpaved (v ) &5 dvlpwmev.

205 [5.79]— ... éEovpavod ... dta i. . . olx émoredoare avTd.

20:6 [5.79]— ... avdpwmwy . . . xaTaMBATEL NUES . . .

20:7 [5.79]—[Attested but no insight into wording can be gained]

20:8 [5.79]— . .. 0U0¢ éyw Aéyw Dty év mole eEovaia tadta mold.

20:9-17 [6.4.55]—Not Present

2018—Unattested

2019 [6.4.56]—=Eyévero év @ t@dv Huepdv Oiddaxovtos aitod ev T@ lepd, xal
éfjyoay ... émPalely én’ abtdv tag yeipas . . . xal épofidyoay . ..

20:20—23— Unattested

20:24 [5.80]— ... dnvdptov. .. Kaioapog.
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20:25 [4.4.83]— ... &mdé3ote [Tolvuv may have been present here or before the
verb] td [the presence or absence of t00 cannot be determined] Kdoapog
[the presence or absence of @& cannot be determined] Kaioopt xal té t0d
feod ¢ Bed.

20:26—Unattested

20:27 [5.81]— ... (rveg T@v Zaddovxaiwy, of Aéyovres dvdoraoty wj elvat) . . .

20:28 [5.81]— ... (Mwilo7js Eypaipev) . ..

20:29 [5.81]—{émra. .. ddeApol} ... (Aafwy) yuvaixa. ..

20:30 [5.871]—[Attested but no insight into wording can be gained]

20:31 [5.81]—[ Attested but no insight into wording can be gained]

20:32— Unattested

20:33 [5.81]— ... {év 7] dvacrdoet (tivog adtdy yiverar yovy)} ...

20:34 [5.81]— ... dmoxpi0els . . . of viof { TodTov Tod al@vos} yauolaty xal yauloxovrat.

20:35 [4.4.84]—o0bg [8¢ likely present] xaty&iwoey 6 Bedg Tod aidvog éxeivou Tg
xAnpovoplag xal Thg dvaatdaews TS éx vexpdv obte yauolda olte yauilovrar.

20:36 [4.4.84]—00d¢ yap amobavelv €Tt uéMovaty, lodryyehot ydp elaw [xal viol elaw
may have been present] ... 9209, Tig dvactdoewg viot Svtes.

20:37—38a [6.4.57]—Not Present

20:38b—Unattested

20:39 [5.81]— ... (twves Tdv) ypauuatéwy elnav- Siddoxale, xalds einag.
20:40— Unattested
20:41 [5.82]— . .. (¢ Aéyovaty Tov yptatov elvar Aawid vidy;)

20:42—43—Unattested

20:44 [5.82]—Aavid . .. xlptov adtov xalet . ..

20:45—47—Unattested

21:1-6—Unattested

21:7 [4.4.85]—E&nmpamoay 3¢ likely present] adtdv of uadyrar ...

21:8 [4.4.86]— ... oMol [ ydp likely present] éheboovtar émi té dvéparti [pov likely
present], Aéyovtes [6tt may have been present]- éyw eipt 0 Xpiotds. .. [the
final element in the verse may be attested but no insight into wording can

be gained]

21:9 [4.4.87]— ... moAépous . .. Oel [ydp likely present] {tadra yevéabat} ...

21110 [4.4.87]— ... {Pactheio émt Baorieiav xal Edvog émr’ Ebvog}.

2111 [4.4.87]—{Aowwol xai Atpol cewopol te}... {@éfnted Te xal onpela an’
odpavod} ...

2112 [5.83]—mpd 8¢ tovtwy...dtwéovory. .. (drayouévovs éml Pacidelc  xal
nyeuévag) ...

2113 [5.83]—(amoByoetar duly) eis paptiptoy.
21114 [5.83]— ... uy) mpoueAeTay amodoynSiva.
21115 [5.83]— . . . copia, j 0¥ Suvijoovrar {dvtiathvar 0dde dvtemeiv} (mdvres) ...
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21:16 [5.83]—(mapadodioeade d¢ xal Ymo yovéwv xal ddeApdv xai cuyyevdv xai
pldwy)...

21117 [5.83]— . .. puoodpevol . . . 316 T Svoud pHov.

2118 [6.4.58]—Not Present

2119 [5.83]—¢&v 1)j Umopovyj owaete Eautols.

21:20 [5.84]— . .. xuxAouuEVY DT oTpaTomEdwY Tepouaadn L. . . 1) EpNwatlg adTHS.

21:21-22 [ 6.4.59]—Not Present

21:23—24— Unattested

21:25 [4.4.88]— ... {év yAww xai aedsjvy xal dotpors oyueia}, xai Eni TS yijs cuvoyy
edvay v amopla we fyous Saddoans xuuavolays

21:26 [4.4.88]— . .. mpogdoxiag Ty Emepyouévay Tjj olxovuevy xaxdy- {avtal yap el}
duvduers T@v odpavdy cadevdiaovrar.

21:27 [4.4.89]—xat Téte SPovrar Tov vidv Tod dvBpwmou Epydrevoy dmd T@Y olpavEy
peta Suvdpens [xal 36Eng likely not present] modhijs.

21:28 [4.4.89]—roltwy J¢ yrvouévwy dvaxidate xal émdpate TG KEQOALS [OUDV
likely not present], dtért éyyile V) dmoditpwatg DuGV.

21:29 [5.85]— ... mapaBoAny . . . idete Ty cuxiy xal {ta dévdpa mdvral.
21:30 [5.85]—0tay mpoBdAwaty ToV xapmoy, ywvwaxovary of dvSpwmor, Ot T F€pog
Hyyixev.

21:31 [4.4.90]—oUTwg xal Vuels, Stav W¥nte Tadta yvopeva, YIVOIXETE Tt EYyUg
gotwv 1) PaatAeio tod Geod.

21:32 [5.85]— . .. 00 un mapéddy 6 obpavos xai 1 yi €l uy) mavta yévyrad.

21:33 [4.4.97]—{06 oVpavog xal ¥) YN} mapeledaetar, 0 3& A6yos wov uévet els Tov aidva.

21:34 [5.86]—(mpooeyete e eautols), uyjmore Bapyddow {ai xapdiar dudv} (év)
xpaumddy xal uédy xal {Brwtixals uepiuvars} xal {Emioty €’ LA aigvidiog} [1)
may not have been present] juépa exeivy

21:35a [5.86]—wg mayls . .. [21:35b is unattested]

21:36—Unattested

21:37 [5.87]— . .. Tag Népag {év @ iepd Siddoxwv}, TdS . . . vixtag éfepyduevos ...
lg... EAotcov.
21:38 [5.87]— ... dpOnptlev . . . dxode adTod.

2211 [5.88]— ... mdoya.

22:2—Unattested

22:3 [5.89]—|[EichiAbev 8¢ catavdg eig was not present] Toddav ... (dvta €x o0
aptduod @y dwdexa).

22:4 [5.89; 6.4.60]— ... quveddAyoe 1ol . . . oTpaTyyois T6 MRS ATOV TAPadH avTols.

22:5 [5.89]—. .. apydptov...

22:6—7—Unattested

22:8 [6.4.61)—xai elney @ Iétpw xai tofs Aomols- dmedddvres erodoare {iva
paywuey 0 Ildaya}.
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22:9-13— Unattested

22114 [6.4.62]—xal. . . dvémeoe xai of Swdexa dmdorodot UV avTEY

2215 [4.4.92; 6.4.62; 8.19]—xal elney...émbupia énedbpunon TodTo T oYY
poryelv ued’ dudv mpd tod pe malbelv.

22116 [6.4.63]—Not Present

2217 [7.4.32]—[If the Adamantius Dialogue is attesting Marcion’s Gospel,
ToTtplov is attested]

2218—Unattested

22119 [4.4.93; 7.4.32]— ... AaBwv dptov. .. &wxev (avtols) ... 10076 oty O odud
Hov (T0 Umép Dy O10Guevoy) . . .

22:20 [5.90]— ... 10070 TS moTNPLOV ) . . . Starb)xe) €V T ATt pov . . .

22:21— Unattested

[22:22a is unattested] 22:22b [5.90]—...0dal...dt" of mapadidorar 6 vids Tod
avdpdmou.

22:23—-32— Unattested

22:33 [5.97]—[ Attested but no insight into wording can be gained]
22:34 [5.91]—. .. dmapway ...

22:35—38 [6.4.64]—Not Present

22:39—40—Unattested

22:41 [6.4.65]— ... dmeondaly am’ avtdv woel Ailov Bodv xat Oelg Td yévata
TPOTNUYETO.

22:42—46—Unattested

22:47 [6.4.66]— ... (Toddag) . . . xai fyytoe . .. xatapidjoar avtév xal elney

22:48 [5.92]— ... ptAfjpart . . . mapadidws

22:49—Unattested

22:50—51 [ 6.4.67]—Not Present

22:52—62—Unattested

22:63 [6.4.68]— . .. of cuvéyovres . .. évémaulov . . . 6épovres

22:64 [6.4.68]— ... (érumrov) . . . Aéyovres- mpogpijtevaoy, Tis oty 6 malaag ge;
22:65—Unattested

22:66 [5.93]— ... dmyoyov. . . els TO guvédptov. ..

22:67 [5.93]— ... 0V &l 6 yptotds . . . éav {elmew Gpuiv}, 0d uy) motedoyre.

22:68—Unattested

22:69 [4.4.94]—amé to0 viv [ 3¢ may have been present] €ota 6 vidg Tod dvlprymov
xofpevos ex Se&1av tiig Suvdpeng Tod beod.

22:70 [5.93]— ... o0 00v &l 6 vids Tod Je0d . . . Yuels Adyete . ..

22:71 [5.93]—[ Attested but no insight into wording can be gained]

231 [5.94]— ... )yoryov adtov émi oy IltAdTov.

232 [5.94; 6.4.69]—&péavro. .. xatyyopely...todtov elipouev  dtactpépovra
0 &%vos...xal xaraddovta TOV Véuov xal ToUs TpopyTas ... (xwAlovta
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@lpoug. .. dLdovat) xatl AToTTPEPOVTE TAS Yuvalxas ol T TEXVA . . . AEYOVTA EQUTOV
{Bagiréa Xpiotév} ...

23:3 [5.94]—46 [8¢ likely present] ITtAdtog fjp@tyoey . . . b &l 6 Xpiowds; . . . ab Aéyets.

23:4—5—Unattested

23:7 [5.95]— ... dvémepupey adtdv mpds Hpwdyy . ..

23:8 [5.95]—0 6¢ Hpwdys idewv tév Tnoodv éydpen Alav . ..

23:9 [5.95]— . .. (@070 ¢ 00dev dmexpivaro avTd).

23:10-17—Unattested

2318 [5.96]—. .. BapafBay.

2319 [5.96]— ... (Ota atdary. .. xai pdvov BAyIeis €v Tjj pudaxy).

23:20—21— Unattested

23:22 [5.96]—[Attested but no insight into wording can be gained]

23:23 [5.96]—[ Attested but no insight into wording can be gained]

23:24—Unattested

23:25 [5.96]—dméAvoey . ..

23:26—31—Unattested

23:32 [5.97]— . .. {xaxodpyot dvé} ...

23:33 [5.97; 6.4.70]—xal éASdvtes eic Témov Agyduevov Kpavioy tomos éotaidpwoay
avTov (Ov uév éx deéiddv b O¢ €€ dpiotepddv)

23:34a[8.20]—[ Attested by Ephrem and unattested by Tertullian and Epiphanius]

23:34b [5.97; 6.4.70]—[Attested as not present by Tertullian but present by
Epiphanius]

23:35—42 Unattested

23:43 [6.4.71]—Not Present

23:44 [4.4.95; 8.21]— . .. dpa Exty, xal oxéTog ... EQ ... TRV Yijv...
23:45 [4.4.95; 6.4.70; 8.21]— . . . Eowotiadn 6 NALog . . . {xai oyiode} 6 xatanétaoya
7o) vaod . ..

23:46 [4.4.96; 6.4.72; 7.4.33; 8.21]—xal puwwoas {pwvi] peydAy} o Tyoods elme-
mdTep, £is yelpds oov mapadioouar O Tvelud uov, To0To . . . elmwy EEEMVEVTEY.

23:47-49—Unattested

23:50 [5.98; 6.4.73; 7.4.33]—xai (500 avyp dvouart Twane. ..

23:51 [5.98]— . . . 0dx 7jv ouyxatatebeiuévos (177 BovAjj xai T mpdéer adt@y). . .

23:52 [5.98 7.4.33]— . . . 7@ II'AdTow jjrojoato T0 oidua . . .

2353 [5.98 6.4.73; 7.4.33]—...xodeAawv 10 cdua évetidibe...év avdévt xai
ESxcev . .. év xavg ppatt Aadevt@ ...

23:54— Unattested

23:55 [5.98]—. .. al yuvaixes . ..

23:56 [6.4.74|—Vmoatpépacar . . . {podyacay 16 . . . capBarov} xard oV véuov.

241 [5.99]—...{8pBpov Pabéws HABov eml & wiua} (pépovoat &) Hroluacay
dpwuara.
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24:2—Unattested

24:3 [5.99]— . .. oly elpov 16 ocdpa . . .

24:4 [5.99; 6.4.75]— ... (év 1 dmopeicdar avtas mep! TovTov). .. {SVo dyyedor [the
reading was likely &v3peg]} . .. (év éodijtt dotpantoiay)

24:5 [6.4.75]— . . . Ti Qyretre Tév {@dvror petd T@Y vexp&v.

24:6 [5.99; 6.4.75]— . . . \y€plm, pwNodnte Soa ENdAv ey Juiy éTt v év T Tudidalq.

2417 [5.99; 6.4.75]—...8tt 3el {tév vidv tod dvbpwmov mapadobivar} ... xai
aravpwdnvat xal T Tpity NUépa avacTival.

24:8—Unattested

24:9 [5.99]— . .. dmoatpépacar dmo Tod pvyueiov amyjyyetday (taita mdvta) . . .

24:10— Unattested

24:11 [5.99]— . .. (xai jricrovy aitals).

24:12— Unattested

2413 [5.100; 6.4.76]— . .. 800 é£ adt@y . .. [ Their travelling attested but no insight
into wording can be gained]

24115 [5.100; 6.4.76]— . .. "Inaodg éyyloag. ..

24116 [5.100]—[Attested but no insight into wording can be gained]

24:17—Unattested

2418 [6.4.76]— ... KAeomds. ..

24119 [5.100]—][ Attested but no insight into wording can be gained]

24:20—Unattested

24:21a [5.100|—nuers 8¢ évopilouey, [8tt likely present] adtés oty 6 Avtpwmis 00
TopanA . . . [24:21b is unattested]

24:22—24—Unattested

24:25 [5.100; 6.4.76; 7.4.34]— ... @ dvénroL xal Ppadels f xapdia tod moTedewy
éni maow olg EAdAndy mpds Hpds [for this final element Epiphanius (éAdnoa
Upiv) and the Adamantius Dialogue (gAdAnoa mpdg OAG) may attest other
Marcionite readings].

24:26 [6.4.76; 7.4.34]|—0Uy! Tadto €det mabelv ov Xptotov . ..

24:27—29— Unattested

24:30 [6.4.76]— ... (tov dptov) ... (xAdoag) ...

24:31 [6.4.76]—(alt@v 0¢ dpvolySnaav) ol dgpBaiuol xal Eméyvwaay (adtdy). ..

24:32—36—Unattested

24:37 [4.4.97; 7.4-35]— - - . (€90xovv) pavragua (Sewpei).

24:38 [4.4.97; 6.4.77; 7.4.35]— ... 7l Tetapaymével €oté xai...tl dtaloyiauol
avaBaivovaty eis Tag xapdlag Juy.

24:39 [4.4.97; 6.4.77; 7.4.35|—{8ete tag xelpdg pov xatl tovg wédag uov 61t {éye
elut avtés} [Ynragnoaté pe xal dete may not have been present] étt vedua
[odpxa xai may not have been present] dotéa olx €xet xadig eue Bewpelte
Eyovta.
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24:40— Unattested

24:41 [5.101]—€tt [ 3¢ likely present] {dmiorodvrwy avtdv} ...t Bpwatuov. ..
24:42 [8.22]— ... ({SVog) ...

24:43 [8.22]— ... (épayev).

24:44—46—Unattested

24:47 [5.102]— ... xypuydivar .. . eis mavta 1@ E%vy) . ..
24:48-53—Unattested



CHAPTER 10

Initial Conclusions and Avenues for Future
Research

As noted in the opening pages of this monograph, a significant number of
NT scholars and textual critics had expressed the view that a new and more
precise reconstruction of Marcion’s Gospel was an important scholarly desid-
eratum. The reconstruction presented here has sought to make this important
contribution to scholarship by offering a significantly more rigorous and meth-
odologically controlled reconstruction of the text of Marcion’s Gospel. Despite
the tremendously valuable contributions of previous scholars working on this
text, the discussion in the previous chapters has revealed how, at nearly every
point, greater precision resulting in more nuanced insight into Marcion’s read-
ings was possible. At the same time, the text reconstructed here is by no means
considered to be the “last word” in reconstructions of Marcion’s Gospel; rather,
it is an attempt to move scholarly debate and discussion forward on firmer
ground in the hopes that it may engender further consideration of the read-
ings of this text. At the same time, however, the attempt was made to offer a
reconstructed text with varying levels of certainty so as to provide the basis for
considering the implications of the text of Marcion’s Gospels for other areas
of NT textual and canonical studies. The introduction mentioned several such
areas where it is not simply the text of Marcion’s Gospel, but its significance
for gaining further insight into early Christianity that has kept this text at the
crossroads of scholarly interest. Various issues discussed only in nuce in the
course of this volume deserve their own book-length treatment in the light
of this new reconstruction, and the following observations and examples are
intended to highlight both a few initial conclusions and their impact upon pos-
sible avenues of further research.

First, concerning the renewed interest in the question concerning the rela-
tive priority of Luke or Marcion’s Gospel, one example of verses relevant for
the discussion is Luke 4:43 and 16:16. In both instances I have argued that it
is very likely that Marcion read v) factleio 00 Beod edoryyeriletar! As Michael
Wolter also noted in his commentary on Luke, this turn of phrase appears only
in Luke-Acts and thus may be an example of a redactional phrase attributable

1 Cf. the reconstruction of these verses in the previous chapter and the discussions in chapter
4.4.73 and chapter 5.6.

© KONINKLIJKE BRILL NV, LEIDEN, 2015 DOI 10.1163/9789004282377_011
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to the author of Luke-Acts being found in the text Marcion used.? If further
comparison of the reconstructed text of Marcion with Luke reveals additional
examples of apparent Lukan style or redaction present in the text that formed
the basis for Marcion’s Gospel, this would indeed be a vital and important piece
of evidence for the likely priority of a text very similar to our canonical Luke.

Second, the above reconstruction has shed further light on the question of
points of contact between readings in Marcion’s Gospel and “Western” read-
ings. Though striking instances of similarities between the readings were often
already noted by Harnack, e.g.,, in Luke 11:38 where the “Western” reading is
Tip&ato Saxpewduevos ev éavtd Aéyew did T1, there are also notable divergences.
For example, though the precise wording is only probable, Marcion’s text
clearly included Luke 22:20, part of the famous “Western non-interpolation”
in vv. 19b—20. In addition, there are omissions attested by some witnesses to
the “Western” text in. e.g., 8:28, 24:1, and 24:9, of elements very likely to be pres-
ent in Marcion’s text. Such observations confirm the potential complexity of
understanding Marcion’s Gospel within the “Western” textual tradition and
highlight the need to consider this relationship anew.3

Third, concerning the question of Marcion and the fourfold Gospel, it has
often been noted that one of the primary ways in which the emerging fourfold
Gospel began influencing the text of the Synoptic Gospels is through harmo-
nization. In regards to Marcion’s Gospel, Harnack stated that the “two to three
hundred variants” which Marcion’s Gospel has in common with the “Western”
text, reveal a strong influence of the Matthean or Markan texts.# In a footnote,
Harnack then made a one-sentence statement recognizing that though one
could debate individual such instances of harmonization, the secure harmo-
nizations are of great significance for the history of the canon.5 Following
Harnack’s reconstruction of Marcion’s Gospel, AJ.B. Higgins furthered the

2 Cf. chapter 4, n. 367.

Cf. the comments in chapter 1, n. 4.

4 Harnack, Marcion, 243*. Of course, the variants thus evaluated by Harnack are the variants as
he reconstructed them.

5 See Harnack, Marcion, 243* n. 2 where he writes, “In einzelnen Fillen kann man streiten, ob
iiberhaupt eine Konformierung vorliegt (s. Pott, Zeitschr. f. KGesch. S. 208f.)—in zahlreichen
Fillen aber stehen Konformierungen fest. Fiir die Kanonsgeschichte ist die Beobachtung
von grofier Bedeutung: der in Rom um die Mitte des 2. Jahrhunderts giiltige Text des Lukas
war schon mit Matth. (Mark.) konformiert.—Die Konformationen sind gewif} mit vollem
Bedacht unternommen.” Though Harnack believed that Marcion’s version of the Gospel of
Luke had been selected out of the four handed down to him (Marcion, 40—2) and that the
fourfold Gospel thus existed before Marcion, he did not argue extensively how Marcion’s text
might provide evidence for these views.
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argument that “the Western text of Lk. which was known to Marcion had
already been influenced by Mt. and Mk.”®¢ With a point of contact to the above-
noted question concerning the relationship between Marcion’s Gospel and
Luke, Leland Wilshire picked up on, in his view, thirty such harmonizations
and referred to them in his critique of John Knox’s arguments that the canon-
ical Gospel of Luke reached its final form after Marcion.” David S. Williams
stated that “scholars have often failed to take note of the high incidence of
Matthean and/or Marcan readings in Marcion’s Gospel,” using this contention
to argue that many assumptions about Marcion’s theology or editorial goals
may be incorrect because of the positing of “omissions” that may be better
explained as textual corruptions influenced by Matthew or Mark.8 Though the
sources for Marcion’s Gospel do indeed attest Matthean readings in multiple
places, it has been seen that a significant challenge in evaluating such read-
ings is the possibility that the author of a source himself is responsible for the
harmonization.® Revisiting the issue of the extent to which Marcion’s Gospel
contained harmonized readings based on the here offered reconstruction may
be able to shed additional light upon the weight that this argument has, or
does not have, for questions surrounding the formation of the fourfold Gospel.

Finally, it is interesting to consider the apparatus for Luke in NA28 in the
light of the findings of this study and to note where some references to read-
ings in Marcion’s Gospel are misleading, or at least potentially problematic. To
highlight simply a few examples involving different sources: (1) in Luke 5:38,
readings in the Adamantius Dialogue that face multiple difficulties of both
context and content as related to readings in Marcion’s Gospel are listed as
Mcion#;1° (2) in Luke 6:16, Mcion® is listed as attesting the reading Ioxapiwtny;
however, the variation within the manuscript tradition of Epiphanius reveals
this reference as perhaps overly dependent on Harnack’s reconstruction;"! and
(3) in the Lord’s Prayer (Luke 11:2), there are several difficulties with the man-
ner in which Mcion is listed as supporting the reading of 700 and GrNy and
the related reading in 162.12

6 Higgins, “The Latin Text of Luke,” 15. Cf. also the comments of Wilson referenced in
chapter 1, n. 124.

7 Cf. Wilshire, “Was Canonical Luke Written in the Second Century?,” 246-53.

8 Williams, “Reconsidering Marcion’s Gospel,” 482-3.

9 Cf. the comments in chapter 4.3.5; chapter 6.3; and chapter 7.3.

10  Cf. the discussion in chapter 7.4.2.

11 Cf the comments in chapter 6.4.8.

12 Cf. Roth, “Text of the Lord’s Prayer,” 54-59.
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Undoubtedly, the text of Marcion’s Gospel remains crucial for scholarly
knowledge and insight into Luke and the Gospels during the second cen-
tury. In laying the groundwork for future work on the relationship between
Marcion’s Gospel and Luke, the text of Luke and its transmission in the second
century, and the developing fourfold Gospel collection, the results of this vol-
ume contribute to the possibility of more precisely considering the full scope
of the contribution of Marcion’s Gospel to our knowledge of second century
Christianity. Thus, it is hoped that this monograph may have provided not only
a new reconstruction of Marcion’s Gospel, but also the encouragement for
future work on this Gospel text and its place in multiple areas of NT research.
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